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ABSTRACT

BEFCKERS OF THE WORL:
AN E5SAY IN THE SOCIAL HISTIORY OF

TEE EARLIY AFERICAN PRESS, 1639-1783

by
CHARLES WETHERELL

University of New Hampshire, December, 1980

This dissertation explores the social ccntext of
printing amnd ¢rpublishirg frcm 1639 +to 1783 +through an
analysis of the complete extant record of colonial printing
and a collective bicgraphy of the printers, publishers and
bcoksellers vho ccmprised the press. Two general areas are
e€xplored. The first involves the size, statility, and
grouth of the press, the second, the structure of the trade
at large.

The early American press grew like the population it
served and was characterized by a marked stability. The
troad patterns of prodiction and growth suggest +that how
much was printed depended largely upon the number of persons

in the trade, which, in turn, depended wupon successful

B
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dencgraphic exreriences. In all areas of colonial America,
families forred the underlying structure of the trade, and
their fortunes were those of the trade itself.

The nature and extent of associaticn among tradesmen is
also explored. Here, the professicnal and familial networks
of tradesmen are examined both as phenomena of personal
association in colonial America and as the structure through
which ideas, in the fcrm of printed vworks, flowed from place
tc place. Tte extent of trade networks reached its zenith
€arly in the eighteenth century, and thereafter declined as
the size of the trade exceeded the ability of indivduals to
form associaticns with other tradesmen. The diminishing
networks of tradesmen contriktuted to a marked prcvincialism
of the early American rress which was reflected  in the
declining inter-regional diffusion of printed works as the

eighteenth century progressed.

vi
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CHAPTER CNE
ISSUES

When Benjamin Franklin walked into Philadelphia in the
Fall of 1723 hz was seventeen, with pneither money nor work.
Yet he had a trade. Franklin was a printer, something only
nine other nmen in the American cclonies could claim at the
time. Withir five years Franklin had wcrked for e€ach of the
tvwo printers in tcwr, jcurneyed to London and back, left and
reentered the trade, fcrmed a partnership, and opened a
shop. Within ten years he had started a newspaper, acquired
official patrcnage, dissolved his first partnership, and
underwritten a rrintirg house in Charleston, South Carolina.
By 1748, when te retired frcm active business, Franklin had
sronscred threc more printing ccencerns, one in Philadelphia,
one in New Ycrk, and ancther in Antigua. He had beccne
postmaster of Philadelphia and <clerk of the Pennsylvania
Assembly. And he had formed a partnership that would
paintain his financial interest in the trade until 1765. 1In
the twenty-five years he was in active tusiness, Franklin
sponsored four printirg houses in addition to his own,
secured a living sukstantial enough to allow him to retire,

and estaklished a retwcrk of trade associations from New
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Ergland to the West Indies.

Tempting as it may be to aftribute Franklin's
unqualified success entirely tc his rative genius, there is
the ragging gucstion of whether he may simply have been a
man in +the right place at the right time, whether someone
else miqght have done as well yet gone unnoticed Lecause he
did not fcllcw Frarklin's later path. Such a question
raises other, larger questions about printing and publishing
in the American cclonies. What was the trade like? How did
it grow and how did growth affect tradesmen? How many
reople were invclved, and in what capacity? Where, and for
hecw long? These are questions that can be asked of any
profession or +trade. Yet Franklin's trade was sgecial for
its business was ccnmunication, the transmission of
information and ideas. Its mnembers were brokers of the
Frinted word, and the internal structure of their trade must
have affected what was brokered. Yet how the trade
functioned is virtually unknown. And exactly wiat impact
its structure and growth nright have had c¢cn how much or whaf
was actually printed is a question that has not Leen asked
before. That questicn constitutes the central focus of this
wecrk.

Fundamentally, tle issues are cnes of context and the
questions are those of structure -- of size, shage, growth,

and interacticn. Scme sense of the <collective whole is
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needed if Frarklin's experience is to be understocd. Yet to
this point nc study has offered this cbllective whole, in
large measure Lkecause c¢f the very size of the colonial
press. Between 1639, whken printing began in Massachusetts,
and the <clcse of tie Revoluticn in %783 more than 23,000
icprints were issued frcm cclcnial presses, representing the
work of more than 3,600 individual, corpcrate, and
governmental atthors. To this must be added 172 separate
newspapers whcse rpuklication <tanged frcm ¢ne to several
thousand issues. Producing all of this were more than 650
printers, ruklishers, editors, and booksellers, in
eighty-four lccales, whcse invclvement in the trade ranged
from one tc ©pore than a thousand extant works. From this

rerspective, very clearly, Franklin

<

like the trade itself,
was only one cf maunvy.

Dissecting anything sc large requires special care for
the guestions are as impcrtant as the answers. While
scpetimes sinyle, they are more often conmplex. Following
Franklin througqh his twenty-five years of active businesé
will allow us to see the fundamental structure and operation
of the +trade. It %will also provide an cpporttnity both to

raise issues and to pcse specific questions about the trade.

In 1718, at the age of twelve, TFranklin was apprenticed

tc his brcther James, who had Hust bequn lusiness iu
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Boston.f 1] In that year only five other men were printing in
New England, four in Boston and one'in New London. That
Benjamin was arrrenticed tc his brother raises the issue of
family in +tke trade, and, more specifically, how prevalent
it was. Two of the four Bostcn printers at the time,
Barthclomew Green and Samuel Kneeland, were related and
Kneeland had been apprenticed to Green. The New London
printer, Timothy Green, %as Bartholcmew’s brother and, 1like
Kneeland, had served his apprenticeship with Green.{23 1In
this respect Franklin's experience does not appear unusual.
Yet what this might have meant is an entirely different
natter.

At least in TFrarklin's case the family tie was
strained, James being too much the master and not enough the
brother. After five years Berjarin and Janmes guarreled once
tco often ard Benjarin announced he was through. James
retaliated by infcrxing the cther printers in town that
Benjamin might seek work with them but that he xas still a
bcund apprentice. Benjamin then decided on New Ycrk.[ 3] |

Journeying to New York in Sertember of 1723, Franklin
sought out +the town's only printer, William Bradford.[4]
‘Bradford could not give Franklin work but said his son in
Philadelphia, Andrew Bradford, migkt inmasmuch as his
“rrincipal hand," Agquila Rcse, had just died.[ 5] Cn Franklin

went +to Philadelphia, traveling by way of Burlington, New

W
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Jersey, where te was invited to set up shop. He declined,
as he said, tecause he had nc eguifment. When Franklin
arrived at Andrevw Bradford's shop he found the senior
Bradford there. Again, Franklin was exposed to a family in
the trade, scmething that may have arpeared so ncrmal that
te never merticned it. Andrew had no work for Franklin but
he thought the cother rrinter in town, Samuel Keimer, nmight,
for Keimer bhad Jjust arrived from England and was in the
rrocess of estaklishing his shcp.[6]

FPranklin sent to Keimer's but not alone. The elder
Bradford tock him, and for what purpose ve may surmise.
Keimer covld not give Franklin work, tut after testing
Franklin's ccrfosing <skills, promised him odd jcks now and
then. During this test Bradfcrd and Keimer talked and, as
Franklin recalled, Eradford, a "crafty old Sophistér," got
Keimer to M"explain all his Views, what Irnrterest he rely'd
on, and in what rnarnmer he intended tc proceed," in short,
the nature of BEradford's scn Andrew's competition.[7] Within
the month Keimer +tock Franklin c¢n full time, kut in thé
interim Franklin vworked occasiorally for Bradford, and,
indeed, lived with him until Keimer found him a rccn.

That Frarklin would have scught out work in New York or
Philadelphia does not seem unusual at all. He had a trade
and needed a jck. But it is exactly this ordinary behavior

that hints at +the fundamental structure of the trade,
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srecifically, the asscciations among its mermbers. By the
time Franklinr went +tc 1work for Keimér he had wnet, worked
for, or 1lived with =every printer south of Connecticut.
Prarklin knew, or at the very least had met, evexry printer
in Boston.[8] He knew the c¢cnly printer in New Ycrk, and had
worked for the only two in Philadelphia. Thus the range of
trade associaticns Frarklin had at the age of seventeen was
virtually the entire printing establishment in the American
cclcnies.

Important also is the way Franklin came to know these
men, that is, throuqh family and ty physical movement. In
Bcston, it was kecause he was in the trade and he was in the
trade because of farily. 1In New York and Philadelphia it
was kecause he traveled there. But frcm New York it was
alsc a matter of who knew whom, and this hints a+ the
network-like nature c¢f +trade associations flcwing from
family ties and friendships, the only substitute for which
was actual rphysical mcvement. Franklin met William Bradford
in New York. Bradford had a son who had lost a journeyman;
and this led Frarklin tc Philadelrhia. Andrew Bradford knew
Keimer but William Bradford did not, at least nct until he
tcok Franklin tc see if he could find him a jok. In all
instances Ffranklin acquired his associations through face to
face encounters. And the nature of association within the

trade is a central issue nct cnly because it raises the
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guestions of what kinds existed and how far they extended,
but also Lecause it reveals the elemeht of chance. If the
vagaries of chance meetings, of who knew whom, dictated the
careers of cther'tradesmeq as much as they did Franklin's,
"then the course of grosth in the early American press might
well have taken very tnusual turns.

Franklin's first ccntact with official patromage is not
cnly a case 1in Fpcint; it raises another issue. Shortly
after he arrived in Fhiladelgbia Trarklin wrote to his
brcther~-in-las, Robert Holmes, a merchant in Newcastle,
Lelavare. The letter reached Hclmes while he was in the
ccapany of Sir William Keith, gcvernor of Pennsylvania.[ 9]
Frankiin's =sitvation, or more ©particularly his trade,
interested Keith whc, along with John French, a member of
his council, later =sought out Franklin in Philadelphia.
Keith encouraged Frarklin to set up shop and both men
assured Frarklin c¢f “their 1Interest and Influence in
Frocuring tke Publick Eusiness"™ of foth Pennsyvlvania and
Delaware.[ 10] The terms "Interest" and "Influence" are froﬁ
Franklin's later vocabulary, one informed by his experience
with British fpatronage, but they describe a very real
phencrenon which formed a key element in Franklin's success.
Keith offered Franklin a working association that involved
his "Interest." In general terms, this was the kind of

association killiam Bradford rersuaded Samuel Keimer to
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reveal when Bradford tcck Frarklin to Keimer's shcp.
Franklin's encotnter with Keith lea Franklir to seek
ncney frcm his father -- again a family tie -- to begin
business. HWhen Franklin's father refused, Keith cffered to
assume the ccst, and this led Rendjarin to London to secure a
fress and type. Keith's promise proved hcllow, hcwever, and
Franklin found himself in London without funds. Thomas
Denham, a merchant Frarklin had met on +the +vcyage -- a
chance erccunter made possible by Franklin's
mcvement -- advised Frarklin to get a Jjob in printing in
England, save money, and plan cn returning to Philadelphia,
advice Frarklin fcllowed for nearly eighteen months. But in
the Fall of 1725 Denham asked Frarklin to abandon printing,
return to Philadelphia, and 1learn the nmerchant's trade,
after which he would set up Franklin in the West Indies.
Pranklin agreed and, as he thought, "took leave of
Printing . . . for ever."[11] But in February 1726 Denhan
died, leaving Franklin again with nothing. Denham's death
raises the gquesticn <¢f what effect mortality had on thé
trade. Much like the death of Bradford's journeyran, Aquila
Rose, which had 1led Frarklin to Philadelrhia in the first
tlace, Denham's death led Frarklin to return to printing.
To what extent the demographic facts of 1life affected
printing is impcrtant fer any social history of the press.

In March 1726 Frarklin f£inally returned to America and

P
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began working fcr Keimer as’foreman of his shop, reeting nen
who further influenced his career. Oné was Hugh Meredith,
Keimer's ©gressman ard Franklin's future partner. Another
was Steven Potts, a tcckbinder and later merchant, with whonm
Franklin would always remain close. Twec more, David Harry,
Keimer's apprentice, and George Webb, a compositcr, vwould
become Franklin's ccmpetitors. What is important to note is
the basis cf ttese future asscciaticns. A1l stemmed from
sharing the same trade in the same place at the same tinme.

How Framnklin viewed associaticns provides a means to
assess their influence on him, his comrmitment to them, and
their possible impact con the trade. The vocabulary Franklin
enployed is nct unusuval, btut when placed in the context of
behavior, descrites a functional hierarchy of relationships.
At the 1low ¢€nd of the scale were "acquaintances,“ people
Frarklin knew in passing. Then ttkere were "friends," peorle
with whcm Franklin shared closer ties. Either could
constitute a "ccnnecticn, ! a "erking, functioning
association, the Lenefit of which could be "Interest ana
Influence," the tane cf which, a "burden."[12] At the high
erd of the scale uas "Pamily," the closest possible tie.
Frcm this perspective ard in these terms, the associations
Franklin made can te seen in a fuller light.

Franklin's employrent with Keimer lasted only a short

time, for after a few mponths Keimer tecame increasingly
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short and the twc men finally fcught. As Ffanklin recalled,
"a Trifle snapt our Ccnnection."{13j At that point Hugh
Meredith progpcsed a tcartnership financed by Meredith's
father. franklin agreed ausd returned to wcrk for Keimer
while the equirment they needed was on order. During this
time, Franklin and Keimer went to Burlirgtcn, New Jersey, to
print an issve cf currency. While there, as Franklin later
recalled, he "“made an Acquaintance with many principal
peorle of the Frovince" and %aquired Priends" who "were
afterwards cf great Use to me, as I occasionally was to sone
of them."[ 4] 1ittle by 1little, and especially frcm place to
rlace, Franklin was acquiring the network of associations
that would play so great a part in his career.

Naturally relaticnships were give and take, reflecting
ncrmal sccial interaction. Yet they profoundly affected
Franklin's career in tte trade. Late in 1728 Franklin and
Meredith opened shop, the third in Philadelphia. Their very
fi.st piece cf vwork was brought in by an "Acquaintance,"
George House, and their crly extant activity cf that year;
part of a work Keimer printed, uas secured through another
friend, Josegh Breintnall.[15] In addition, "other Friends"
brought in "little Jcbbs."[16] But almost irmmediately
Prankiin's Lusiness <relationship with Meredith started to
decline. MNeredith kegan drinking and, as Franklir recalled,

"my Friends lamrmented &y Ccnnection with him."[ 7] But
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Pranklin stuck it out, a meastre, it would seex, of his
ccomitment to that "Ccnnection.®
In 1729, after Franklin and Meredith assumed

publication cf Keimer's Pennsylvania Gazette, Frarklin began

tc receive political patronage.f 18] While Franklin
attributed +this to the quality of the Gazette amd his skill
as a printer, his asscciations vere very nuch invclved. As
Franklin himself recalled, bcth the Gazette and his skill
"strenghen'd the Hards c¢f cur Friends in the House, and they
voted us Printers for the ersuing year."[ '9] Chief among
Franklin's pclitical "friends" was Andrew Hamiltor, Speaker
of the Penrsylvania House, who "interested himself for nme
strongly" in securing the frosition of official printer, '"as
he did in many others afterwards, continuing his Patronage
till his Death."[20] The relationship, again, was give and
take. Respcnding tc¢ attacks on Hagilton in Bradford's

American Weekly Merctry in +the Fall of 1733, Franklin

ancnymouszly wrote and published in his Gazette a spirited
defense of Hamiltcn, a "Half-Houvrs Conversation with é
Friend," something Franklin felt hinmself "bound in point of
Friendship and Justice" tc do.[2%] In addition, Franklin
secured for Hamiltcn's son L500, although exactly when and
for what purrose is not known. But +the relationship, the
working ccrnnection, «as there. And important as the

equation cf Friend=Interest=Patronage is, the way Franklin
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came to meet Hariltcn is equally s¢, In one sense, it was by
chance for Hamilton was a friend of Thohas Denhamt*s.[22] 1In
another sense, it was due to the way information flowed.

Informaticn in this pre-electronic age was essentially
inccme elastic, that is to say, people with the most money
got the most Infcrmaticn fastest.{23] Money, moreover,
flowed along the 1lires of trade, the Philadelrhia-London
route being a case in pcint. That Franklin followed tiis
route exposed him tc the flow of wealth-weighted information
through Derhan, tke merchant, and Hamiltcn, the
pclitician-lawyer. Franklin's earlier encounter with
Governor William Burnet in New York, ccnfirms the point.
Returning frcr a visit to Boston in 1724, Franklin stopped
at New York. While there he received an invitation from
Burnet who had heard from the ship's captain that Pranklin
had some bocks. Burnet knew this about Franklin because
informaticn flowed along the 1lines of trade and wealth.
Hence by virtue cf his own physical movement and the way
irformation traveled, Franklin was able tc cross sociai
barriers as if they hardly existed and to make associations
that would prove advantageous tc his career.

In 1730 Franklin dissolved his partnership with
Meredith whc was, Ly his own admission, ill-suited to the
trade.[ 24 ] But Lefore tke did so, Franklin had to secure the

money Meredith's father had advanced for the shop. Franklin
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got it from "two true Friends," Williak Cocleman and Robert
Grace, toth nenkers cf Fraxklin;s Junto.[ 251 Again,
Franklin's associaticns, his friemds and connecticns, are in
evidence at crucial rcints in his career.

If friends helped to secure tusiness and allowed
Franklin to print, dcing the actual work was something else.
Lcoking at Franklin's professional associations -- his
arprentices, Jjourneymen, and Fpartners -- reveals another
dimension c¢f the press; training in the trade, and, more
specifically, hcw the trade expanded. As any point in tinme,
who was arcurd tc work for Frarklin? In one sense anyone,
fer Franklin could have engaged tctally untrained personnel.
But to train new men ccrpletely would have been detrimental
tc Franklin's ftusiness; simply the time involved would have
slowed him dcwn. The question cf growth, therefore,'reduces
tc a questicn of tke avenues by which peogrle entered the
trade.

Frarklint's cwn exrerience suggests that there were two
avenues into the trade. The first was family. He had beeh
trained by his brother; Andrew Bradford had been trained by
his father; and William Bradford had been apprenticed to his
father-in-law in Londcn. The Greens of Boston followed this
path as well. To what extent this pattern prevailed in the
trade as a whcle and whether it changed over tire is an

important Fcint. The second avenue was ncn-familial

4
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training gained either in England, as in the case c¢f Keimer
or Benjamin's trrctter James, or in the'colonies themselves,
as in the case cf Meredith. Yet we know the business was an
expensive crne to start, and the cost of traveling to England
would have added even ncre.[26] And if training were to be
acquired in the colcnies, there were obviously limits to the
number who could be trained at any given time, limits
imposed by the number cf printers arcund to do the training.
Thus the very essence cf growth and expansion of the trade
was in part a matter of who was arcund at any given time, a
natter of the =size o¢f the trade. And for any single
individual in the trade, each new entrant became a potential
associatiocn. Looking at Franklin‘®s closest trade
associations cffers a glimpgse at Lcth the ratterns of
associaticn and mcvement within the tragde.

WHhen Frarklin &snd Meredith orened shop, they worked
alone. After Meredith left, Franklin, needing help, took on
Jcseph Rose, the orxrrhaned scn ¢f RAquila Rose, as an
arpprentice, and, as a Jjourneyman, Thomas Whitmarsh, whoﬁ
Franklin had met ir Lcnéon.[27] The fact that Whitmarsh was
in Philadelphia in 1730, precisely when Franklin needed
help, seems to have been a strcke of luck since there is no
evidence Frarklin ever issued an invitation to Whitmarsh.
In September 1730 Frarklin "took . . . to Wife" Dekorah Read

who functicned as part of the business "by attending the

P
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Shop."{ 2871 A year later Frarklin entered into rfartnership
with Whitmarsh, whe vas to eétablish a shop in
charleston.[29] By the terns of the agreement, wshich formed
the basis fer all of Franklin's 1later cnes, the
"Copartnership" was tc last six years. Franklin was to
supply Whitmarsh with all the necessary equipment for which
Franklin would receive a third of +the profits. Whitmarsh
was to receive two-thirds of the profits ard, at the
conclusion of the six-year term, could ruy the equirment if
he 1liked. But Whitmarsh was bcund +to pript only with
Franklin's equipmert and this effectively precluded
Whitmarsh frcm either freelancing or expanding cn his own.
Ahether Franpklin's terms were standard for the trade 1is
difficult tc =ay, for his are the only extant records of
rartnerships. Important to note, however, are the
restraints Frarklin imposed. Cnly with his equipment could
Rhitmarsh expard. Thus growth, at least to some extent, was
nct an individual matter but was tied to associations.

After Whitmarsh's departvre Franklin was one hand
short. Either 1late in 17321 or early 1732 he hired Louis
Timothy, a recent irmigrart frcm Holland, as a journeyman,
thus £filling out his shop.{30] In 1733 Whitmarsh died,
creating a vacancy in Charlestcn. By the terms of the
Franklin-Whitmarsh agreement the equipment reverted to

Frankliu. At this juncture Frarklin entered into
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partpnership with 9Timcthy who was to assume the Charleston
operation. The terms of this agreement'mirrored the earlier
accord with omne excertion; in the event of Timothy's death
his somn, Feter, could succeed him in the business.[31] Here
again 1is the rpresence of family in the trade. Fcor Timothy
the provision regarding succession proved wise, fcr in 1738
he died. As his scn was cnly thirteen, his widow Elizabeth
continued the tusiness.([321

In the Fall of 1732 Franklin again needed help and it
was James Parker, a runaway apprentice <¢f William
Bradford's, whc ncw ret Franklin's needs. Whatever
Franklin's motives for taking Parker in, and one suspects
that Franklin saw in Parker a memory of his former plight,
the decisicn fproved a good cne for Parker would in later
years become a trusted friend.[33] In 1740 Franklin took as
an apprentice his late brother's son, James Franklin,
Jr.{34] In 174% Frarklin set ur Parker in New York.f35] To
£fill +the gar created in the shop he took in Thomas Smith
who, in 1743 or 1744, went to work for Parker in New York;
In 1748 Franklin set wup Srith in Antigua.f{36] In 1743 he
erployed David Hall whc, in 1748, became his Philadelphia
partner and who ran the shop for eighteen years.[ 7]

The tasic pattern of movement within Franklin'®s
business was the rrcqgression frcm journeyman tc partner.

Whitmarsh, Timotky, Parker, Scith, amnd Hall all followed

5
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this course. (What hagpened tc Joseph Rose is urknown.) In
one sense these men were PFranklin's .professicnal family,
persons he +trained and to +whom he gave a start. And
ccnsidered as a family, the pattern is not unlike that of a.
cclonial fatker distributing his land to each maturing son
with the ycungest (Hall) succeeding to the father's lot.[38]
carrying the analcgy a step further, a hint of
patriarchalism characteristic of this pattern might be seen
ip the delay cf full title to the firm Franklin imposed. An
otvious difference exists, cf course. These memn wWere not
Franklin's fanmily in any biclogical sense, and Franklin's
mctive for the agreements was, to be sure, profit.

Still in addressing the question of the growth of the
trade the pattern is cf more than passing concerr. For one
thing, it hints at totk the <wmanner and 1limit of growth
within the trade. Tte ©progression from Jjourneyman to
partner {the wanner) tcck time ({the 1limit). The pattern
also suggests how clcsely the process, and with it growth,
was tied to the nunter cf people involved, for each partnei
{a printer) needed tc¢ be +trained. Each cf TFfranklin's
rartnerships %as, mcocrecver, a ccnnection in a retwork of
which PFrarklin was +the central node. Spatially, this
network was centered in Philadephia and in 1748 reached
ncrthward to Newvport, where James Franklin, Jr. and his

mcther Ann Franklin were in business, and New York, where

3
o
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Parker had set up shor. To the south the network extended
tc Charleston xhere tte Timothys still ﬁorked, then omn +to
Antigua where Thomas Smith had begun to print. Arnd this is
cnly the most visible outline o¢f PFranklin's network of
rrofessional ties. 10 these must be added the less formal
but no less important associations Franklin established
through the years.

The @maintenance of Franklin's network depended on
several things. Atcve all it depended c¢n Franklin's
svrvival, fcr without kim there wcould have been no central
node, no connection arcng the parts. It was Franklin alone
who knew all the onpetwcrk members and who formed the
"connecticns" from the start. 1In scrme reasure, tco, success
alsc depended on the network's wutility, which 1logically
wculd be wmanifested ir the conduct of business. Moreover,
tke trade being communication, cne might expect information
to flow along retwork lines, and with Franklin's this seems

to have been tte case. TFranklin's Poor Richard Almanac was

scld by Thcrmas TFleet in Bostcn, Jonas Green in Annapolis,
James Parker in New York, and "Sister" Ann Franklin in
Newport.[ 39] 211 were Franklin associates. Fleet tad been a
“friend" c¢f Frarklin's trother Jares.[40] Green Lad worked
fc; Franklin briefly rkefore moving to Annapolis. Parker was
a rartner, and Ann Prarklin was family. To what extent

information, and specifically rprinted works, €fcllcowed
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petwork lines, and +t¢ +what extent this was a general

phenocmenon of the trade, is a central guesticn to ke asked.

Franklin's career suggests many things about printing
and publishing in the «colcnial vyears. Above all, it
stggests that the trade was built upon associations and that
these were necessary for success. Associaticns formed
networks, and with then potential lines c¢f communication and
action. The foundaticrs c¢f networks varied. In Franklin's
case the crucial elements vere family, friends, ard his own
mcbility. The cement of Franklin's_network vas "interest,"
the give and take of favcrs. In sum, Franklin's career
suvggests that the fundamental structure, operaticn, growth,
and raintanence of the trade was tied toc the associations of
its members. Such a kroad suggestion raises a host of
ccnceptual and practical problems.

The idea of association is central. Yet conceptually,
associaticn is an inherently fuzzy term for it can imply
becth group and individual rehavior, voluntary and
invcluntary action, fpctential and realized relationshirs.
Yet essentially, associaticns are ordinary human
tkings —- the knowing of other pecople -- and can be viewed
as simply as that. Historians cften take associations for
granted, and to scrne externt théy pust. People naturally

associate with cne ancther, in qroups and as individuals,

Z
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frequently amnd occasicnally, by choice and as a matter of
chance. To ask at every turn who knew whom and how cannot
answer every gquesticn. In some instances, however, the
matter of associaticn can be vitally important. 1Tte history
of ideas 1is a case ir pcint for questicns of intelliectual
influence are of intense ccncern. Hcw Aristotle and Plato
were 1introduvuced into Western thought has been determined in
part by tracking their works through men in time. The
Refcrmaticn +thcught of 1Luther and Calvin has keen analyzed
from the perspective of when each read or net different
thinkers. Sinilarly, the diffusicn cf scientific thought
frcm Europe tc the cclcnies has.been traced through peorle
and their associations. The examples are almost
endless.[41] The point is that such work naturally gives way
tc the idea of retvworks that allow and 'promote
ccommvnicaticn. While such an idea is hardly novel, it
rarely assumes a positicn of importance.

To make the rmatter central would be to seek the
associations first, tc seek the netwcrk before tracking thé
ficw of ideas through jit.[ 427 Clearly it would ke impossitle
tc reconstruct every association of every printer,
publisher, ard kcokseller in cclonial America. But the most
otvious vperscnal and professional ties -- family, partners,
apprentices, Jjourneymen -- can be reconstructed for the

entire trade just as they can Lte for Franklin. The
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advantage of such an aprroach is twofcld. First, it allows
the kasic patterns of association to be seen, and with this
the basic =structire of the trade. Second, se€eking the
structure of the trade, independent of its use, in the end
allcws a fuller assessment of personal choice and the

influences <c¢n choice. The distributicn of Pcor Richard

speaks directly to the point. The rulk buyers of Franklin's

almanac were all mpemkers of his mnewtork. Poor Eichard was

nect the «c¢rly almanac around. That James Parker, Ann
Timothy, Amnn Franklin, Jonas Green, and Thomas Fleet all

excercised a rersonal choice im buying Pcor Richard seems

clear beycnd a douvkt. But just as clearly, they made that
choice within tte social context cf thé trade retwork in
which thev tuwere enmeshed. The conjunction of choice and
network seem rcre than coincidental, and hints ‘at the
fundamental nature of the diffusicn of the printed word.

Existing scholarship cffers little aid in assessing the

structure of the trade for its avoids precisely what
Franklin's career suggests was most
izportant -- associaticrs and the networks they formed.

Underlying this is the absence of any collective treatment
of printing and publishing which itself stems from a variety
of factors. Cn the one hand, histcrians of printing and
publishing have more often than not lacked an overall

interpretive frarewcrk.{43] Traditionally, the field has
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been the realm cf Lkibliographers, antigquarians, and
historians c¢f jotrnalism who have fccused on the individual
printer, press, newspaper, or fplace, and whose work reflects
particular ccncerns atout the inception and development of
printing apd putlishing at the local level. Works that deal
ccmprehensively with rrinting and publishing in the period
are generally descriptive and bicgrarhical as well, for the
mcst nart ccmpilaticns.[447 On the other hand, when colonial
historians have entered the £ield, by and large it has been
tc study the pecliticul asgpects c¢f the rpress, particularly
newspapers, addressing gquesticns about the freedom of the
rress and the rcle of the press im r[pclitics, especially
dvring the era ¢f the American Revolution.[45]

Excepticns exist, lut very few. Yet those +works that
depart frcm tke traditicnal ccncerns cf publishing'history
or the political focus cf colonialists have a cecmrecn feature
in that tkey treat the ¢Erintex cr publisher as an
entreprenevr wcrking under a variety of social, economic,
and political coaditicrs.{46] More oftern than not, however;
these conditicns operated on a local scale and 1leave
uranswered sericus questions about the overall structure of
the trade itself. Arquing, fcr examgle, that religious
rather thkan governmert printing was the key to success in
Bcston says rcthing akout what characterized a successful

business in Philadelphia, Williamsburg, or New York.[47] Was

=

I

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



:
.,,‘;«ﬂi!

23

the Boston trade differemt, nct simply in what it printed
but in its structtre, from the New York trade or the trade
as a whole? Or were tiere more general factors governing
success and failure anywhere? Were they few or many? Did
they change cver time? Frcm one 1lccation to another?
Looking at the entire trade can tighlight both differences
and similarities among and within groups, yet +this depends
uren knowing who did what, where, for how long, and under
what conditicns.

