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The following quotation is from Publications of The Rhode Island Historical
Society, New Series, v. 6, no. 3, October 1898, p. 162:

There 1s in the cabinet a figurchead of decidedly pleasing aspect. It is
made of different materials and has the appearance of having once served
as the key to an arch. It came from the John Brown (now the Professor
Gammell) house that was built by the former in 1786, According to a state-
ment made by Professor Gammell, this head was removed from its old local-
ity about 1853, when he and Mrs, Gammell took possession of that estate,

In 1898, when this note was made, the editor could not know that sixty-six vears
later John Brown House would be the headquarters of the Historical Society. The
kevstone head came back to the place of its origin in 1942 when the Society moved
to 532 Power Street.

1t was doubtless this year of 1853, “when he and Mrs, Gammell took posstssion
of that estate,” that the three-story ell was added to the main block of John Brown
House, Tt may well be that in order to connect the second floor of the main house
with the second floor of the newly-built ell, a Palladian window on the landing of
the stairs was removed in order to make a passage from the front to the rear of the
house. This Palladian window, overlooking the gardens at the north of the man-
sion, might well have had the kevstone with the carved head.

Could it be possible that this is a sculptured portrait of John Brown, the builder

of the house? "T'here are those who believe in this theory.

Funp Drive GoarL, NEw LiBrary CLOSE AT HAND

To AL MEMBERS AND FRIENDS :

Progress with history is in the making. We are taking some
giant steps forward . . . and gaining momentum and enthusiasm as
we move ahead.

Ours is a most difficult role, for we are charged with preserving in
a most accurate manner that which has come before us. And while
doing this we must also project our Society and its historical treasures
into the daily life of our community.

The Historical Society is on the threshold of new-found vigor and
vitality — made possible through your generosity and continued
interest.

Fund drive results near goal
Our Development Fund is more than two thirds of the way to its
goal of $150,000. The present receipts are at $108,000. And most
important, we have a $5,000 incentive gift waiting for us when we
reach the $145,000 mark — made possible through the generosity of

one of our donors.

New library a reality by this fall

The architects have completed plans for the restoration of our new
library at the corner of Power and Hope streets. This accomplishment
will be a most gratifying tribute to your efforts, and will be the focal
point in the state in terms of a reference library for historical research
and reading enjoyment.

Once the preparatory work has been completed, we shall move our
volumes from John Brown House to their new home as quickly as
possible. Hopefully, the new library will be fully operational by the
first of October of this year.



Refurbishing of John Brown House

Work on John Brown House will begin as soon as our library has
been relocated. A committee is presently being formed for this impor-
tant task. John Brown House will then be a fine museum and display
center that will reflect the pride of our Society’s membership and
friends.

Your generosity and splendid support is deeply appreciated. For
without you the Society could not be the monument to our Rhode
Island history that it is fast

Yes, we are making magnificent progrl:m with our history.

Cordially,
Georce C. Davis, president

IMPORTANT NOTICE

The first floor of John Brown House will remain open during the
summer. Beginning July first the library will be closed until further
notice in preparation for moving to 121 Hope Street.

Please note the Open Hours at John Brown House, effective
July first, as printed below:

OPEN HOURS at JOHN BROWN HOUSE

Tuesday through Friday 11 am.to4 p.m.
Saturday and Sunday afternoons 2 to 4 p.m.
Closed Mondays

OPEN OTHER HOURS BY APPOINTMENT L3
Closed on Jan. 1, Feb. 22, Easter Sunday,
May 30, July 4, Aug. 14, Labor Day, Oct. 12,
Nov. 11, Thanksgiving and Christmas.
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RHODE ISLAND COTTON MANUFACTURING
A Study in Economic Conservatism

by PeTER J. CoLEsmaN
The State Historical Society of Wisconsin

THe HisTORY OF Ruope IsLanp presents a paradox. Down
through the vears the colony and state have always manifested an
intriguing blend of conservatism and radicalism. As one might expect,
the innovators seem to have had the greater influence. Their efforts
have ranged over many fields; their names form the warp and woof
of the Narragansett Bay story. They include Roger Williams and ideas
fundamental to the growth of individual liberty ; Thomas Wilson Dorr
and the struggle to democratize Rhode Island government: Francis
Wavland and the transformation of higher education; Brown and
Ives and the dtulnpmtnl of the fabulous East India trade: Samuel
Slater and the rise of cotton manufacturing; and Jabez Gorham and
the establishment of the silver industry.

The thread of conservatism in Rhode Island history is less well
known. Yet the colony which was the first to declare itself independent
of Great Britain was also the last to embody the liberal principles of
the Revolution in its svstem of government; Rhode Island lagged
behind other New England states in the creation of a svstem of frec
public education ; throughout most of the nineteenth century it had a
higher incidence of child labor than anv other Northern state; it
resisted extending political equality to foreign-born citizens until
1886 and, despite the efforts of reformers dating back to Dorrist days,
as late as 19035, Lincoln StefTens could write about Rhode Island as
a “State for Sale.”

The paradox of receptiveness to some kinds of change but not to
others even existed within the textile industry, the field of economic
activity in which Rhode Islanders prided themselves on their leader-
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ship. Conservatism appeared early and was nowhere more apparent
than in the slowness with which cotton manufacturers adopted power
weaving. In effect, a technological lag of more than a decade occurred
between the invention of the power loom and its widespread utiliza-
tion by Rhode Island cotton manufacturers. The explanation for this
delay lies in a combination of entrepreneurial conservatism and
CCoONOmMIC circumstances,

For almost a generation after 1790, American millowners struggled
with the cumbersome hand-weaving system, but even after 1808,
when the Jeffersonian Embargo and the war with Great Britain gave
them a virtual monopoly of the growing domestic market for cotton
textiles, their efforts to increase production were hamstrung by their
ignorance of the technology of power weaving. Despite the incentive
of high profits, they could not expand spinning capacity beyond the
ability of hand weavers to turn yarn into cloth.

To be sure, Great Britain guarded her industrial secrets by pro-
hibiting the emigration of skilled workers and the export of machin-
cry, but in the long run these restrictions merely delaved rather than
prevented American manufacturers acquiring power looms. Never-
theless, when the technological breakthrough occurred — in 1815 in
Waltham, Massachusetts, and in 1815 and 1816 in South Kingstown
and North Providence, Rhode Island — economic conditions dis-
couraged the installation of the expensive new equipment and, in the
case of Rhode Island, a growing conservatism reinforced the reluct-
ance to mechanize production.’

To a certain extent. industrialists had good reason to proceed
cautiously. The flood of British cotton goods after the War of 1812
caused severe hardship throughout the American textile industry.
Those Rhode Island firms which did not fail outright stayed in
business only by practicing rigid cconomy and by drawing on the
large profits they had accumulated during the war.® Even the Tariff
of 1816, by which Congress intended to protect the fledgling American
industry against British competition, gave Rhode Island mills less
support than anticipated. This was particularly true of the producers
of ginghams, the local specialty. Some manufacturers saved them-
selves from the competition of foreign calicoes only by shifting to the
production of fine quality goods, the duties on which were high
enough to give them a price advantage over English mills.

1964] Rhode Istand Cotton Manufacturing 67

But depression and competition only partially explain the slowness
with which Rhode Island producers converted to power weaving.
The continued reliance on child labor, the failure to reorganize pro-
duction along the large-scale, fully integrated lines adopted by the
Lowells and Lawrences in Massachusetts, and, particularly, the
refusal of Samuel Slater to finance William Gilmore’s efforts to
reproduce the Scotch-style power loom reflected a growing consery-
atism in Rhode Island industrial circles.* In part, this cautiousness
represented a weakening of the daring sense of risk taking which had
characterized the entrepreneurial spirit in privateering and slaving
ventures in the eighteenth century, the opening of the Far Eastern
and Latin American trades after the Revolution, and, indeed, the
establishment of cotton manufacturing itself,

What had happened to the Rhode Island entreprencurial spirit?
T'he answer lies in geography, in business trends, and, perhaps above
all, in the resilience and flexibility of industrial leadership. With the
exception of the Fall River area of Tiverton, southeastern Rhode
Island had developed virtually no textile interests. The shortage of
water power ruled out significant industrial development.® Anyway,
the British occupation during the Revolution had broken Newport's
spirit, and though maritime trade scemed to revive after 1783, the
port hardly grew at all until the opening decade of the nineteenth
centurv. Even this recovery proved temporary, for the Embargo of
1808 and the War of 1812 first paralyzed Newport's commerce, then
destroyed the town’s will to survive as a major southern New England
center. During the critical fifteen vears after the Treaty of Ghent,
Newport contributed little capital or energy to the transformation of
the Rhode Island textile industry. In truth, Newport stood apart from
the rest of the state, an anachronism drawing little from and contrib-
uting still less to Rhode Island’s economic development.”

For quite different reasons, Bristol also lived apart from the rest of
the state. It too lacked the water power to industrialize. But unlike
Newport, Bristol suffered from an excess rather than a shortage of
entrepreneurial resilience. Through George DeWoll, that maverick in
a brilliant family of merchant-adventurers, Bristol met the challenge
to its maritime interests after 1815 by plunging into various “black-
birding™ and piratical enterprises. A few prudent investors such as
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James DeWoll excepted,” Bristol diverted its resources to thesc
nefarious activities and thus played no part in shaping Rhode Island’s
industrial pattern.

This placed the responsibility for innovation in the textile industry
squarely on the shoulders of businessmen in the northern and western
segments of the state. On the whole, they moved cautiously. Although
the third largest cotton mill in New England, the Coventry Company,
converted to power weaving in 1817,7 the majority of manufacturers
accepted the new technology so slowly that a decade later only a third
of Rhode Island’s 110 cotton mills had installed power looms.® Of the
remainder, about half had integrated production but still used hand
looms; the other half spun yarn and twist for outright sale or,
frequently, to be put out to hand weavers. Even in 1832, sixteen years
after Gilmore had developed his power loom, at least a tenth of the
mills did no weaving whatsoever. By that time Massachusetts had
replaced Rhode Island as the leading American cotton manufactur-
ing state.”