There are, too, lcth practical and ccnceptual problems
which have +wwcrked against large scale analysis of the
cclcnial press, ones which often overlap. On the practical
side there is, again, the enormous size of the press and its
activity. The conceptual hurdles are more complex.
Printing and puklishing are culturally sensitive phénomena.
Tc treat kccks and newsrpapers as prerely products divorced
frcm their content seems somehcw tc viclate the essense of
the press itself. Moreover, to adopt +the strateqy of
viewing printers and publishers as simply producers detached
frcm their cyltvral rilieu seems to igncre the intricacies
cf the prccess by which ideas were gqguided into frint.[48]
Eoth the magnitude of the enterrrise and the sensitivity of
its cultural <context pose real and nceot incorsequential
rroblems for historians of the press. Yet undexrlying any

phencrenon, culturally sensitive or nct, is a structure.

wf
W
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With the press, that structure was a matter of associations
among its merlers.

Underlying all else is a single question which goes to
the root ¢f historical analysis itself. Does the literature
of early America, the prodvct of the press, have a tias as a
result of the structure of the trade? Does it reflect in
any systematic way the social behavior of its menmters? pid
the nature of +the trade and its patterns of grcwth render
what was rrinted a rrodtct not only of authors but also of
the business retwcrks c¢f the press? 1Is, for example, the
fact that there were nc South Carclina almanacs, writtean by
Scuth Carolipians, rtklished in Charleston in the 1730's due
eclely to the fact that the printer or a ©pubklisher could
find no ccrnpiler to hire? Or might it also have Lkeen due to
the fact that the prirters in Charlestcon in the 1730s -- the

Timothys -- were in Franklin's network and had Pccr Richard

readily availakle to them? Clearly such a questicn can have
nc uneguivocal answer. Yet behavior can be a telling guide.
Tke history of the e€arly American press suggests that
printed works did indeed follow network lines, thus
renderirg Ltoth +the <size and substance of the extant
literature c¢f any tire and rlace in part a function of the
structure cf the trade and not exclusively a rroduct of the
intellectual 1nilieu. This may well provide grounds for

assessing in different termrs a tody c¢f literature on which
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historians universally rely.

The c¢rder and suktstance cf- the charters to follow
deserve ncte fcr they are dictated as much by the aksence of
their particular ccrcerns in the existing schclarship as by
those of this study. Special procbhlems of evidence arise
when treating the entirety of the colcnial press.
Fundamentally, the rrcltlems are thcse of estimating the size
of the product c¢f the rress, and of estabklishing the size
and compcsiticnr of its membership. Both the scope and the
methods employed require a separate discussion. To sone
extentﬂ the rarticular soluticns to these twc proltlems are
technical and have leen telegated tc an Arpendix cn "Sources
and Methods." Chapter 2 presents the broad patterns of
rroduction and involvement in the trade and an anal?sis of
the relatiouship between the two. Chapters 3 and 4 examine
the demographic foundations of the trade and the radically
different derographic ratterns that existed -- patterns
which profoundly affected the amnount of literature produced;

These early chapters grovide the necessary foundation
for examining the fcrms and ratterns of association which
prade up the retworks of the +txrade, which is treated in
Chapter 5. Chapter 6 examines how these networks of
associaticn functicned as the underlying superstrticture for

the diffusicn of tte printed word. Here tlke extant
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literature of the cclcrial period is tracked across both
time and space alcng network lines; This final chapter
brings together the ccnclusions of the preceding chapters to
address the tasic issue of this study: whether the
literature of early America had a social tias, one resulting
frcm the structure cf the trade and the behavior of its

rembers.
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James Franklin (16€7-173%5). The details of the
following sketch of Franklin have been drawn largely
from Leonard 1. Labaree, et al., eds., The
Autotiography of Benijazin Franklin {(New Haven, Conn.,
1964), hereafter cited as Franklin, Autobiography), and
Leonard 1. Laltaree, William B, Willcox, et al., eds.,
The Papers of Benjamin Frarklin (New Haven, Conn.,
1959~ ), hereafter «cited as Franklin Papers. Recent
Pranklin scholars have raid 1little attention to
Franklin's care€e€r in frinting. The ©most notatle
excepticn is C. William Miller, whcse ©princiral vork,
Benjamin Franklin's Philadelphia Printing, 1728-1766: A
Descriptive Eikliography, American Philosophical
Society, Memoirs, CII {Philadelphia, 1974), represents
a work cf far trcader scope than its title implies. See
also, Miller, “Eenjarin Franklin's Way +to Wealth,"
Papers of the Bitliographic Scciety cf America, LXIII
(1969) , 2321-246.

Bartholcuew Green [1667-1732), Timotly Green
(1679-1757), and Samuel Kneeland (16¢<7-1769).

Frarklin was atle to declare that he was 1leaving his
brother's shop because Jares had released him frcm his
formal indenture in 1722 during a ccntroversy with the
Massachtsetts avthorities over James' New England
Courant, a ploy which allowed the paper to te printed
under Benjamin's rame. Frarklin, Acvtobiography, 69-70.

William Eradford (16€3-1752). Alexander J. W%all, Jr.,
"yilliam BRradford, Colcnial Printer -—- A Tercentenary
Review," Proccedings of the Arerican Antigquariar
Society, n.s., LXXIII (1963), 361-384.

Franklin, Autobiography, 71. Andrew Bradford
{1686-1742) 1is w%ell treated by Anna Janney DeArmond,
Andrew Bradford, Colonial Journalist (Newark, N.J.,
1949)..

Samuel Keimer {c.168€-1742). Sterhen Blocre, "Samuel
Keimer: A Foctnote to the 1ife of Franklin,"

Pennsylvaria Magazine of History and Bicgraphy, XLV
{1930), 2t5E£-287.

Franklin, Autotiography, 78.

.I.b.j_-g' 4 67' 70-

William Keith (168C~1749) was gcvernor of Pennsylvania
from 1717-1726. Robert Hoimes (d. before 1743) had
married Franklin's sister ‘'iary (1694-1731), Franklin
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Papers, I, lix.
Pranklin, Avtoliography, 80.
Ibid., 105.
Franklint's experience with James Ralph (d. 1762) best
captures the "burden" of a friendship. ibid, €9-99.
Irid., 111,
Ibid., 112.
Ikid., 115-116, 11E.
Ibid., 119.
Ikid., 120.
Pranklir and Meredith assumed puklication of the
Pennsylvaria Gazette on Oct. 2, 1729. Franklin played a
role in Keimer's downfall through the "Egysy Body"
letters in Eradford's Pennsylvania Jourral, which
ridiculed Keimer's paper. See, Ffranklin Papers, I,

193-139. Franklin's accomplice in the effort was Joseph

Breintnall (d. 1746), whc had helped Franklin secure
Quaker printing the year tefore.

Franklin, Autobicgrarhy, 121.

Itid. Hamilton (c.1676-174%) also helped Franklin
secure a job c¢f printing an issue of currency ian 1731,
worth L100 to Franklin, and which Franklin directly
attributed to Hamilton's influence: ®I scon after
okbtain'd tkro' gy Friend Hamilton . . .." Franklin,
Autotiography, 124-125. :
Franklin Papers, 1I, 333-2338.

Franklin, Autobiography, 94-~85.

Allan R. Fred, Urtan Growth and the Circulation of
Informaticng: Tte United States System c¢cf Cities,
1790-1840 (Camtridce, Mass., 1973).

Franklin, Avtoticgraphy, 122; ¥ranklin Papers, I, '75.

William Cclman (1704-1757). Rokert Grace (1709-1766).
Grace refused Iepaynent of the 1loan. Franklin,
Autotiography, 1%1€6-118, 122.
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The cost cf establishing a printing operation was high.
Franklin estirated the ccst at L100 in 1753. Franklin
Papers, V, 81-83. This was the same estimate Franklin
gave Keith in 1724. Franklin, Autobicgraphy, €&7.

Franklin, BAutolticgrachy, 125.

Deborah Read (17(8-1774) was never legally nmarried to
Franklin, her first husband, John Rogers, having
deserted ter. Frarklin, Autobicgraphy, 129 and n.

Thomas Whitmarsh (d. 1733). The text of +the agreement
is in Ffranklin Parers, II, 2C5-208.

Louis Timcthy ({d. 1738) also served as editor of
Franklin's chort-lived Gerran newspaper,
Philadelphische Zeitunqgq, and as 1librarian of the
Library Ccmpany. Franklin Papers I, 250-252.
Publication of tte Philadelphische Zeitung lasted only
1 month (2 issues, May 6 and June 24, 1732). Clarence
S. EPErigham, History and RBibliograrhy of America
Newsrapers, 1690-1€20. 2 vcls. ([ 1947 JRorcester, Mass.,
1974) , 11, 963.

Franklin Papers, 11, 239-242.

Henning Cchen, The Scuth Carclina Gazette (Columbia,
S.eCey 19£3), 23€-241. Franklin regarded Elizabeth
Timothy tkighly <for her business sense. Franklin,
Autokiograrhy, 1€€.

James EFarker (1714-1770) . For Farker's life ard career,
see Beverly DNcArear, "“James Paiker versus William

Weyman," Froceedings of the New Jersey Historical
Society, 1IX {1941, 1-23; and McAnear, "Jares Parker
versus New York FEFrcvince," New York History, XXII

{1941y, =rrt., np. Sece also, Frarklin Parers, II-XVI,
passime. ,

James franklin, Jr. (c.1724-1762). Franklin Eapers, II,
261-€3; Franklin had reccnciled with his brother James,
Sr, in 1723. Prarklin, Autobicqraphy, 169-17C.

Franklin Fapers, 1I, 3u41-46.

[T})

Ibid., III, 321-322.

Ibid., II, 2€3=-2€7.

This pattern can te seen in a number of New England
local studies. See, especially, Philip J. Greven, Jr.,
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Four Generations: Populaticn, Land, and Family in
Colonial Andover, Massachusetts (Ithaca, N.Y., 1970).

39. PFranklin recorded sending Thcmas Fleet (1685-1758) some
1,950 almanacs frcm 1740-1747. Ann Franrklin (1695-1763)
received 4,050 in the =same period. Joras Green
{1712-1767) received 7,250 between 1740 and 747, and
Parker was sent 4,300 almanacs Lbetuween 1742 and 1747.
George Simrson Eddy, Account Books Kept ly Benjamin
Franklir: ledgqer M"D", 173S-1747 (New York, 1929),
54-56, €3-65, S1-94. Not every entry that indicates a
sale cf almanacs explicitly identifies the item as
being Eccr Richard, but tley are all marked as being
"Almanacs,"™ and franklin printed only one full almanac
from 1733 +to 1758 -- Eoor Richard. He did print a
"Pocket" Almanac and sales of these are included in the
guantities listeé above. David Hall's accounts indicate
that between 1752 and 1765, he printed 141,257 copies
of Poor Richard Imgproved. Partners also received a
reduced rate. C. William Miller, "Franklin®'s Poor
Richard Almanacs: Their Printing and Puklication,"
Studies in Bibliocraphy - XIV (%1961), 98, 114, 113,
Franklin had otker business connections toc. See, for
example, Frarnklin Fapers, II, 316-316, for a summary of
accotnts with William Bradford (1722-1791); ibid., II,
351-352, for a similar sunrary of TFranklin's "Receipt
Book, 1742-€4"; Jcpas Green to Franklin, July 25, 1747,
ibid., III, 153-154; and George Sirpson Eddy, .Account
Books Kert by Eenijamin Franklin: Ledgqger, 1728-1739,
Jdournal, 1730-1737 {(New York, 1528).

40. Frapklin kpew Fleet frcm his Boston days, and James
Franklir, Sr.'s puvhklication of the New England Courant.
Frarnklin, Autobicgraphy, 67 and n.

4%. Fernand van Steenterghen, Aristotle in the NWest: <The
Oorigins cf Latin Aristotelianism, Leonard Johnston,
tracs. (New York, 192?), esp., 8-22: Fugenio Garin,
Italian Humanism: Philcsorhy and Civic life in the
Penaissance, Peter Munz, trans. {New York, 1965), esp.,
81-84; Francois Wendell, Calvin: The Crigins and

Develcrment of His Religious Thought {New York, 1963);

and Norman S. Piering, "The Transatlantic Fepublic of

Letters: A Note on the Circulation cf Learned

Periodicals to Early Eighteenth-Century America,"

William and Mary Crarterly 3rd Ser., XXXIII (%976),

642-659.

42. Formal network analysis has not been ergployed by
historians. For a bkrief discussicn c¢f the arrroach and
an exangple of its applicability to historical research
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see, Darrett B. Rutman, "Ccomumity Study," Historical
Methods, XIIXI (1980), 29-41.

See G. Thcmas Tanselle, "The Historiography cf American
Literary Publishirg," Studies in Bibliograrhy, XVIIX
{1965), 3-39.

See, for example, Isaiah Thomas, The History of
Printing in America, 2nd edn., Marcus A. McCcrison, ed.
{1874; New York, 1€70); Jchn Tebbel, A History of Book
Publishing in the United States, 2 vcls. tc date (New
York, 1¢72), 1:1-201; Brigham, History and Billiography
of American Newsrarers; Douglas C. McMurtrie, A History
of Printing in the United States (New York, 1636):; and
Lawrence C. Wrcth, The Cclcnial Printer, 2rd rev. edn
{1938; Charlottesville, 19€4).

See, for example, Arthur M. Schlesinger, Erelude to
Inderendence: The Newsrarer War on Britain, 1764-1776
(New York, 1957); Philip Davidson, Propoganda and the
American Revoluticr, 1763-17€3 (Chapel Hill, 1941); and
Richard L. Merritt, Symbols of Americap Ccmmunity,
1735-1775 ({¥ew Haven, Ccnn., 1966); Gary B. Nash, "The
Transformation of Urtan Politics, 1700-1765," Jourmnal
of American History, 1X (1¢€73), 605-32.

I

The most notable examples of this work are Rollo G.
Silver, "“Aprons Instead of Uniforms: The Fractice of
Printing, 1776-1787," Proceedings of the American
Antiguarian Society, LXXXVII {1977), 111-94; Mary Ann
Yodelis, "Who Paid the Piper? Publishing GEccnomics in
Boston, 1763-1775," Journalism Momoqraths, WNo. 38
{1975); Stephen Bctein, "'Meer Mechanics' and an Open
Press: The Busiress and Pclitical Stategies cf Colonial
American PFrinters," Perspectives in American History,
IX (197%5), *%27-225; J. A. Leo Lemay, Men cf letters in
Colonial Maryland (Knoxville, Tenn., 1972), €SPeys
111-25, 153-212; and Bernard Bailyn and Johr B. Hench,
eds., The Press and the American Revolution ({Worcester,
19€0).

Yodelis, "Who Paid the Piper." Cf. Peter J. Parker,
"The Fhiladelghia Erinter: A Study of an
Eighteenth-Century Businessman," Business History
Review, XL (1966), 24-46.

Work on Furopean publishirg and the cultural context of
printing is extremely pertinent. See especially, Robert
Darnton, The. Bucsiness of the Enlighterment: A
Publishirg History of the Encyclopedie, 1775-1800
{Camtkridge, Mass:, 1979) ; Natalie Zemcn Davis,
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“printing and the People," in Davis, Scciety and
Culture in Early Mcdern France (Stanford, 1975),
189-226; Elizabeth L. Eisenstein, The Printing Press as
an Agent ¢f Social Change, 2 vcls. (Cambridce, 1979).
For an arplication of scme of +these <concerns in
colonial America, see David D. Hall, "The V¥World of
Print and Collective Mentality in Seventeenth-Century
New England," in Jchn Higham and Paul K. Ccnkin, eds.,
New Directions in American Intellectual History
(Baltimore, %979), 1€66-80.
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CHAPTER TWUO
DIMENSICNS

Assaying tlhe dimensicns of the early American press
requires one to assume a particular cast of mind, for while
¥e are accustcmed to associating the press with ideas
expressed in print, the brcad contcurs cf grcuth appear
renoved frcm the influences of ideas. The press grew like
the populaticn it served. Sc too did the products of the
press, the tooks and newspapers of the period, ircrease in
proportibn to the ©pcrulaticn which bought ther. And the
rasic relaticnship between product and producers suggests
that how much was printed depended mcre than anything else
cn how many people, and in particular, how wmany printers,
Wwere active in the trade.

The fundamental pattern of develcrment of the early
Arerican press was rapid grcwth. From 1639 tc 1783 the
nunber of people 1invclved in printing and publishing
increased at an annual rate of 3.2 percemnt, almost equaling
the 3.3 percent rate cf Fopulation growth in the

cclcnies.[ 1] Froducticr increased at a even greater pace.

~Fick '€39 to 1783 the nurmber c¢f inmprints and newspapers

issuing from colonial presses averaqed a gain of nearly 10

33
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percent a year.[27 The tasic course of growth can be
depicted as a trend, a single matkematical represention of
events, and Figqure 2.1 displays the groswth trends in Dboth
production and invelvement for the 1639-1783 period, the
facts of which are presented in Table 2.1.[3)
Fiqure 2.1
Early American Press:

Growth Trends in Production and Invclvement, 1€39-1783

o

LOG E VALUE
[ad

) ,
CLEY (A 1hon (728 1754 L7211

YEARSG

Nctes: Trends are lecast squares estimates of logarithmic
{IogE) functicns. For equaticns see note 3. For scurces see
Arpendix t.

i
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Table 2.1

Early American Press:

Bcoksellers, in Five Year Periods, 1639-17€3

descrited in Appendix 1. Fcr sources see Appendix 1.

ﬁ
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Peziod No. No. No. % Chg No. % Chg Rate Nc.
Imo New Tot Tot ESB PSB PSE ETR
1639-1€43 13 13 2 |
i644-1648 i2 12 -7.7 3 50.0 8.1 1
1649-1653 13 13 8.3 4 33.3 5.8 2
1€54- 1658 20 20 53.8 2 =50.0 -13.9 1
1659-1663 29 29 45.0 3 50.0 8.1 2
1664-1668 52 52 79.3 4 33.3 5.8 2
1669-1673 50 50 -3.8 8 100.0 3.9 2
1674-1678 91 g1 82.0 9 12.5 2.4 3
1679-1683 97 97 6.6 17 88.9 12.7 4
1684-1€88 112 112 15.5 23 35.3 6.0 7
1688-1693 265 1 266 137.5 19 -t17.4 -3.8 8
1694-1698 177 177 -=33.5 15 =21.1 -=4.7 6
1699-1703 33z 332 €7.6 21 40.0 6.7 6
1704-17C8 279 1 280 =-15.7 22 4.8 9 10.
1709-1713 356 1 357 z7.5 23 4.5 .9 10
1714-1718 424 1 425 19.0 29 26. 1 4.6 9
1749-1723 523 4 27 24.C 44 5.7 8.3 t
1724-1728 646 7 653 23.9 E2 18.2 3.3 16
1729-1733 654 10 664 1.7 56 7.7 1.5 21
1734-1738 602 13 615 -7.4 53 -5.4 -1.1 21
1739-1743 1095 13 1108 €0.2 71 34.0 5.8 28
1744-1748 1038 17 1055 ~-4.8 70 -1.4 -0.3 35
1749-1753 977 21 998 -5.4 71 1.4 3 37
1754-1758 1394 16 1410 41.3 88 23.9 4.3 4y
1759-1763 1556 22 157§ 11.9 102 15.9 3.0 €0
1764-1768 1891 32 1923 21.9 158 54.9 8.8 75
1769-1773 2398 35 2433 2b.5 164 3.8 7 <7
1774-1778 3940 56 396 €4..2 212 29.3 5.1 131
1779-1783 2869 55 2924 -26.8 201 -5.2 -1.1 131
1636-1783 3.2

Number, Percentage Change, and Annual Rate cf Growth

for Imprints, Newsgapers, and Printers, Sronsors, and

% Chg
PTR

«0
100.0
-50.0
100.0
-0

50.0
33.3
75.0
14.3
-25.0
.0
66.7

-10.0
22.2
45.5
31.3

33.3
25.0
5.7
18.9
36.4
31.7
22.8
35.1
.0

Notes: Imp = imprints, PSB = printers, sponsors, and bcoksellers,
= pnewspapers (counting all issues in a single year as che newspaper).
Tot = imprints fplus newspapers, % Chg = percent change, Rate =
Rate <c¢f Change, FTIR = printers. Imprint counts reflect weighting
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Rate
PTR

.0
13.9
-13.9
13.9
-0

81
5.8
1.2
2.7
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The sirilarity betuween trends is cJear. Each increased
steadily throughout the colcnial vyears very nuch in sterp
with the other. Indeed, fully 73 gpercent of the variation of
the trend in rroduction 3is explained by the trend in the
number of peorle invclved.[4] Statistically, this 1is an
exceptionally strong and telling correlation. It immediately
suggests that the indices of prcduction and invclvement are
measuring essentially the sane thing -- the trade
itself -- and that the principal elements 6f growth 1lie in
invclement or activity in the trade.

O0f course, asserting that produvction and involvement
are tasically measurirg the same thing tends to ignore the
xcle of demard in the classic econcmic formulation of supply
and demand. Theoretically, when demand goes up mcre people
will respcnd toc produce more; when it goes dcwn, fever
people will resgcnd and less will be produced, thus creating
the equilikrium betsween suprly and demand. Such a
fcrmulation suggests that demand should dictate the course
of growth. Yet in the present case demand cannot ke directly
gauged. All that can be seen are its presunmed
effects -- mcre imprints and mcre fpeorle in the trade; Yet
the 1logic c¢f demand, and hence its basic course of growth,
can le deduced.

The ccmmodity being supplied was the ¢printed wvordg,

which required literate consumers. Variations in the numter

| §
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of literate cchnsumers would logically affect demard. Only in
the rroadest terms is the extent cf cclonial literacy knowunm,
the general trend being upward, with male literacy reaching
rerhaps 85 to 90 percent in New England and a somewhat lower
rercentage in the Middle and Soutkhern colcnies by the
American Revclution. Yet in all areas, male literacy was
prokakly betueen 60 tc 70 rercent at +the +turn of the
eighteenth century.[{5] Thus 1literacy increased at a much
slower rate than the pcpulaticn, but the number <c¢f people
who were literate, and capatle of consuming the groduct of
the press, increased dramtically from, say 1680 to 1780, in
no small measure because tlere vwere sc many mcre people.
Consequently, if literacy affected demand it did so in
proportion to general population growth. The commodity,
morecver, is itformaticn, which inp this pre-electrohic age
was income elastic, ttat is, thcse with the most money had
the greatest impact on demand.[ 6] What this means is that in
cclcnial America, which was characterized by a relatively
unequal distribution of wealth, the demand for irnformation
{in this <case printed infcrraticn) would depend most on
rcpulation, for population growth would always increase the
number of pecple with more mcney. Since population always
grew, demand was always on the rise.

On the one hand, to say that the growth of the trade

was a functicn of fpcpulaticr growth does not say much at

1
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all. On the cther hand it =says a _great deal for it
inrplicitly defines the "ideal! cotrse cf growth as one which
pirrcred prporpulation grouth. 2nd empirically the ideal
approximates the real. TFigure 2.2 distlays the number of
persons in the trade frcm 163S to 1783 +together with the
white colonial population and gross estimates of the number
of literate adult rales frcm 1€4C to 1780.{7] 1The tasic
pattern is clear. The nurber of people involved in printing
and publishing increased in almcst the exact same fashion as
the total ropulation. While the numker of people active in
the trade is ccnsistertly telcw the proportional 1level of
the general ropulaticn, that number just as ccnsistently
pirrers the overall pattern of porulation growth. Indeed,

the similarity is on the order cf 90 percent.[8]

L
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Figure 2.2
White Cclcnial vs Farly American Fress Population,

163%9-1783

2273
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Notes: Colcnial populaticn in tens of thousands, excluding
Kentucky and Tennesse. Scurces: Bistorical Statistics
{1976) , Geries Z2:1'-19; prosopography described ir Appendix
1; and sources given in ncte 7.

That the press and tke pcrulaticn should have grown 1in
sipilar ways may not Lke in itself surprising. Tradesmen
were, after all, memkbers of the larger society. But it does
carry imrortant irplications fcr how the press is viewed.

Take the &nmatter of growth. Traditionally histciians of
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rrinting and ptblishkirg hayegsgenfége g;oﬁth of the press in
aksolute terms. Llarge incﬁ;aées:iﬂﬁgiodﬁhfién or involvement
vere considered jrst fﬁﬁat; :iafqe.iincreases. In the
seventeenth century the té%de i@?v smail and gproduction
limited. In the eightégntgficeﬂ%ﬁry tﬁé trade grew and
production incieased, implicitiy bécadsé society grew but
more explicitly becatse géttitﬁ@ésl aﬁdzpolitical behavior
changed, because governmenfs'liftéd restraints, and becuase
events precipitated production.[Q];Hhé logical conclusion of
the process came ¥%itk thé Fev@lution when, after the
dislocation «c¢f ©printirg ?grcm gdcu;ied towns and in the
unfettered rclitical ,atﬁéospheﬁp ~ that came with
independence, the rress, ndz totaiﬁyafre; and cren, grew by

leaps and bcunds. Yet the -grcwtm;-ofrlthe rress Dbefore,

CL% s
P

S

dvring, and even after éthe'ivar;-éanlbg at least in part

explained by the ©ncrmal _ﬁgocesé§$ﬂ cf - population growth

=

g =

itself. o i.fg S

Looking at the ccrve$:of bresQ‘.éhd pépulaticn growth
cne would not immediat;igi sﬁéggtt..£hat the eighteenth
century was a century cfi.intéinationél war, that a
ccentinental eccncmic slump 6¢chrreé:in thé second quarter of
the eighteenth century,l‘ and -1 that  a fundamental
transformation in pcliticélEbéha;iot took place. The press
is generally vievwed as havih§ scme§;peciaihrelaticnship with

Fclitics but fpclitics is not -Peflected in its growth as
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depicted here. This is not to say that rclitics or economics

had no effect, only that the growth cf the press reflected

tasic demograrhic patterns to a much greater degree than has
been recognized before.

i The inpact of events deserves special menticn for to
argue that the growth c¢f the prress might fcllcw rcrmally on
the growth of the population seems on the surface to ignore
the particular, and esrpecially the major events of the of
the colonial period -- the Glorious Revolution, the Great
Avakening, the Stamp Act crisis, and the Revcluticrnary war.
But this is really not the case. Hithout doukt, events
fueled productior and drev scme feople into the trade. But
without the rhencmencn ¢f a press-in-being -- for the press
did not Leqgirn from scratch with every new event -- nothing
Wculd have Leen produced. Those whc wanted to take advantage
of the press needed ome tc do sc. Thus how much was produced
¥as necessarily limited (and conversely minimally dictated)
by thke size «cf the press at the time. If an event such as
the Gloricts Revoluticn ccincided with a high 1level of
production in New England, a 1low level in New York, and
nothing whatscever in Maryland, we cannot assume that the
event was 1less intense in Maryland or New York than it was
in New England. Ratter, we can more reasonably assume that
the crucial difference was the size cf the press -- and

partcularly the number of printers -- in the different
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lccations at the time of the event.

There were clearly peaks in producticn, times, such as
the American Revclution, when the number of inprints
produced stand out. While these pericds of high fproduction
are reflected in the trend in that they contritute to its
level, when ccmpared tc the trend itself they are really
deviations -~ fluctuaticns akove the trend. Pericds of peak
production, in cther words, are a <cchbinaticn of ordinary
growth and rparticular events which assume, in guantitative
terms, the deviations akove the trend. And peaks can only be
considered extraoréirary when deviations are statistically
far beyond what pight have been expected £frcm random
deviation frcm the steady upward trend. Put ancther way, it
is only when deviations are statistically abnormal that the
level of prcduction (the number of imprints produced) can be
construed as mcre derendent on the event than the rumber of
reorle in the trade. And for the entire colonial reriod fronm
t639 to 1782, rroducticn departed significantly from the
trend in orly seven years: in 1766, 1767, 1772, and 1782
when it fell below, and frcm 1774 to 1776 when it rose above
any normal deviaticn.[10] Thus it would <=eem that
irvolvement in the trade -- its structure, dimensions, and
the patterns c¢f 1its growth -- is the key tc the early

American fpress, not the press of events.

i

(

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



t
.
!
1
i
i

43

The rapid growth of the trade nakes aggregate
description «c¢f involvement difficult, yet scme ccmposite
view is needed. From 1€39 to 1783, €39 persons were active
in vprinting and publishing. Cf these, the names of 39 (6.
percent) never arpeared c¢m an imprint. Fully 1€4 (25.7
percent) can te termed one-tire participants, that is,
persons whose involvement was confined to a sinrgle imprint
in a single year and fcr whor there is no other evidence of
trade activity. The remaining 475 (74.3 percent) can be
termed professicnals, persons whose involvement lasted more
than one year or whcse name apreared on more than one
inprint.

Dividing the press into tasic function grotvps allows
the dimersicns of irvolvement to be seen more clearly. Of
the 639 perscns whose activity can ke classified, 265 {41.5
percent) were printers, 374 (58.5 —tpercent) srpcnsors and
sellers. {“Spcnecr" ccrresponds roughly with “gublisher®
but, as the Apperdix explains, 1is used tecause of the
essential locseness of colonial practices.) Of note is thé
relatively high ©rprorcrtion of gfrinters to =sronsors and
sellers ccmbined, for, as Figure 2.3 displays, the ratio

changed dramatically in the period.
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Figure 2.3
EFarly American Press:

Number of Printers vs Number cf Spcnscr-~-Sellers, 1639-1783

122
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Notes: Printers, solid line; Sronsors and Sellers, dashed
line. Lines are 3 pcint weiqhted running averages of five
year tctals ccmputed as X = (¥t-1 * _25) + (Xt * _E) + (Xt+!
* ,25) where X is the value at time t. Scurce: Prcsopography
described in Arrendix 1.

From the 1670s to the early 1740s =sgonsors and sellers
cutnumbered printers. But teginning in the wid=-1740s the
talance shifted and by the end of the period the rumber of
crinters exceeded the number of <spcnsors and sellers

ccmbined by rore than two to one.'What this shift signals is

difficult to say. On tke cre hand, it svggests an increasing

i
I

L
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specialization cf function amcng spcnsors and sellers. On

the other hard, it suggests a tendency among rrinters to
assumre the functicns of seller and, to a lesser extent,
spcnsor, hence an increasing mcncpclization of the trade by

printers. If srecialization is indeed involved, it would

reflect the tendency in the larger eccncmy towards increased
econcmic specialization.

Professicral printers, sponsors, and sellers are of the
greatest ccncerr for tkey vwere respcnsitle fcr producing the
majority of the newsgarers and irprints of +the period.
Disaggregating +this grcup of U475 gersons by function yields
2€5 {55.8 percent) printers and 210 (44.2 percent) sponsors
and sellers. The cverriding characteristics of prcfessional
irvclvement were stability and longevity in the trade.

Stability is perhkaps best meastred in terns of

agcographic movement, Of the 2€S printers, 172 (64.€ percent)

()]
r

Were active at cnly ore location during their careers in the
trade. Another 50 (18.¢ percent) were active at two, and 43
(16.2) printed at three or more places. While these figureé
exclude aprprenticeship ard jcurneyman activity, and include
activity after 1783 -- that is, activity of +trademen vwho
began their careers prior to 1783 but who were active at
different places after 1783 -- ligiting the count to include
cnly activity before 17€3 dces not change the picture much

at all. Fully 188 individuals (70.9 percent) printed in ornly

PR
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one place, 4z (15.8 rercent) two, and 35 (13.2 rercent) at
three or 1mcre. Sgcnsors and sellers mpoved even less
frequently than printers. Of the 210 prcfessicnal sponsors
and sellers active before 1783, 1€7 (89.0 percent) confined
their activity to c¢ne 1locale. Only 17 (8.1 percent) were
active at two rlaces, and 6 {2.¢ percent) did business in
three or more. Again, limiting the count to activity within
the 1639-1783 reriod, dces not charge the patterr. O0Of the
210 sponsors and sellers, 2032 {[96.7 percent) vere active at
only one locaticn.

Length cf involverment in the trade also reflects a
tasic statility, alticugh more sc for printers than for
sronsors and <sellers. As with locaticns, duration of
activity can te nmeasured beyond 1783. For printers, the
average length of activity was mnearly 20 years. Fcr éponsors
and <sellers, the duraticn of all activity was shorter,
averaging 13 years.[12] Quite clearly, printers, ance in the
trade, tended tc stay there lcnger than spronors or sellers.

Producticn, while easily measured, must te cautiouslf
interpreted. Because the +trade expanded rapidly, in the
geometric fashicn of the rorulaticn, more people were
involved toward the end of tke period. Yet imprints and
newspapers have keen dealt with <¢nly through 1783. Thus
average rproducticn figures are 1low for the rajority of

tradesmen. There is, hcwever, a discernable pattern within
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€ach function group. Sgcnsors and csellers tended to be
invclved with fewer imprints than prinfers. Fully 139 (76.8
percent) of +the 181 rrofessicnal sponsors and sellers with
irprint designations +were exrlicitly involved in the
producticn of fewer thanm 10 ipmprints. Another 37 (20.4
percent) were invoived in producing between 10 and 99, and
only 5 (2.8 percent) were involved with more than 100
imprints.

Producticn figures for printers, again, mnust be
interpreted cauticusly, fcr their numbers increased
dramatically and their activity often extended beyond 1783.
Oon the rasis of explicit irprint designations, 87 {33.5
pexcent) fprinted between 1 and S imprints. One-hundred and
cne ({38.8 ¢fercent) rrinted ketween 10 and 99, but fully 72
(27.7 percent) were irvclved with +the producticn of nmore
than 100 imprints -- nearly 10 times the number cf sponsors
and sellers with this number of imprints. Greater groduction .
okviously went hand-ir-tand with lcngevity in the trade, for
the lcnger a rprinter vas in business the =more imprints hé
cculd produce. Nonetleless, production figures suggest that
rrinters tended to produce more than sronsors and sellers
nct only kecause they stayed in the trade longer, but also
because their irveolvenment was neither as 1limited nor as

sporadic as that c¢f spcnsors and sellers.[13] Simply put,

srcnsors and sellers dabbled in the trade, printers did not.
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On a continental scale the general ratterns are clear.
The +trade terded to grcw like the pdpulation. Tte size of
the rress, ard rarticularly the number cf printers, tended
tc govern prcduction [or supply) which igplicitly reflected
demand. While events mpay have sparked demand and telped the
trade to grcu, the ncrmal rrccesses of demograrhic growth
seenm fundamentally in ccntrol. Inveclvement in the trade,
moreover, reflected a rasic stability. The vast majority of
professional printers, sgcnsors, and sellers, confined their
activity to <c¢ne 1ccale, and once established in husiness,
tended to remain in tke trade more tham a decade. Printers
stayed in the +trade close +to twenty years, ccntributing
immensely tc the general stability of the press.

Continental patterns irplictly raise gquestions of
regicnal variaticn, and on a regicnal scale the pattérns are
mcre complex than the ccmposite view suggests. There vwere
two distinct patterns of development among the three
conventional regions c¢f Anglo-America.[14] The first, which
can be termed the New England rattern, characterized growtﬁ
in the New Ergland cclcnies, and the second, the Atlantic
pattern, characterized growth in both the Middle and
Scuthern colcnies. The essence of the difference tetween the
tvo was not time -- although —frrinting 4in the Middle and
Scuthern cclcnies tegan later than in New England -- but the

tasic course cf growth.
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Figure 2.4 distrlays the trends in involvement for the
three c¢clcnial regicns. Involvement iﬁ each rose with tinme,
yet for the Middle and Southern colonies -- the Atlantic
pattern -- invclvement increased at a faster pace. While the
level of invclvement vas lower in the Southern than in the
Middle colonies, it ncnetheless rose at the same rate in the
two reqgions. Now, if time were the cnly ccntrclling factor,
invclvement in the Southern colcnies might ke expected to
rise at a faster rate thanm in the Middle colcnies, Jjust as
invclvement in +the Middle <cclonies rose at a faster rate
than involvement in New England. But it does not, and
invclvement in New England, while increasing thrcughout the
period, dces sc at cnly half the Atlantic pattern rate, and
nct over +tuice the time.[15] There is, in shcrt, a real

difference.
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Figure 2.4
Farly American Press:
Growth Trends in Invclvement by Region, 1639-1783
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Nctes: Trends are least squares estirates of 1lcgarithmic
{10gE) furncticns. ¥crx equations see note 15. Source:
Frosopoqgrarhy describteé in Aprerdix 1.

Moreover, becatse the trends for the Middle and Southern
colonies differ essentially cnly in magnitude, the
irplication is that scretting is ©rpresent 1in the Atlantic

trade that is rissing from the New Englard trade -- or vice

versa -- scmething that is governing how many ©pecple were
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involved, amnd to a ccnsiderakle extent, therefore, how much
was being printed. '

The details of prcfessional activity within the regioms
cffer a hint as to tle cause cf the difference letween the
New England and Atlarntic patterns of involvement.{ 16]
Invclvement in all three regions was characterized by the
same tasic stakility with fketween 75 and 87 percent of all
printers never doing business in more than one lccation in
the region in the 1635-1783 period. For =srcnsors and
sellers, dgeograrhic =stakility was even more proncunced. In
New England fully 97 percent (125 of 128) of all sponsors
and sellers ®ere active at only omne place. In the Middle
cclcnies 98 percent (€2 of 63) never mnoved, anrd in the
Scuthern cclcnies all sponsors and sellexs practiced in only
ore location.[ 177 But differences do exist.

One difference Letween the twoc =sections was the
propcrtion c¢f ©fprinters to sellers and sponsors. In New
Ergland only #43.6 percent (99 of 227) of all prcfessional
tradesmen were printers, compared with 56.6 percent (82 of
145) in the Middle cclcries and 77.% percent (S4 cf 70) in
the Southern cclcries. Another difference tetvween
professional tradesmer in the three regions was the length
of time thkey were active in the trade. Again, taking into
account activity teycnd 1783, ©printers in New England

remained active an average of 23 vyears. In the Middle
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cclonies the average was 18 years, and in the Southern
cclcnies printers vwere active in the tfade nearly 13 years.
Time in the trade for sponscrs and sellers was in general
shorter, kut paralleled the rpattern cf printers. In New
Ergland, the average length of activity was 14 years, in the
Middle <colonies 11 years, and in the Southern c¢clonies, 8
vears.[ 18] While a nratter c¢f «crly a few years, the
differences in duration of activity, in ccmbinaticn with the
relative statility c¢f the +trade, =suggest sulkstantially

different patterns of growth.
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Fiqure 2.5
Farly Arerican Fress:
Number of Printers, Spcnsors, and Booksellers,

By Fegion, 1639-1783
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Notes: Lines are 5 rcint weighted rurning averages, computed
as X = [(Xt-2 * 1) + (Xt-1 * .2) + (Xt * .4) + (Xt+1 * ,2) +
{Xt+1 * _1) where X 1is the value at time t. Source:
Ercscpograrhy descrited in Appendix 1.

The actual numbers of people active in the trade in the

three regions displayed in Fiqure 2.5 reveals the different
ratterns. The shapes of the curves tear a resemklance to the
general ccurse c¢f cclcnial populaticn growth, excert for the

tulge in the New England curve. The logical questicn is how
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the press in the 1regions grew in relaticn to the parent
populations. Figure 2.6 displays the érouth of both the
press and white cclcrial ©porulaticn in the three regions
frcm 1640 to 1780. There are sigilarities; very broadly the
regional relaticnshigps are wmuch the same, increasing in a
roughly gecmetric fashion as time goes on. Yet there are
differences. The <curves of rress and ropulaticn grouwth for
tle Middle cclcnies tear the most similarity. Indeed, the
differences are minor at best. In the Southern cclcnies the
level of the trade roptlation, while mirroring the contours
of general pcptlaticn growth, is subkstantially lowxer. Yet in
bcth the Middle and Southern cclonies, the size of the press
never e€xceeds the rropcrtional size of the population. Such
is not the case with New Ergland where the size of the trade
exceeds the frcpcrtional size of the porulation in the first

half of tte eighteerth century.
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Fiqure 2.6
White Cclcrial vs Farly American Piess Porulation,

By Region, 164C-1780
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Nctes: White pcrulaticr (ip tens cf thotsands), dashed line;
Eress populaticn, sclid line. Scurces: Historical Statistics
{1976), Series 2:1-19; prcsopography described in Appendix
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These differences can te placed orly in a suggestive
context, and an analcgy betwueen invélvement and levels of
ergplcyment seems arpropriate. Tre Middle colonies, because
of the near identity cf press and population grcwth, might
be characterized as exhibiting a conditicn something akim to
full emplcyment. Sinilarly, the Southern colonies might be
characterized as exhikiting a ccnditicn c¢cf under-employment.
And New Ergland -- at least during those reriods when the
population of the trade exceeded the level of the general
population -- seems tc have been experiencing a ccndition of
over-emplcyment. The anmalogy is interded to convey a point.
The arqument Lkere is that population is a conmon €lement in-
the growth cf rress in all areas. Logically it dictated
demand, and enpirically involvement paralleled its course,
thus creating a Yralarce Letween supply and demahd, the
aralogous ccndition c¢f full-employment. Yet <c¢nly in the
Middle colcnies does the "ideal" relaticnship oktain. In the
Scuthern c¢olconies and in MNew Fngland, +the relationship
Yetvween press and pcpulation growth departs from the ideal;
The question, cf course, is why?

The overriding similarity of ©press and population
growth at tke continental level, ccupled with the different
patterns at tie regicral level and the inherent stability of
the trade, suggest that the catse of the differemnces in the

patterns of rress growth may bhave bbeen due +tc¢ distinct
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demographic ratterns within the trade itself -- ratterns out
of step with the general populaticn. Puf another way, the
divergent patterns of press and population grcuwth in New
England and tke Southern cclonies may well be a result of a
distinct pattern of demographic growth among tradesmen, one
that may well explain, for examrle, the upsurge in the New

England trade populaticr in the first half of the eighteenth

'century As well as the low level cf trade grewth in Southern

colonies.

The broad patterns of production and growth of the
Fress suggest a numker of +things. First, the number of
peorle in the trade, and especially the number ¢f printers,
is a statistically =<significant and 1logically necessary
explanation fcr hov ruch was printed. There may have been,
and probaltly +were, cther reascns; there certainly were for
the particular content cf what was printed. Yet necessary to
any explanaticn cf how much (nct what) was printed would be
the existence of a trade. And the size cf +the trade would
axiomatically Flace finite limits on the extent of
rroduction. Second, the growth cf the trade paralleled the
growth of tke porulation it served. In all regions, the
Yasic course of growth was the same. If the level of trade
growth was 1lcwer in the Southern c¢oclonies than in New
England, the trade, ncnetheless, rroceeded to dgrow like a

Fcepulation. Third, the trade in all regions was
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characterized ty a narked stakility. Tradesmen did not, as a
rvle, move frcm place to rlace thﬁs belying any wide
variation in regional demand. Yet the length of time in the
trade was considerally shorter in the Scuthern colcnies than
it was in eitlter the Middle Colcnies or New England. 1In
ccmbination, these three findings suggest that the different
ratterns of trade growth in ttke three regions may have bLeen
the result of the differing demographic experiences of

tradesmen.
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The 3.2% rate of increase was ccmputed frcm 5 year
totals (totals «<¢f discrete individuals active in
consecutive 5 year periods). The computaticnal formula
used, R = {LOGe (E2/P1) ,/ N) * 100, where R = rate of
growth; P! = population at time '; P2 = population at
time 2; N = number of elapsed years from time 1 to time
2, was acapted frcm George W. Barclay, Tectnigques of
Populaticn 2Analysis (Princeton, 1958), 28-33. Rates of
population growth vere ccrputed from Bistorical
Statistics of the United States: Cclonial Tires to the
Present ({Washingtcn, 1976), Series Z2:1-19. The 3.3%
rate is for the tctal populaticn of all colonies except
Kentucky and Tennessee. The annual rate of growth for
the trotertially literate white population was 3.2% and
paralleled the press' rate exactly for the 1640-1780
period. For a general discussion of colonial ropulation
growth see J. FPotter, "The Growth of Pcpulation in
America, 1700-98€0," in D. V. Glass and D. E. C.
Eversley, eds. Egpulaticn in Historys Essays in

Historical Demography {London, 19€f%), 631-68€.

The average annual percent change in the rumber of
imprints and neuspapers, counting 1 newspaper for each
year's tctal trcduction, was 9.9%. BEecause a
fundamental assumpticn underlying the computation of
the rate cf growth is that a ropulation increases in a
ccmpotnd rmanner, a comparable rate of grcwth (used in
measuring the change in human ©gporulations) cannot bYe
used for measuring the increase in imprints, thus the
measure of percent change. Tke average annual percent
change in the nunter of tradesmen was 3.0%.

The trend lines displayed are for logarithmic functions
of the numbers of imrrints and newsgapers (production)
and prirnters, sgcnsors, and bcoksellers (invclvemert),
transformed tc rmake +the 1inear relaticrship more
pronotnced. The trends are least squares estirates for
which the general fcrmula is Y* = a + b (X), where Y*
is the estimated trend value, a an initial value, Db a
constant increase in quantity, and X the number of
elapsed time intervals. The trend equaticns for the
actual values are Y* = 36.9 + .84 (X) fcr involvement,
and ¥* = 159.9 + 4.1 (X) for rrcduction.

The correlation {x) of the residuals of the trends in
producticn and irvclvement was .86, adjusted r2 = 73.6.
Refining the relationship by taking intc account
function and considering cnly rrinters, the correlation
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remained the same, .€6. When the trend in the number of
sponsors and sellers alone was .used, the ccrrelation
dropped tc .49, adjusted r2 = 24.0. Lagging the
independent variaktle invclvement by !, 2, and 3 years
did nct arrreciakly tetter the relationship: 1 year,
adj. r2 = 75.1; z years, adj. r2 = 70.5; 3 years, adj.
r2 = 68.5. Reversing the relaticnship, and lacging the
inderendent variatle producticn yielded cnly slightly
lower ccefficients: 1 year, adj. r2 = 65.6; 2 years,
adyj. rZ = 62.7; 3 years, adj. r2 = 6z.3. While
involvement better (or mcre directly) exrlains the
level c¢f rrodcuction than the other way around, no
definitive judgment cf causaticn is possible. For one
thing, the index of tradesmen does not include either
journeymen or apprentices which would ke the nmost
logical response to a perceived need tc expand an
operaticn. Thus the guesticn cf vwhether increased
irvolvement led +to increased production {the stronger
statistical relaticnshir) or whether increased
production 1led to increased invclvement cannot be
answvered.

Kenneth A. Lockridge, literacy in Colonial New England:
An Inguiry into the Social Context of Literacy in the
Early Mcdern West (New VYork, 1974), 13-27, 74-83.
Literacy is ratently a comglex subject. TFor an
introduction intc the issues involved, see Jack Goody,
ed., Literacy in <Traditioral Sccieties (Cambridge,
1968), estr., 1-24. See alsc, linda Auwers Rissell, "The
Social Meaning of Ferale Literacy: Windsor,
Connectictt, 1660-1775," Newberry Papers in Family and
Community History 77-4A (1977).

Allan R. Fred, Urkan Growth and the Circulation of
Informaticng: Tte United States System c¢f Cities,
1790~-1840 (Camtridge, Mass;, 1973); idem, "large-City
Interdependence and the Pre-~Electronic Diffusion of
Innovaticns in the United States," in Leo F. Schnore,
€d., The New Urtan History ({(Princeton, 1975), 51-74,

Estimates of tle literate adult male population wuere
derived frcm 1lcckridge, Literacy in Cclcnial New
England, 13-27, 74-82, and extragpclated to the general
populaticn. The age and <sex ccmpositicn of the
populaticn which is reflected in these estimates are,
themselves, gross estimates derived mainly from Robert
V. Wells, The Pcrulation cf the British Cclonies in
America tefore 1776 A survey of Census Data
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{Princeton, 1975), esg., 268-274.

The correlaticn tetween the +trends in the white
colorial rcpulaticn and the number of people involved
in the trade vwas .%6, adjtsted r2 = 91.7. The +trend
equations for the colonial white population (in tens of
thousands) and tlke number cf tradesmen (based on single
year counts) at decadal intervals from 1640 are:
Y* = 58.9 + 13.1 (X) and Y* = 34.9 + 7.8 (X),
respectively. The number and rates of grcwth for both
populaticns for the 1640-1780 period, as comfputed <fron
Historical Statistics {1€<76), Series Z: 119, and
prosopograthy descrited in Appendix 1, are as followus:
{The white population is given in tens of thctusands)

Year Trade Growth White Growth
Pop. Rate Fop. Rate
1640 2 2.6
1650 z 0.0 4.9 6.3
1660 3 4.1 7.2 3.9
1670 4 Z.9 10.7 4.0
1680 6 4.1 14.5 3.0
1690 15 S.2 19.4 2.9
1700 13 -1.4 22.3 1.4
1710 16 2.1 28.7 2.5
1720 26 4.9 39.7 3.3
1730 43 5.0 53.8 3.0
1740 45 0.5 75.6 3.4
1750 47 0.4 93.4 2.1
1760 6S 3.8 126.8 3.1
1770 107 4.4 167. 4 2.8
1780 126 1.6 215.9 2.5

Examples of this general view stem from Isaiah Thonas,
The Histcry cf Printirg in America, 2nd edn., Marcus A.
McCorison, e€d. ([ 1€74 JNew York, 1$70), 8. See also,
Rollo G. Sliver, "Arrons Instead of Uniforms: The
Practice cf Printirqg, 1776-1787, Proceedincs of the
Americar Antiquarian Society, LXXXVII (1977), 111-194;
and Stephen Botein, "'Meer Mechanics' and an Open
Press: The Btsiness and Political Strategies of
Colonial Arerican Printers," Perspectives im American
History, IX {(197%), 127-22S.
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These years of extracrdirary production represent those
times when the standardized residuals of the regression
between tle trends ir production and involverent exceed
2 standard deviaticns. Those years and the standardized
residuals are: 1766 (-2.20), 1767 {-2.565), 1772
{-2.30), 1774 (3.77),. 1775 (8.25), 1776 (32.75), and
1782 (~2.40).

Two functicn groups can ke defined cn the tasis of both
specific izmprint designaticns and suprlementacy
evidence: (1) Printer, {2) Sponsor and Seller. (A third
function grour, Engravers, who ccmrrised only 1.8% (12
of 651) cf all tradesmen, have been excluvded <from
consideration.) Tradesmen were assigned to a group on
the lasis of the majcrity cf there inprint designations
as w%ell as the primary rule that a primnter could sell
and spcnsor a work but a Spoanscr or Seller «could not
print a work. For example, 99% of Benjamirn Tranklin's
Philadelfrhia imprint record have printer designations.
However, 1% (8) carries only the imprint designation of
seller, srtecifically, "Scld By." Clearly Franklin was a
printer and has fkeen classified as one. The variety of
imprint designaticns can be found in Roger P. Bristol,
Index cf Prirters, Publishers, and Ecoksellers

e e e e i

(Charlottesville, 1961), iv.

Duration in the trade for rrinters, including activity
after 1783, averaged 19.3 vyearcs (Std. Dev. = 16.3),
Median = 14.6., CLCtration nmeasured on the Lasis of
imprint activity alone averaged 10.7 years (Std.
Dev. = 11.2), Median = 6.5. Length of time in the trade
for =sgpcners and sellers based upon all known activity
averaged %3.2 years (Std. Dev. = 13.4), Median = 8.4,
On the tasis of imprint activity, duration averaged 8.7
years {Sté. Dev. = 10.8), Median = 4.1. The difference
in duraticn cf activity letween grinters and sponsors
and sellers, measvred on the tasis of all activity (the
hetter gquide) 1is statistically different at the .01
level (F = 19,5, df = 472).

The averace number of Ainprints and newstapers for
printers was 92.7 (Sstd. Lev. = 153.8), Median = 23.5.
For sponsors and sellers, the average was 11.4 imprints
{std. Cev. = 32.3), Median = 2.8. The difference
between printers and sronscrs and sellers was again
significantly different at the .0! level (F = 56.6,
4af = 473).
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New England (Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode 1Island,
New Hampshire, and Vermont), the Middle colcnies (New
York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Delawvare), and the
Southern cclonies (Maryland, Virginia, Ncrtlk Carolina,
South Carclira, ané Georgia).

The lecast squares trend equations for +the 1lcgarithmic
functicns of invclverent for the the three regions are:
{New England) Y* = 1.1 + .01 ({X), (Middle <colonies)
Yy* = .87 + .02 (X), and (Southern colonies) I* = .82 +
<02 {X). The rate cf increase is reflected in the b}
coefficient, which for Lkoth +the Middle and Southern
cclonies is .02, twice that of New England's .0t.
Trends were conputed frcm the start of continuous
printirg in the regicns, which was 1639 in New England,
1685 in the Middle colcnies, and 1726 in the Southern
colonies. The least squares +trend equaticns for the
logarithpic functions cf production for the the three
regions are: (New England) Y#* = 1.58 + .01 (X)), (Middle
cclonies) ¥* = 1,67 + .02 (X), {Southern colonies)
Y* = 1.38 + .02 {X).

Aggregate tctals from the three regicns do not
conincide %ith the totals for all colonies lecause of
inter-regicnal ncvement. Thirty-three individuals, 30
printers [90.9%) and 3 sponsor-sellers (9.1%) were
active in more than cne region. The nmean duration of
all activity fcr these 33 tradesmen was 22.2 years
{std. Dev. = 13.6, Median = 20.0). The mean duration of
imprint activity (i.e., before 1783) was 13.4 years
{Std. Dev. = 10.0, Median = 11.0). Statistical tests
fail to distinquish a difference tetween duration of
activity or prodtcticn ascng printers and <sronsor and
selleis kecause of the small number of spcnsors. There
was, however, a clear difference in producticn. The 30
printers averaged 115.2 imprints while the 3
sponscr-se€llers averaged «c¢nly 15.3 imprints. only
specific regicral activity is included in the
discussicn that fcllcus.

The numler of locations at which tradesmen were active
in the 1€3%-1783 period for the three regicans, are as
follows:
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Printers
N. F. M.C. Ss.C.
No. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.
Locations
1 79 79.8 62 75.6 47 87.0
2 11 1.1 14 17.1 7 13.0
Totals 99 100.0 82 100.0 54 100.0
Sgenscr and Sellers
N.E. M.C. s.C.
No. No. Ect. No. Pct. No. Pct.
Locations
1 125 €7.7 62 gg8.4 16 100.0
2 2 1.6 1 .6 - -
3+ 1 -8 - - - -
Totals 128 100,0 €63 100.0 16 100.0
18. The breakdcwn of drration of activity in the trade by

region for the twc functicn grcups by {1) all activity
and {2) imprint activity is as focllows: (All figures
represent years, except satple sizes which are
parenthetically enclcsed.)
‘ Printers
N. E. M.C. S.C.

Activity Activity Activity

All Imp al1ll Imp All Imp
Mean 23.0 13.3 18.1 9.3 12.8 6.7
Std. 16.6 12.6 17.3 1.5 12.9 8.5
Median 23.3 £.5 11.5 €. 7.0 3.1
{N) {99) (82) (54)
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Std.

Median

(N)

Srcnscr and Sellers

N.E.

Activity
All Ing

14.5 10.7

14.7 12.6

8.8 5.5
(128)

M.C.

Activity
All Inmp

4.9

11.2 4.8
3.2

(63)

The differences tetween the duration

among

printers

Spcnsor

and

€5

s-. C'

Activity
All Imp

4.

6
-2
.2

S m

7
6.0
2.1
(16)

all activity
csellers are

significantly different at the .01 level in New England

(F
4af

16. 5,
143) 5

df = 224) and the Middle cclomnies (F = 7.3,
tut not in the Southern cclcnies.
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CHAPTEE 1THREE
FCUNDATICNS I
New England

The demograrhic exrerience of the early American press
seems to have influenced its grcwth and structure more than
any other sirgle thing. The particular demographic patterns
in all +the «cclonies rrcfoundly affected hct cnly the size
and stability c¢f the press but also the fundamental nature
of associaticns within the +trade. And the stcry of the
demographic fcundaticons of the press is one not only of
growth and =structure kut also of success and failure. This
and the fcllcuwing chapter present a two-fold story. The
first and most important concerns the demcgraphic experience
of the press, first in New England and then in the Southern
and Middle cclcries. The second, while fundamentally related
tc the first, is unique. It is the story of families and
involves not c¢nly the demographic fortunes of the men and
wcmen who were the rress, tut alsc the variety o¢f personal
stategies adcpted tc cope with demographic luck, both good
and bad. Families, as we shall see, were the foundation of

the trade and their fcrtunes were those cf the fpress.

66
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In order to examine the demographic experience of the
press it is necessary to adopt a "demogtaphic perspective."
Central tc this approach are tte nctions cf "at risk" and
thé "demcqrarhic 1lcttery."( 1] The first is simply the idea
that the nurter <¢f reorle experiencing anything is- a
function of the number arcund tc do so —-- the numker who are
"at risk." The more rrecisely the porulation at risk can be
identified, the more rrecisely the experience can te viewed.
In regard to printing the idea can ke seen 1in the sinmrple
gquestion of who was "at risk" to print?. The equally simple
answer is "all printers." But a ccllclary of +this question
which bears kcre directly on growth isﬁ wvho was "at risk" to
enter the trade to beccre a printer and sc at risk to print?
Tc some extent this might be defined as anyone, but more

Frecisely as anyone with trairing. One needed trainihg to be

akle to print, and hence be at risk to print. So the
question then tecomes hcw the trade functioned tc supply,
raintain, and e€xpand tlte "at risk" pccl cf trained printers,
fcr the size of this rpool would dictate grcwth. Té
illustrate tte pcint, if the pccl of trained printers were
ccnprised mainly of ttke scns cf printers, and if there were
few sons, the growth of the trade would be negligible or
ncn-existert. If there were many sons, growth would be
pronounced.

This 1leads to the seccrd ccncept, that of the
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"demographic 1lcttery," +which 1is simply the idea that to a
certain extent growth is a matter of chénce. If, indeed, the
"at risk grccl" consisted of sons, and a printer had two sons
and they in turn each had twc scns, the rpopulation of
printers would grow geometrically. But if the tsc sons did
nct in turn have sons -- if they had daughters -- then the
centinuaticn and exparsicn of the trade thrcugh training
{fand thus the pcrulaticn at risk to print) must be drawn
from <either the hustands of the daughters of from new,
perhaps immigrant printers, who must then be trained (or
have been trained elsewhere) and who nmust therselves lbegin
the rrocess, facing tte same demographic lottery.

On large scales tle odds in the lcttery will vltimately
even out, but ocn sraller scales the demographic draw can
have profcund effects. The English aristocracy, for éxample,
was forced by tte luck cf the dercgraphic draw xhich left it
as a group with more catghters than sons tc adopt particular
strategies tc insure the ccntinunation of its wealth.[2] With
the press, winring and 1lcsing in the 1lottery were botﬁ
absolute and relative terms. Those who succeeded in the
trade beat the demographic draw. They lived and had sons who
lived and +whc ccntirued to puktlish or print. Thcse who did
nct succeed eitter died or had no sons through whom they
cculd pass c¢n their trade. These are the extremes, neither

of whick is aktsent frcm the ccllective experience cf the New
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Ergland rfpress. But Letween the extremes were a variety of
other experiences, exanrles of relative ﬁinning ard 1losing
which highlight not cnly the irpact of the demographic draw
but also the strateqgies employed by individuals tc cope with
their demograrhic 1luck and therety secure a future in the
trade for the fanmily.

Obviously in all of this scme assumptions are being
made about success as well as motivaticn. sSuccess,
implicitly, is assumed to ke svrvival and the ccntinuation
of the trade. While admittedly a narrow definiticn, it does
capture tke rrerequsites of both larger financial and social
success. One mist stvrvive to succeed and one must continue a
ktsiness if that business is to be passed on to ore's family
either at death or when one's productive years have ended.
Thus success is used in the sense of providing for toth self
and family a continuvation in the +trade, and hence the
ccentinuvation of the trade itself. Motivation is ap entirely
different matter. Yet the assumption has lteen made that
ccntinuing the trade, and by doing so securing at least thé
chance for 1larger financial and social success for one's
family, was thcught tc be a good and desirakle end. 1In
short, printers who were in the trade to make money, are
assumed tc have wanted to stay there, and Lave their
children do the same.