Rhode Island’s declining importance was directly attributable to
technological lags. Four factors were primarily responsible. The most
important was a sheer lack of nerve. In sharp contrast to their
behavior during the critical five years preceding the Embargo of 1808,
when the cotton industry expanded rapidly through a massive shift
of capital from maritime to industrial uses, after 1815 Rhode Island-
ers no longer set the pace. Instead of shifting with the times as Boston
entreprencurs were doing, or even anticipating and making trends,
they moved belatedly and only after they could nolonger resist change.

A shortage of venture capital partially inhibited innovation. In the
straitened conditions of the postwar world, small operators experi-
enced difficulty in raising funds to purchase power looms at seventy
dollars apiece. But the leading industrialists, such as the Slaters and
the Browns, had ample resources. In reality, Rhode Island suffered
not so much from a dearth of risk capital as from unwillifigness to
venture it.

Vested interests also slowed the rate of technological change. Some
millowners resisted altering the established way of conducting their
operations. The relative newcomers especially, many of whom were
farmers, mechanics, and millwrights, were satisfied to have mastered
the techniques of spinning and to have learned how to organize hand
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weaving. They had no stomach for complicating their enterprises by
introducing power weaving. They refused to invest in new looms,
to learn the new technology, to retrain their workers, and to adjust
their marketing arrangements to new products. Thinking of this kind
was particularly characteristic of those who relied heavily on child
labor. Power weaving, they were quick to appreciate, would require
a much higher proportion of adults in their labor force and would
increase their wage costs, Slater himself had chosen not to venture
into woolen manufacturing on precisely these grounds, and many
other cotton manufacturers preferred to keep down their capital
investment and labor costs by operating only the relatively simple
spinning machinery which could be tended by children under the
watchful eyes of a few overseers.

Finally, the Rhode Island cotton industry had a major investment
in the putting-out system of hand weaving. More than a decade in the
making, it had developed in response to clearly felt needs, By 1817
it was working tolerably efficiently and, despite some deficiencies, it
satisfied most manufacturers. This was particularly true for the
production of plaid and checked goods which, it transpired, could
not be woven on the crude power looms initially available.

From the outset of their cotton manufacturing experiment in 1790,
Almy and Brown shrewdly recognized that the success of their pioneer
Pawtucket venture depended as much upon their ability to market
their varn as on their capacity to spin it. As Maoscs Brown observed to
Slater, *“T'hee must shut down thy gates or thee will spin all my farms
into cotton yarn.”"" Fortunately for the partners, and this was one of
the great assets of the pioneer merchant-industrialists, they had the
commercial connections, knowledge, experience, and organization to
grapple effectively with marketing problems. They began by selling
their yarn to local hand weavers, then gradually expanded their sales
area until it extended from Portland in the north to Baltimore in the
south and Albany in the west. As a temporary inducement to retailers
to stock varn, Almy and Brown sold on consignment, allowing their
agents a commission varying from 214 to 5 per cent on sales. From
1790 to 1800 the consignment system moved suthcient varn to enable
the partners to increase production fairly steadily and gave them a
reasonable return on their investment.'!
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This method of marketing yarn produced problems as well as
profits. The consignment system soon became permanent, mainly
because retailers and wholesalers refused to invest their own capital
in the trade by purchasing yarn outright. In effect, they forced manu-
facturers to assume all the risks. Too, as more and more mills went
into operation, agents used their competitive advantage to demand
liberalized terms in the form of higher commissions, extended credit,
and larger discounts for prompt remittance. And increasingly, mill-
owners had to accept payment in kind rather than in cash. Although
they bartered such goods for raw materials, used them to pay their
mill hands, or disposed of them in their capacity as merchants, the
consignment system grew more and more burdensome.'®

Manufacturers secured some relief after 1804 when commission
merchants in the major commercial centers began to serve as middle-
men between the producer and the smaller wholesaler and the local
retailer. This drastically reduced the number of agents with whom the
millowner had direct relations, reduced his marketing overhead, and
freed him to devote additional time and energy to production
problems. '

Cotton spinners had no sooner begun to derive tangible benefits
from this more efficient system of disposing of their yarn than the
textile market underwent another major change. Consumer demand,
especially in the rapidly growing western areas extending from
upstate New York and Pennsylvania into Ohio, Kentucky, and
Tennessee, shifted from varn to finished cloth. This forced a radical
reorganization on millowners and for the first time in the history of
the American textile industry involved them directly and on a large
scale in the manufacture of cloth. Although some producers continued
to market yarn in the same way as before or brought hand weavers
into the mill, the majority turned to the putting-out system as the
maost satisfactory way of meeting the new demand.™

At first, millowners organized production themselves and dealt
directly with individual weavers either at the mill or at stores in the
major population centers. Factories in the Pawtuxet and southern
Blackstone valleys had direct access to a large number of weavers,
By contemporary American standards, this crescent-shaped region
extending from Scituate and Warwick through Cranston and Provi-

1964 ] Rhode Island Cotton Manufacturing 71

dence into North Providence, Cumberland, and Smithfield was
densely inhabited, had a population that was increasing fairly rapidly,
and enjoyved the advantage of an efficient, well-organized system of
transportation. The remater mills to the south and west, by contrast,
had difficulty in reaching sufficient weavers to maintain the flow of
production. Many overseers shared the trials and tribulations suffered
by Rowland Hazard, the pioneer woolen manufacturer of Peace Dale
in South Kingstown, who rode the length and breadth of Washington
County leaving webs of varn at various homes to be woven into cloth.
Sometimes he had to call as many as a dozen times before he could
collect the finished product from delinquent weavers,™

As they gained experience with the putting-out system, manufac-
turers gradually learned to keep careful records of each web and piece
of cloth and of the work of each weaver. But they never themselves
solved a number of difficulties. Since most cottage weavers were part-
time workers who depended only partially upon the loom for their
Livelihoods, they completed their tasks at their own convenience.
Moreover, cloth varied in quality from weaver to weaver. Exasperat-
ing though these problems were, most manufacturers met them cheer-
fully enough, especially after 1808, when the shortage of British goods
and the increase in Western demand led to soaring profits.

The financial crisis of 1814 and particularly the postwar depression
forced a radical reorganization of the putting-out system. In a period
when millowners were struggling to avoid bankruptey, they grasped
at any method of raising efficiency and reducing costs. Though the
most venturesome met the challenge by constructing large-scale, fully
integrated factories and by adopting power weaving, the majority
merely improved their old way of doing things. On the cloth manu-
facturing side of their operations, they drastically reduced hand
weaving rates and, more important, abandoned the system of dealing
directly with weavers. Instead, they employved commission merchants
to perform this function for them, thereby relieving themselves of the
burdens of finding weavers, delivering varn, picking up cloth, inspect-
ing finished work for quantity and quality, and maintaining separate
records of their dealings with each of the hundreds of workers they
emploved.' Although the manufacturer paid commissions ranging
from 10 to 13 per cent of the value of varn handled, and although the
weaving contractor assumed none of the risks and invested none of
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the capital, the new system represented a major advance over the old
method and more than compensated the millowner by raising effi-
ciency and reducing over-all operating costs.””

Indeed, the system worked so well that some of the more conserva-
tive manufacturers developed such a vested interest in hand weaving
that they clung to the antiquated methods of production long after
power weaving had proved its superiority. Samuel Slater did not
install power looms until 1823, eight vears after Gilmore had intro-
duced the Scotch-style power loom, and he did not completely aban-
don hand weaving until 1827, But Slater was not an eccentric vainly
trving to swim against the current. He operated profitably throughout
the 1820s, mainly because the reputation of his ginghams in such
markets as Philadelphia enabled him to dispose of all the cloth he
could produce at premium prices. He was even able to pay his hand
weavers more than the current rate.” Nor was Slater an isolated
example of the technological lag in the Rhode Island cotton industry.
Many manufacturers, including some of the other more prominent
ones, also relied heavily on the putting-out svstem and thev too delaved
the installation of power looms until they could no longer compete
effectively with the fully mechanized mills.

In the 1820s, the North Stonington area of eastern Connecticut
constituted a major hand-weaving center for Rhode Island spinning
mills and well illustrates the way that the putting-out system worked."”
Between the spring of 1821 and the summer of 1828, a local commis-
sion merchant by the name of Russell Wheeler acted as agent for
eleven manufacturers, most of them from Pawtucket in North Provi-
dence. His records, though incomplete, show that he had a substantial
business. The surviving invoice books record that in this seven-year
period he handled almost 5,000 webs totaling nearly 114,000 pounds
of cotton yarn and that he arranged for the weaving of nearly 494,000
vards of cloth, It is probable, though not certain, that these figures
covered only a portion of his production. >

The Richmond Manufacturing Company of Scituate supplied by
far the largest proportion of this varn, almost 40,000 pounds or nearly
30 per cent of the total. Barney Merry and Company of Pawtucket
delivered not quite 22,000 pounds of yarn to Wheeler, Timothy
Greene and Sons shipped more than 11,700 pounds to him, and the
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Providence Manufacturing Company forwarded another 10,700
pounds from its Crompton Mills in Warwick. Andrew Hutchinson,
Thomas Lefavour and Sons, Samuel and Daniel Greene and
Company, the Smithfield Manufacturing Company, Benjamin Coz-
zens, Jr., A. Kennedy, and Stephen Jenks and Sons supplied smaller
amounts ranging from less than 700 pounds to more than 7,700
pounds.®”
Tane |
THE NORTH STONINGTON, CONNECTICUT
HAND-WEAVING INDUSTRY, 1821-1828

Firm Time Span  Webs Weight  Yards
Thomas Lefavour & Sons 1821-1822 333 7,710 32.752t=
Timothy Greene & Sons 1821-1824 522 11,717 51,801
Stephen Jenks & Sons 18221823 30 691 3.075
Smithficid Cotton Manufacturing Co. 1822-1823 261 6,299 26,984
Samuel & Damniel Greene & Co., 18221824 308 6,267 286010
Benjamin Cozzens, Jr. 1822-1824 93 1,983 8.840
Providence Manufacturing Co, 1823-1824 445 10,709 306431
Andrew Hutchinson 1824 202 5,145 21,747
Barney Merry & Co. 1824-1826 994 21,860 102370
Richmond Manufacturing Co. 1826-1828 1,695 39966 17100111
A. Kennedy ? 70 1524 7.016
Totals 4,953 113,871 493,920

a1 § webs weighing a total of 177 1% pounds were delivered to C. Williams and
were not returned as finished cloth; 3 other webs weighing a total of 6974 pounds
were not woven into cloth either but were included in a settlement of accounts on
September 10, 1822; 12 webs were supplied by the manufacturer to be used as
filling: (' 47 webs were not woven into cloth; and 1) 11 webs, including two
that were destroyed by fire, were not woven into cloth.