An absolute winner in the dencgrarhic draw is a man who
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has two sons surviving to their majority whkc in turn
continue the brsiness when the father retires or dies.
Perfect gecnetric gqrcwth. An exarple is Thcmas Fleet
{1685-1758) vwho immigrated to Boston frocm England in 1712
and beqgan printing the ne3xt year. In 1715 Le married
Elizabeth Goose, ty whcm he had twc sons, Thcmas, Jr.
(1732-1797) and Johr (1734-1€60€). In 175& Thcmas, Sr. died.
His sons formed a partrercship, took over the business, and
ccntinued tc pzint until the end c¢f century. By the standard
estaklisked, Fleet won the demogfaphic draw. He 1lived, had
tvo sons, enjoyed a ©productive career, and his sons
ccntinued his tusiness. An absclute loser does nct survive
and has nc scns. An example 1is Thcmas Short, the first
rrinter in Cconecticut, who began printing at New London in
1708. Borm in 1682, Shcrt %as aprarently apprenticed to his
brother-in-lavw, Barthclcmew Green, Sr. {(1667-17322). In 1705
Thcmas married Elizateth Frost and in 1708 mcved to YNew
Icndcn to set tp shop. In 1712 he died leaving nc children
and the name cShort dicappeared frcm the roll of New England
printers. Thcmas Short did not succeed.

Relative winners are rore numerous and their histories
are examples cf rerscnal strategies meact to insure survival
in the trade. Cne tyre does not strvive but has children.
James Franklin (16¢€7-1735) 3is a case in point. Franklin

began printirg in 1718. While frcm 1718 to 1723 bhe enjoyed
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the ©prosrpects of a future partner in his young apprentice

brcther Benjamin, in 1723 Benjanmin left Boston for

Philadelphia. In that =ame year James married Ann Smith

{1695-1763) anc after tlree more yvears in Boston moved on to

Newport, Rhcde Island. James and Ann Franklin

had six

children, cne Loy, James, Jr., and five girls, one of whon

died in childhood.[{Z] In 1735 James, Sr. died leaving Ann

with two vyoung children. Ann, however, continued the

tusiness alcne until 7748 when she brought James, Jr. into

rartnership. In 1762 Jares, Jr. died unmarried ard

without

children, leaving Ann again with a business and an unmarried

daughter. That same year she entered into ©partnership with

Samual Hall ({1740-18C7). After a year Ann died and Hall

married her daughter Sarah, staying in Newport ancther five

years befcre roving cn to Salem. The Franklin exémple is

instructive nct cnly because it illustrates the lcttery and

the impact c¢f mortality (James, Sr. and Jr.), but also

because of the way the tusiness was continued. Anr Franklin

very clearly continued the tusiness for her son.

death she facec the prcspect ¢f losing everything if

Oon his

she did

nct bring in scmeone else. She brought in Hall and Hall

married Sarah, securing for himself a future in the trade as

Ann had sectred a future for Sarah. Combatting the

demcgraphic draw was clearly not easy.

Daniel Fowle (1715-17€7) illustrates another type of
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relative vwinner, one whc survives but has no children. Fowle
began printing in EBoston in 1740 ih partnership with
Gamaliel Rogers ({1704-1775) and financed in part by Daniel's
brother, Jchn (%7%4-17€Y4), a Cohassett minister and <silent
rartner in the firm of Rogers and Fowle from 1740 to 1750.
In 1750 Caniel Fcwule and Rogers dissclved their
partnership.[4] In 17%%, Fowle married Lydia Hall, the aunt
of the Samuel Hall +who would wmarry Sarah Frenklin. No
children were ever Lkcrn tc Daniel and Lydia, yet Fowle,
after leaving Bostcn in 1756 for Portsmouth, New Hampshire,
ccntinued in the trade until his death in 1787 and, indeed,
dcminated printing in New Hampshire for over twenty vyears.
The question 1is, quite =simply, how? For one tlking he had
another brother, Zechariah (1724-1776), and his brother John
had two =scns, Zechariah (d. 1784), and Roltert Luist
{1743-1802) , all cf whcm worked for or with Daniel in Boston
cr Pcrtsmouth. Taniel alsc adopted arcund 1784, the year his
nephew Zechkariah died, John Melcher (1759-1850) as his son
and heir, and Melckter continued Fowle's business in Neﬁ
Hampshire on his death in 1787. Thus kin and not children
helped Fowle tc beat tle demographic draw and tc scme extent
insure the ccntinvaticn of his trade.

If too much emphasis cseems placed on the demographic
draw -— how many children, and in particular, how many sons

cne had -- recall tke 1idea of "at risk." Without new
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printers at risk to enter the +trade when o0l1d printers
retired or died the trade nust always bégin fror scratch.
The reason Arnn Ffranklir did not bring in another rrinter in
1735 when James, . Sr. died was ©prokakly that only nine
printers were practicirg in all of New England in that year.
And while aprrentices cf these ren may have beemn a potential
source, they were the scns cr relatives of the nire printers
with their futures already mapped out. The point is that in
1735, when Apn Franklin very likely needed a printer to help
her continue the busiress for her son, the povulation at
risk to enter the trade was not large enough to supply her.
And what c¢f Fcwle? Had he not had the Lenefit of brothers
and anepheus wculd hLe have succeeded in the trade? Clearly
there is no way to tell. But the fact that he d4id, and that
he did =succeed with the help of trained kin -- kin Ann
Franklin 4id mnot have availakle +to her -- suggests the
irportance of a rccl of potential tradesmen divided along
family lines, in short, a ropulaticn of printers at risk.
The hands-down uwinners in the lottery were tte Greens;
the family that dominated printing in New England for almost
the entire colcnial period. As a group the Greems not only
wen the demcgraphic draw but through a web of interlccking
family alliances with the Kneelands and the Drapers
virtually gquaranteeed their survival in the trade. The full

irpact of tlke Green experience cn printing in ©New England
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can be seen ty examining the history cf the trade from its
beginning in 1639 to 1750. |

The first press 1in Anglo-America wwas brought to
Massachusetts in 1638, alcng with the first printer, Stephen
Daye (c. 1620-1649).[ 5] Daye worked the press under the
austices cf Farvard Cclleqe frcmx 1639 until his death in May
1€49. At that pcint, Saruel Green I (1615-1702) +took over
the operaticn of +thke ©rpress. Green; a man with no formal
training, clearly strtggqled tc learn <he trade, and even by
1660 when ancther rrinter, Marmaduke Johnson {d. 1674), wuas
secured frcm England, Green was less than an accomplished
craftsman. Yet what Green lacked in skill, he made up for in
demographic 1luck. He survived and among his thirteen
children ty two %ives, weré three sons, Samuel IX
{164€-1690), PRartholcrmew (1667-1732), and  Timothy
{1679-1757), all of wkcr followed their father in the trade.
Jchnson enjoyed no such fortume. Frcm 1660 tc 1671 he
printed in —rfartnership with Green, and from 1€72 to 1674
operated his cwn rress in the Cambridge shop with Green. Ih
1674 Johmnscn secured a licerse to rprint in Eoston, but
kefore he cculd tegin printing there he died} leaving a
wife, a young daughter, and an unmanned fpress.

John Foster (1643-16€1), another untrained printer,
bcught Johnscn's press in 1675.[{6 ) Foster apparently took on

Richard Pierce as an emilcyee that year, although Pierce had
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nc formal +training either. In 1679 Fcster seems to have
hired even ancther untrained hand, Janes Glen, a recent
igmigrant to ¥Fcster's hcmetown cf Charleston, Massachusetts.
Fcster, 1like Daye ané Jchnscn, was a 1loser in the
demcgraphic draw. In 1681, at the age of thirty-three, -he
died, unparried and without children. Foster's cperation was
taken over Ly Sanmuel Sewall who functioned‘only as manager
cf the press. Samuel Green II, whc had 1learned the trade
frcm his now acconrlished father, did the actual printing
with the helr cf Pierce and prokakly Glen. In 1€86 Green
assumed control of the Sewall shop and took in John Allen
{c. 1660-c. 1727) and his vyounger brother Barthclomew as
apprentices, Fierce, with the aid of Glen, struck cut on his
own. In 1690, Samuel Greem 1Y died, unmarried. Eartholorew
returned to Cambridce wtere his father was still pfinting,
ard Allen vwent to work for Benjamin Harris who had
immigrated frcm Ergland in 1686 with his wife and son,
Vavasour. Pierce protaltly died in 1691, leaving a wife of
crly a year, and the Harrises acquired his press. In !692;
Bartholomew set up <hopr in Boston with Tirothy as
arprentice, and in 1€94 +tcck cn John Allen as a partner.
Bcth Benjamin and Vavascur Harris returned to ¥rgland in
1695 leaving Green and Allen with a monopcly on printing. In
1700 Timothy Green opened his own shop in Bostor. At the

close of the seventeenth century the omnly two printing
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houses in New Erngland were very clearly Green ccncerns.

It is worth pausing for a mcrment to assess the first
half century cf prirting in New England frcm a demographic
rcint of view. Cf the seven men who printed in New England
before 1690 <c¢cnly cne, Sanmuel Greenbl, was a winner in the
demcgraphic dra%. Daye, Jchnson, Foster, Pierce, Glen, and
Samuel Green II were all absclute 1losers. Ncne of them
survived lcng or had scns who cculd carry on their trade.
And even Saruel Greern I, had it not been for his two other
scns, Barthclcmew and Timcthy, could not ke considered a
winner 1in the demographic draw. Yet Green's very survival
allcwed him to have children and to train the sons he had.
The dimpact c¢n the grcuwth of the trade was proncunced, for
the deaths of the ycung printers imposed 1ligits on the
expansion of the rccl of traired printers. Only the Greens
as a family trcly suceeded in the trade in the sevanteenth
century for there +were more 1losers than winrers in the
demcgraphic draw. The situation Héuld change dramatically
before the middle of tke eighteenth-century.

The reprodtctive luck of Bartholomew and Timcthy would
sustain the Greens fcr mcre than fifty years. Bartholonmew,
who married Hary Short in 1695 and, in 1712, Hannah Toppan,
niece of Samuel Sewall, had crly cre scn, Bartholcmew, Jr.,
tut additionally three caughters. In 1702 9dimcthy married

Mary Flint, ty whcr he had Timothy II {1703-17€3), Sanuel
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11T {1706-1752), Nathaniel ({1710-1758), Jonas (1712-1757),
John (1719-17£7), anc¢ a daughter Mary.-Icgether, Bathclorevw
and Timothy had a pccl cf six sons and four daughters (whose
marriages wculd rrcdiuce scns-in-law) tc draw frcm to insure
the continuvaticn of tke family in the trade. Whether they
thought of their children as a pccl is scmething else but
really not tte rcint -- tke children were there. And if the
ccmbined demcgraphic draw of BRartholonmew and Timothy Green
was not enoungh to instre the success c¢f the Green +trade, a
series of farmily alliances worked to bring almost the entire
New England printing estatlishment into the Green fold.

In 1713 Timothy Green left Bcocston for New Iondon to
£ill the vacancy 1left Lty the death of Thomas Short, tut
leaving Barthclcnew, n¢ 1lcnger in partnership with John
Allen, the crly Green printer in town. Allen was in business
for himself and in that same year Thomas Fleet began to
Frint. in 1718 James Franklin also opened shop, tkut so did
Samuel Kneeland (1697-1769) and Kneeland was very much a
Green. His ncther was Mary Green, PBartholcrmew's and
Iimothy's sister, and he married Rartholomew's daughter
Elizaketh.[7] Imn 1725 Barthclcmew, Jr. began tc print. In
1726 Jobhn Draper entered the +trade and, 1like Kneeland,
Draper was sclidly a Green. Yis wife was Bartholomew's
ycungest daughter Detciah, and ke would assume ccntrol of

his father-in-law's shop in 1732. In 1726 as well, Timothy
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Green II camxe tc Bostcr frcm New London and entered into
partnership with his urcle Samuel Kneeland. In 17324, Bezoune
Allen, who in that year married Barthclcmew Gre€en, Sr.'s
eldest daughter Mary, Legan to print. Along with John
Bushell (c. 1715-1761), a former Green apprentice, Allen
wculd form a partnership with EBarthclomew Green, Jr. in
1736. Thus frcm two in 1700, the ©frocl of Green fanmily
printers gresx to eiqht by 1736, a four-fold irncrease in
little more than a generation.

What all +this meant for New England fgrinting was
excessive grcwth. Toc @many winners, and particulérly too
pany Greens —-- an ave€rage of 66 percent and never less than
40 percent cf all printers in New England in the first half
of the eighteenth century -- agppears to have rushed the
pcpulation ¢f printers, and with them the entire New'England
pPress, over the smocth and easy dcubling every twenty-five
years that wculd have paralleled the population they were in
business to serve. Figure 3.1 dirlays the course of trade

and populaticn growth from 1700 to 1750.

L
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Fiqure 3.1

New Esmgland Cclcnial vs Press Population, 1700-1750

<
<

PGPULATION

l /] 3 .
@ %oz R2% 1229 (73 1748 1750

fEARS

Notes: Colcnial population {in tens of thousands), dashed
line, press population, =sclid 1line. Press fopulation
excludes cne-time participants. Sources: Historical
Statistics (1576), Series Z:1-19; rrosopography described in
Arpendix .

From 1700 to 1725, the cutlines of the trade are fairly
clear. John Allen, Eartholcrew Green, Samuel Xneeland,
Timothy Green 1, triefly Thomas Short, Thomas TFleet, and
James Franklin were the only printers around. From the
nid-1710s to the mid-1730s, precisely the time when Figure

3.1 shows +the propulation of the New England press climkting

jL;
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way above the ceneral level «c¢f rorulation, +the situation
changed. Death —-- Barthclomew Green, .John Allen, Janmes
Franklin -- was taking its toll, tut ccming tc maturity and
erterirg tke trade were members of the Green family
gccl -- John TCraper, Barthcloneq Green, Jr., Timcthy Green
II, Bezoune Allen, Samuel Green III, and Jonas Green. The
particular New England pattern of +trade growth was the
result.

In the first half cf the eighteenth century grinting in
New England was a rnatter of Greens and ncn-Gieens.[S]
Production reflected this split as ¥ell as the predominance
of this single family. From 1700 to 1750 the Green share of
the market, that is, New England imprints bearing Green
family printer designations, averaged 56 percent a year
ccmpared to crly 15 percent fcr ncn-Green fanily printers,
and 30 percent tearing rc printer desigmations.[9] Obviously
there were mnore Green farily printers, but progcrtionally
Green productiocn exceeded their rumerical advantage in
peorle. While the ratic of Green to non-Green printeré
averaged 1.7 to Y for the 1700-1750 period, the ratio of
GIeen to non-Green irrrints was 3.2 to 1.['0] 7Thke Greens
enjoyed this advantage for mcst of period, but things did
change. Frcm 1721 to 1740, the Green share of the rarket was
3.4 to 1 ir imprints while crly 1.8 tc 1 in prircters. Fron

1741 to 1750, however, the ratic of Greem +to non-Green
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ipprints dropped tc 1.3 tc 1, telow the'!.S tc 1 proportisn
they held in gprinters. While hardly an unfavorakle position,
it represented a precipitots decline.

Of course this picture of the trade is from the outside
looking 1in. Cne can see that when Timothy Green I left for
New Haven, TLcmas Fleet tegan to ¢fprint. When Jchn Allen
stopped Barthclomew, Jr. started. When James Franklin left
fcr Newport, Jchn Drarer set up shop and Timothy II came to
tcwn. Whether this scrt of thing entered intc decisions to
begin business, fors partnerships, or take in an apprentice,
is impossible to say. Similarly, whether family was always
ready to £ill a gap (as in the case c¢f Thcmas Short) or to
supply if ©peed be a rpositicn in the trade (as with John
Draper) simrly cannct te kncwn for none co¢f these printers
left any perscnal records cf how he thought on such matters.
But following cne person, Timothy Green IX, through his
career, suqggests that fanmily and the ccntinuatior of family
in the trade were very real concerns.

In 1724 Timothy Green II came tc Boston frcm New london
tc¢ work for his wuncle Bartholomew Green. In 1725, he
returned briefly to New Lcndon. Why cannot be =said. Yet
Timothy was twenty-twc and his rrospects may well have been
the cause. His cousin, Bartholcrew, Jr., had begun to print
that year. Jchn Trarer had nct yet started to print but his

marriage to CLCeborah Green may already have Lkeen set.
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Timothy, as +the next senior Green male to Barthclomew Jr.,
may simply have had ncwhere toc go until, in 1726, he
returned to Bcston tc enter into partnership with Kneeland,
his uncle, but bhis sericr by <c¢cnly six years. It was a
lcgical match. Kneeland was family and consequently in the
Ecol.

For twenty-six years Kneeland and Green printed
together. . Kreeland married and had two sorns, Daniel
(1725-1789) and John {172%-1795). 1Timothy never nmarried,
thus the gquestion c¢f sucession in the firm seerxs moot. In
their twenty-six years together, moreover, Kneeland and
Green formed tte leading printirng house im Boston, producing
pcre than 20 rpercent of all recorded imprints in the period
from 1726 +to 1752.{11] Akruptly, in 17¢2, Timothy returned
tc New lLondon. %hy? Timcthy was not at the end of his career
but certainly could not count cn too many more years. Angd
while the Green farmily share of the Boston wmarket had
declined, his and Kneeland's share was by all appearances
guite good, never dropring belcw 17 percent of all Boston
imprints after 1730. But Timothy's closest kin were in New
Lcndon. His father was ill, but, more telling it wculd seen,
was the death of his brother Samuel who had worked in the
New London shop all tke tire Timothy had been 1in Boston.
With another trother, Jonas, in Maryland, Samuel's death

left only Nathaniel ard Jochn ip New London. Perhaps two men

L
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were not enctgh to keep the business up. Timcthy, now part
of the Greer fcol bhimself, returned ﬁo New 1Icndon and
assumed control cf his ailing father's shcop. Timcthy I died
in 1757, as did John. Nathaniel died the following vyear,
leaving Tipothy II with a business -- but also with Samuel's
three sons, Thcmas (1735-1812), Timothy III (1737-1796), and
Samuel (1743-1799), all of whcm were nearing majcrity. When
Timothy IXI died in 17€3, he was suceeded by his nephew
Timothy, and tte Green fanily trade was given anotter chance

by the luck c¢cf the derccrarhic draw.

After 1750 the ccntours of the New England trade began
to change in line with +the <changes in the general
pcpulation. Part of tlte story was gecgraphical dispersion.
Ip the three decades after 1750, presses were estatlished in
Pcrtsmouth, New Hampshire, Newburygpcrt, Salem, and Worcester
Massachusetts, New Haven, Connecticut and Providerce Rhode
Island. Yet the ‘zésential derographic dynamic of trade
growth as #%ell as the familial foundation of the trade
remained unchanged.

The general imretits for movement came from overcrowding
ir the Bostcn trade. Tco many printers, and again, too many
Green fanmily printers.led some menmbers of the pool to leave;

it was either that or ccnpete with family. Admittedly there

were instances in which official censorshirg preceeded

L
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migration. Janes Frarklin
Massachusetts authorities in 1723

his New England Cotrrant.

84

becane embroiled with

over the publication of

Even earlier, in 169C, Ben-jamin

Harris' Publick Occtrances had teen supressed. In both

cases, however, neither man left town as an immediate result

of the contrcversy. Harris remained in Boston until 1685,

Franklin until 1726.

Daniel Foule did

leave Roston for

Portsmouth in 1756 as a direct result of controversey. But

such was not the case among tte
the Boston trade simply nc longer

once had.

Greens. In all likelihood,

held the advantages it

Barthclcmew Green, Jr. was the first to leave. In 1751,

along with Jchn Bushell, he left Boston for Halifax, Nova

Scotia. Green died shcrtly after arriving,

stayed and orened shcp. With

but Bushell

their departure the Boston

situation cf tco many Greens was partially diffused for two

of +the nine Green

family printers in Bcston were removed

from the ccmpetitive rccl. When Timothy Green II left Boston

in 1752 -- although

fer different reasons —-- the pressures

of overcrcuding were again alleviated. Within three vyears,

Green family printers ir Boston had been cut by a third. And

when Daniel Fcule left Boston for
was even more rocnih for the next
printers which was raridly conring

When Timcthy Green II left

Portsmouth in 1756, there
generation of Green family
tc the fore.

Bostcn in 17£2, Sanuel
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Kneeland's twc¢ sons, Daniel and John, were nearing their
majority. In 1759 tlrey formed a partneréhip and began to
print in their father's shop. In 1765 the elder Kneeland
retired and his sons ccrtinuved in busimness until 1775.[12]
An important family alliance was made in 1754 when John Gill
(1732-1785) , a former Kneeland apprentice, married Samuel's
daughter Aar (k. 173%). In that year Gill began rrinting in
partnership with Benjamin Edes, Sr. {1732-1803). Gill and
Ann Kneeland had five <children including two sons. One,
Jchn, Jr., never married and the <c¢ther, Mcses, moved to
Princeton, New Jersey after his father died ir 1787. But
Gill's daughter, Elizabeth, rarried Edward E. Powers
(d.1811) whc in 1778 set up shop in Boston, continuing the
Gill and -- Ly association -- the Green family trade.

Gill was a relative winner in the demographié draw,
securing fcr at least one daughter a future in the trade.
Yet some hint cf the strain which the farilial fourdation of
the trade may have rlaced on partners and friends can be see
in the association Letween Fdes and Gill. Edes was aﬁ
atsolute wirner in tke draw. He.survived and had two sons,
Peter {1755-18C1) and Eenjamin, Jr. {1756-1840). In 1776,
after twenty-cne years together, Edes and Gill dissolved
their partnershir and.Edes went into business with his sons.
There 1is nc way fo tell what frrcmpted the dissclution of

their asscciaticn. Isaiah Thomas, a contemporary of both

| 4
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ren, recalled that Gill mdid not possess the political
energy of his fpartner," but one conclude that the
obligations of famrily rlayed a rcle as well.[13] Edes had
tvo sons to set vup in business while Gill's daughter
Elizabeth wculd marry Powers who would open shop within two
years. Whatever the reasomn, the partnership was dissolved
and new printers -- fagily printers -- entered the trade, a
result of the demograrhic draw. While the trade grew, its
foundation rerained the same.

And so it was witt Jchn Craper who, in the Green way,
was another +winner 1in the draw. He survived and had two
sons, Richard (1727-1774) and Jchn (k. 1728), and a
daughter, Lydia (b. 1729) . Jchn never took up the trade but
Richard did ir» 1751, the vyear after he married Margaret
Green, Barthclcrew, Jr.'s déaughter. The fanmily ‘tie vas
reinforced cnce again in 1755 when Lydia Draper married John
Green. And yet anctker Draper, Richard's cousin Samuel,
entered the trade in 1757. Neither Richard nor Samuel were
winners in the demographic draw, and it was only a surplué
of family that kept tte Drapers frcr dying out ccmpletely.
Richard and Margaret had no children, and Samuel had only
two young daughters wlken ke died in 1767. When Richard died
in 1774, Margaret cqntinued the tusiness, for a short time
with John Boyle, a former apprentice of her tkrcther John

Green. Marqaret, however, embraced the loyalist catse in the
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Revolution -- the only Green whe did —-'and in 1776 1left
Bostcn for Nova Scotia. But another Draper, Samuel's younger
brother Edward (k. 1749), took over Margaret's business in
1776 and ccntinued it until 1831%.

With the Greens in Connecticut, the story was much the
same. When Timcthy III assumed control of the New London
shop in 17€3, the family fpccl of rrinters was 1larger than
cne shop cculd assume. In that year, Timothy married Rebecca
Srooner whose twc¢ brcthers, Judah Paddock {1748-1807) and
Alden (1757-1£27), vuwere thus added to the pool. The next
year, Timothy's brother Thcmas, who had worked for James
Parker in New Haven frcm 1755 tc 1764, moved tc Hartford and
set up shop, takirg in Ebenezer Watson (1744-1777) as a
partner in 1768. In 1766, Samuel Green IV began tusiness in
New Haven where he wculd remain unitl his death. Thomas
jcined Samuel in New Haven in 1768, and he too wculd there
remain until his death. And when Samuel died in 17S8, Thomas
fcrmed a partrership with his son, Thomas, Jr. Timothy III,
meanwhile, with the +twc Spooner family members expandea
ncrthward ur the Ccrnecticut River, setting <tf shop in
Norwich in 1773, Dresden, Vermont in 1778, and #W%inchester,
Vermont in 1780. Thus %ith the Connecticut Greens the family
continued in the tradg into the nineteenth century ty virtue

of its demograrhic luck and interlccking family alliances.

i
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The ccllective demcgraphic experience of the New
Equaﬁd rress dictated the —rpace and course cf growth of
printing in the regicn in the colcnial period. 1The sinmple
facts of lirth, death, and marriage prcfoundly affected the
entire trade for tkey determined at any pcint in time who
and how rmany wculd ke at risk to print. Encompassed by this
dynamic, families struggled when demographic luck was
Fad -- as with the Frarklins =-- cr rcde competitive crests
wken demograrhic luck sas good -—- as with the Greens in the
first half c¢cf the eighteenth century. Yet at all times,
family played a <central role in the mpainterance and
expansion c¢f the trade. Ard in New England, families -- the
Greens, Fleets, Fowles, Franklins, Kneelands, Drapers,
Gills, and Edes —- vwere the fourdation of the trade and the
tasis of association amcng its merbers. In New England, the
ccurse of trade growth was the course of family growth. As
the experience cf the Greens reveals the strength cf family
in the trade, it alsc recalls Benjarin Franklin's retwork of
associaticns anrd how it formed the underlying =strccture of
his business. Franklin's network was coqposed largely of
rrofessional associations while that of the Greens' was made
up of kin. 1Ttke difference, as we shall see, reflected not
crly differing demographic experiences, but also a

difference in trade "styles."

)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



89

1« The demcgraphic ferspective, as vwell as concise
discuvssions of tcth its strengths and weakress can be
found in Daniel Scctt Smith, "The Estimates of Early
American Historical Demcgraphers: Two Sters Forward,
One Ster Pack, What Steps in the Future?" Eistorical
Methods, XII (1€79), 24-38; idem, "A Perspective on
Demograrhic Methods and Effects in Social History," The
Newberry Papers in Farily and Community History, No.
77-4% (1S77) .

2. Lavwrence Stone, 1The Crisis of the Aristocracy,
1558~-1641 (O0xford, 1S65).

3. James Franklim's childrer were Abiah (¢.1726-1754), Ann
{c. 1728-1730), Sarah(?) (c.1730-1807), Mary (d. after
1752), Elizabeth ({d. after 1761, and James, Jr.
{c.1724-17€2). 1The vyear of birth f£cr becth Sarah and
James, Jr. are tentative. The editcrs of +the Franklin
Papers give no year of birth fcr Sarah and tetween 1730
and 1722 for James, Jr. Franklin Papers, lix-1lx.
Benjamin Franklin, however, recalled that when he
visited his ailing brcther in 1733, he prcmised to
teach James, Jr. the trade, the boy was “kut 10 Years
of Age." This would place James Franklin, Jzr.'s birth
in 1724, Franklin, Autobiography, 169.

4., Gamaliel Rcgers was a relative loser. khile he
survived, there is nc evidence that he had amy children
or kin ccnnecticns in the +trade. He was active in
Boston frcm 1727 tec 1754 as a printer, and frcm 1754 to
1775 as a dry goods and grccery rerchant.

5. The Cackridge press bas received ccnsideratle
attenticn, yet differemnces still exist as to whether
Stephen or Mattlew Daye was the first printer. For a
review of the scholarship see, John Tebbel, A History
of Book Purlishing in the United States (New York,
1972), I, 6-11%. The view adopted here is as followus:
Stephen Taye was the scn of Matthew Laye {C.
i594-1668), whose name arrears on the <Cambridge
imprints from 1639 to 1649. Matthew was a locksmith,
and functioned c¢nly as manager cf the press; Stephen
did the actual printirg. Ore of +the Dayes definitely
died 4in 1649 and the other not until 1668. The best
evidence suggests that it was Stephen Daye who died,
and hence that' Le was the first printer. The dekate,
while important, is not crucial to the argument
advanced helcw. See George E. Littlefield, The Early
Massachusetts Press, 1638-1711 ({1907 ]New York, 1969),
95-143; 1Isaiah 1Thcmas, The History of Erxrinting in

America, 2nd edn., Marcus A. McCcriscm, ed. ({1874 ]1New

L
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York, 1970), 42-t4.

6. Foster aprears tc have acguired scme kncwledge of
printing pricr tc 1675 while overseeing the printing of
an almanac, which he ccmriled, in 1674; or while he was
a tcvtor at Harvard from 1667 to 1669. Se€e Charles
Wetherell, "Jdchmn Fcster," in Benjamin Franklin, Vv, ed.,
Bostcn Erirnters, EBublishers, and Booksellers, 1640-1800
{Boston, 1980), 178-180.

7. There is a conflict Letween the Green ané¢ Kneeland
geneologies on this rcint. The Green genealogy {William
C. Kiessel, "The Green Family: A Dynasty of Printers,"
New England Histcrical and Genealogical Register, CIV
(1950), 81-93) has Elizaketh married to Kneeland, and
disputes the Kneeland account (Sillman Foster Kneeland,
Seven Centuvres of the Kneeland Family (New York, 1897),
51, S5-102) which Lkas Samuel marrying PFary Alden,
great-grandaughbter of John and Pricilla Alden, because,
in general, the geneclogical tree stems tack to too
many illustriotvs descendants. Even taking the Kneeland
view, Saruel Kneeland uas unquestionably the son of a
Green ferale.

8. The Green rresence in the New Fngland trade, needless
to say, has not gope <vunncticed. See, fcr example,
Stephen Botein, "'Meer Mechanics' and an Oren Press:
The Business and Political Stategies of Colonial
American Printers," Perspectives in American History,
IX {1975), 152-4:3,

9. Percentages are tased on the nurmber of ©New England
imprints +w%ith fgrinter desigraticns prodvced from 1700
to 1750. Roughly 30% cf all imprints have 1nc printer
designaticns whatsoever, and, while all of these were
cbvicusly printed, no attempt has Lkeen made to assign
them tc e€ither group. A breakdown of the various
designaticns is as follows:

Designaticns No. Pct. Yearly std. Median
Avqg. Dev.
No Designation €07 19.1% 18.6 7.9 18. 4
No Printer 505 11.9 11.0 8.7 7.9
Green Fanmily 2,167 51.3 55.8 18. 5 50.7
Non-Green © 743 17.6 14.6 11.9 12.4
Totals 4,222 99.9 100.0 - -

L
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11.

12.

13.
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A breakdcwn of tkte Green share of the New England
printing market fcr the 1649-1783 period is as follows:

Desigraticns No. Pct. Yearly std. Median
Avg. Dev..
No Designation 2,167 18.4 16.0 {10.0 15.8
No Printerx 726 6.1 5.8 7.6 2.9
Green Farmily £,090 42.7 58.4 24.¢ S4.4
Non-Green 3,921 2.9 26.1 19.5 14.9
Totals 11,34 100.1 100.0 - -

In Ccnnecticut, ¢r a yearly lasis, the Greems averaged
74.0% (Std. Dev = 33.2) of all imprints wWith given

printer designations frcnm 1708 to 1783. In
Massachusetts alcne, thus excluding the Ccnrecticut
Greens, that averaqe was 58.1% (Std. Dev. = z5.3).

Ratios represent the ratic of either Green rroduction
or invclvement to the correpsonding non-Green
precentage. The ratios exclude those years in which the
Green farily held a mcnopoly on the trade (17C0-1706),
and the years 1708, 1710, and 1712, when the ratios are
so imkalanced to the Green family that an average which
included these wculd te misleading. Thus tle ratios
represert a conservative statistic.

Charles Wetherell, "Timothy Green II," 1in Franklin,
ed., Bostcn Printers, 24t-248.

When Samuel Kneeland retired in 1765, Daniel and John
fcrmally dissolved their partnership. John printed with
Seth Adams (1740-1782), a fcrmer Kneeland apprentice
and emplcyee, until 1772 when Rdams left the tragde.
Daniel rrinted alcrne from 17€5 to 1772, and then in
partnership with Nathaniel Davis from 1772 tc 1774. The
relaticnship between the the two trothers was not, by
all appearances, strained, but rather an instance where
two =shops worked in ccnjunction. Nathaniel Lowu's
almanacs, for exanmrle, were printed exclusively by both
shops frcm 1766 tc 1770, and then ty Kneeland and Adams
in 1770 and 177%'. Both Kneelands ceased printing in
1775 with the cutbreak of hostilities with the British
and never resumed ftusiness,

Thomas, History of Printing, 137.
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CHAPTEER FOUR

FOUNDATICNS II

The Middle and Southern Cclcnies

In the Sctthern and Middle cclcnies, where the Atlantic
pattern <c¢f growth prevailed, the demographic experience of
the rress differed. In the Southern colonies there were far
more losers than winners in thke demcgraphic drawv. The
majority cf printing families failed to =sustain themselves
in the trade becsuse of death. And this led not simply to
the cessatior c¢f family lires but, cumulatively, tc a small
Fcol of trained printers, which impeded trade growth. In the
aksence cf fanrily rccls, tradesmen turned to more
"rrcfessional" associations tc¢ kolster failing family lines,
creating a dval foundation to the trade. In tte Middle
cclcnies, where the demographic exgerierce of the press was
generally gccd, this dual foundation of familial and
professional associaticns existed frcm the start. While
families were very much a part of the Middle colonies trade,
they coexisted with nor-farilial, professionally associated
groups.

The demograrhic experience of the trade in bcth regionmns

92
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governed the course «¢f grcwth, for with survival came the
akility to trair new men. Yet the nafure of demographic
success and asscciaticnal patterns in bcth regions stand in
contrast to New England. Becatvse of Lkac demographic 1luck,
the associaticns sctthern tradesmen formed were in large
measure a matter of neccessity. The interlockirg family
alliances characteristic of the New Ergland trade were, in
ccntrast, essertially a matter of choice. Yet in both New
Ergland and the Southern cclcnies the course of family
growth was the course of +trade growth. Such was not
exclusively the case in the Middle <colonies where the
ccmbinaticn of general demcgraphic success and a blend of
farilial and rrofessional ties gave the trade a particularly
expansive quality. In the Middle colcnies, trade growth was
neither stunted, as in the Southern colcnies, nor excessive,
as in New England, but in line with the general gcpulation.
And while here, as elsewhere, rprinters trained new men,
here, as nowkere else, rew men were drawn frcm ncn-familial
Fccls. The net restlt was the creation of sometirmes 1arge£

and more spatially far-flung netwcrks of associationmns.

The first half century of printing in the Southern
cclcnies was marked by a successicn of failures. The first
rrinter in the region, Williar Nuthead {c.1655-1696) was an

atsclute 1loser in the demcgraphic draw. The details of

\
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Nuthead's 1ife and activity are =srarse, Lut in 1682 he
arrived ir Jarmestcu¥n with his uife'Dinah and apparently
orened shop.[ 1] Findirg himgself not wanted, he moved in 1683
tc the capital of Maryland, St. Hary's City. He died in
1666, leaving Tinah with two young children, William and
Susan.[2] Dinah mcved on to Anne Arundel <Ccunty near
Apnarolis where she rrinted for about £five months before
remarrying and selling her printing equipment to William
Bladen, <clerk <c¢f tke Maryland Assembly amnd, for all
practical purgroses, a prcfessional puklic official. Balden
was no printer, kut clearly in reed of cne. Yet it was not
until 1700, a full fcur years after obtaining Nuthead's
rress, that he was alkle to secure Thcmas Reading £fronm
England. Under Bladen's sronscrcship, Reading printed until
at least 1709 and prokakly until 1713 when he died. 'Oon  his
death the equirment reverted to Eladen who, once again, had
a press but nc rrinter, a situvaticn which did 1©pct change
before his o¢cvwn death in 1718. The next year Evan Jones, an
Anpnarclis merchant and, 1like Bladen, a public official,
seems to have acquired the Nuthead gress.

In 1720, Jcnes vwas in the same pcsition in which Bladen
had been twenty-five vyears earlier. He had a press but no
printer. That year, hpuGVer, Jchn Peter Zenger ({1€97-1746),
havirg Jjust «ccmpleted an eight vyear apprenticeship with

William Bradford in New York, settled in Kent County,
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Maryland. Jcnes, aprarently 1learning cf Zenger's presence
from Andrew Eradford in Philadelphia, seéms to have struck a
deal with Zencer tc set uvp shcp. But in 1721 Zenger's vwife
| of cne year died, and Z2enger returned to New York, 1leaving
Jones, again, with =nc¢ rrinter. Jones himself died the
following year.
Porty vears had elarsed frcm Nuthead's arrival in
Jamestown in 1682 to Jones' death in 1722, yet no printing
operation had survived in the Southern cclonies. Tv%wo of the
cnly three printers involved, Nuthead and Reading, had died
before they cctld trair new men. Zenger's failure to stay in
Maryland was also a result of a death. Bladen and Jomnes,
too, had died before either could secure printers to carry
on the trade. And tteir inability to secure printers when
orenings cccurred ~-- a direct consequence of the atsence of
; a sufficiently 1large pccl cf trained printers —- in large
rart explains the retarded grcwth of the trade in the
Scuthern colonies.
In South Carolina; too, the first printers died withiﬁ
a few vyears cf estatlishing tusiness. Thomas Whitmarsh and
Eleazer Phillifps, Jr., koth opened shop 1in Charleston 1in
1731, Whitmarsh under the ausrices cf Benjamin Franklin,
i Fhillips, under those_cf his father, Eleazer, Sr., a Boston
tcokseller.[3] Phillips died withinr a year, Whitmarsh within

two. Yet here a clear link existed to a pool of trained

1
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printers which, +tc¢ =cme extent, countered the effects of
death and allcued tte trade tc ccntinue in the South.[4]
Wken Whitrarsh died, his equirment reverted to Frarnklin who,

by virture of his asscciations, was able to £ill the vacarcy

with another employee, Louis Timothy. %hile Timothy lived
until only 1738, he had a wife, Elizabeth, and two soms,
Eeter (b. ca. 1725) and Charles.[5] On his death, Elizabeth
carried on the tusiness until Peter assumed contrcl in 1746.
And when Peter died in 1782, the only one of his nine sons
to survive, Berjamin Franklin Timothy (1771-1807), continued
the business until the rineteenth century.

The experience of the Tinmcthys capttres the essential
features <¢f the press in the Southern colonies. Grounded on
farilies, the trade 1laggedé Lkehind +the 1larger rpopulation
because cf fpcecr demograghic luck. The net result was a low
level cf growth and a low level c¢f production. Yet the
Timothys alcne, despite their marginal demograghic success,
Were responsikle for alnbst 90 percent o¢f all Charleston
igprints.[671 Indeed, printers in Charleston, Williamshurg;
ard Annapclis were respcnsible for nearly 70 percent of all
souvthern cclcrial inmprints.[7] And in Apnarolis and
Williamsbtrg, where almost 50 percent of all southern
colonial imprints were produced, the experiemce cf the press
was much like it was in Charleston.

The leading printer in the Southerm colonies, William

4
]
l
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? Parks {c.1658-1750), +was only a relative wirrer imn the
demcgraphic draw. He survived but had no.sons who survived
to carry on his trade. Parks arrived in Arnagclis from
Ergland late in 1725, a seasoned printer, and began business
the fcllcwing vyear. In 1730 he orened a seccrd shop in
Willjamsburg, splitting his time between the twc cperations
until 1737 wten he stcpred rrinting in Arnapolis and moved
permanently tc Williamsturg.

After Parks mcved to Williamsburg, Annagclis vas
withcut a rprinter until late in 1738, when Jcnas Green
{1712-1767) orened shcp. How Green haprened tc come to
Annapolis <can only te surmised, but his arrival may well
have stermed from his -- and Parks'! -- association with
Benijamin Frarklin. Green entered the trade as an apprentice
to his father, Timothy Green, in New London, Ccnnecticut.
After working a year for his bother, Timothy II, and his
uncle, Samuel Kneeland, in Boston, he went on Philadelphia
where he wcrked fcr toth Andrew Bradford and Franklin. In
1737, Franklin tecame pcstmaster of Philadelphia, a positioh
which created an asscciation with Parks, Fpostmaster of
Williamsburq.[8] Parks' departure from Annapolis 1left an
crening which could crly be filled ty a trained printer, and
Green -- strplus in tte New England pccl but a scarcity in
the South -- wvas availakle. W®hile circumstantial at best,

these connecticns, as well as Green's later dealings with
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Frarklin and vparticularly his purchases of Poor Richard's

Almanac, suggest its prcbability.

Jonas Green, like most of his New England relatives,
was an absolute winmer in the demcgraphic draw. He lived and
had sons: William (1745-1770), Frederick (1750-1€11), and
Samuel (1757-1811%). While Green's owr family contributed the
nost to the grcwth of his business and the trade at 1large,
his non-familial asscciation with William Rind (1733-1774)
cannot be overlcoked., Prokably in the late 1740s or early
1750s Green took on Rind, a Williamsturg native, as an
agprentice -- toth William and Frederick teing toc young to
ke of amny real helr in tle shcp. The year after Samuel was
born, Green and Rind fcrmed a rartnership (perhaps a form of
insurance for Green in the event of his death) which lasted
seven years. By the time the partnershir ended in 1765 and
Rind returned +to +tc¢ Wiliiamsburg, Green's oldest son,
William was twenty and nearly ready to join his father in
partnershigp. Jonas Green died in 1767, and his widow, Anne
Catherine Green, ccntinued the business. In 1768 sche formea
a partnershir with william, tut in 1770 Williar died. Yet
there were still two surviving Green males, Frederick and
Samuel, as well as Anne herself. In 1770, Anne and Frederick
formed a partnershir which 1lasted until Anne's death in
1775. And in 1777 Frederick entered into partnership with

Samuel, then twenty, ané the twc brcthers continued to print

i
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until 1811. Fven after this, Frederick's scn, Jonas,
ccentinued his father's trade.

The career of Jonas Green clearly illustrates the
effects of a successful demcgraphic experience =-- one which
cculd even alscrk tte loss of a son and yet rroduce a
increase 1in the trade. At the same time, Green's experience
reveals the tangential, yet profound effect on trade growth
of mnon-farilial asscciations, srpecifically, Rirnd. Green
needed Rind while his =ons grew up, but they were the
successors to his firm. Because Green won the demographic
draw, Rind had tc strike cut on his own at some pcint, which
he did in 17€E5. Annarolis was entering a boom fperiod when
Rind left, belying any suggestion that the forces of the
marketplace, and <specifically hard times, rrompted Rind‘'s
ncve.[ 9] And what is imrortant to remember is that Rind was
a trained printer in the rocl of rrinters at risk to enter
the trade, a rccl which grew in propcrticn to the number of
printers arcund. The cumulative effect of successful
demcgraphic experiences was tc produce more printers, not
simply by having 1larqe farilies, but also ty training
others. The dyramics cf this process can be seen clearly in
Williamsburg, where prirters, in the face of bad demographic
luck, turned tc mon-farilial men.

Hhen William Parks left Annapclis for Wwilliamsburg in

1737, by all acccunts he had c¢nly a single journeyman,
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k Edmund Hall. H#is orly son, William, Jr. (b. 1720) ray still
have been alive, tut he did not survivé his father. Parks'
only other child, a daughter Susan, married John Shelton, a
rlanter from Hanover County, Virginia. Before his death in
1750, however, Parks trained at least two men. Cne, James
Davis (1721-17€5) 1left Williamsturg for New Eern, North
Carolina inr 1749. The cther, William Hunter, Sr. (d. '761),
remained in Williamsttrg and succeeded Parks.

Hunter lived until 1761 and had a son, %illiam, Jr.,
who 1lived tc practice the trade. But Hunter also had two
sisters, Elizalketh and Fosanna. In 1749, Elizateth married
Jchn Holt (17z1-1784) vwho would later enter the trade under
the auspices of James Farker, ¥rarklin's New York partner
and life-lcng friend. Hunter, himself, married a Holt.
Before Hunter's death, his other sister married Jcseph Rovyle
{d. 1766), a fcrmer apprentice and foreman of Hunter's shop
from 1758 to 1761, Whken Hunter died in 1761, the future of
his son was entrusted to Rosanna and Joseph Royle who ran
the business fcr the ‘tenefit of Willian, Jr. Hunter'é
association with Framnklin was also brought toc bear on
securing a future in the trade for his ycung son. From 1761
to 1774, William, Ji. lived in Philadelghia with Franklin,
who educated bin, and then secured an apprenticeship fcr hinm
with his fcrmer partner David Hall.[10] Thus while death had

intervened in the progress of the Hunter trade, the efforts

L
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of family wcrked to mode¢rate the effect;.

In 17€5, Joseph Royle became seriously ill, 1leaving
Rcsanna to <carry on the business ty herself. In that year,
Rcsanna formed a paxtnership with Alexander Eurdie, an
ipmigrant frcm Scctland. The next year Royle died, leaving
Rosanna with the kurden of continuing the family trade. John
Pixon (d. 1791), a Williamslkurg native and aprparently an
arprentice of Bunter's and Royle's, married Rosanra in 1766,
and until 1774, rrinted in vpartnership with Purdie. In
1774, William Huntexr, Jr. ©<returned frcm Philadelphia and
entered 1intc parterstip with Dixcr. In 1768 or 1769, John
Dixon, Jr. had teen borm, and so, in 1774, the rrcspects of
the continuaticn c¢f +the Hunter-Dixon family trade seened
good.

The relatively ccmplex sequence of events Letween the
death of William Hunter, Sr. in 1761 and the return of
William, Jr. to Williamsburg in 1774 demonstrates not only
#he impact of death tut alsc, as in sc many instances, the
personal strategies of those invclved tc secure a future fof
the family in the trade. Clearly Rosaunna (Hurter) Royle
Dixon succeeded in maintaining the business for her nephew,
William, Jr. Jtst as clearly too, Hunter's non-familial
association with Benjarin Frarklin provided sugport. In
tandem, they offer frrtker evidence of the implict goal of

continuing family in the trade. Strategy and goal would be

]
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partially wundcre in 1779 when William Hunter, Jr., enkbraced
the loyalist cause. But by then Dixon had a son of his owun
tc provide fcxr, and sc took in Thcecmas Nicolson as a partner
pnuch like Jcnas Green had taken on William Rind.

The experience of the Hunters is nc isolated example of
either death or farily in the Southern trade. In 1765, the
year Joserh Fcyle £fell ill, William Rind <returned to
Williamsburg. From 1766 to 1773 he printed alcne. On his
death in 1773, his widow, Clementine BRind, continued the
btsiness for a year before ste died in 1774. And there was
Alexander Purdie who kad nmet an urgent need of +tte Hunter
farily. Bttt Purdie himself had family; whether acquired in
Williamsburg c¢r fror his hcreland of Scotland is unknown.
Jchn Clarkson, who began to print with Purdie ir 1775, was
Purdie's neghew. And wben Purdie died inm 1779, Clarkson
formed a partnership with Augustine Davis (d. 1825) who
filled the vacancy created by the uncle's death.

The ccllective experience of the Williamsburg printers
illustrates +tte furdamental pattern of trade grcwth in the
Southern colcnies. Becatse of Ltad demographic 1luck, the
rress foundered. The death cf printers constantly intervened
ir the ©Ffrroqress of family 1lines and forced surviving
tradesmen and tradewcmen to turn to ncn-familial
associations. Much like the Greens in New England, the

Bunter-Dixon printers formed familial alliances, printing in

[
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partnership with farily wmembers and, thrcugh marriage,
bringing nor-familial asscciates into'the family fold. Yet
t ncwhere in the Souvth did this coincide with gross
demcgraphic success. Where Frinters experienced good
demcqgraphic luck, such as the Sreens in Annapolis or the
Davises 1in New Bern, the trade proceeded to grow and expand
in step with tke larger population, for with survival camne
the ability to train new printers. But in general, the

growth of the trade in the Southern colonies was stunted.

What separated tle ccllective demcgraphic experience of
the press ir the Middle colcnies from that of its southern
ccunterpart was ketter luck. In the Middle colcries there
Wwere more wirnners than losers in the demographic draw. But
here, family was not synonymous with success orx failure.
While families were the rule, they co-existed with
ncn-familial, mcre prcfessicnally based trade grcups. This
particular tehavior, which can be termed the "prcfessional
style," constitutes an imrortant part of the story of thé
trade in tte Middle cclcnies.

The existence of toth "professicnal® ard "familial®
styles of associaticn affected the grcwth and structure of
the trade in tlie Middle cclcnies in two ways. First and
foremost, the willingness of tradesmen to form prcfessional

associations even wher family was available gave the trade
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an expansive quality that was lacking in the other regicns.
The tasic dyraric of grcuth was the same here as elsewhere,
but when printers trained new men instead of sons, those new
men would set ur busiress ¢n their own, often elsevhere.
Thus the frctential fcr exparsicn beycnd rajcr centers was
enhanced by the fact tkat there were fewer familial ties
keeping new printers in the same locales. The seccnd reason
the professicrnal style is an important c¢lement of growth is,
tc a certain extent, a corcllary c¢f the first. Because
tradesmen did nct rely cn family to the extent that they did

in New England, the trade was more open in the sense that a

wider variety cf people, with different associaticms, vwere
ipvolved. Scme had families and in the course of their
careers displayed the familial style. But others, fperhaps in
igitation of those who had trained thenm, pursued'careers
marked by the rrofessicnal style.

This is nct to say that the professional style did not
exist in New Fngland cr the Scuthern cclcnies, fcr it did.
Yet the overridiﬁg feature of the trade in both regions Haé
family and familial associations. 1In New Englard and the
Southern colcnies tte ccurse of farily growth was the course
of trade grcwth. Similarly, the demographic fcrtunes of
farilies in tke Middle colcnies were central to ttie growth
of the trade. Yet the contination of generally good

demographic luck and the btlend c¢f professional and familial

4

1
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styles set the Middle cclcnies arpart.

The stcry of printing in the Middle colcnies is the
story of the +trade in Phildelphia and New York. Fully 87
percent of all grinting in the regicn was done in these two
lccales. Of the tvwo tcwns, Philadelphia surpassed New York
in producticn ty a ratic of nearly two-to-one. In cnly three
cther 1lccales -- Germantown and lancaster in Pernsylvania,
and Wilmingten in Delasware -- did preducticn amcunt to more
than 1 rfpexcent of all printing in the regicn before
!783.[1*] The fact that Philadelrhia and New York dominated
printing may explain in part the presence of the
professional style. Tlecse vwere the tuc great searort towns
of the American c¢clcnies, and the attendant econcmic
diversity and cccupaticnal <specialization may well have
scrked against the clearly mnore traditional familial style.
But at the same time, kecavse bcth New York and Philadelphia
developed within an atcmosphere of shifting eccnomic and
Fclitical tides in tke eighteenth century, the fact that
trade grew 1in such a steady and even manner makes the
demcgraphic fcundations of growth all the more
pronounced.f 127

Printirq as well as the combinaticn of professional and
farilial styles Yegan when William Bradford I (1663-17E2)
irmigrated tc Phildelphia in 16€5S and launched a career that

would last nearly fifty years. Bradford, a clear winner in
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the demographic draw, kad two sons, Andrew ({c.168€-1742) and
William II ({c.1688-1759), but cnly Andrew fcllowed his
father in the trade; ¥William II became a pewterer. William
II's son, William III (172%-1791), hovwever, took up the
trade, as did his scr Thcmas {1745-1838).

The Bradfcrd farily trade spanned tkoth Philadelphia and
New York. BAfter printing for eight years in Philadelphia
Bradford moved tc New Ycrk in 1693.[13] In 17C9 W%illiam I
entered into rartnershir with Andrew, and the follcwing year
Andrew'opened shop in Tthiladelphia, still in fpartnership
with William. Ipn 1712 the rartnership was fcrmally dissolved
kvt father and scn mairtained a working arrangement until at
least 1728 and probatly beyond.{14] Andrew Bradford had only
cre son, who died in infancy. To £ill the gap he tcok irn as
apprentice his nerphew, William III, sometime in the early
1730s. In 1739, the twc men entered intec rpartnership. 1Late
tkat year, however, Andrew's wife died, and in 1740 he
married Cornelia Skith, a mcve which strained family
relations tc +the rreaking rcint.[15] Andrew and William
dissclved their partnership, and Williar opened his cwn
shop. Andrew died in 4742, leaving Cornelia with a business
she tried to ccntinue, first with Isaiah Warrer frcm 1742 to
1744, and then alone until 1751. But without the tenefit of
fapily help, denied her by the rift, her efforts kore little

| fruit and she firally gquit the trade. William 1III,

i
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geanwhile, ccntinued to print, and in 1766 entered into
partnership with his scn, Thcmas. And when William retired
in 1780, Thomas assumed ccntrcl cf the business which he
continued until the third decade of the nineteenth century.
In New York, the BRradford trade spawned the Zenger
family trade through William I's survival and bis
willingness tc take in non-familial men. The year after
Andrew Bradfcrd 1left ©New York for Philadelrhia William I
tcok in as an arprentice John Peter Zenger. Zenger moved o¢n
tc¢ Anmapclis in 1719, but returned in 1721 and probatly
wecrked for Bradford urtil 172€ when the two men formed a
partnership. After a year Zenger opened his cwr shop, the
seccnd in town. While Zencer had five children, he survived
lcng enough tc train c¢rly one son before his death in 1746.
Zenger's widow, Catherire, continued the business for her
son, John, prirting alcne for twc years before reliquishing
the press to Jchn in 1748. After cnly three years, however,
Jchn died, and the Zerger farmily disapreared frcm the trade.
Like William Bradfcrd I, the other major figures in the
New York trade all disglay, in varying degrees, the blend of
professicnal ard farilial styles characteristic of the
Middle <cclonies trade. William Weyman {d. 1768) had no sons
and cnly one partnership during his twenty year career. Hugh
Gaine (1726-1807) and James Rivington (1724-1802) both had

scns, but none follovwed their fathers in the +trade. Jchn
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Hclt {1721-17€4) parlayed the two tyres of associations into
a successful career that lasted thirty yéars. A4 rroduct of
the Hunter-Lixon farily 4in Williamsburg (Holt married
William Hunter's sister Elizabeth), and the business of
James Parker ({1714-1770), Hclt printed in partnership with
Parker, William Goddard {1740-1817), and his own son, John
Hunter Hclt (d. 17€7). But it is James Parker -- next to
William Bradford I resgcnsitle for more New York printing
than any c¢tker man -- who exenmplifies the comtination of
styles as well as tle exransive quality of the HMiddle
cclcnies trade.

Parker Lkegan his career in 1726 as an agprentice to
William Bradford. In 1733, hovwever, hLe rar away to
Philadelphia where BRenjarin Frarklin tcck him in, employed
him, and in 1741 set him up in business ir New Ycrk. Parker
married but had c¢nly cne son, Samuel Pranklin Parker
{c.1746-1779), tut 1in additicn a nephew, Sanmvuel Parker
{d.c.1775) . while tcth would enter the trade under Parker's
tutelage, mcst cf Parker's business was conducted in concerf
with other men. There was Franklin, who had given EFarker his
start and tc whon ke always remained close. But most were
ycunger tradecsmen who Parker trained, employed, cr printed
with while his scr and nephew grew up. From 1745 to 1752
Parker emrloyeé Buglk Gaine, and, at the =<same time trained

Frarklin's neghew, Benjarin Mecom (1732-c.1776) . When Gaine
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orened business for hirself in 1752, Parker entered into a
partnership vwith William Weyman that lésted until 1759. In
1754, Parker opened twc additicrnal shops, one in New Haven,
Ccnnecticut, and anotter in his hcmetouwn cf Woodtiridge, New
Jersey. In Neu Haven, Farker employed Thcmas Green and John
Holt, and trained William Goddard (1746-1817). In Woodbridge
he trained his son. Frcm 1760 to 1762 in New York, Parker
printed in rartnership uith Holt and his nephew worked for
Heclt. By 1766, Weyman, Gaire, and Hclt had all started their
csn businesses 1in New Ycrk, and Samuel Franklin Farker had
assumed the cperaticn cf tte New Ycrk shop. Having closed
the New flaven operaticn in 17€4, Parker opened ancther shop
in Burlingtcn, New Jersey in 1765. By then it would appear,
his nephew Samuel was c1ld enough to take it on.

Withir Parker's mnyriad ventures is a pattefn that
illustrates nct cnly the rrofessicnal and familial styles of
trade behavicr, but &lso the impact which this «c¢cnbination
had on growth. Parker clearly tried to secure a future in
the trade for his son and nephew. Yet in the tinme beforé
they were <¢l1d encugh to assume the mapagement cf'a shop,
Parker turned to cther men -- Gaine, Weyman, and Holt -- to
keep his business qgoing and growing. His associations with
these men, ard Frarklin, were all professional, ncn-familial
ties.[ 161 2Ard the fact thkat Parker opened additicmal shops

reveals the tasic characteristic of the rprofessional style
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tc expand. With his New York shop in the hands cf Weyman,
Parker could afford tc cper the wCodbridée shop. %hen Weyman
set out c¢n his own, Holt was available to take his place.
The New Haven shcr was criginally Franklin's plan, designed
for his nerhew Meccr. But when Meccm and Franklin's other
nephew, James Franklir, Jr., turned it dcwn, Parker took in
on.{17]1 Whetter Parker would have orened all thkese shops
without either the rull of associates such as lFranklin and
the availakility of cthers such as Weyman and Hclt, or the
push of family is impossible to say. Yet it 1is precisely
this combinaticn which marks the Middle cclonies trade.

The presence and importance of the familial style
cannot be <cverlocked for it is an as muchk a part of the
story of the +trade in the Middle colonies as the
Frofessional style. James Adams (c.1724-1782), the first
printer in Delaware, is a case in pcint, for he strvived and
had sons whe fcllcxed him in the trade. Born in Ireland,
Adams dimmigrated +to¢ Fennsylvania 1in 1753, wcrked for
Benjamin Frarklin amné David Hall, and in 17€0 moved té
Wilimingtcn and opened shop. Adams married and had four sons
and three caughters. His cldest son, Hans, was killed in the
American Revclution, kut his three other sons -- James, Jr.,
Jchn, and Samvel -- all entered the trade in partnership in
1788 when their father retired. Yet between the time Adams

began to rprint and the time his sons were old enough to be
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of any real help, Adams, like Farker, turned to other 7young
men. The first was Isaac Collins (1746—1816) who Adams tocok
in as apprentice in 17€0. When his +time was wup in 1767,
Ccllins went tc Williamskturg shere he worked for William
Rind, and tken tc¢ Philadalghia where he +worked as a
jcurneyman for William Goddard wuntil 1769, and then with
Joserh Crukshank (1746-1839). In 1770, the year James Parker
died, Collins @pcved to Burlington, New Jersey and opened
shop. The next year he rarried Eachel Budd by whom he had
five daughters and =ix sons, all of whom ccntinted in the
trade.

A virtually identical experience belonged tc¢ Collins'
successor aprrentice in Wilmington, Shepard Kcllcck
{1750-1839) , whc began his trairing in 1766. After serving
in the Revcluticn frcm 1776 to 1779, Kollack opened'shop in
Chatham, New Jersey. In 1777 he had married Susan Arnett by
whom he had =six daughters and twc sons. Both scns entered
the trade, bttt sc tco did Kollock's ycung brcther-in-law,
Shelly Arnett. Kollcck took in Armett as an apprentice in
1779, and in 1783, Arnett succeeded to the shcr in cChatham
when Kollcck moved cn to New York. Thus twc more families
entered the trade under tke tuteleqge of James Adams, good
demographic 1luck, and an implicit commitment to rmaintaining
family in the trade.