In his invoice book, Wheeler kept a detailed record of his transac-
tions with each spinning mill. He recorded the arrival of each ship-
ment of yarn, the weight and number of webs of yarn in each load,
the weight and number of yards of finished cloth he returned, and
the amount due him for his services.

He kept comparable records of his dealings with each hand weaver.
Column by column, his weaving book carried the weaver’s name; the
date the yarn was put out to be woven; the inventory number, fine-
ness, and weight of each web: the type of cloth to be woven: the date
the cloth was returned: its weight and vardage: the price paid per
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vard; and the total sum paid to the weaver.

Wheeler distributed the yarn to weavers scattered over an area
extending as far cast as Hopkinton and Charlestown in Rhode Island
and as far west as Groton in Connecticut. However, the principal
concentration of weavers was in the immediate neighborhood of his
store. According to the 1820 census, North Stonington had 307 cotton
looms and produced 210,000 vards of cloth annually; Stonington,
including the port area, had another 263 loomsand produced 234,500
vards of cloth each year. The weaving book shows that between June,
1822, and September, 1823, Wheeler employved 216 weavers to
convert 332 webs of yarn into cloth. Some of the workers (or their
families) wove more than one web. Thus the names of forty-one
weavers appeared twice on the weaving book: fourteen names
appeared three times: ten names appeared four times; three names
appeared five times: and one name appeared six times. Somewhat
more than half (56 per cent) of the weavers were women and girls.”'

Depending upon the fineness of the yarn (usually from Number 12
to Number 19, but sometimes ranging up to Number 50) and the
weight of the web (generally about 23 pounds), a web produced
from 75 to 120 vards of cloth. The average was 101 vards, Out of the
4,953 webs Wheeler received from the spinning mills, 2,000 were to
be woven into plaid, 1,480 into ginghams, 775 into stripes, 597 into
checks, and 97 into shirting.

TasLe 2
THE NORTH STONINGTON, CONNECTICUT
HAND-WEAVING INDUSTRY, 1821-1828

Firm Webs Supplied For
Checks Ging-  Plaid Shirt- Stripes Other Total
ham ing

Thomas Lefavour & Sons x 292 x x 41 x 333
Timothy Greene & Sons 117 332 x 14 58 1 522
S. Jenks & Sons x 22 1 2 4+ 1 3n
Smithfield Cotton Manufacturing Co, 4 235 x 10 12 ex 261
Samuel & Daniel Greene & Co. 51 236 X x 19 2 308
Benjamin Cozzens, Jr. 12 81 X X X X 93
Providence Manufacturing Co. 31 156 134 71 53 x M5
Andrew Hutchinson 15 7 133 x 47 x 202
Barney Merry & Co. 367 8 319 x 224 x99
Richmond Manufacturing Co, x 35 1351 x 309 x 1695
A. Kennedy x x 62 x 8 x 70
Totals 597 1480 2000 97 775 4 4953
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Although hand weavers had received during the War of 1812 as
much as 13 cents a yard and a premium of 1 cent a yard for each
color,* by the early 1820s rates had fallen sharply and ranged from
3 cents to 7 cents a vard.™ Thus Adam Stales, an old man, spent a
month in the carly summer of 1821 weaving a 24-pound web of
Number 14 varn into 106 yards of gingham for §4.77, or at the rate
of 4% cents a vard. The rate dropped to 4 cents in 1824, then to
3 cents during the depression the following vear. Weavers received a
little more in the spring of 1826, but they rarely earned more than
314 cents a vard.

Wheeler paid his weavers in either cash or goods. In July, 1822,
for example, Amy Hiscock took payment in a harness from Wheeler's
store, and in October, 1825, Oliver Hewith wove a Barney Merry
web into 109 vards of cloth and had the option of receiving $2.45 in
cash or $3.00 in store goods. The commission merchant penalized his
weavers for various deficiencies. In July, 1825, he deducted half a
cent per vard from the agreed price because Nancy Champlin had
kept a web for ten months, and he threatened Matilda Burdick of
Charlestown, Rhode Island, with a similar penalty if she failed to
return the finished cloth within seven weeks. Weavers who produced
narrow or “thin and poor” cloth received from 2 cents to 4 cents
instead of the prevailing rate of 3 cents to 5 cents a vard, a very stiff
penalty indeed.

Actually, although a weaver occasionally delivered the cloth he had
woven in less than a month, it was more typical for a web to be out-
standing for about three months. In the same sample of 332 webs
obtained from Stephen Jenks and Sons, Benjamin Cozzens, Jr., and
the Smithfield Cotton Manufacturing Company cited previously,
41 webs were returned to Wheeler as cloth in less than 45 days; 95, in
less than 75 days; 63, in less than 105 days: 43, in less than 135 days:
and 28, in less than 165 days. The balance, 64 webs, took from 166
days to 511 days to be woven into cloth. If the normal delays in ship-
ments between the mill and merchant are added, as well as the delays
in getting the webs out to the weavers and finished cloth to the market,
it can be seen that it was extremely difficult for a manufacturer to
supply a rush order except from goods on hand or to shift his produc-
tion from one type of fabric to another. At best, he had cither to
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warehouse a large inventory of many different types of cloths or to
gear his production to what he guessed the market would be four to
ten months into the future. To some extent, this inhibited experimen-
tation and innovation and forced manufacturers to concentrate on
staple goods.

TaBLE 3

HAND-WEAVING RATES IN MASSACHUSETTS
AND CONNECTICUT, 1812-1827

Samuel Slater & Co. Troy Company Russell Wheeler
Massachusetts Massachusetts Connecticut
Year  Shirting Gingham Stripes Shirting Gingham Stripes  Shirting Gingham Stripes Checks
12 b 1) #12 #12 16 #12 #15 Hi6 #H14 N
¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢
1813 11 7
1814 11 7 11) 7
1816 11 4
1818 8 414 6
1820 TV 5 314 5 314
1622 5 614 5 414 5 3 4%
1823 614 3 3vh 414 3 41
1824 34 3Mu) 4y 3 4
1825 3 i) Fial Fi(b) i) '22/’3l|il
1826 3 2 2(e) §(a)
1827 2 214

Compiled from Ware, Early New England Cotton Manufacture, 307, and the
business records cited in note 19 above. The variants noted in the table are:
() plaid #15; (V) gingham # 15: (¢Istripes #40; and (1 checks #46. Wheeler
paid a premium ranging up to a cent per vard if the varn was supplied in the skein
rather than warped.

Wheeler received substantial commissions for his services. In 1822,
Benjamin Cozzens, Jr., paid 10 cents a yard for cloth which Wheeler
had obtained for as little as 44 cents a yard. Thomas Lefavour was
less generous, but even he paid Wheeler from 5 cents to 9 cents a yard
ata time when weavers were receiving a mere 3 cents to 5 cents a vard
for their labor. Moreover, this differential tended to widen rather than
narrow when weaving rates plummeted after the spring of 1824, and
the weavers rather than the merchant bore the brunt of the price
decline which followed the depression of 1825 and the expansion of
production from mechanized mills.

According to Henry Bradshaw Fearon, a London surgeon who
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visited Providence in 1817, the condition and status of hand weavers
may not have been as unpleasant as these piece rates imply. He
reported that Providence agents of Pawtucket spinning mills treated
hand weavers with respectful consideration and that, in sharp con-
trast to the manner of starving weavers in Manchester, the Providence
women carried themselves with a sturdy but not impudent air of
independence.** Nevertheless, conditions and earnings did deteriorate
over the next decade and the gradual abandonment of the putting-out
system forced some hand weavers into the mills and encouraged the
migration of many New Englanders to the West.

In the long run, of course, Rhode Island cotton manufacturers
could neither halt nor resist the march of technological mnovation.
Initially, millowners paid the operatives who tended power looms
$2.50 a week. This seemed a very large sum at a time when many
hand weavers earned as little as $5.00 a month. The manufacturer
had also to add on the cost of installing and maintaining the machin-
ery, heating and lighting the mill, and paying the wages of overseers,
Eventually, however, as millowners gained experience with power
weaving, they put their workers on piece rates of a cent a vard.*
No matter how much the commission merchant cut his rates, he could
not compete with the power loom and still make money. By 1832 a
mechanized mill could spin, weave, finish, and profitably market a
vard of cloth for about the same price which had formerly been paid
just to get it woven by hand.*" Such competition brought an end to
the putting-out system. Though some spinning mills stayved in business,
they either supplied warps to weaving mills or specialized in such
products as candle wicks and wadding, which did not involve weav-
ing. In the meantime, hand weavers and the putting-out system had
played important roles in the process by which Rhode Island made
the transition from a maritime to an industrial economy.