Family was the 1rule in Germantcwn where three
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generations of Sower rrinters dominated the German language
press.[ 18] The first was Christopher I (1694-1758), who

immigrated to Pennsylavania frcm Germany in 1724 with his

wife and young son, Christcpher II (1721-1791). Nc trained

printer, but a watchraker by trade, Sower constructed a
press and began printing in 1738. Sower I survived to +train
his son in the +trade, whc in turn 1lived tc¢ have four
scns =- Christcpher IIX {1754~1799), Peter {1759-1785),
David {17€4-1€35), and Samuel {(1767-1820) -- 21l of whom
entered the trade. In 1776, Christopher II retired and
Christopher III assuned management of the family bkusiness,
and the next year entered intc rartnership with his brother
Peter. Both Christcpher III and Peter chose the loyalist
side in the Revoluticn, a mncve which dreve them from
Germantown tc Ehiladelrhia in 1777, to New York ir 1778, and
finally, in 1783, +to New Brumswick, Nova Scotia, where
Christopher printed unitl 1799. Peter went to the West
Indies where te died in 1785. But the two o{her Sower
rrothers both entered the trade after the war; David ih
Pennsylvania and Saruel in Baltimcre, wkere the Scwer family
trade continved until the mid-ninteenth century.

In Philadelphia, the major printing center in the
Middle cclcnies, fanmilies existed side by side with
ncn-familial oreraticns, and asscciaticnal styles varied

from the +tctally farilial to the exclusively professional.
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Henrich Miller (1702-17€2), for exarrle, printed +with only
Samuel Hclland (d.c. 17E3) frcm 1751 to f752‘ but ﬁorked for
becth Franklin and William Bradford tefore starting business
¢cn his cwn. PRobert Bell (c.1731-1784), had no partners
during his career. Rokert Aitken (1735-1802) printed with
c¢nly one partner in his thirty-five year career, itis son,
Rcbert Aitker, Jr. (17€7-1€23). TCavid Hall (c.1714-1772),
Frarklin's rpartner from 1748 to 1765, had two scmns, David,
Jr. (c.17t5E5-1€21) and %illiam {d.c.1827), who fcllowed their
father in tke +trade. 2And William Sellers {c. 1725-1804),
Hall's partner after Franklin, continued in business with
tke two vyoung Halls after David, Sr,‘'s death, as did his
son, William Sellers, Jr.

The ccnkination of styles and the expansive quality of
tke Middle cclcnies trade is ncwhere more evident than in
the career of EFenjamir Frarklin. The details of TFranklin's
life we bhave seen Lrefore, bLut not in the ccntext of the
trade at larqe, and not in <ccnjuncticn with cther nmen.
Mcreover, because Frarklin was the leading primnter in the
Middle cclcnies -- and, indeed, ranked seccnd only to
Bartholomew Green, Sx. in total colonial printing =-- his
experience is o0f 1nc srall importance. A recasting of
Frarklin®s activity -- in tandem with James
Parker's -- jllustrates scmething of the superstructure of

the early American press -- the associations and the
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retworks they formed.

Illustraticn 4.1 rresents, in chrénological form, a
schematic view of tle major trade associations Franklin and
Parker possessed. The sclid vertical lires indicate activity
in the trade, tke dashed hcrizontal 1lines working
arrangenents tetween individuals. Franklin's "activity
line," for examrle, runs frcm 1728, whén he opened his own
shop, to 1765, when he ended his partnership with Tavid Hall
and retired from tte trade. Two Massociational lines"
ccnnect Franklin and Hall at the start and end of their
rartnership. Franklin's and Parker's other associations, as
well as major career events, are indicated alcng these
activity 1lines. 1In aédition, the careers of asscciates who
remained in Fhiladelphia and New York are also included,
although nct in as much detail. While abstract, this
schematic view allows scme of the tasic characteristics of
the trade to be seer in a way nct possiltle before.

Three majci feattres of the trade are illustrated. The
first is the tasic dyraric of trade growth -- that survivin§
rrinters trained new men ard thus increased the pool of
printers at risk tc print. In turn, Franklin took in and
then dispatched elsevwlere, Thcmas Whitmarsh, Lewis Timothy,
James Parker, Jonas Green, James Franklin, Jr., Pavid Hall,
and James Adams. Similarly, Parker took in Benjarin Mecon,

Hugh Gaine, Williar Weyman, Jchn Hclt, and his scn, Samuel



‘EL_“

115

Franklin Parker. Of ncte is the relatively smooth transition
between one man's exit and anothef's entrarce. With
Franklin, for example, Parker entered when Timothy left. The
sane is true for Earker. When Meccm left for Antigua and
Gaine opened shop, Parker apprenticed his nephew ard formed
a partnership with Weyman. With Heyman in the fcld, Parker
opened offices in Wcodtridge and New Haven. When Weyman set
up <suop, Holt was recalled frcom New Haven. Ané when Holt
began business for himself, Samuel Frapklin Parker assumed
tke nanagement cf his father's New York shop. Cartured here

is the steady, almost irexcrable process of trade growth.
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Illustration 4.1
Schematic View of Benjamin Franklins' and

James Parker's Trade Asscociations

: ILLUSTRATION 4.1
)
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n 4.1
in Franklins' and

Associations

ILLUSTRATION 4.1
EW OF BENJAMIN FRANKLIN'S AND JAMES PARKER™S TRADE ASSCOCIATIONS
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The seccnd feature to be seen is the contrast between
the familial and professional styles és they affected the
growth and structure c¢f the trade. Franklin and Parker
clearly practiced +the precfessional style, but at the sane
time never lcst sight c¢f family and the continuation of
family in the +*rade. By contrast, Pavid Hall and William
Sellers were, after they fcrmed their partnership 4in 1766,
practitioners o¢f +the farilial style. Hall had tvoc sons and
Sellers one, ard once in business, nc¢ non-farilial men
entered tle +trade <vunder +their auscices. While survival
remained a ccrmcn dencrinator in the practice of both
styles, the ccntrast, in terms of growth, is one tetween an
expansive quality and a contractive one. With the familial
style, growth came largely with denographic success as the
Greens of New Englané lear witness, for new men vere drawn
frecm farily pccls. With the professional style, tke pool of
Fetential tradesmen was pct limited by family lines.

Finally, and in a real way, the r1novement <cf peorle
along associatiocnal lines can be seen. Benjamin Mecom is é
case in point. Family ¢f Franklin, Meconr was apgrenticed to
Parker after Frarklin set Parker up in New York. When his
arrrenticeshir ended, Frank]invdispatched Meccm t¢ Antigua.
Similarly, Jchn BHclt entered tte trade with Parker at the
behest of Frarklin. And William Goddard, who was initially

trained by Hclt at New Haven, later rrinted with Holt in New

1
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York. Associations made this kind of movement rossible. As
time progressed, and printers strvived; these associations
pultiplied as rew men entered the trade. The net effect was
the creaticn c¢f retucrks +through which flcwed not only
people, but the printed word itself. These netuorks, the
values tradesmen gave them, and hcw they actually worked,

are the subjects of tle chapters that follow.
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Lavrence C. Wrcth, "The St. Mary's City Press: A New
Chronclogy of Arerican Printirng," Maryland Bistorical
Magazine, XXXI (1936), 9%1-1009.

The oft-cited remarks cf Gcvernor George Berkeley of
Virgirnia have done much to engender the percertion that
the slcow develcrrent of printing in the Southern
colonies was a resvuvlt of hostile official attitudes.
"But, I thank God, there are nc free schools nor
printing, and I hope we shall nct have these humndred
years; fcr learring has brought disobedience, and
heresy, and sects into the world, and printing has
divulged tkem, and libels against the best government.
God keer us from tcth!" Berkeley tc the Lords of Trade,
167%. William W. BHening, ccmp., The Statutes at large:
Being a Collection of All the laus of
Virgiria . . . _[1€19-1792) {New York, 1823), II, 5!17.

Douglas C. McMuxrtrie, A History of Printing in the
United States {Kew York, 193€), 1I, 3C8-10, notes the
presence in Charlestcn of a George Webb, and speculates
that this may have keen the George Webb who had worked
for Samuel Keirer in Philadelphia with Frankliu.

Eleazer PFhillips, Sr. (1682Z-1757) was the 1last 1in a
line o¢f PRocston tockselers and publishers which began
with Henry (1656-1680) and Samuel (1662-1720) Phillips.
Samuel was Eleazer's Sr.'s uncle and Eleazer was
apprenticed to Samvel. In 1703 Eleazer legan business.
In 1706 he rmarried and had 7 <children, but when
Eleazer, Jr. died in 1731, cnly two of his five sons
were still alive. There was a cousin, Sanuel's son,
Gilliam (1695-1770). But 6Gilliam had married Mary
Panuiel in 1725 and, with bher, a substantizl fortumne,
which allcwed hir to retire from the +trade in 1732.
Thus on Eleazer, Jr.'s death, there were nc Fhillip's
family mernters in the pool to replace hin.

The rossille existence of a Charles Timothy is taken
from McHirtrie (A History of Printing, 326), although
if Charles was invclved in the business it was in the
capacity of a =silent partner, a role that would have

been similar tc Saruel Green's in New London.

The Timcthy's uere responsible for 410 (88.7%) of the
462 imprints and newspapers printed in Charlestown fron
1733 to 1783. The cnly other major Charlestcn printer
was Rchkert Wells (1728-1794), who opened shop in 1758.
While Wells printed, a very larqge, if not raramount,
part of his bktsiness was bookselling. See Robert M.
Weir, “The Newspaper Press in the Southern Colonies,"
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in Bernard Bailyn and John B. Hench, eds., The Press in
the Aperican Revcluticn {Wcrcester,. 1980), 103-105. See
also, Christcpher Gould, "Roltert Wells, Colcnial
Charlestcn Printer,n Scuth Carclina Historical
Magazine, LXXIX {1S78), 23-u49.

The exact number and progcrticn of southerr colonial
imprints (excluding newsgpapers) by locaticn for the
1682-1783 period is as followus:

Iocation No. Pct.
Williamsbrrg 468 26.1
Annagolis 417 23.2
Charlestcn 357 19. ¢
Baltimore 234 13.0
Savannah 127 7.1
New Bern 116 6.
Richmond 44 2.5

Totals 1,763 98.2 %

All New Bern, North Carolina imprints are the work of
James DLavis (1721-1785). <The vast majority of the
Savannab, Georgia ipmprints are the work of Janmes
Jchnston (1738-18(8); «¢n a yearly basis, Jchnston was
responisiktle for 86.2 rercent of all Savannah
production. Both men were relative winners in the
demograrhic draw. See Robert N. Elliott, Jr., "James
Davis and the Eeginnings of the Newspaper in North
Carolina," North Carolina Bistorical Review, XLII
{1965), 1-20; Alexander A. lawrence, James Johnston:
Georgia's First Piinter (Savannah, 1956), TILcuglas C.
HcMurtrie, "picneer Printing in Georgia," Georgia
Historical Quarterly, XVI (1932), 77-113.

Leonard L. Lakarece, William B. Wilcox, et al., eds.,
The Parers of Eenjamin PFranklin (New Havenm, Conn.,
1959~ ), V, 18 (kereafter cited as Franklin Papers).

See Edward C. Papenfuse, In Pursuit of 2Prcfit: Ike
Apnnarclis  Merchant in the Fra of +the American
Revoluticn, 17€3-1€05 (Baltimore, 1975), 10-34.

Franklin Papers, 1IX, 3€3-3€4n.

The exact number and proporticn of imprints {excluding
newsrapers) by 1lccation in the Middle colonies (New
York, Pennsylvania, New Jersy, and Delaware) for the
1685-17€3 rperiod is as follous:



12.

13.

14.

15.

1€.

17.

18.
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Iocation No. Pct.
Philadelghia 4,899 58.2
New York 2,828 31.9
Germantowun 318 3.6
Lancaster 175 2.0
Wilmington 153 t.7
Trenton, X\.Jd. 88. 1.0
Furlingtcn, N.J. 86 1.0
Woodbridge, N.J. 86 1.0
Tctals 8,633 97.4
Gary B. Nash, fThe Urtan Crucible: Social Change,
Political Ccnsciousness, and the Origirs of the
American Revoluticn {(Cambridge, Mass., 198C), Chaps.

3-10.

Bradford mcved tc Yew York following his arrest and
subsequent acguittal <f£cr printing sediticus material.
See Alexander J. Wall, Jr., "William Bradford, Colonial
Printer -~ A Tercentenary Review," Proceedings of the
Americar Antigquarian Society, n.s., LXXIJII (1963),
361-384.

The wcrkirg arangerent between the Bradfords involved
printing with +the dual imprint designation of Andrew
Bradford in Philadelrhia and william Bradford in New
York.

Anna Janney TIeaArmond, Andrew Bradford: Colonial
Journalist (Newark, N.J., 1949y, 35-37.

Parker's often ccrrlex dealings with both Weyman and
Holt are thorouqhly treated by Beverly McAnear, "James
Parker versus Jchr Holt," Proceedirgs of the New Jersey
Historical Society, 1IX (1941), 77-S5, 1S8-212; and
"James Farker versus William Weyman," ikid., 1IX
{1941%), 1-23. <rarker was alsc arrointed postmaster of
New Haven in 1755, ard in 1757, Controller of the
postal service, an aprcintment which made %codbridge
the cite cf the certral pcst office of the «colonies.
Franklin Papers, VI, 113-114; Vi, 191-198.

For Franklin's rlars for the New Haven office, see
Franklin Eapers, V, 441-442,

For a gcod recent discussicn of the German 1language
press see Willi Paul Adans, "The Colonial
German-lanquage Press and the American Revclution," in
Bailyn ard Hench, e€ds., The Press and the American
Revoluticn, 151-228.
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ASSOCTIATIICNS

In January 1774 Isaiah Thormas issued the first nunker

of his Royal American Magazine. lLike most eighteerth-century

¥crks its title page kcre the npame of its printer. What
makes Thcmas' magazine special is the distriltution it
enjoyed. Belcw Thcras' name were 1listed sixteen other
printers, in locales stretching from Portsmcuth, New
Hampshire to Charlestcn, South Carolina, from whom the
magazine cculd be secured.[ 1] By eighteenth-century
standards, this constittted an immense distributicn network.
How did Thomas assertle it? The mcst eccnomical explanation
would be that ke wrcte to these, and perhaps othexr, printers
in the cclcries offering his nagazine for sale. Eut such an
exrlanaticn £till leaves tte questicr: Why did Thcras choose
these sixteen tradesmen and not cthers? Why Rotert Wells in
Charleston and not Peter Timothy? Why Jchn Holt ard not Hugh
Gaine or James Rivington in New York? Why the Bradfords in
Philadelphia rather than Hall and Sellers? As Thoras himself
informed his readers, "new wcrks, of whatever kind they may
ke, can hardly ke expected to arrive at perfection on a

sudden."[ 2] While referring tc the content of his magazine

122
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his werds might well te applied tc the way in which this
netwcrk of sellers was ccrpiled. For wheﬁ we lock tehind the
names we see that a host of associations already existed
among these rfarticular +tradesmen. It is a crucial clue to
the underlying structtre of the early American fpress.

Only twenty-five years o0ld in 1774, entering tke +trade
as an argprentice at the age of six, Thomas had spent
virtvally his entire life in printing.[3] By 1774 he had
werked for cr with fctvr cf the sixteen printers sho were to
sell his naqgazine: TLaniel Fowle, Henry Walter Tinges, Robert
Hells, and <Charles <Crouch. Cf the remaining twelve, four
printed in tcwns we kncw Thormas at one time <c¢r another
visited. On a trip tc the Southern colcnies in 1767, Thomas
stopped at bcth Providence, where Jchn Carter was printing,
and Newport, where Samuel Hall was isx business.[ﬂj Oon his
return two years later, Thomas stopped again in Newport
where Sclcmon Southwick had orened shop. Hence, Thomas had
rrokably met Carter, bcth Halls, and Southwick tefcre 1774.
Moreover, Thcmas recounted that on his way tack to Neﬁ
England he visited "several of the southern cclcnies," which
may well have included Maryland, where Anne Greer, another
seller, was rrinting, and possikly even Pennsylvania, where
Thcmas and William Eradford were in business in
Philadelphia.[5)]

As far as we know, hcwever, Thomas pcssessed no direct
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connection with eight of +the sixteen printers. Of these
eight, however, four -- Thcmas, Sanmuel, 'Timothy, and Anne
Green -—- were members of the Green family, and a fifth,
Elenezer Watscr tad prirted in partnership with Thcmas Green
in Hartfcrd. Thcmas Green, moreover, had printed with Jchn
Heclt, another seller, at New Haven. And with the third issue
of the &ragazine, William Goddard was added tc the list of
sellers; Goédard had served his aprrenticeship with both
Thcmas Green and Johr Hclt in New Haven, and later printed
in rpartnership with Hclt in New York. Thus six of the
sixteen <csellers were associated with each cther through
their own farilial and professional ties. An association
with any cne cf these tradesmen would have brought Thomas arn
association, alteit once removed, with the others. Yet there
is no evidence that Thcmas knew any of these tradesmen.
Neither was any association of his in turn associated with
any of +these +tradesmen directly. Still, casting our net a
Jittle wider reveals a protable link.

Daniel Fcwle, whc in addition to having emglcyed Thomaé
was the brocther of Thcmas' master, Zechariah Fowle, had
served his «c¢wn aprrenticeship with Samuel Kneeland and
Timothy Green IX. Thcmas Green had served fart of his
arprenticeship with Tirmcthy Green IT as had Samuel and
TIimothy Green 1III. When Fowle was an afpprentice, moreover,

Jcnas Green worked for Samuel Kneeland and Timothy Green II.
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Anne Green was Jonas Green's widcw, and sc Thomas possessed
an associaticn wuith hexr. Thus, through TFowle, 1Thomas was
lirked -- although twice removed -- with all f<cur Green
sellers. In scnpe fashicr cr arother, therefore -- directly,
at second hapd, or at third tand -- ali of the particular

tradesmen whc scld the Koyal American Magazine, except the

Bradfords, can Le 1lirked to Thcmas Lefore the magazine
arpeared.

Can we assume that the +tradesmen who sold Thomas!
ragazine did sc becavse cf tkese pre-existing asscciations?
More to the tcint, can we assume that Thomas selected these
narticular rrinters tecause c¢f his links to them and the
associations they in turn possessed? Several things suggest
the validity of such an assunpticn. Fcr one, there is the
fact that, as we saw with Franklin and Parker, associations
fcrmed the tasis c¢n which pecprle mcved in the trade. With
Franklin, toc, we saw Eoor Richard's Almanac move along
associaticnal 1lines. Here we seem to be seeing the sanme
thing, and what differences exist seem to be differences of
degree, nct c¢f kind. Fer arother, we must realize that
cclcnial Americans did not enjoy instantaneous cormunication
or rapid transportaticn. Both vwere difficult and slow by
rcdern standards. While +this ccmes as no surprise, it

carries important inmplicaticns for the way %€ view any

Foctential range of human interaction. If communication was
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largely face-to-face -- and what 1little we kncw about it
suggests that this was rrckably tte casé -- then we might
well 1reascn that written cémmunicaticn without a common
intermediary wculd ke the excerticn. Moreover, bvusiness in
this pre-modein scciety was rrotably conducted Lty men who
knew each other, again, a suggesticn frcm what very 1little
historians actually know. Certainly no institutional
structures existed tc¢ nrinimize risk, thus perscnal'knowledge
of one's business associates —-- even 1if once or twice
removed -- wculd have acded a degree of insurance +to any
venture. Botk factors probably helped to nmake business
conservative bty nature.l6] Applied to the mattexr at hand, we
might well reason that if Thomas' magazine had pct followed
asscciational lines it would have been a departure from what
historians assume to hzve teen tte nore, and scrthing of an
innovation. While we might easily accept an inovation by one

man, here sixteen were invclved.

Associations among printers can be divided into tué
general +types. The first, which can ke termed wciking trade
associations, are those formal and guasi-formal trade ties
between individuals such as arprenticeships, journeyman
erplcyments, and partnershirs. Associations between
individuals who =shared the <came status, such as fellow

apprentices cr employees, alsc fall into this category. The

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



127

second dgeneral +tyre «c¢f association is familial, a kinship
tie Fetween tradesmen. Cbvicusly the tvb often overlapped
but tradesmen held kin ties with each other in the aksence
of working asscciations. Johmn TCrarer, for example, never
printed with Samuel Kneeland or Timothy Green II, yet all
three were kinsmen.

Each type of association has both pratical and
ccnceptual prcklems. With respect to the latter, in what
fcllows nc distincticr ¥%ill ke made among kinship
asscciaticns as to degree or clcsenmess. Consanguineal and
affinal relaticnships are treated equally. Thus a brother
and a «cousin are «categorized 1in the same way. While
admittedly an oversimplification of Xxinship, only in the
brcadest way are mcst kin relaticnshigs known. But if the
protability that different kin relationships carriéd with
them social tcnds of different strengths is obscured, we can
still see tke dimensicns cf kinship asscciation within the
trade.

Formal trade asscciations rose a scmewhat different
problem. The examgle c¢f Thcras' magazine indicated that
ccnsidering direct, c¢r ‘“primary," associations was not
sufficient tc¢ 1link ttre sellers to Thomas. looking at
associations ‘cnce remcved, or "secondary" links, revealed a
wider and mcre enccrpassing web cf trade ties. But it was

cnly with the additicn of "tertiary" 1links -- ascsociations
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tuice removed from Thcmas --— that the explicit distribution

network of the Rcyal American Magazine {(the sellers) coculd

te construed 1in asscciational terms. In sum, asscciational

ties seem to extend tc the third degree, that is, to
¢ tag-friend-of-a-friend-cf-a-frierd." In the 1larngauge of
formal network analysis, tle ccncept invclves what is called
"reachability."[7] Tle subject itself raises a whcle set of

theoretical issues.

L e o o S

There is a large literature in sociclegy, anthrorology,
? and geoqgraphy dealing with network analysis.[8] As might be
expected the central issues are cpes c¢f defipnition (what
ccnstitutes a "netwcrk") and measurement (size, density,
compactness, reachatkility, etc.). Essentially, a network is
defined as the lines of irteracticn within a "sccial field."
Hcw cne defines the actors, the interactions, and the social
field is the name <¢f the garme. In reality, the whole of a
society is the "social field," all it members +the actors,
and all interacticns the lines of the network. But clearly
this is beycnd or capakility to ccmprehend. We car, however;
view the e€arly Armerican press as a partial mnetwork within
the total netwcrk of cclonial scciety.[9] In these terms, we
can consider the trade alone to constitute a sccial field
vhose bounéaries are linited ty the very fact of membership.
Within this field lie actors (printers) whose interactions

hint at the lirkages ltetween them. The field can te viewed
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as a whole, cr it can be viewed fron the stance of a single
actor in which tte £ield is a ccmplex of individual
networks. There 1is, therefore, a distincticn to ke made
between the retwork and its networks, reflecting the
apalytical rerspective being employed. The totality of the
interaction within the social field, however de<fined, is the
lerger network (singular): individwals posséss networks
{rlural) within it. Here we will deal with both.

Figure £.Y presents a stylized view of how the trade
can be seer as both a network and an assentlage of
individual retwcrks. Fiqure 5.1A depicts the "social field"
{the _trade) and its rerter-actors (printers). Interaction
arong the menters, defined as wcrking trade associations, is
rresented ipn TFigure E. 1B, the interacticn or 1lirks between
nenbers beirc indicated by connecting lines. Each memter has
ar individuel network which can include none or all of the
cther actcrs in the field. Limiting ourselves to the
individual fcr the rncment, we can see the degrees of
associational ties. If we consider that the ccnnectioné
depicted inm Fiqure £.1B are direct, primary, associations,
then we can see how csecondary and tertiary 1linkages are
formed in Fiqure 5.1C. Fcllcwing the course of the linkages
frcm "Ego,"  we can see that through three primary
associations, Ego acquires two seccndary and five tertiary

associaticns. The individual network here is "“egqo-centric,"
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and the flow cf the network is ornly one way -- outward from
Fqo. But all members of Ego's individuvual netusork have
networks c¢f their cwr. The mesh of all these is impossitle
tc depict grarphically. Yet it is precisely this obvious
ccmplexity which netwcrk analysis attempts to simplify.
Behind the noticns of primary, seccndary, and tertiary
linkages are, cf course, very real associations. Figure 5.2
illustrates the way in which actual working trade
associaticns can be ccnstrued in these terms. Degicted here
is a simple bkyrothetical fpartnership ard a partial summary
of the asscciaticnal ties which wculd be invclved. Ego
fossesses three rrismary associations: with his master, his
partner, and his aprrentice; as well as secondary
associations with his rartner's master and his own master's
fcrmer apprentice. Egc [Fpossesses And tky virtue of these,
five tertiary associations, one through his master's former
appreﬁtice {a partner), and four others through his
Fartner's master {(a raster, a partner, an apprentice, and a
jcurneyman). Again, it is impossible to depict all the
associations involved in even this simrle example. But it is
the perspective and the vocabulary of network analysis that

are the pcint.

%
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Figure 5.2
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The fundarental featire cf association withir the early
Arerican press was 1its extracrdinary extent. Table £.1
Fresents a stnpmary of +the mean number of working trade
associaticns for ©prirters with known associatiors.[10] The
average printer in the colonies befcre 1783 had tuo or three
direct, frimary, associates during his career. These were
likely to include his own master {if his apprenticeship was
completed in the <c¢clonies), a rartner, and perhaps a
journeyman or an agprentice. Secondary associations were
mcre numnercus. CLuring a career the average rrinter could
expect to have an average cf four discrete secondary
associates, that 1is, associates cnce removed. The range of
full primary tc tertiary associations the average printer
possessed - in the rfperiod before 1783 was comnsiderably
greater. On tke averace early Armerican ©printers écguired
eighteen discrete Erimary, secgondary, and tertiary
associaticns with other printers in the ccurse of a career.
And the sitvatich changed with time. A printer entering the
trade prior tc 1750 wculd acquire an average of tuenty-threé
associates dquring the ccurse of a career, while cre entering
the trade after 1751 wculd acquire cnly about fifteen.[11]
The difference, as we shall see, was a functicn of trade

grovth.
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Table 5.1
? Mean Nunters of Ciscrete Working Trade Associations

f Anong Printers, 1639-1783

1€39-1783 1639- 1750 1751-1783

Mean No. Primary

Associations 2.8 3.8 2.6
Mean No. Secondary

Associations 5.2 7.7 q_1
Mean No. Frimary,

Seccndary, and
Tertiary Asscciations 17.6 23.3 14.8
Samgple Size {z11) (69) {14 2)

Notes: Pigures exclude S4 printers with no knowr working
trade associations. Source: Trroscrcgraphy described in
Appendix 1.

It ié irportant tc¢ recognize the strengths and
we€aknesses ctf these numbers. They are, c¢f course,
incomplete. Urrecordec¢ aprrenticeshkirs, employments, or even
partnerships are lost forever. The numkers, therefore, are
minimums. The average Efrinter could have had more
assoclations, Lkut he could not have had less. Time also
constitutes a limit. Because mcre men entered the trade in
the later vyears of thke reriod, associations they may have
acquired after 1783 are nct reflected in these numbers.
Still, the general =similarity between the associational
experiences cf rrinters who began their careers before 1750

and those whc entered the trade after 1751 suggests that the

2
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? broad dimersicrs of asscciaticn are captured for the entire
trade. Keep ir rind that the averages preserted do not
represent the numbers of associations a printer pcssessed at
any given pfpcint in tire, but rather the number he could
r expect to acgqguire in the <c¢course of his career. Because
associations were curulative, tradesmen in the later stages
of their careers would have ncre seccndary and tertiary
associations than they would at +the outset of their
activity. Lcrgevity ir the trade, therefore, led to
increased nunters of +trade associations, although the ebb
and flow of tradesmen kept the absclute ntnbers of
associates ary man possessed within finite limits.

The seccnd majcr type of +trade associaticn, kinship,
was enjoyed ty a sulstantial mincrity cf tradesmen. In the
pericd frcr 1639 to 17€3, fully 40 percent (106 of 265) of
all printers had kir active in the trade during the course
of their own careers. The average printer with kinr had six
kinsmen whose tenure in the trade «cverlapped with his
own.[ 1271 Over time, tlke numbers changed very 1little. For
printers active in the years frcr 1639 to 1750, those with
kin could expect to have just over six other kin in the
trade in their 1lifetime. After 1750 the nunker increased
slightly, to rcughly seven kin. Befcre 1750, the six kin the
average kir-ccnnected ¢frrinter possessed amounted to 8

rercent of all printers. In the later period, the seven kin
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represented jvst wunder 3 percent of all printers in the

; cclcnies, a Géror reflecting the dirinishing weight of the

% New¥ England trade and the increasing contribution of the

g Middle cclcnies tc the larger pcpulation of printers.

| The nunmker of wecrking trade associations +the average
rrinter rpossessed was limited by size of the trade. Hence,
because tle rnumber <¢f printers increased over time,
associations nmtst e seen in the ccntext of an ever larger
trade. The average printer possessed associations with 10.6
percent of all othker printers during his career. Of those
printers with any asscciations, the number was 13.: percent.
This iével of irdividual "imbeddedness" in the trede changed
sukstantially in the cctrse of the cclomial period, the
general trerd matching the grcwing trade and moving toward
an increasingly 1lower level <c¢f imbeddedness. Table 5.2
displays the mean rumber of associates and the degree of
individual ickeddedness fcr printers entering the +trade in
twventy-year reriods. Frinters who entered before the second
quarter of the eighteenth century were associated with
arproximatly 20 percent of all other printers in the course
of their careers. After 1725 the proportion began to drop.

inter

R .
By thke third gquarter c¢f the century the averag

LI 49855 -8 —-m - LT - -

(D
aJ
]

Fcssessed formal trade comnecticns with cnly atout 5 percent

cf the trade at large.
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Table 5.2
Mean Individual Network Imbeddedness Arong Printers,

Ey Twenty-Year Cochorts, 1639-1783

Mean Mean
Period ¥o. of Prinmary, Individual
Secondary, and Tertiary Imbeddedress
Associates
Thru 1683 £.6 20.1 {(10)
1684~1703 11.6 22.9 {10)
1704-1723 19.3 20.5 {15)
1724--1743 22.2 16.8 (32)
1744-1763 21.9 3.1 {65)
17€4-178€3 8.4 5.5 {133)
1639-1783 14.0 10.6 {265)

Nctes: Cohorts designate groups c¢f printers entering the
trade in specific pericds. Sample sizes are parenthetically
erclosed. Individual irkeddedness represents the rpercentage
of all possiktle printers %ith whcm any individual could have
been associated in the course of a career.

To scme e€xtent, this decline can be acccunted £for by
time itself. The lcnger any rprinter stayed in the trade the
more associaticns he wculd acquire, yet the larger the trade
grew, the 1lcwer his individual imbeddedness would be.[ 13]
The relaticnship, however, is even more subtle. The trade in

the Middle and Southernm c¢clcnies was essentially an

eighteentk-centvry rhercmeron, and so contributes ever-more
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heavily to the overall =statistics. But trade activity in
bcth regions xas shorter than it was in New Englarnd. In the
Southern cclcries, fcr exarrle, the =shorter stay in the
trade was, as vwe have seen, due to a poor collective
demographic exrerience. The <cshcrter activity, in turn,
depressed imkteddeness. As a result, the Scuthern trade wuas
less imbedded than the trade in either the Middle colonies
or New England; and tite Middle cclcnies trade less inmkedded
than ¥ew Ergland.

Table 5.3 presents a sumpary of associations and
ipdividual inmteddedness for printers tky region. Among New
England vc¢rinters +there vas a fronotnced tendency to
associate within the regior. On the average a New England
printer enjoyed asscciaticns with over 34 percert of all
cther printers in his region. W®hile his asscciational
netvwork extended intc toth the Middle and the Southern
colonies, these exterral ties 1inked him tc less than 10
Fercent of the porulaticn of rrinters in those regions,
ILepresenting a ratic cf intra- to inter—regionai
inteddedness of cver 4 to t. In contrast, printers in the
Middle cclonies pcssessed inter-regional associations in
greater propcrtion than printers elsewhere. While the
average rrinter bhere was lirked to nearly a quarter of all
other printers in his regqion, the ratio of intra- to

inter-regioral imbeddedness was 2 to . Printers in the
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south were lirked tc a little more tham 12 percent of their
fellcw scutiern printers and crnly 'a slightly smaller
propcrtion of printers in the other two regidns.
Table 5.3
Mean Numbers of Associatioms and
Individual Trade Inteddedness Amcng Prirnters,

By Eegion, 163S-1783

Neuw England Middle Southern Kultiple
Colcnies Cclonies Fegions
Primary 2.9 2.5 1.9 5.0
Secondary 5.3 4.9 2.9 9.8
Full 18.2 t7.0 10. 4 28.3
Kin 4.9 .8 2.2 2.0
Full Trade .
Inkeddedness 15.3 12.2 7.7 23.2
New England
Irbeddedness 34.4 11.5 8.3 21.7
Middle Cgls.
Inkeddedness 8.8 24 .0 9.9 248.5
Scuthern Cols.
Inbeddedness 7.1 12. € 12.7 15.3
Mean
Duration of
Activity 18. € 16 .4 t13.86 20.8
{Years)
Sample Size 93 60 36 22

Notes: Sauple includes only those printers sith known
associaticns. Multirle regicnal activity 3includes those
tradesmen who printed irn more than cne region. Of the 22 who
did, 5 were active in New Ergland and the Middle colonies,

i
L
2
L
.
i
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t1 printed ir the Middle and Southern colonies, and 6
printed in all three regions. Primary = numker of discrete
primary associations; Seccndary = nunber of Discrete
seccndary asscciaticns; Full = total number cf discrete
primary, seccndéary, andé tertiary asssociations. Irkeddedness
reflects the rercentage of all other rossible rrinters with
whom an individual Erinter ®as associated. source:
prosopograrhy described in Appendix 1.

Two things accourt for these regicral differences in
associational tendencies. The first is the furdamentally
different derncyraphic exreriences cf the trade in the three
regicns, a factor +wikich carnrct be overstated. Frinters in
the Southerm cclcnies, again, simply did not survive 1long
enough to acquire asscciaticnal ties in any number. Printers
in New England enjoyed longer «careers and hence acquired
mcre associates. The second 1is the difference in trade
styles. The New England trade was farilial and, as such,
engendered a tendency to stay in New England. Families
remained families by =staying close tc hcme. There were
exceptions, btt in gemeral printers in New Englard remained
ir the reqicn despite the shortage of printers elsewhere. In
the Middle cclcnies, where the prcfessicnal style of trade
behavior was mcst prcnounced, the tendency to asscciate with
non-farilial wnen Yoth within and without the region gave
printers sukstantially hiqher degrees of inter-regiocnal
irbeddedness. The ¥kind of farilial Yonds which kept
surviving rrinters close to hcme in New Englan¢ did not

exist in the Middle cclcnies tc the same degree. The gemneral

effect was tte acquisition of assocjiations with printers in
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cther locales. Inter-regicnal geographic movement within the
trade was lipited, tut shat litfle there was flowed south,
and nostly cut of the Fiddle cclonies.

The tasic regicnal Fatterns did not change
substantially c¢ver time. The general trend in all three
areas was toward lover Jlevels <c¢f individual imleddedness,
rut intra-reqgicnal incéividual imbeddedness continued to show
the effects of the rarticular regional styles, as Table 5.4
Teveals.

Table £.4
Mean Individual Network Imbeddedness Among Prirnters,
By Twenty-Year Cohcrts, By Regicn, 1639~1783
New England Middle Southern Multiple

Eeriod Cclonies Colcnies Regions

Thru 1683 74.1 (8) - - -

1684-1703  €6.5 (5) 60.1 (2) - -

1704-1723 49.5 (8) €3.1 (2) - 31.3 (2)
1724-1743  44.3 (9) 32.8 (11) 10.7 (7) 46.8 (2)
1744-1763  2z.1 (23) 3c.1 (16) 1.5 (9) 17.1  (6)

1764-1783 16.

(o]

{4¢C) 12.3 (29) 9.0 (20) 9.9 (12)

Notes: Cohorts designate groups c¢f printers entering the
trade in specific pericds. Sarrle sizes are parenthetically
enclosed. Individual irteddedness represents the rpercentage
of all possikle prirters with whcm any individual could have
been associated in the course of a career. Sanmple includes
crly those printers with known associations. Multiple
reqgional activity includes those tradesmen who rrinted in
mcre than cne region. Inkeddedness reflects the fercentage
of all other rfpossible printers with whom an individual
printer was associated. Scurce: rrcsopoqgraphy described in
Arpendix 1.
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In all three regicns a single, ltasic patterr existed.
After the trade was established, intra-régional inteddedness
Icse rapidly, reaked, ard then declined as wmore printers
entexed the trade. The dynarics of this pattern reflect a
two-step rrocess. The first, which covered roughly the first
generaticn o¢r two of printing in each region, was tied to
the fundamental process of trade growth: surviving printers
trained new men. During this iritial stage both tle trainers
and the traine¢ would have high levels of imleddedness
tecause c¢f the 1limited number of printers. In the second
stage, the «ccntinsvaticn of the +training Fprocess would
increase ttke ropulaticn of printers and diminish the general
level of individual irteddedness. Very simrly, the
Fcpulation <¢f ©printers would kecome larger than the numker
of associates any one prirter cculd conceivably acquire. At
this point, +the 1level of 3individual imbeddedness -- and
sfpecifically, its rate of decline -- would Lecome more
dependent cn the dorircant style of trade behavicr %ithin the
region than cn the nattre cf trade growth. In New England;
the dcminant familial style kept rrinters in the region and
with this, enhanced tle chances of acquiring intra-regional
associations. In the HMiddle cclcnies, where the prcfessional
style was rore prcncunced, the general effect was to
decrease the cltances cf irdividual regicnal ties.

As we shift frcm the individual tc the larger network,
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We Tequire a conconmmitant change in measurement. Individual
irbeddedness tecomes a matter cf network'density, that 1is,
the degree tc which ccnnections existed amor¢ network
members at any rcint in time. Mcre specifically, "density"
is the extent to which all possible linkages wuithin the
entire netwcrik were active at any given time, always
realizing that ‘"active" by the definitions adopted says
ncthing akout tvse but crly linkages. A density of 2zero would
irdicate a totally imnactive network, a demnsity cf 100 one in
which all fcssible 1links were active.[14] Tc see how
ccnnected, or how dense, the trade actually was at
particular gcints in time, we can lock at the total network
of printers throcugh «c¢ne, c¢r any number, of time-defined
"windows." Figtre 5.3 depicts the general course cf network
density +thrcugh such windows spaced at five-year intervals

from 1700 to 1780.
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Piqure 5.3

Network Density Among Printers, 1700-178C

LEVEL
8

3 1 j— i l
9 3702 RZE 720 IVEY 1742 V) 1792 1775 sren

TIME

Nctes: Figures represent netwecrk density calculated at 5
vyear intervals fror 1700 to 1780. Fcr measures se€€ note 14,
Source: proscgcgraghy described in Appendix 1.

Again the tasic pattern is clear. Network density rose
rapidly in the first two decades of the eighteenth century,
peaked at a level where nearly 60 rercent c¢f all printers in
the Anmericar cc¢lcries were associated with each cther, and
then declined steadily to the end of fhe period. The general
shape of the curve arrrcximates what Darrett B. Rutman has
stggested wculd ke the essential features of association

within new <ccmmunities. "The <ettlement process," he has
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written, {(and for which we can read the grcwth c¢f the trade)
"would be marked by +tke rafid arpearance of a3 few nodal
Fcints and relatively dense networks."[15] Reading printers
for nodal gcints, the analogy beccmes clear. Rutmam goes on
to say, taking his lead frcm network analysis im sociology,
that the decline in density right reflect a diffusion
brought on by rodernizaticn. The decline in the density of
the early Arerican rress, hovwever, +was fundarzentally a
function cf the size of the trade, which increased as the
process of training, working, and printing in association
continued.

A general diffusicr of individual networks did, of
ccurse, accompany tte growth cf the trade. As the ropulation
cf pripters gres%, sc too did the number of individual
associational mnetwcrks. Across town, frcm town to to#n, from
cclony to c¢clony, ané fron region to region, the
associations tradesmen acquired formed linkages within the
trade. Cumulatively, individual netwcrks formed two major
regional «clusters, cre in Nev England, the other in Middlé
cclcnies, which ccanprised the skeletal cuperstructure of the
larger trade. The virtually identical levels of intra- and
irter-regicnal imbeddeness in the Southern colonies, in
contrast, did rot lead to the forrmation of any clearly
defined reqgicnal cltster. Each region possessed certain

features as we have seen. In New England, individual
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networks ccmkined tc rake the regiocmnal 'network relatively
tight-knit, with rrcroertionally few ties to the Middle and
Scuthern cclcnies. 1Tke regicral network of the Middle
cclcries Was, in contrast, more permeatkle, with

proportionally mcre ties to the other regions.

Thusfar, vwe have rresumed that associations were both
unifcrmly Fcsitive and active. Clearly this was not
irevitably the case. Scre associations were not always, or
even ever, used. Still cthers were nct positive. Aprrentices
ran away and partnerships were dissolved. But ir gemneral,
associaticns vwere not undertaken lightly, and a ccnnection,

once made, was strorng. Recall Franklin's experience with his

first partner, Hugh Meredith. We saw then hcw Franklin

: ccntinued the asscociation in spite cf it detrimental
effects. And it is not only Franklin vwhose experience
reveals the strength cf prcfessiénal trade ties. W®hile 1in
the Southern cclonies im 1769, Isaiah Thomas frroposed a
partnership tc Adam Boyd, a printer in Wilmington, Nortﬁ
Carolina. Bcyd more cr less pclitely declined, saying in
part that "ir Partnerships of any Kind FPeople shculd know
each other's Disrositions and Princirles very well before
they fornm that Ccnnection. I do not mean this in any other
Light than that We are Strangers to each other and I dare

say you would dislike me as sccn as I would You."[ 16]

i
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Boyd forcefully exrressed the view that associations
Were to be rade carefully. But as wé savw with Franklin,
there were different kinds of associaticns, different kinds
of ties. Early American grinters rarely said what Boyd did;
ipd=ed, they rarely =said anything at all atout their
ccnnections. There 1is one excepticn which deserves special
ncte for it reveals nct only the strength and range of
associatiéns, but alsc the very fact that comnections among
tradesmen lound them tcgether. In Fekruary 1778, John Holt
Wwiote to William Goddard in answer to a request frcm Goddard
atout the advisability cf putlishing an attack on
Frarklin.{17] In respcnse, Hclt offered his cwr attack on
Franklin and cn Frarklir's political loyalty. The details of
Hclt's attack are less impcrtant here than the asscciational
rasis of both Hclt's and Goddard's feelings.' Holt,
especially, distrusted Franklin as one who always acted for
the Dbenefit cf himself,. his family, and his friends.
Moreover, the trade exreriences c¢f both Hclt ard Goddard
help tc exrlain not orly why Hclt was writing to Gceddard iﬁ
the £first fglace, tut also why Gcddard was conterplating an
attack on Frarklin in the first place, and why Holt thought
Franklin put +tlhe irnterests cf family and frierds before
anything else. All 1ir ccmbination, the story offers a
telling view of the values which rrinters implicitly placed

on the associations ttey had.
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In 1778 koth Hclt and Goddard had been in the trade for
twenty-five years. Hclt had begun his career in 1754 at
Wcodbridge, New Jersey under the ausprices of James Parker at
Franklin's teltest. Frcm Wcodtridge, Hclt went or to manage
Parkert's rrinting office at New Haven, an operaticn Franklin
had intended «c¢rginally for his rephew Benjamin Mecom. But
when both Meccr and Frarklin's cther nephew, James Franklin,
Jr., declined the cffice, Parker tcck it on. It was also in
New Haven that Gegddard tegan his career. Appenticed to James
Parker in 1755, Gcddaxré actually wcrked for Hclt and Thomas
Green at New Haven <sirce Parker remained in Wcodbridge.
Gecddard stayed in New Haven until 1758, when he went to
finish his arrrenticeshipr in Parker's New York shop. Holt
left New Haven in 1760, also going to New York where he
assumed the management cf Parkert's office, and Holt and
Gcddard were reunited. Goddard stayed in New York until
1762, when he went +tc¢ Providence to begin business for
himself. Thts frcm 1755 to 1762, fHclt and Geddard worked
tcgether for all bkut two years.

Eolt and Gecddard resumed their asscciation triefly in
17€5 when Gccécéard came to New Ycrk.[ 18] Holt haé ended his
arrangement with Parker in 1762 and durirng the time Goddard
¥as in New Ycrk, he rrinted with Hclt. In the sumrcer of 1766
Gcddard moved to Philadelgrhia where he set up business and

establihsed tte Pennsylvania Chrcnicle. From 17€6 to 177%
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Gcddard was in Philadelphia and Hclt in VNew York, Etut
neither &ran 1emained citside the Franklih sthere. Goddard's
partners in the Pennsylvania Chronicle, Thomas Wharton and
Jcseph Galloway, Were Frarklin associates: indeed Galloway
was Franklin's chief gfpclitical ally in Pennsylvania.['9]
Bclt remained inside the Franklin ﬁeh ty virtue of a running
tattle over detts with his <¢1d mentor Parker, perhaps
Frarklin's mcst +trtsted trade tie next to David Hall. Both
associations, Helt's and Parker's and Goddard's and
Gallcway's, erupted in all-out fights of which Franklin was
alwass and ccrsistertly avware.[20] The Holt-Parker imbroglio
continued even after Farker's death in 1770. Goddard's and
Galloway's, which invclved money and politics, spilled over
intermittently into pultlic view ard ended only when Goddard
left Philadelrtia for Baltimore in 1775.

On anctker frcnt, the post office, Goddard felt the
Franklin touch directly, and it was rrotakly this that
prcmpted him to attack Franklin himself. Franklin had
ccntrolled tke rostal systenr since 1753, dealing out
rcstmasterships to friends and associates, and witt them a
ccopetitive edge in the trade. In 1774 Goddard began to
organize a "ccnstituticral post office”" which wculd supplant
the existing PRritish system. After a year of travelling,
establishing ccrntacts, and setting up rouvtes, Godéard took

his scheme to tke Ccntirental Ccngress for sancticn, only to
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be rebuffed, largely as a result cf Gallcway's efforts.[21)]
The Second Ccntinertal Congress adoptéd the system ftut
arpointed Frarklin, nct Goddard, postmaster. Nor was
Gcddard, for all his work, awarded even the seccnd-ranking
pcsition c¢f «ccntroller. Franklin gave this to his
scn-in-law, FKichard Eache, and the rather menial post of
inspector to Gcddard.[227 For over two decades, therefore,
Gcddard bad worked fcr, competed with, and fought agaimst
Frapklin's relatives, friends, and associates both in and
out of vprirting. He kad learned the rower of the Franklin
srhere and cculd certainly feel embittered.

Holt had strvived his associations with the Franklin
sphere relatively unscathed. But Holt still rmistrusted
Franklin. Yet for every reason he gave to justify Goddard's
attack, he cffered ancther why the attack would le unwise.
Ore cf the latter invclved a brush Goddard had with the Whig
Club of Baltincre over a suppcsedly ircnical piece Goddard

had published in the Faryland Journal.[23] Holt reported

that bhis and Gecddard's "friends" thought the giece open té
ncre than one interrretation. The substance of the argument
is less imrpcrtant +than the fact that Gcddard's and Holt's
associations, their "friends, were involved. And among the
friénds were Thomas CGreen, with whcm both Holt ard Goddarad
bad worked twenty vears before, and Eleazer Oswald, who had

pmarried Holt's dauglter and with whcr Gecddard would later
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form a partnership.

In c¢losirg, Hclt exrpressed relucfance at beconing
irveclved directly in Gcddard's attack, and he wert to great
rains to tell Gcddard =rot +tc¢ dirplicate bhim. "If it be
supposed, Holt wrote, "that I have had the least Share or
Ccncern in, cr even teen privy to your Attack . . . it will
weaken tke Effects of it, and lock like a combination." Yet
at the same time that Hclt was telling Gecddard not to
pention his rame, ke revealed what bcund him to Goddard.
"Your long Residence ir my Famrily, your Comnnectior with nme,
and the «ccmmocn Ccncern we bave had in many Matters of a
publick Nature, may natvrally ke surposed to have given you
a personal Krcwledce c¢f mcst cf the Matters relating to me
that it will be worth ycur while to mention."[ 24] Here, in
terms almost as Lklunt as Becyd's, was a statement of what
bcund these rrinters tcgether and moved them to act. Family
and friends. These were the principal bcnds among
eighteenth-century +tradesmen, ones which stced above

"Matters of a puvklick Nature.™

The values Holt expressed about associaticns and their
strength were very @puch like Franklin's of a half-century
befbre. Trade associations were tc be formed with care for
tkey ranked second cnly to family ties in importance. Below

these, at least to Holt, came pclitics. What Holt, Franklin,
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and Boyd =<=aid gives sukstance to the associations we have
seen in the trade at large. Families bouhd tradesmen, and
where families were mcst prcncunced, as in New Epngland, the
trade was rost self-contained. Where rrcfessional
ties -- connections -- uere dominant, as 1im the Middle
cclonies, the trade was mcst diffuse. Yet everywhere
tradesmen fpossessed associaticns in no small number. The
lcnger they strvived in the trade, the more they
accunulated. And it appears that tradesmem tcsed their
associations. Clearly Gcddard used his for advice and
ccunsel. Isaiah Thomas, toc, undoubtedly used his associates
in arranging the distributicm of his Royal American
Magazine, three of +vwhom it will be recalled, were Thomas
Green, John Bclt, and %illiam Gcddard. If Thomas! magazine
is any guide, we <can expect that printed works followed

retwork lines in the same way that ren and friendships did.
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The Royal American Magazine ({Ecston, 1774) was sold by
Daniel Fcwle {(Portsmouth, New Hampshire), Henry Walter
Tinges {Newburyrort, Massachusetts), Senuel and
Etenezer Fall {Salem), Jchn Carter (Providence, Rhode
Island), Sclomcn Scuthwick (Newport), Ebenezer Watson
{Hartford, Connecticut), Thcras and Samuel Green {New
Haven), Timothy Green ([New Lgondon), John Holt (New
York), Thcmas and William Eradford (Philadelrhia), Anne
Green {Annarolis, Maryland), Robert Wells ard Charles
Crouch (Charlestcn, South Carolina). With the third
issue in March 1774, +the name of William Gcddard
{Baltimore) was added. Thcras ccntinued tte magazine
until Jupe when he s0ld it tc Joseph Greeleaf, after
which +the imprint read simply "Printed ard Sold at
GREELEAF*S Printing-Office.

Rovyal American Magazine, Nc. 1 (Janvary, 1774), iii
{American Antiguvarian Society copy).

The details of Thcras' life are drawr mainly from his
own The History of Printing in America, Zznd., edn.,
Marcus A. McCcrison, e€4d. (1874; New 1York, 1972y,
154-170; and Isaiah Thomas, Three Autokicgraphical
Fragments (Worcester, Mass., 1972).

Samuel (1740-1807) and Eberezer {1749-1776) Hall +were
brothers and are treated tcgether. Bcth were rephews of
Daniel Fcwle, ard Thcmas' master, Zechariak Fowle. 1In
the alsence of a persomnal acquaintance betseen Thomas
and the Halls, tle kin ccnnection may well tave taken
its rplace.

i

Thomas, fHistory cf Printingq, 163.

Thomas C. Cochran, Business in American Life: A Histcry
{New York, 1972), esp., 19, 21=-22:; Alfred D. Chandler,
Jr., The Visible Hand: <The Managerial Revclution in
American Pusiness (Camkridce, Mass., 1$77), 15-48,
esp., 17-19. See alsc, Cochran, "Toward a Useful HModel
of Social cChange," in Gecrge Rogers Taylcr and Lucius
F. Ellswerth, e€ds., Approaches to American Econonmic
History ({Charlottesville, Va., 157%1), 50-62.

Norman E. Whitter, Jr. and Alvin %W. Wolfe, '"Newtork
Apalysis," in Jchn J. Honigmann, ed., Handbook of
Social axd Cultiral Arthropology ({Chicago, 1973y,
797-746. Tertiary or twice~removed associatioas are
generally seen as the limits of reachability. Linkages
of greater degree do not seem tc be operative.

The cnly general introduction to network analysis by a
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b historian is [Carrett B. Rutman, "Community Study,"
i Historical Metkcds XIII {1580) , 29-41; €SP,
N "Appendix," 37-39. Among the more useful works are
3 Peter Haggett and EFichard J. Chcrley, Network Analysis
3 in Gecgraohy {Iondon, 1969); Whitten and Wolfe,
L "Network Aralysis"; and Jeremy Eoissevain ané¢ J. Clyde
; Mitchell, eds., Network Analysis: Studies in Hupap
Interaction (The Hague, 1573).

’ 9. These particular éefining characteristics are adopted

# from Alvin W. Wclfe, "Cn Structtral Comgparisons of

: Netwerks,® Canadian Review of Sociolcqy and
Anthropclogy IV (1970), 22€-244, For a condensation,
see Whitten and Wclfe, "Network Analysis," 724, 735.

10. Fully 20% (54 cf 265) prinmters had no known vvorking
trade associaticrs. Asscciaticns and asscciates are
used syncnymously throughout. This usage obscures
different tyres c¢f vwcrking trade ties {for example, an
apprenticeship and a rfartnership) with the same
individual. The focus of the discussion, however, is
the range of different asscciates individuals
possessed.

t1. In one sense, these averages are ccnservative. Using a
C Mean, a neastre of central tendency for irdividuals
withinp urits, the average numker c¢f associations for
printers is as fclloss:

‘ C Mean
Primary 4.8
Secondary 11.6
Full 33.6

Full indicates tte full rarge of primary, <secondary,
and tertiary associates. See Daniel Scctt Smith,
"Averages for Units and Averages for Individuvals within
Units: A Note," Journal cf Family History, IV (1979),
84-86.

12. The C Mean of kin for printers in the 1639-17€3 period
was 12.7, again illustzrating the essentially
ccnservatise nattre of the numbers presented.

13. The correlation tetween individual imbeddedness in the
trade (the percentage of all printers active in the
course c¢f any tradesman's career wwith whcm he could
have been asscciated) and duraticn of activity in the
trade tc 1783 was .61 (r2 = .37, F = 157.5, Sign. =
.01).

i t4., Density is computed as {Na / Nt) x 100, where Na is the
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; number c¢f active 1linkages within the network, and Nt

B the purker cf potential lirkages. Nt is itself computed

as (N/2) x [N -1) wher2 N is the size (the pcpulation)

of the network. For a fuller discussion of this and

i other meastres see Rutman, "Ccmmunity Study," Appendix,

‘ 37-39; and Rudo Niemeijer, "Scme Arrlicatiors of the
Notion of Density to Network Analysis," in Eoissevian
and Mitchell, eds., Netwcrk Aralysis, 45-64.

15. Rutman, "“Ccmmunity Study," 34.

{6. Adam Boyd to Isaiah Thcmas, Dec. 2, 1769, Isaiah Thomas
Papers, Bex 1, Fclder 3, American Antiquarian Society,
Worcester.

17. -For a fullexr discussicn see Charles FWetherell, "'For
These <¢r Such Like Reasons:' Jchn Holt's nattack on
Benjarin Fraxklin," Proceedings of the American
Antiquarian Society, LXXXIXX (1978), 251-275.

18. Goddard's cnly ccmpetition in Khode Island was from a
Franklin family business, headed intitally by Ann
Franklin (169--17€3), and then by Sanruel Hall
{1740-1780) who married Anr Franklin's daughter, Sarah,
in 17€3, and ccntinued to print in Newport urtil 1768.

19. Thomas Wkarton (1735~1778) and Joseth Galloway
{1730-1803). Cn Franklin's relaticonship with Galloway,
see Eenjamin BHB. Kewccmb, Frapklin and Galloway: 2
Political Partnership (New Haven, 1972).

20. Holt's dispute with Parker is thorcughly treated in
Beverly McAnear, "James Parker versus Jchn Holt,"
Proceedings of tke New Jersey Historical Society, 1IX
(1841), 77-95, 1€8-212. Gecddard's dispute with Wharton
and Gallcway is treated in Ward L. Miner, Hilliam
Goddard, Newspapergan (Durhan, N.C., 1962), €5-103, and
in Goddard, The Eartmershir: or the History of the Rise
and Progress of the Pennsylvania Chronicle

{Philadelphia, 177C). Ancther attack on Galloway by

Goddard is A True and Faitkful Narrative (Philadelphia,

1771), to which Frankiin's response was: "I cast my eye

over Gcddard's attack against our ¥Friend Mr. Galloway

and 1it py Fire with it. I think such feeble malicicus

Attacks cannot hturt him." Franklin to William Franklin,

Jan. 30, 1772, Frarklin Parers, XIX, 51.

z1. Goddard's activities with the rfost office are well
treated in Miner, Hilliaw Goddard, 111-136.

22, Richard Bache (1737-1€14) nmarried Franklin's daughter
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Sarah {1747-1808).
23. See, Miner, William Goddard, 950-162.

P 24. Hetherell, "'For Tlese or Such lLike Reasons!," 274.
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CHAFTER SIX

CIFFUSICN

The diffvsion c¢f printed works in early America
generally fcllowed associaticnal 1lines. That movement,
hcwever, was extremely limited. Less than ten percent of all
cclcnial imprints were ever reprinted, and fewer still were
rrinted in more than cre rplace. Both the nature and extent
of trade ©bpetworks vworked tc¢ ririmize the intra- and
inter-regicnal flow cf the prir.ed word. The nature of the
diffusion prccess itself augmented the tendencies of trade
networks to lirit moverent. 211 in ccmbination reflected and
reinforced amn innate provincialiser o¢f the early American

Fress.

Two ltasic questicrns must te confronted before we can
assess the diffusilor cf the printed word. The first corcerns
the extent to which we might expect wcrks +o flow along
network lines, the =<second, how likely we are to see that
flow.

Both the general nature c¢f trade growth and tke extent
of 1individual netwcrks wculd lcgically affect the diffusion
cf printed scrks. As mcre and -more printers entered the

trade, more ard &mcre was fprinted. Yet as rproduction
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increased, bcth the cverall level cf netwcrk density and the
level of individual retwork imheddedneés declired. Simply
put, as the numker of vwcrks which ccnceivably could be moved
through networks increased, the <caracity of individual
networks to act as condvits decreased. As time friogressed,
becth the absclute size c¢f retwcrks amd the proportion of the
larger trade which retucrks represented declined. Thus we
might expect that the &nmovement of printed +works along
network lines would te proporticnally greater earlier, when
retwcrks uere larger and tradesmen more‘ imtedded, even
ttough less was being rrinted thkan in the later years.
Regicnal differences inm the +trade, and particularly
regional differences in individual imbeddedness, would also
affect moverment. In New England inter-regional network
inbeddedness was 1lcwer than it was in the Middle colonies.
Ccnsequently, we ought to expect fewer works to f£iow out of
New England than out of the Middle cclcnies, where
inter-regional imbeddedness was higher. Similarly, in all
regions, bttt esprecially in New England where intra—regionai
imbeddedness was highest, we can expect the flcw cf printed
wcrks to be low for the sirple reason that it logically
wculd serve nc purpcse. A cprinter in Bostcn would not
re-print the vwork of an associate if that asscciate were
across the street. In short, the efficacy cf using networks

must be ccnsidered.
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These are important concerns which cannot ke taken
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I
i
8
A
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lightly. We cannot expect any mcvemeht of works through
networks if pmeither +tlte retworks existed nor no useful
purpose could te served. An additional concern involves our
akility tc see movement using the imprints of the period. If
¥ve approach +the ©matter from the vantage point cf printers
and their imprints vwe must deal with a very limited sample.
Rcughly 90 rercent carry the 1rame c¢f a printer.[ 1] Only
akout 13 percent, or just under 3,200 imprints, however,
tear the names cf twc or more printers. And of these, only
12% (3.8 percent) identify printers working in twc or more
lccales. Ancther approach is to examine sgecific wcrks which
were printed in more than one place, or at different times.
If particular authors c¢r pieces enjoyed more than local
distribution, we might expect that the printers of these
works would ke cornected. Here tle nurker cf works involved
is larger, jvst over 1,000, but still a fracticn of the
tctal producticn of the early Arerican fpress.