NOTES

!Compare Nathan Appleton, Introduction of the Power Loom, and Origin of
Lowell {Boston, 1858), 9: Samuel Batchelder, The Introduction and Early Prog-
ress of the Cotton Manufacture in the United States (Boston,1863),63-68, 7071 ;
William R. Bagnall, The Textile Industries of the United States (Cambrider,
1893 ), 222225, 546-549; Transactions of the Rhode Island Society for the
Encouragement of Domestic Industry, 1864, 62.-74.

2All but a handful of the 169 mills in the Providence arva failed after the war.
They included the Crompton Mills in Warwick, an enterprise operated by the
Providence Manufacturing Company since 1807, James DeWolf had to clase his
Arkwright Cotton Mills in Coventry hetween 1816 and 1818, but he had made
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profits ranging from 20 to 30 per cent a year during the war. See Louis McLane,
Report on the Manufactures of the United States (22 Congress, 1 session, Housre
Executive Document no, 308, vol. 1, serial 222, Washington, 1832), 934, 941:
Oliver Payson Fuller, The History of Warwick (Providence, 1875), 174; Bagnall.
Textile Industries, 451-457.

*Accounts vary. One says that Daniel Lyman hired Gilmore to build a loom enly
after Almy and Brown had refused to finance experimentation. A second account
blamed Slater’s son John who, it reported, turned Gilmore away with the argu-
ment that economic conditions did not justify trying to develop power weaving.
Compare, Samuel Webber, Manual of Poicer for Machines, Shafts, and Belts, with
the History of Cotton Manufacture in the United States (New York, 1879), 70:
Edward Field, ed., State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations at the end
of the Century: A History (3 vols., Boston, 1902), 3:348; Batchelder, Cotton
Manufacture, 70: George 5. White, Memoir of Samuel Slater (Philadelphia,
1836), 389, Paradoxically, however, Slater took a leading part in the introduction
of stram power into the Rhode Island cotton industry, and he made an carly
attempt to adopt the corporate style of organization in the iron industry.

tFor example, construction of the Enterprise Manufactory at Portsmouth began
in 1814 as a wartime speculation. The owners planned to install 600 spindles, but
they soon found that they had so grossly overestimated the water power that they
could not operate more than 240 spindles. See McLane’s Repor?, 1:965.

“Benjamin Hazard had a small share in his son-in-law’s mill on the Woonasqua-
tucket River in North Providence and a few other Newporters invested in the
Fall River cotton industry. However, as compared to what Providence entrepre-
neurs had done, the amount ventured was small. Newport did not become directly
involved in cotton manufacturing until 1832 when Edward W. Lawton and others
constructed a large steam mill capable of operating 4,256 spindles and 100 power
looms. See McLane's Report, 1:966: Frederick M. Peck and Henry H. Earl,
Fall River and its Industries (New York, 1877), 11.

%In 1810 James DeWolf formed a joint stock partnership to build and operate
the Arkwright Cotton Mills in Coventry. The mill had 2,000 spindles and produced
1,000 yards of cloth a day. DeWolf became sole owner of the $60,000 enterprise in
1820. See Mclane's Report, 1:941,

TTransactions of the Rhode Island Society for the Encouragement of Domestic
Industry, 1864, 68-69; Bagnall, Textile Industries, 411. The Fall River Manu-
factory also installed power looms in 1817, See Henry M. Fenner, comp., History
of Fall River, Massachuselts (Fall River, 1911), 57.

SField, Rhode Island, 3:353. For example, Jonathan Tiffany and John K.
Pitman spun yarn at their mill in Crompton in the town of Warwick until 1827,
But when they abandoned the system of putting the yarn out to be woven on hand
looms they did not introduce power weaving. Instead they converted to the manu-
facture of wadding, Rowse Babeock and John Knowles of Hopkinton apparently
continurd the putting-out system of hand weaving even after 1829, See, Fuller,
History of Warwick, 174: 8, S, Griswold, An Historical Sketch of Hopkinton,
1837-1876 (Hope Valley, 1877), 57,

YMoLanc's Report, 1:970-975; Address of the Friends of Domestic Industry
(Baltimore, 18510 112: Timothy Pitkin, 4 Statistical View of the Commerce of
United States of America (New Haven, 1835), 526

WQuoted in Frances Little, Early American Textiles (New York, 1831), 117,
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Caroline F. Ware, The Early New England Cotton Manufacture: A Study
in Industrial Beginnings (Cambridge, 1931), 32-33, 35-37: Victor S. Clark,
History of Manufactures of the United States (3 vols,, New York, 1929), 1:356-
357, 365366,

12Ware, Early New England Cotton Manufacture, 161-167.

131bid., 4143, 167169, 170, 172,

141bid.. 50, 52. However, the evidence on this point is inconclusive. Some
writers infer that the putting-out system operated throughout the period from
1789-1817. This is confirmed by Almy and Brown invoice books in The Rhode
Island Historical Society. Records for the period from 1791 to 1803 show that
Almy and Brown put work out to pickers, carders, twisters, weavers, dvers, and
cutters. For example, Benjamin and Silas Shephard contracted in 1803 to weave
bed ticking. They received a third of the value of the varn in payment and one
cent a vard for wastage. The Shephards delivered more than 9,000 yards of cloth
under this contract, Ware in ibid., pp. 28-29, says that Almy and Brown tried the
putting-out systrm for weaving in 1801 but thought it unsatisfactory. According
to John K. Pitman [quoted in Massena Goodrich, Histerical Sketck of the Town
of Pawiucket (Pawtucket, 1876), 63] in November, 1809, there were more than
1,000 hand looms in operation in Rhode Island, most of them in homes rather
than in factories. The Tillinghast mill, built at East Greenwich during the War of
1812, was one of the cotton factorics which relied heavily upon these hand
weavers. See D, H. Greene, History of the Town of East Greenwich (Providence,
1877), 61.

By 1809, Almy and Brown had brought a hundred hand weavers into the mill
The partners believed that properly supervised factory weavers could produce
many times as much cloth as cottage weavers. Clark, in History of Manufactures,
1:432, says that bringing weavers into the mill increased production threefold;
but Ware in Early New England Cotton Manufacture, 51, says that production
increased tenfold. See also, Thomas Steere, History of the Town of Smithfield
{Providence, 1B81), 92; and Edith Abbott, Women in Industry: A Study in
American Economic History [New Yurk, 1919), 37, 4547, 93,

1"Thomas Robinson Hazard, The Jonny-Cake Papers of “Shepherd Tom™
(Boston, 1915), 327-328. See also, Thomas R. Hazard, Miscellaneous Essays and
Letters ( Philadelphia, 1883), 156; and Ware, Early New England Cotton Manu-
facture, 30-51. Many of Slater’s hand weavers lived twenty or more miles from
the mill. See 1bid., 53.

1 Between 1816 and 1820 Slater dealt with 560 people, mostly individual
weavers. See thid., 74. Almy and Brown first used a merchant weaver in 1808,
Ihid., 28-29.

The auction system, a variant first tried in 1816 by the Waltham Company, did
not become important until the end of the next decade, Compare ibid., 172-176
with Clark, History of Manufactures, 1:358 359,

P"Ware, Early New England Cotton Manufacture, 7377,

INIhid.. 7475,

1" he discussion of the putting-out system which follows is based on two manu-
seript volumes (an inveice book and a weaving book ) located in the office of the
North Stonington town clerk, The volumes are unpaged.

20Barney Merry, Timothy Green, Thomas Lefavour, A, Kennedy, and the
brothers Samuel and Danicl Greene were directors of the New England Pacifie
Bank in North Providence. The Smithfield Manufacturing Company was organ-
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ized in Central Falls in 1805 by Benjamin S. Walcott and Rufus and Elisha
Waterman. They operated the mill until 1822, an unusually long period of
continuous ownership, but the enterprise failed in 1823 and they ceased supplying
Russell Wheeler with yarn, The Providence Manufacturing Company, by contrast,
experienced many changes of ownership between the time it was organized in
1807 and 1823, Benjamin Cozzens, Seth Wheaton, and Edward Carrington formed
a ten-year partnership early in 1823. Wheaton sold his interest in 1826. The
Richmond Manufacturing Company was also owned in Providence. Organized as
a joint stock partnership in 1814, the company spent $40.000 to build and install
its first mill, Tt did not adopt power weaving until 1828, in part because of the
shortage of water power. The proprietors claimed to have steadily lost money
between 1814 and 1832, One partner sold his $5,000 share for $1,875 in the spring
of 1832, See Steere, History of Smithfield, 115; McLane'’s Report, 1:934-939,
959-961: Bagnall, Textile Industries, 394, 451-457.

21 Photostat copy in the office of the North Stonington town clerk.

228tecre, History of Smithfield, 132133, Slater paid his weavers in store goods
rather than cash;: others paid in varn. See Ware, Early New England Cotton
Manufacture, 51-52,

Z3Rates fell from a third to a half between 1816 and 1820. See ibid., 66-67.
The cost of labor for weaving was halved between 1809 and 1820, See Goodrich,
Historical Sketch of Pawtucket, 67,

2Quoted in Gertrude Selwyn Kimball, Pictures of Rhode Island in the Past,
1642-1833 (Providence, 1900), 165-166.

iFenner, History of Fall River, 57, According to Ware in Early New England
Cotton Manufacture, 72-73, the early power looms caused so much difficulty that
the operatives could not earn a fair wage on piece rates. Manufacturers abandoned
the wage system only after they had solved the technological problems. Clark,
in History of Manufactures, 1:395-396, reported that in 1827, 5,000 to 6,000
weavers, dyers, and warpers in Philadelphia carned, on the average, $5 a week each.

ZMclane's Report, 1:946, 950, 956. 960, 963, 965. Between 1816 and 1826,
the Boston Manufacturing Company averaged 18.75 per cent in profits, partly
because of the lower production costs it obtained from the adoption of power
weaving. For the differential between the price of cotton, varn, and shirting, and
for data on weaving rates, see Clark, History of Manufactures, 1:374, 386-387,
388-389, 433.

THE RELIGIOUS HISTORY OF A
CHRISTTAN SOCIALIST

Joseph . Cooke’s “A Personal Relation™

by CrarLEs R, CrOowE®*

George Washington University

IN MANY RESPECTS the years from 1835 to 1850 marked the most
crucial period for American Protestant thought. Deism, which had
never been a mass movement, was largely confined during the
Jacksonian cra to a small number of free thought societies, and two
generations of reticent Unitarians did not bring radical changes to the
American religious scene. Nevertheless, leaders of the two groups
were important as precursors of the New England Transcendentalists,
who were more formidable instigators of religious rebellion. Tran-
scendentalism was accompanied by an explosion of new religious
forces which produced perfectionists, millenialists, come-outers, spirit-
ualists, Swedenborgians, Christian socialists, and many others, as
well as advocates of bizarre beliefs with “spiritual” propensities from
phrenology to mesmerism. While some of these factions only gen-
erated new fanaticisms and others bred novel variations of *‘rational”
religion, all destroyed orthodox beliefs.

A majority of the reform groups were first presented in the twen-
tieth century with the mirth and condescension of a Gilbert Seldes or
an H. L. Mencken examining historical specimen of the religious
“booboisie,” and the incredible eccentricities may have deserved the
treatment given them by amused chroniclers. Still, the influence of the
rebels was extremely important for both theologians and laymen.
Scores of battles were vet to be fought over Darwinian evolution,
“sectarianism,” and “fundamentalism,” but virtually all inherited
dogmas were challenged in the 1840s and American Protestantism
would never be the same again.

*The writer was aided in the preparation of this article by a grant from the
American Philosophical Society for a study of Fourierism. While there are a few
Cooke items in The Rhode TIsland Historical Society, most of the introductory
material on the Providence socialist came from The Biographical Cyclopedia of
Representative Men of Rhode Island (Providence, 1881), The Harbinger (Brook

Farm and New York ), and the Records of the Religious Union of Associationists
in the Massachusetts Historieal Soeiety.
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None of the new movements was more interesting or significant
than Christian Fouricrism. Albert Brisbane’s The Social Destiny of
Man (New York, 1840) brought Charles Fourier’s system to the
attention of American intellectuals, and a series of articles in Horace
Greeley’s New York Tribune during 1843 helped to create more than
three dozen communal experiments (Phalanxes) as well as several
hundred thousand converts and scores of urban *Associationist
Unions.” Americans accepted the French socialist’s concern with
social exploitation, waste, and disharmony, and they attacked the
dominant churches much more vigorously for irrationality and politi-
cal conservatism. Men who wished to escape cosmic pessimism found
in Christian socialism the possibility of internal peace and external
harmony with God, nature, and society. In the minds of the
unchurched the old religions had died leaving behind nearly insatiable
desires for the emotional satisfaction of ritual and religious experience
in a context which did no violence to the demands of either reason or
social justice. For men such as Joseph J. Cooke, Christian Fourierism
seemed to provide a Providential end to decades of spiritual search.

While Cooke (1813-1881) did not became seriously interested in
Fourierism until 1846, he quickly became a national leader of consid-
erable consequence and served for several years as an officer of the
American Union of Associationists (the national Fourierist organ-
ization ), a lecturer, and a writer for the official newspaper of the
movement, The Harbinger. He represented the American Union
during several tours of Fourierist Phalanxes and before various labor
and social reform meetings.

Shortly before the publication of “A Personal Relation™ in the
July 19, 1847, issue of The Harbinger. Cooke began an affiliation
with the Boston Religious Union of Associationists, which ended only
with the dissolution of the church in 1854. Among the curious
attempts to devise a Christian socialist ritual for the Boston congrega-
tion was a public confession in which the participant gave a detailed
account of his religious past. \ppatrntl\ Cooke presented an t‘n[arg('d
and more intimate version of “A Personal Relation” to match the
revealing confessions of men such as Marx T, Lazarus, a refugee from
orthodox Judaism; Joscph Carew, who had been trained as a
Catholic priest; and George Ripley, the former Unitarian minister
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then serving as president of the Brook Farm Phalanx. The Rhode
Islander led a less turbulent spiritual life, but his narrative was more
representative and provides an excellent illustration of the manner in
which a variety of radical religious forces combined to produce a new
vista for American Protestantism.

A PERSONAL RELATION

ENTERTAINING AS | po. the belief that the movement in which we are
engaged is eminently a religious one, and fraught with the most Impor-
tant and beneficial consequences to Humanity — that it is designed to
rais¢ up man from his present comparatively degraded position, to that
which it is the intention of his Creator that he should occupy: I would
gladly, did T possess the ability, enkindle in the minds of these who
assent to the truth, but do not feel called upon to be especially active in
its propagation, a degree of the enthusiasm which T feel: and awaken a
desire of investigation on the part of those who are unacquainted with
the subject. This. I am aware, I am not qualified to do: but, supposing
that there may be some present whose mental experience has been
somewhat analogous to my own: who, seeking for truth, have been
almost humbugged into behevmq error to be such ; who have been taught
that their reason should be kept in subjection, and its voice not allowed
to be heard — that it is in vain for man to attempt to improve himself,
at the same time that he is to be held strictly accountable for not so
doing; and whe, secing the inconsistencies of those who profess to be
governed by the highest motives, and to be in the enjoyment of close
communion with God, have, like myself. almost despaired of being able
to find anything on which to rest their hopes, or which they could
embrace as universal Truth — supposing that such might be more or
less interested in the relation, 1 have written in the compass of a few
pages, the prominent points of my materials and spiritual experience.

I have likewise supposed that such a relation might be useful as a
warning to others, and possibly, by exposing the danger, prevent the
shipwreck of some travellers; and at the same time illustrate, in a
measure, the existing evils of society. We must feel sick before we seek
for remedies.

It would have been much more pleasant if 1 could have made use of
some other than the first person, singular number; but this the nature of
the case rendered impossible.

In order to prevent misconstruction, 1 would here remark that, in the
practice of Association, there is nothing exclusive — all are entitled to
their peculiar religious belief, and while all are free to express their own
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views, none need feel their prejudices attacked.

The second article of the constitution of the American Union [of
“Associationists” or Fourierists] declares its object to be, the establish-
ment of an order of society, based on a system of —

Joint—Stock Property:
Co-aperative Labor;

Association of Families;
Equitable Distribution of Profits:
Mutual Guarantees;

Honors according to Usefulness:
Integral Education:

Unity of Interests.

It will be seen that if these principles are fully carried out, the result
must be, “Glory to God in the highest, and on earth, good will toward
men;™ and it would be difficult to conceive that any one could live long
in a sincere attempt to illustrate them, without discarding all narrow
views,

I will also take this opportunity to say that we emphatically deprecate
the idea which some may entertain, that the practical perfection of the
science is to be reached at once; but we do assert that its most imperfect
state, (and one that has been already arrived at in several fragmentary
Associations.) is infinitely preferable to the common order of society.

With these introductory remarks, I will proceed to my relation.

I left school at an early age of twelve, my parents having acceded to
my wish to enter a store. It will thus be seen that my education must have
heen very imperfect. T was fond of reading, but with the exception of
some history and personal narratives, my attention was given to novels—
the latter formed the rule, whereas they should have been the exception.
I was married some months before arriving at the age of twenty-one, and
in less than a year engaged in business on my own account. Previous to
my marriage, my mind and feelings revolted against the Bible. I do not
know that I ever made this known to any one, with the exception of my
clder brother, who had recently become an Episcopal clergyman. His
arguments failed to convince. | had never read an infidel work gwith the
exception of the casual perusal of Volney's “Ruins.” You will of course
notice that my infidelity was entirely of a passive nature. My wife had
become a member of Church, Providence, just before her
marriage, and when that event took plau‘f. naturally wished that her
hushand should be a Christian. We immediately moved to New York.
To oblige her. I read Mcllwaine's “Evidences of Christianity,” and was
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convinced of its truth. I encountered a severe struggle in iy mind. being
unwilling to give up all to Christ. My attention became so much
absorbed in business, that my religious feelings soon wore awav. For
some years | paid no attention to the subject. and only occasionally went
to church. Sunday was to me literally a day of rest, a newspaper or a
novel in my hand. | visited but little and never attended parties. 1 could
feel no sympathy with the hollow compliments to unmeaning civilities of
general society. One day in the latter part of the winter in the year 1840,
my wife requested me to accompany her in the evening to hear the
celebrated Mr. ———— preach at the Baptist Church in ———— Street,
I went out with her so seldoin, and her request was so earnest, that I felt
it to be a duty to gratify her. I had never heard a revival preacher, with
the exception of Mr. Maflitt (at a very carly age), and my prejudices
were soon lost in astonishment and admiration. [ mentally allowed that
if the so called orthodox doctrines were true, this man was pursuing the
only consistent course, What! Men going down to Hell in such numbers
daily. and only preached to one day in the week? Is it reasonable? On
the contrary, should not men entertaining such views, devote themselves
day and night. to sound the alarm? 1 said to myself that I was pursuing
a very foolish course. my mind being wholly engrossed with the things of
the world, without bestowi ing a thought upon the future, and I deter-
mined to act differently. An invitation was given at the close of the
meeting to those who felt disposed. to go down into the Lecture-room.
and I wished to go, but my pride restrained me. You may easily suppose
that the next evening | did not wait to be asked to g0 to meeting —
I went voluntarily. At the close 1 went into the Lecture-room. and was
soon asked by one of the Deacons to take an “anxious seat.” I felt desirous
of doing so, but declined. This following evening I took an “anxious
seat,” and was prayed for. I was affected, even to tears, — not tears of
repentance, but of outraged pride as it is called, and as I then considered
it. After the prayer, T was asked how I felt? 1 do not wish to treat such a
subject hightly, but I cannot hclp observing the striking analogy between
the questions asked on such occasions, and those addressed by a physician
to a patient after the administration of a dose of medicine, I cannot recall
iy exact replies, but T was invited to call upon the pastor of the Church
on the next morning. [ was punctual for the appointment. I was told that
my feelings were not natural, but must have been produced by the Spirit
of God. 1 was dirceted to take a decided stand — to look forward and
not backward — to take up the cross, and to cut down the bridge behind
me. so that I could not return. He prayed for me, and then put into my
hand an article on the mode of Baptism. He asked if T loved the society
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of Christians, to which T truly answered in the affirmative. For such
Christians as were devoting their time and means to warn their fellow
beings of their dangerous situation, 1 felt that 1 could not do too much.
(1 did not perccive at that time how large a proportion were engaged in
adding to the numbers of “our Church.”) This. of course, was conclu-
sive evidence that 1 had been born again. and 1 was invited to relate
experience before the Church. either on that or the following afternoon,
I cannot say pesitively which. I did as I was requested. Two of the
Deacons were appointed as the Committee of the Church to converse
with me, and they accompanied me home to tea. On being introduced ta
my wife, one of them congratulated her upon the change I had met with,
and said that he supposed that she would wish to join their Church
before long. 1 was voted in on the same evening, and immersed in a day
or two. (I had been sprinkled in infancy.) I was immediately made a
member of committees; had a Bible class; was called upon to pray in
their anxious meetings, became a tract distributor, etc.. ete. 1 felt called
upon to give up business at once, for two reasons. One was that [ did not
stand upon firm ground in respect to the faith which I professed. and
could not afford to devote the time to business that was requisite for its
successful prosecution, or that my duty to my partners required.

This course was opposed to the advice of the principal brethren, and
I well remember the remark of one of them, which was that he never
knew an individual who did so, that made a useful church-member.
It was a sensible remark, and why? Because such a one would have an
opportunity for reflecting upon the unreasonableness of such doctrines,
and would find that they did not meet the wants of men. But lef men's
thoughts be engrossed in trade, and merely go through with certain
forms on Sundays, and they may be kept in the traces. I sold my interest
to my partners, and devoted my time to prayer, study and action. |
wanted an assurance of that faith which I did not feel that I had, but
which I was told that I possessed because T wished for it — that any
doubts were the temptations of the devil, and that as 1 did my duty,
my [eelings would grow brighter. 1 wished to “live religion.” In the
course of that year, 1 gave to what I considered the cause of geligion,
about onc-tenth of my capital. (1 wish I had it now, to devote to
Association.) But as earnest as were my endeavors (and I could certainly
have had no worldly object to gain,) 1 could not learn to love God who
had decreed that the largest portion of the human beings whom he had
created should be eternally dammned. I found that it was necessary that
I should be doing something for the support of myself and family in this
world, and I accordingly made arrangements with a voung man whom
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I believed to be conscientious, and who was willing to do business on
Christian principles. We had not been together long, before I discovered
the impracticability of pursuing that branch ( dry goods jobbing) in which
we were engaged, successfully, and act in accordance with the Golden
Rule of doing unto others as vou would be done by. 1 had some means
left with which 1 proposed to purchase a farm, and by retiring into the
country. get rid of some of the many evils of civilization. My partner
freling obliged to continue in business, made arrangements for a special
partnership to commence when our vear was up. ( He failed in the spring
of 1846. after four years of struggling.) During the year we lost money.
In the spring of 1843, I purchased a farm in the vicinity of this city, and
remained upon it three vears. Finding 1 could not derive a support from
it, in the spring of 1846 I cntered the grocery business with two young
men who were engaged in it, and who thought that they were doing
well. but that they could do better with an enlarged capital. I found that
they had been deceived — they had lost instead of gained. and after a
few months we all gave it up as a fruitless endeavor. I forgot to say that
previous to my leaving New York. I had gradually become less and less
active in the Church, and before my departure 1 had a conversation with
my pastor, and frankly told him the state of my mind. He entreated me
for the cause of religion, not to let it be known, but to attend Church
regularly, and to keep up appearances. He stated his belief that I would
one day confess that I had been regenerated. Allow me to ask how many
thousands in the Churches around us have not been aroused from their
self-deception, and are now “keeping up appearances™ by deceiving
others? For the last seven years, I have had much time to read and
reflect — much of my reading has been of a nature calculated to improve
the mind. and I have glanced at the natural sciences of which T was
before almost entirely ignorant. As my understanding enlarged, the less
satisfied T was with the idea of faith, as it is gencrally understood. 1 have
often felt that my life was without an object and have frequently
expressed myself as being merely vegetating. 1 have attended Church
but a few times for several years, and have felt more and more repelled
by the doctrines inculcated, and their development in the lives of
Christians, so called. It seemed to me to be impossible that men could
sincerely believe, (as they preached and professed.) that the heathen
were perishing by millions for want of the means of salvation, while they
themselves were living in a state of luxury. I could not sympathize with
such, They practically deny the principles which they profess. T do not
mean to be understood as saying that there are no good men in the
Churches — undoubtedly there are such among all sects; but 1 believe
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they are the exceptions, rather than the rule, and I should quite as soon
look for honesty and benevolence without [the Churches] as within
[them]. I read “Omoo™ by Herman Melville, and see how little Christian-
ity, as taught by the Missionaries, has really done to benefit the South
Sea Islanders, I have supposed that my mind was perhaps, peculiarly
constituted. Still, as 1 was, so was I born, and 1 knew that 1 had
sincercly tried to be a Christian, but had failed to participate in the
comforts which Christians about us say they enjoy. 1 at one time felt
strongly attached to the Swedenborgianism and the doctrines of the
new Jerusalem Church. To those who are acquainted with them, it is
unnecessary to say that the fundamental one is charity, in its true and
most enlarged sense. Many of Swedenborg’s ideas are so evidently true,
and address themselves with so much force to the understanding, that
I was almost prepared to believe that those which did not accord with
my reason were likewise true, and that I did not see them to be so on
account of my own obtuseness. In fact, I understood that some of his
well known disciples consider the science of Association to be the perfec-
tion of his doctrines. However, it was proved to the satisfaction of my
own mind, that his doctrines were the results of his own reasoning, and
that his supernatural vision was an illusion. T perused some of the
carliest articles published in the Tribune by Mr. Brisbane, on Associa-
tion, at the time of their publication, and at once said that men were
too selfish to reduce the theory to practice: but I never had a connected
statement of the Doctrine until later. Then, when I saw the provisions
made for the development of the different passions of men — when 1
caught the idea of Universal Unity — when I reflected upon its justice
and last. though not least, when I had tasted of the Society of practical
Associationists [at Brook Farm| — then I said that this was the Truth
worth living for: and I will also add. worth dying for. You may ask, as
an individual did the other day, “How do you know that in a year or
cighteen months, you will not feel the same about this matter, as you
did about joining the Church?” I answer, 1 do not know, but I have this
assurance, that whereas [ at that time did violence to my reason, and to
every feeling, (being told that such a course was necessary,) I am now
acting according to the best dictates of my reason, and that the subject
addresses itself to the highest feeling of my nature. That was pain —
this is pleasure. That was constraint — this is liberty, There may be
those who have not distinetly understood me, not having noticed the
distinetion that has been made between real Christianity and the common
practice of it, The latter T condemn — the former T advocate, It appears
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to me plain that Association is the embodiment of the principles of
Christianity, and that a sincere attempt on the part of a community to
live according to the precepts of Christ, would necessarily lead them to
adopt the science of Association. Individuals may endeavor so to live,
but they will find that if they persevere they will be martyrs. They must
combine and help one another and what would this be but Association?
A religion that would allow me to hoard up hundreds of thousands
while my fellow beings were in want of the comforts, if not of the
necessaries of life, I cannot approve of : nor does Christianity. But I ask
if this is not its present development? Is not a man who is worth
$100.000, and gives anywhere from $100 to $1000 a year to religious and
charitable uses. called a pattern of benevolence? And is this all that
Christianity calls for? We must answer, no. Remember the widow’s
mite. In answer to these clergymen and others, who have said that they
were aware that men did not live up to the requirements of Christ, 1
have said and will say again, that they do not pretend to begin or expect
to do it. If the entire world was evangelized. as it is called. what would
then be dts state? Look at those countries which are now called Christian.
Look at Great Britain and at our own country — the lights of the world.
Are there no wars? No poverty? No slavery? No intemperance? No
licentiousness? Look at the churches themselves in our own country,
Are not all these things found within them? Is not selfishness. in odious
forms. the controlling principle? And what hope is there of a better
state? I answer — in the practical development of the science of Asso-
ciation —a science which is calculated to bring out all of the good
feelings and repress the bad — a science, the tendency of which is to
cradicate all evil, and to bring us into a state of harmony with man,
with nature, and with God — the perfection of which is the Christian
Millennium — the New Jerusalem — the City of God.
ERes

After the collapse of the Fourierist movement Cooke threw all his
energy into the antislavery movement, a commitment which made
him a pioneer in Rhode Island Republican politics and a power in
party councils until his death. The former opponent of commercial
life gradually became a prosperous real estate speculator and the
successful head of an agency serving emigrants to California. Despite
Cooke’s eventual lapse into religious indifference and political conserv-
atism, his devotion to Christian socialism in 1847 was quite genuine.



JOHN SMITH, THE MILLER, OF PROVIDENCE,
RHODE ISLAND

SOME OF HIS DESCENDANTS
by CranvLes WitLiam Farxuam
[continued from Apnil, 1964, p. 60]

114 111 Benjamin® Ssmuirn, d. 6 Nov. 1835 in his 89th year and is
buried with his relatives in the Smith lot in North Burial
Ground. Providence.,

After Benjamin was adjudged incapable of managing his
afTairs. Joseph Randall and Ezekiel Whipple were named
guardians for him in North Providence 2 Jan. 1815.%%
Daniel Winsor, his brother-in-law, and Daniel Smith. his
brother. were named guardians for him in May 1817, and
thercafter there was a series of guardianships for him.

On 2 March 1857 a settlement of his estate was made,
with distribution of $199.98 made to Phebe Mason, Susan
Whipple, Daniel Smith, children of his brothers Abraham
and Thomas."** There is no indication that he married and
had issue.

115 IV Truomas® Smrru, d. 4 May 1850 in his 84th year and is buried
in the old Harris cemetery at Morgan Mills, Johnston,
Rhode Island. His wife Einathan, who d. 1830 in her 53rd
vear, is buried beside him. Since Elnathan was a Harris
name, it is possible Thomas and Elnathan are buried in the
Harris cemetery because she was a Harris.

Thomas lived in Johnston on land that he had received
in the partition of his father’s property, but the property
had been inherited by Edward from his wife’s father,
Thomas Harris of Johnston.

Thomas W. Latham was named administrator of the
estate of Thomas Smith. A petition for partition of prop-
erty held by Thomas Smith nammed the heirs as Ira Smith,
Hezekiah Smith, Thomas Smith 2nd, Mary A, McPhail,
and Rachel S, Latham.**¢

s
116V Danter” Smrri, b, North Providence 22 Aug. 17745 d. 10 Sept.
1863 m, at Smithfield 7 Feb, 1799 Abigail Sniith, daughter
of John Smith of Noah and Sarah Wilkinson, daughter of
524North Providence Probate, 4A: 544,
8250 bid., A12:158.
52 Johnston Probate, 7:208,
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Hezekiah Sprague, b. 11 Feb. 1777 and d. 15 Aug. 1858527
Both are buried in the Smith burial lot in North Burial
Ground, Providence, along with several of their children.
Daniel received his share of his father's property and made
his home in North Providence. Bible records of Daniel and
his family are on file at The Rhode Island Historical Society.

Cuioren oF Danier” anp AsicarL (Syrru) Ssrrmc:

1 Asua™ Sy, b. 23 Sept. 1800; m. 9 April 1826
Nathaniel Angell of Enoch, b. 12 March 1780. Asha
d. 20 Oct. 1870 and her husband d. 3 Aug. 1832, They
had ANN Maria Angell, 1829-1833, and Amey Raxn-
paLL Angell, b, 8 Aug. 1827 who m. Obadiah Brown
and had six children.
2 Puese’ Smiri, b. 21 Jan. 1805: d. 9 May 1835 of
consumption.
3 Apavuine® Smrri, b, 22 Dec. 1807; d. 7 Nov. 1837 of
consumption.
Joux Epwaro™ Satrra, b. 23 April 1810; d. 3 Jan. 1894,
Amey™ Smrrn, 1819-1922,
Tromas Harris™ Syrrm, b. 3 July 1816: d. 17 Aug.
1904.
AyEey Harris™ Smrrm, 1819-1822.
Frances WiLson® Ssiri, b, 13 Nov. 1821; d. 19 Jan.
1913: m. a Wilcox.
The family record also includes Danten Burrock?
Sstrru who d. 10 May 1873,

VI Racuer® Ssrru, b, 1759: d. 1830; m. Daniel Winsor of
Abraham and Sarah (Smith) Winsor of Greenville, Rhode
Island, who was b, 13 Nov. 1762 and d. 17 June 1823,
No issue. 8

[, RS RN

==L

VIT Puese’ Smrru. North Providence marriages record the mar-
riage of Samuel Olney, Jr., of Ezra and Phebe Smith of
Edward, by Ezckiel Whipple, justice, 7 July 1779.52% The
Genealogy of ... Thomas Olney places Samuel. Jr., as the
son of Ezra of North Providence and his second wife Lydia

2T Arnold, ap. cit., Smithfcld Marriages, 3:68.

ASMrs, C. W. Anthony and Mrs, C, H. Weeden, Roger Williams uf Providence
(Providence, 1949, p. 109,

W28 Arnold, op. cif.. North Providence Marriages, 2: 37,
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Wales of Coventry. It gives Samuel’s birthdate as 1765 and
states he married Phebe Harris 7 July 1779, an obvious
error. It may be Phebe bore the middle name of Harris
because her mother was a Harris. One child is listed for
Phebe and Samuel: Susan S. Olney, b. 12 Nov. 1800:
d. 26 March 1871; m. Amasa Whipple; no issue.

54 BEN JAMIN® SMITH ( Hezekiah,' Benjamin,® John,* John'). He
was mentioned in his father’s will, but when his brother Jesse made
his will in 1765 he named his brothers and sister but did not mention
Benjamin.

The Chad Browne Memorial records that Lydia Brown, b. 24 Jan.
1751, daughter of Andrew and Mary (Knowlton) Brown, m. Ben-
jamin. Benjamin’s mother Rachel had become the second wife of
Andrew Brown, and Lydia’s sister Keziah m. Enos Smith, brother of
Benjamin. Several Glocester deeds in which Enos and Benjamin
Smith dispose of lands which their wives had inherited from their
father document the relationships. Benjamin and Lydia moved to
Norwich, New York. No children of theirs were recorded in
Glocester.

55 JESSE" SMITH (Hezekiah,* Benjamin,® John,* John'). He died
in Smithfield 2 Aug. 1766, and his will made 14 May 1765 named
his wife Mary; his brothers Asa and Edward; his sister Abigail
Aldrich; and a cousin Jesse Smith, “son of my brother Nehemiah.”
Apparently he left no issue.

Mendon, Massachusetts, vital records list marriage intentions
2 Sept. 1761 for Jesse Smith of Providence and Mary Aldrich. A
Providence deed of 29 Oct. 1762 by Jesse identified him as a tailor
and was signed by his wife Mary.
56 AsA® SMITH (Hezekiah, Benjamin,® John,? John'). When Asa’s
father died in 1753, Asa was left 25 acres in the southwest part of
Glocester on the northwest part of Scituate. He appears to have been
the youngest son of Hezekiah, for the will specified that he was to
be educated by the executors until he was of sufficient age to learn a
trade, and his brothers Benjamin and Edward were to pay him
500 pounds when of age.

Glocester vital records list the birth of HEzekian of Asa and Anne
on 24 Oct. 1787,"" and the marriage of Hezekiah of Asa and Ada

530Thid., Glocester Births, 3:62,
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Salisbury of Richard, by Cyrus Cook, justice, in Glocester 5 Aug.
1810.7%

Asa had d. before 1830 when a Glocester deed recorded that
Hezekiah Smith of Glocester for one dollar paid by his mother Anna
Smith of Glocester and for release of her dower rights to the land of
Hezckiah's father Asa, gave his mother a lifetime lease to part of the
homestead farm.™?

Buried in North Burial Ground, Providence, are Ada Smith who
d. 3 Feb. 1852 in her 60th year; Dorcas Smith, daughter of Hezekiah
and Ada, who d. 14 July 1835 in her 19th vear; Mahala, a daughter
who d. 9 Dec. 1842; Otis, a son wha d. 5 Jan. 1815; a daughter
Rispah; and a daughter Ada, who d. 1 April 1845 in her 34th year.
57 ELISHA" SMITH (Philip,* Elisha,* John,* John'). His birth date
was not recorded, but he died in Smithfield 22 Sept. 1797 leaving a
will made 6 Sept. 1797. He married 9 July 1761 Elizabeth Appleby,
daughter of James and Dorcas Appleby of Smithfield™* who d. in
Smithfield at 62 according to The Providence Gazette of 25 Sept.
1802,

Elisha’s name appears as Elisha, Jr., in Smithfield records after
his marriage, since previous to 1766 his grandfather Elisha Smith
was still living in Smithfield.

Elizabeth Smith, widow of Elisha, and Thomas Appleby, who had
married a daughter of Elisha's brother John, were executors of
Elisha's will. His son Junia had died 13 Nov. 1796 and Elisha
bequeathed to his seven grandchildren: Silas, Waterman, Appleby,
Elisha, Phebe, Wait, and Martha Smith.

Cuiip oF Evisua™ anp Evizasera ( APPLEBY ) SMITIH :
117 1 Junta® Swrrw, b, 28 July 1763:% m. 24 March 1782 Martha
Appleby of James of Smithfield :*** d. in Smithfield 13 Nov.,
1796. Martha d. 20 July 1820 in her 58th vear.
CHILDREN OF JUNIAY AND MARTHA (APPLEBY ) SMITH :
I Stmas™Smrru, d. 21 Aug. 1856, and the Smithfield death
return records him as the son of Junia. age 74, while
BT hid,, Glocester Marriages, 3:35.
342G locester Deeds, 21 : 164,
Wi Arnold, op. cit., Smithfield marriages, 3:67.

34l hid., Smithfeld Births, 3: 116,
a6 hid,, Smithfield Marriages, 3: 68,
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his gravestone on the Elisha Smith farm, Farnum Pike,
Grorgiaville, gives the same date but his age as 70.
He m. (1) Betsey Harris of Jonathan, Jr., of Smith-
field 25 May 1806.7% She d. 22 July 1810 at 24 years,
3 months, and 6 days and is buried in the Harris family
lot on Harris Road. Smithficld. Silas mi. (2) Esther
Phillips of Gideon who d. 22 Dec. 1850 in her 71st vear
and is buried beside her husband. Also buried in the
same lot are Esther. wife of Emor H. Smith, who d.
1 Nov. 1853 in her 52nd vear: Patience, wife of Jenckes
A. Smith and daughter of Benjamin and Mercy
Parker, who d. 3 Dee. 1863 in her 53rd vear; and
Jenckes A, Smith, who d. I May 1870 in his 60th vear,

2 WarerMaNT Smirn, d, in Cranston 17 Jan. 18525
m. Sarah Cory, b. in Plainfield. Connecticut, who .
26 Dec. 1877 at 87. Among their children was DANIEL
AnGELL Smrru, be 18 Jan. 1812 ar Smithfield. who d.
in Cranston 14 Nov. 1868. He m. 25 Jan. 1836 Marcy
R. Armington of Walker and Marey ([ Jenckes)
Armington, who d. in Providence 16 Jan. 1886, They
had eleven children. Waterman, his wife. Daniel
Angell Smith, and some of his family are buried in
Swan Poeint Cemetery, Providence,

3 AprrLesy’ Smite, m. Rachel Harris of Jonathan, Jr..
and Mary ( Jenckes) Harris. who d. 18 Nov, 1815 in
her 22nd year. She is buried in the Harris burial
ground on Harris Road, Smithfield. In the same lot is
buried Miss Rachel Smith, who d. 26 March 1837,

4 Evisua®™ Ssurs, b, 6 June 1794 in Smithfield: d. in
Providence 23 April 1873: m. 1 Jan. 1825 Melissa,
daughter of Esck and Desire ( Eddy) Stnith and grand-
daughter of Emor and Sarah Smith.™* Their children
were Martia A Ssuri. who m. Alden B, Paine;
Hexry Esex Saive: and Saran Amanpa Ssmirn,
who m. Charles E. Harris, o

5 PuEse® Smrru, h. 13 Oct. 1784; d. 6 Feb. 1873;
. 30 Dec, 1804 Reuben Maowry of Daniel Mowry
3rd, ™ b, 20 Sept. 1778: killed by a locomotive in

“#7Swan Point Cemetery Records, Providence.
#8]. H. Beers and Company, Representative Men and Old Families of Rhode

Liland, 2:1148,
WA rnold. 0p. rif., Smithficld Marriages, 3:52.
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Providence 7 June 1832, Their children were: %
JuNiaS. Mowry, b. 18 July 1805; Lamecn C. Mowry.
b. 4 March 1807: WiLson W. Mowry, b. 30 Oct. 1810,
drowned 18 Jan. 1824: Darwin Mowry, b. 21 Nov.
1812, d. 6 March 1813: Avice A. Mowry, 1814-1836;
Evisiia S, Mowry, d. young: Prese S. Mowry, 1819
1842: Reveen M. Mowry, 1821-1838: and Jasez W.
Mowry, b. 29 July 1824

6 Warr® Ssrrn,

7 Marrua® Smrra, do 15 June 1880 in her 85th year:
m. 14 Sept. 1820 Robert Harris, son of Robert and
Phebe ( Jenckes) Harris of Smithfield, ™' who was
b. 21 March 1797 and d. 25 Oct. 1888, Their children
were Raymonp Perry Harris, b, 28 June 1822,
d. 27 Feb. 1875, unmarried : Erizanera Svrrn Harris,
h. 16 Jan. 1824, m. 18 Nov, 1851 Stephen B, Olney:
Brnjamin FRankLiy Harris, b, 27 Jan, 1829, d. 9 May
1909, m. Abby Hawkins Newell of Simon, who d.
15 Oct. 1886 at 59: and Evisua Ssmrru Harris,
b 13 July 1833, m. 27 Dec. 1859 Martha Phetteplace.

58 JouN'SMmiITH (Philip,' Elisha.* John,* John'). His birth was not
recorded in Smithfield, but he d. there 26 Feb. 1807. He m. (1) Phebe
Ballou of Abraham and Mary (Sayles) Ballou. He m. (2) Wait
Brown 13 Feb. 1794, and the marriage was recorded in The Prowi-
dence Gazette of 1 March 1794 as John Smith and Mrs. Wait Brown.
She was the daughter of Charles and Wait (Dexter) Field of
Providence and the widow of John Brown, son of Deputy Governor
Elisha and Martha (Smith) Brown. Her death notice reads, “Waite.
widow of John Smith of Smithfield. died in Providence 20 July
1819.” She is buried with her parents in North Burial Ground,
Providence. and her gravestone reads, “died July 20, 1819 in her
76th vear.”

John Smith made his will 3 Feb. 1807, and it was probated in
Smithfield 26 Feb, 1807, It provided for his widow Wait and made
his son-in-law Thomas Appleby executor. Mentioned in the will were
grandson John Smith Appleby; son-in-law Jashub Wing; son-in-law
Levi Hunt: nephew Philip Angell, son of his sister Patience Angell;

SOWilliam A. Muwr)‘._ﬂrscﬂldunu of Nathaniel Mowry, Providence, 1878.
#41 Benns manuscript, Thomas Harris, Family, R.1.H. 8.
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Smith Wing, son of Jashub Wing: daughter Wait Appleby, wife of
Thomas Appleby; sister Mary Smith: three grandchildren: Phebe
Smith, Wait Harris, and Lydia Wing, children of deceased daughter
Mary Wing. “the latter three to care for my sister Mary Smith and
provide for my mother-in-law Mary Ballou.” Simon Smith, Silas
Smith, and John Savles were witnesses to the will.

John Smith had a farm in Smithfield near Stillwater. Presumably
it was the one with an ancient farmhouse | still standing opposite the
Stillwater Country Club) which is said to have been built by Elisha®
Smith in the early 1700s. The farm descended by inheritance to the
Applebys and until recently was occupied by Appleby descendants.

Smithfield deeds record an agreement entered 18 March 1808 by
Wait Smith, widow of John: Thomas Appleby: Simon Smith: Jabez
Harris: and Jashub Wing ( guardian to his daughter Lvdia Wing ) to
set off dower rights to the widow Wait Smith. By terms of the agree-
ment five eighths was to go to Wait Appleby, wife of Thomas, and
one-cighth to Simon Smith’s wife Phebe (daughter of Jashub and
Mary ( Smith ) Wing; one-cighth to Jabez Harris’s wife Wait ( Wing |
and one-eighth to Lydia Wing.™*

CHiLoreN oF Jonn® anp PrEBE (Barrov) Smrru:
I Rispan® Smrru, b, 30 July 1762, The marriage of Rispah
Smith and Levi Hunt of Rehoboth, son of Isaiah and Mary
Hunt. on 4 April 1793 was recorded in the marriages of
Providence Friends. Rispah apparently had died before her
father made his will because she was not named although
her husband was mentioned. The birth of a daughter,
Mary, on 12 Dee. 1795 was recorded in Providence Friends
births®
IT Mary" Smrru, b, 4 July 1764:%" ni. Jashub Wing of Smith-
field. Jashub is buried on the Wing farm, Douglas Pike,
Smithfield, and his stone reads “died 7 Nov. 1814 in his
37th year.” A gravestone for Mary has not been foupd. but
one for Lilles, apparently second wife of Jashub. places her
death on 13 Jan, 1857 in her 91st year.

S2Smithficld Deeds, 12: 14,
i Arnold, op. cit., 7:241.
441 bid., Smithficld Births, 3:116.
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o

Puere Wing, m. Simon Smith, Jr., of Glocester. Her
will made in Glocester 16 Oct. 1850 and proved
8 March 1851 mentioned Phebe Wing, “daughter of
my half brother, Harris Wing ;" her syster Lydia Clark ;
a grand niece, Phebe Aldrich, daughter of Arthur
Aldrich, and bequeathed residue of the property which
came to her from her father and her half brother
Smith Wing, to her half brother Harris Wing.

Warr Wing, m. in Smithfield Jabez Harris of Stephen of
Smithfield, 1 May 1803,

Lypia Wing, unmarried when her grandfather made his
will, was named in her sister’s will as Lydia Clark. She
was living in Providence in 1828 and may have been
the wife of Stephen Clark.

III Warr® Smrru, b, about 1767; m. 14 Nov. 1784 Thomas
Appleby of James and Esther (Savles) Appleby of Smith-
ficld.*** Thomas was b. 10 March 17607 and d. 26 July
1826. Wait d. 15 Oct. 1843 in her 77th vear. Both are buried
in the Appleby cemetery on Williams Road, Spragueville,
Smithfield, Thomas Appleby inherited the family farm
from his father-in-law John Smith.

CHILDREN oF TrHomAas axp Warr® (Sarri) AppLEpy ;%48

1
)

0
- ]

Puese Appleby, m. William Harris.

Estuer Appleby, m. Elisha Steere.

Joux Saurn Appleby, b, 11 Aug. 1787: m. Patience
Harris, b. 1789 of Jonathan and Mary ( Jencks) Harris:
buried on the old Smith farm in Stillwater across the
road from the Stillwater Country Club. The 1830
census gave as their children: Joux Ssmrra Appleby,
20:Arma Harris Appleby, 30; and PaTiENCE JENCKES
Appleby, 15,

JamEes Appleby, m. Amey Harris. James d. 9 Dec. 1843
at 47, and Amey d. 9 May 1866 at 67. Both are buricd
with their children in the Appleby plot on Williams
Road, Spragueville, Smithfield.

Tromas 5. Appleby, m. Almy Mowry.

"3l bid., Smithficld Marriages, 3:37.

“6Ibid., 5:10.

3471bid., Smithfield Births, 3:87.
S45Beers, op, eit,, 3: 1152,

[to be continued]
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