.Finally, tkere is the natvre of the diffusicn procesé
itself to «consider. 1Like networks, diffusion has been the
subiject of much wcrk, esrecially in gecgraphy;{Z]
Fundamentally, diffusicn is the rovement of anything -- an
idea, an innuvaticn -- through time and space. While
ccnceptually simple, the process of diffusion =-- like the

irteracticn ct netwcrks -- is conrplex. Ccographers

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



160

discrimipate Tetween two basic types of diffusicn. One is

termed "expansicn diffusion” and is the process whereby a

2
i
k
b
i

carrier transpmits scrmething, an idea, for example, to
ancther perscn directly. Through time, the nunber of persons
who know alout the idea increases. Spatially, neither the
tellers nor the receivers move, and the idea diffuses
directly frcor cne rerscn tc anothber. The seccnd geperal type
is termed "relocaticyn diffusicn" ard involves the movement
cf the carrier himself. Migraticn is a case in point. Within
these two gerneral types of diffusicn are tﬁo sut~-types of
processes. Ttre first, “contagious diffusion," is similar to
expansion diffctsion, tut is generally faster, and the povwver
of the diffvsicn decreases dramatically with distance. The
second suk-tyre, "hierarchial diffusicn," is a form of
relocation diffusion. The essential difference letween the
two is that hierarchial diffusion generally adheres to sonme
existing structure within society, such as the size of towns
cr the routes cf trade. In early America, for example, goods
frcm Londcn would ¢grcktakly reach New Haven, Connecticu£
through Bestcrn in a hierarchial, stepped manner rather than
directly.
Diffusicn is rarely of a single type. More cften than
nct it will rossess features of several processes, all of
§ which can change in tire as well. In the initial =stages of

diffusion, fcr exarple, relocation diffusicn is generally

-
t
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mcre evident than expapsiom diffusicn. The reverse is true
ir later stages. Considering the press ifself in ttese terms
the point teccmes clear. The trade grew as the rumber of
printers grew. Spatially, in the early years of trade
growth, relccation, and more specifically hierarchial,
diffusion was as evident as exransion diffusion. Ecston, New
Ycrk, Philadelrhia, Williamsburg, and Charlestor all had
Fresses before New Haven, Connecticut, Burlington, New
Jersey, or New Berm, Ncrth Carclina. While this ccmes as no
surprise, tkese being the centers of government zrd commerce
in colonial America, it is impcrtaant to remember. The growth
of the trade, however, was consistently marked by expansion
diffusion as printers trained mnew men. In New England,
especially, new men stayed within the region, and printing
diffused in an "expansive" manner.

Two additional asgects of diffusicn warrant note. The
first is +that in all diffusion "carriers" are involved.
Ideas or innovations dc nct spread by themselves. They are
carried. While painfully simgle -~ as simple as the idea of
diffusion itself -- it is still a fundamental fcint with
irportant imgplications. To have any work printed in two
rFlaces requires not crly that there be printers in both
Flaces, but tkat the wcrk be known to becth printers. And to
have the vwork known +t¢ each ¢frrinter ty the dJefiniticns

adopted here regqguires a trade tie. The second is that all
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diffusion can be interrtpted, slowed, c¢r even stopped by

tarriers. The nature cf tarriers affecting diffusicn are not

sivrrly physical, buvt cultural, political, and psychological
as well.

In ccnjunction with the nature of trade networks, the
essential features of diffusicn prcvide a context in which
the movement cf printed works can be placed. The three
features c¢f this ccntext, however, are all negative in the
sense they individually 1zxeduce the likelihood that any
substantial diffusicr of printed works cccurred. First, as
has been said, trade networks Yty virtue of their size (and
mcre specifically tte netwcrk imbeddeness +which they
represented) wculd rminimize the <chances for works to be
moved across network lires as time progessed, for individual
irbeddedness declined with tire. Second, any diffusion would
assume the characteristics of "hiearchial diffusicn" in the
early staqges cf trade <crcwth in greater rroportion than
"expansion diffusicn." Again, the reverse would ke more the
case in the later years of the rericd. Third, the ability of
the trade tc mcve vworks across space would be affected by a
variety of tarriers. The ©frincigpal physical barrier,
distance, would be mcst prcnounced in the later years of the
period when networx imk:ddedness was lcw and asscciational
ties 1l1limited. Pclitical tarriers would in general always

werk to blcck movement. Massachusetts laws would not
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lcgically be re-printed in New York or Philadelphia. Because
government printing ccnstituted roughl? a third of all
cclcnial producticn, the rclitical .harrier would be
Fronocunced.{ 3]

Cultural tarriers present different proklenms and
tarriers «c¢f different strengths. COne cultural tarrier would
be linquistic, whkich in cclonial American reduces to the
German language press of the Middle colonies. German
lanquage works %would nct ke likely tc move into New England
or the Southérn cclcnies, although we might expect English
language works to be reprinted by Gerran rrinters, and this
was 1indeed tlke <case.[4] Ancther cultural barrier would be
religious, and here tte prcblem is more complex. Clearly
much of the product of the rress, partculéxly in the
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, was of a
religious nature, altkcugh the subjects of individual works
varied. Classifing the groduct cf the press Lty content is
ratently beycnd the sccpe of this study, kut something must
be said. In general, we wctld nct expect religicts works;
and in particular New England religious works, to enjoy more
than a regicnal distribution. 1ike government printing,
lccal or reqicral religicts putklication would not ke likely
tc flow across regional lines even though the carpacity to do
this was greatest at tke time these works constituted the

highest progcrticn of grinting. Indeed, the smaller the
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i trade the mcre patently local and provincial the fproduct of
» the press would lte.

In tanden then, the nature and changing character of
roth networks ard diffvsicn would logically work tc create a
citvation in which rore printers would not necessarily make
fer greater chances c¢f works keing moved across rrovincial
lines; indeed, guite tte reverse. The fewer printers there
were, the ©Ligher bcth total trade and individual netwcrk
irbeddedness, and tle greater the spatial separation among
ccnnected rrinters. As the size of the trade grew and more
was printed, the chances of more different things being
printed wculd increase. But at the same time the ability of
rrinters to move wWcrks across greater distance would
decrease becatse of declining irbeddedness and spatial
separation cf retwork ©printers, which would reduce the
efficacy c¢f wusing retwcrks. The net effect would be to
maintain and reinforce the inherert rrovincial nature of
both tradesmen and their printirg.

There is, however, a missing 1link, and what can be
termed a "wildcard" factor. The missing link is the colonial
newspaper, tle nurker c¢f which increased -~ 1like all
printing -- in rrorortion to the number of printers in the
trade. Newspapers, ruklished nore frequently and throughout
the period marked by massive reprinting cf both cclonial and

British material certainly served as a vehicle for the
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diffusion of ideas.[5] Undoubtedly though, they girrored the
ratterns of tke bock trade for they ueré produced by the
same printers. But the content of newspapers, like the
content of imrrints, lies outside the scope c¢f this study
and will 1nct e assessed. The "Yyildcard" factor is, of
ccurse, the major event -- The Great Awakenirg or the
Revolution. Tiffusicn related to these can te considered
srecial, exarrles of rarid, "contagiocus diffusicn." Yet the
number of ﬁorks-ﬁhich were reprinted reveals involves only a
handful of authors whose works directly relate to the event.
0f all authors wvhcse +works were reprinted mcre than five
times, excluding the ubiquitcus "Anonymous," cnly the
Ccntinental Ccngress and Thcras Paine rank abcve authors
whose works were patently not "wildcard" or event-related.
Next to Paine, fcr exanple, tke works of Issac Watts, Cotton
Mather, ard Increcase Mather, vwere reprinted more cften than
any other author. Even the voice of the Great Awakening,
George Whitefield, was rerrinted 1less o¢ften than these
writers. While Paine, through his Common Sense and ghg
Crisis, enjoyed a wide printing and a wide distritution, he

was, quite literally, alone.[6)]

The acttal record of printing reveals the
extraordinarily 1lirited nature of diffusion in the colonial

reriod. But altlough linited, what little movement there was
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clearly reflects the associational nature of the trade. The
mesh of trade and what can ke termed "imérint asscciations"
can be meastred nmuch like retwork density. For cne or any
nunber of specific works, the degree of association among
the printers involved in its production can be gauged using
ar "index of associaticn," a neasure analogous to individual
network imleddedness. Treating a sirgle wcerk or imprint as a
network 1in itself, +the extent +to vwhich that "imprint
network" =mirrcred tte retworks of its printers can be seen.
If all rrinters 1listed on a particular imprint vere
associated with o¢ne ancther, fcr example, that work would
have an "asscociational index"™ of 1.0; if they shared no
trade or kirship ties, the index would be 0. Pcr fully 91
percent of all works tearing the names of twc or more
printers, all printers explicitly involved in the brinting
and selling cf the wcrk were associated with each cther in
some way. In crly 4.0 percent of the cases were printers not
network memkers. Clearly the Ligh degree of association
reflects the rresence of partnerships, but partnerships aré
cnly part of tte pictvre. Limiting the count +tc¢ th~ 121
igprints «hich invclved printers in more than one location,
the degree cf asscciaticn drops slighty, but still reflects
the fact that trade ties -- retworks —-- vwere used. Fully 62
pexrcent (75 of 121) of those imprints involving two or more

printers in two or mcre places rossessed retwcrk ties at the
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time the work was printed.

The diffusicn cf vworks which were »reprinted is more
ipstructive fcr the simple reascn that more irprints are
involved. Between 1639 and 1783 tlere were 1,031 instances
in which =specific vwcrks were reprinted. This sonetines
marked the appearance cf a new edition, but in general a
work was sirply printed again. Scme 62.6 percent (645) of
these instances invclved cnly a single reprinting, another
22.0 percent (227) three, and 15.4 pexcent (1£9) four or
more. The average length bf time ketween printirgs was two
tc three years, dirplicitly suggesting the success of the
werk in the marketplace. Fully 43.5 percent (449) of these
reprinted wcrks were printed in one rplace, but £6.5 ({582)
percent inveclved printings in two or more places. As such,
the associaticnal ties among the printers are of some
irrortance.

Of reprinted works, 296 (28.€ percent) invclved only
ore or an unknovn printer, leaving 736 instances in which
associaticnal ties can te reasured. Again, the OVerriding
feature of diffusicn frcm this perspective 1is its
associaticnal character. Works that were reprinted were done
S0 by netwcrk memlters more often than they were ly printers
who possessed nc working or kinship ties. From 1668, when
the first c¢clonial +work was reprinted, +thrcugh 1763,

rerrintings invclved retwork members more than eight out of
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every tean times. Talle 6.1 presents a summary of the

d

associational character of those cases £for the <eighteent!

>
-

century in twenty year periods. At =no +time did the
proportion of rerrinted works invclving unconnected printers
exceed the pIcgpcrticn invclving associated, network
printers. And cnly in the twenty years from 1764 to 1783 did
the averagde 1index of association fall below .60C. Thus for
mcst of most of the colcnial period, on the average, more
than sixty percent of those ©rrinters involved in the
printing and rerrinting of any work possessed trade ties.
Clearly it wculd seenm, when the printed wcrd moved, it moved

along network lines.
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Table 6.1
£ Characteristics of Feprinted Works,

3 By Twenty-Year Periods, 1635-1783

Thru 1723 1724~43 1744-63 1764-€3
Number 14 83 149 453
Mean Set
Size 2.5 2.6 2.7 3.1
Ect.
{ Loc. 78.4 55. 4§ 29.5 24.9
Ect.
2+ Loc. 21.6 44.6 70.5 75. 1
Index »
of Assoc. «772 «660 «725 .393
Pct. with
0 Assocs. 9.8 18.1 9.4 32.0
Pct. with
Assocs. 914%.2 £1.8 91.6 . 68.0

Notes: Number is the rumber of cases; Mean Set Size 1is the
mean number cf seperate printirgs (imprints) comprising the
case; Pct 1 Lcc. represents the percentage cf cases
involving oply Y 1lccation; Pct 2+ Lcc. represents the
percentage c¢f cases invclving vrrintings in 2 or more
locations; Index of Associaticn represents the mean index of
association which, itself, is the ratio of the actual number
of +trade ties amonqg all printers involved in all printings
to the maxipur fossikle number cf trade ties; Pct. 0 Assocs.
is the percertage of cases in which there were no trade ties
between the rrinters invclved; Pct with Assocs. is the
percentage of cases where trade ties existed amcng printers.

g

i
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The regicmnal character of diffusicn reflects toth the

Fh

2gicnal icleddedness and the impact of
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events. Table €.2 disglays the distribution of reprinted
works by regicn in twenty-year rperiods. Intra-regional
reprintings rredominated, but this is to be expected given
the consistently highker ratic of intra- to imter-regiocnal
imbeddedness amcng rrinters. Ipnter-regional difftsion was
mcst proncunced ketseen New England and the Middle colonies.
Rhile the progpcrtion c¢f reprintings involving these two
regions Was higher than what night have been expected given
the respective levels c¢f inter-regional imbeddedness, it
girrcrs the network ties between printers in tkoth regions,
as well as the relatively short distance between the tuo.
The impact of events is clearly evident 1in the
inter-regicnal reprintirgs for the years 1724 to 1743 and
1764 to 1783, periods enccmrassing the Great Awakening and
the Revoltticn. It is clearly c¢f ncte that of the authors
reprinted ip mcre than cne region in the period frcm 1724 to
1743, George Whitefield rarked first, fcllowed by Alexandef
Gardner (16€t5-1746), an opponent of the Awakening. 0f equal
pcpularity with Gardner, however, was Issac Watts, whose
hymnals +tied him with Whitefield for the mcst rerrints in
tte period frcm 1744 to 17€3; and behind cnly the
Ccntinental Ccngress and Thcmas Paire in the last twenty

vears of the «cclonial crericd. And 1in the era of the
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cf A Guide

enjoyed the mcst rerrintings.

N.E.

M.C.

S.C.
N.E.-M.C.
M.C.-S.C.
N.E.-S.C.
All

Totals

This

Benjanin-

questions akout the early American press.

were +thr

fundamental strtcture o< the trade? And, finally,

Erinted

resulting frcm the natitre of growth, the

Thcras Dilworth,
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the author

English Tongque,

Table 6.2

Regicral Distribcvtion of Reprinted Works,

Ey Twenty-Year Periods,

Thru 1723
Pct. No.
92.2 (47)
3.9 {2)
3.9 {2)
100. (£Y)

1724=-1743
Ect. No.
60.2 (50)
E.4 {7)
24.1 {20)
Z.4 {2
2.4 (2)
2.4 (2)
100. (83)

1744-1763

Pct. No.

29.5 {4u)

31.5 (42)

37.6 (56)
T (1)
<7 {1)

- -

100. (149)

1639-1783

1764-1783

Pct. No.

32.7 (148)
24.2 {110)
.7 (3)
31.€ (143)
3.6 (17)
2.6 (12)
4.4 (20)

100. (453)

study began ty looking at the career of o¢ne

Frarklin,

ee (uesticrs,

literature of early America have a social btias,

ang,

through hir,

Essentially

How did the trade grow? What was

does

structure of
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trade, and the behavior of its members. Simply put, these

are simple guestions. The answers, however, are far fron

m

simple and required wmoving bLkeycnd cne man to the entire
trade.

The general patteirs cf growth -- the dimersicns of the
trade -- revealed ¢two things. First, how much was printed
derended on the size cf trade at any given time. Second, and
because +this was the case, the amcunt of material that was
printed did nct deperd on events to the extent historians
have surrosed. The capacity of the trade to resgcnd to any
event had fipite limits, limits imrosed by the size of the
trade at the time of the event. When and where the trade was
large, producticn followed suit. The size of the trade
differed in the +three regicns c¢f early America. In New
England the trade wes large, in the Southern cclonies it was
ssall. But everywhere, the trade grew like the rorpulation of
which it was rgart and which it served. 1In the Middle
cclcpies, the growth cf trade paralleled the grcuth of the
larger porulaticn; in New England it surged ahead; 1in thé
Scuthern colcries it 1lagged woefully behind the parent
Fcpulation.

The reascn for tte different patterms of grcwth seens
fundamentally demograrhic. In each region, but particularly
in New England and the Southern cclonies, the growth of the

trade reflected tte <collective demograrhic exreriences of
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its members. When tradesmen won the derographic draw; the
trade grew ard thrived. Whten they lcst, it did not. Here was

the fundamental dynamic of trade growth: Surviving printers

trained new 1men. Arnd withir this lay the fourdations of
association amcng tradesmen.

At the heart of tle demographic exgperience of the early

) Arerican press were farilies. In all regions, tut especially
in New England and the Socutherr cclonies, the course of
trade growth %as the covrse of farily growth. In New England

% families, and particularly the Greens, dominated printing

" through gross demcgrarhic success and interlccking family

“ alliances. Tte twc ccrkined to fproduce at one time an

cver-populaticn of ¢frinters, but at all times allowed the

ccrtinuaticn of family in the trade. In the Southern
colonies, famrilies failed to sustain themselves ir the trade
because of pocr demceraprhic luck. Time and time again, death
intervened in the fiogress of family 1lines, and forced
tradesmen to turn +tc¢ non-farilial wmen. In the Middle
cclonies families co-existed with non-familial grcups. Heré
as elsewhere, fprinters trained nev men, but here as nowhere
else those ©men were drawn in large measure from teyond the
farily. The result vwas a more "rrofessional" style of trade
behavior, tased or frofessicnal trade ties rather than
family, which gave the +trade in the Middle cclonies an

expansive gquality. In the absence of farily ties, printers
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in the Middle cclonies physically mcved about to a greater

extent than fprinters in either New Engiand or the Southern
¢clcnies where the "“familial" style prevailed.
?' In all regions and irresgective of style, +trademren
- formed asscciations through the —rrocess of training,
working, and rrinting with other men. These trade
ties —~ -apprenticeshirs, employments, and
partnershirs —-- were tcnds which tradesren valued and used.
Ir combinaticn, these associatiorns formed netwcrks, webs of
communcaticn limnes, +which ccnstituted the underlying
i structure of +the trade itself. Thriough these roved men,
friendshirs, ard, to the extent we have meastred it, the
rrinted word. GCver time, the growth of the trade, along with
the firite caracity cf individuals to acquire asscciations,
dininished the imteddedness cf tradesmen in the press at
large, and with it the ability to interact. Tte 1larger
pattern paralleled the <course of associaticn in any new
community -- an initial pericd of high network density
fcllcwed ty a general decline. And it is this trcad patterh
cf associaticn which, at least in part, carries implications
beyond the <ccnfines cf the press for it speaks directly to
the range and course cf human interaction in +the colonial
period. Ary group, any trade, any ccnmunity subject to
growth and sratial lirits, would probably have experienced

the same decline in the range of perscnal ccnnections. And
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because we are dealing with group whose tusiness was
cobmunicaticn, the cg¢eneral effect for 6thers may have been
even more pronounced.

For the early American press, the 1esult of declining
irbeddedness 1in the +trade was an attendant decline in the
akility to move -—- to diffuse -~ the printed word. Only the
truly excepticnal evert or the truly exceptional work was
akle tc surmcuint the rprovincial tendencies of the trade,
tendencies engendered and reinforced by the nrature of
association. In general, more rrinters did not contribute to
greater diffysicn, 1indeed, djust the reverse. As time
rrogressed, tke spatial range of networks decreased, thus
reducing both the akility and the need to use retworks to
diseminate the printed word. When printed works mcved, they
mcved along retwork lines -- but they were not moved often.

Whether the naturs of trade growth and the patterns of
association” within the trade imparted a social kias to the
literature'of the pericd is, cf course, another grestion. On
two counts, hcuwever, the answer would seem to le€ yes. Thé
first concerns the ancunt of material produced. Because the
size of the trade governed hcw ruch was printed, and indeed

rlaced finite limits cn the amount which could be produced

at any given time, the intensity or impact of an
event -- judged by tke number of works pertaining to
it -- must Le viewed within the ccntext of trade growth.
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Official attitudes, 1literacy 1rates, and colonial tastes
certainly rplayed 7Toles, but always sécondary tc the very
existence cf the press and its size. Clearly the argument is
causal, Ytut it 1is intended to be. Put simply, tlte size of
trade is a necessary and a sufficient cause for explaining
the amount of 1literature produced by the early American
press.

The nativre of asscciation in the early American press
imparts an additicnal sccial tias tc the }iterature of the
period by viture of the contraints it placed on diffusion.
Because tle associaticnal ratterns cf the trade worked to
lessen the inter-regicnal £flcw of printed wcrks, the
trade -- and its rroduct -- were rerarkably rrovincial.
Authors were seldcm read outside of the regicn where their
werks were printed. Ané becatuse this was the case, vhat was
printed 1logically zreflects the number of authors and
printers more than it does the tastes cf readers. Choice, in
short, was limited ty locale. Ttus the popularity of any
WCrk or any author in one place cr region cannot be judged
as a statement of unpcrularity anywhere else simply because
that work or that atvthecr was nct printed there. The chances
of that harppening %ere 1low frcnm the‘ start and only
decreased. Ccnsequently, Jjudgments about widely printed,
widely read, or influential works must by viewed rct only in

tte context ¢f +trade gqgrowth but alsc in the ccrtext of a
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proncunced provincialism.

Such ccrcerns =speak to the evidence'on which historians
of early America 1rely; they capture 1little of any felt
exrerience. Yet if any cne thing dces capture the experience
of the early American press, it is family -- pervasive,
resilent, farily. Sc difficult to see, yet always there,
families lay at the heart cf the trade. Two items. by way of
ccntrast, ccnvey this fundamental dimension of the press.

On Octcber 22, 1767 John Mein and Jchn Fleeming issued

a rprospectus for publishing the The Boston Chronicle,

highlighting tte fact that theirs vwould te larger, printed
on better paper, with letter tyres, than any cther paper yet
Sstill cost the same. These may have been legitimate
ccuncerns, but they were hardly mainstream. Both Mein and
Fleenming were recent arrivals frcm Scctland. They had no
trade ties, ard no network. Just one day later, on October

23, Thomas Green iscsued the first number of his Ccnnecticut

Jdcurnal in New Haven. In the first cclumn, Green inserted a
brief note addressed to his "Fespected Friends." Voicing
ncne of the ccrcerns shcwun by Mein and Fleeming, Green wrote
that while he had been away frcr New Haven in Harford for
several years, "it was with sinqular Pleasure and Gratitude,
that 1 have received rereated Solitictations and
Encouragement to retvrin to a beloved Acquaintance and

Neighbourhocd." Ncw 1returned, Green continued, he would
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3 publish the Jcurral reqularly. But Green closed tis address
saying what Mein and Fleeming did not and could nct: "As I
have no Reasct tc dcubt the Kindness of my Friends, in
encouraging this my second Settlement acmng them, s0 . « . T
Shall use ny test Endeavors to rlease and oklige them, and
continue that Good %ill towards me, and my Family, which I
have already been sc happy as to experience."[ 7]

Felicitcts perhaps tc¢ modern ears, Greent's remarks
might well secem to reflect the difference between town and
ccuntry, retween Bostcn and New Haven. They 1might also
arpear tc¢ park the difference tetvween the cosmcpclitan Mein
and Fleeming ard the lackwater Green. But Thcmas Green was
no tackwater printer. In the course of his career he amassed
a network of cne hundred and nine tradesmen, including
twenty kin, frcm Portsmouth to Annarolis. His was the career
that would last. His were the works that would mcve across
netvork lines, not Mein's and Fleeming's. And sc too were

his sentiments and values those of the early American press.
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1. The sample includes 1€,519 inprints drawn frcm the data
outlined in Appendix ' which are indicated as being
extant ty Clifford K. Shirton and James ©FE. Mooney in
their National 1Index of Arerican Imprints . . . The
Short-Title Evans, 2 vols. {Worcester and tarre, Mass.,
1969).. 1The collaticn cf Shirtcn and Mooneyg's listing
with the larger listing drawn from Evans! and Bristol's
bibliograrhies results in a loss of data. From an
initial tctal cf 20,614 (excluding newspapers), 4,095
are lost in the ccllaticn, most because they represent
erronecus Evans entries, tut some because they are
listed 1in Bristcl's Surrlement and not in Shipton and
Mooney's Short-Title Evans. Considering toth sets,
neither the annual tctals nor the number and percentage
of entries tearing exrlicit rrinter designations, are
statistically different. The net effect, therefore, is
simply to reduce the size of the sample without
changing it character.

2. The test introducticn to the subject of diffusion is
Ronald Atler, Jchn S. Adams, and Peter Gculd, Spatial
Organizaticn {Englewood Cliffs, N.J, 197%), 389-451.
Much of +the literature on diffusion is techrical, but
see, Torsten Hagerstrand, The Diffusion of Innovations,
Allan R Pred., trans. {Chicago, 1968); Everett M.
Rogers with F. 7Flcyd Shoemaker, Ccmmunication of
Innovations: A Cross Cultural Apgroach, 2nd edn. {New
York, 1¢71); 9Icrsten Bagerstrand, "A Yonte  Carloc
Approach to Diffusicn, in Brian J. L. Berry and Duane
F. Marble, eds., Spatial Analysis: A Eeader in
Statistical Gecqraphy (Englewood cliffs, N.J.),
368-3€4; lawrence Erown, "TLiffusion Dynamics: A Review
and Revision cf the Quantitative Theory of tle Spatial
Diffusicn ¢f Inncvaticns," Lund Studies in Geography,
Ser. B, ¥Yo. 37 {1971); and Peter Gould, "Peorle in
Informaticn Space: The Mental Maps and Information
Surfaces c¢f Sewden, ibid., 42 (1975).

3. Identifialble gcverrmental authors ccnstituted 12% of
all authors with extant imprints. The number of
specific wcrks vhich these authors vwere repsonsible
amounted tc rcughly 30% of all extant production.
Extra-leqgal governmental authors (such as the
provincial congresses in the various colconies during
the war) amounted to 1.3% of all authors and were
responsible fecr «c¢nly about 1.1 percent of all extant
imprints.

4. See Willi Paul Adams, "The Colonial German Language
Press and the American Revolution," in Berrard Bailymn
and John E. Herch, eds., The DPress and the Aperican
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Revoluticn (Worcester, HMass., 1980), 151-228.

Certainly newspacvers acted as the vehicle for some
revoluticnary articles. Jdohn Dickirsion's "Letters Fron
a Pennsylvania Farmer is ar example in which a single
series of essays -- like Thomas Paine's The
Crisis -~ enjoyed wide reprinting and reading. See Carl
F. Kaestle, "Tie rfublic Reacticn to John TLickinson's
Farmer's Letters," Proceedings cf the American
Antiquarian Society, LXXVIII (1968), 323-3£9. See also,
Robert M. %eir, "The Role cf the Newspaper Press in the
Southern Colonies c¢cn the Eve cf the Revclution: An
Interpretation,"™ in Bailyn and Hench, e€ds., The Press
and the Arerican Revolution, 99-150, which argues that
the influence of newspapers exceeded other printing.

The 10 most frequently reprinted authors, the number of
times their +wcrks were reprinted, and the dates of
first aand 1last publication were: the Ccntinental
Congress ({46), 1774-1783; Thcmas Paine (37), 1775-1782;
Issac Watts (3E), 1715-1783; Cotton Matkter {29),
1682-1783; 014 Testanent rsalrs, (English Paraphrases)
{2z6) , 1540-1783; Increase Mather (25), 1669-1775;
George Khitfield (21), 1739-1772: Thomas Dilxocrth ('),
1747-1783; Westnirnster Assertly (10), 1682-1783;
Benjamin Franklin (8), 1729-1774. Obviotsly some
liberty has Yteen taken with 3identifying biblical
Manthors."

Proposals for Erinting . . The Boston Chronicle
{Boston: Mein and Fleeming, 1767); The Connecticut
Jounral (New Haven), No. 1, Cct. 22, 1767.
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APPENLIX CNF

SCUFCES AND METHODS

What we kncw alott the early Armerican press conmes
mainly frcm examining the bccks and newspapers of the
period. TCetermining hcw much w%as actually printed is
essentially a matter of ccrparing what has survived with
what othexr evidence such as printers' account and waste
books, bills, and reusgaper advertisements indicatzs uas
printed.[{ 1] Biktliograrkers assuxe, for example, ttat William

Parks puklisheéd the Virginia Gazette in Williamsburg fron

1747 to 1750 because 1Thomas Jefferson said his personal
collection c¢f the rarer included these years, even thkough
there are nc extant ccries of the rcughly 150 issuves which
wculd have Lkeer reqtired to span these years.[2] Similarly,
we know who was invclved in printing and publishing largely
frcm the names that appear ¢n ipprints. An imprint is that
pcrtion of a rrinted item, usually cn the title rage that
identifies where, ty whcm, and swhen the work was printed.
What is needed for an aggregate analysis of the -early
Arerican press are {1) an index of imprints and newspapers
; {the product) and (2) an index cf tradesren {the rroducers).

The problems associated uith ccnstructing these indices, as

182
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well as the sctrces, tsed warrant discussion.

The Product:

Irprints and Newspapers

The need fcr an index of imprints leads ore to the
standard tiblicgrapkies of colcnial imprints: Charles Evans'

Arerican Biblicgraphy, Roger E. Bristol's Suprlement to

Evans, and Clifford K. Shipton's and James F. Mooney's

National Index of American Imprints. The last, as a guide to

the Early American Irprints picroprint ccllection,
represents a ccllaticn and amendment of Evans and Bristol
and as such 1is thle sirgle mcst complete listirg of early
Arerican printed material.[3] No cne of these three works is
itself a sufficient scurce feor assaying the early American
rress. Ccllectively, however, they provide a roint of
departure.

Capturing the tctality of any histcrical phercmenon is
impossible. et the question of how complete these
bibliographies may ke is fundarental. What do they include?
What do tlkey cmit? The answers will dictate how they can be
used. Completeness of tte bibliograrhies can be assessed
first of all in terms of what could have been included.
Evans aimed at including every imprint and newsrarper printed

in America while €xcluding printed forms. Bristol attémpted
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to list every imprint and nevwspaper not in Fvans, Lknt
included printed <fcrms frcr +the fpericd before 1700 and
printed fcrms ficm the rperiod after 1700 if they contained a
date of prirvting c¢r the name of a printer.[4] Shipton and
Mconey folloued Evans cn the mpatter of printed forms but
cnitted newsgparers and periodicalis.[5) Ccmrleteness, then,
in the sense cf including more of what <c¢culd bhave been

included, 1is vweighted tcward Bristol's Suppierent which

includes more kinds <¢f printed matter. Comgleteness of
tibliographic inforration —-- central to any analysis of the
press -— is scmething else. Each bibliograrhy lists author,
printer, rubklisher, and seller when known, but Evans and
Bristcl specify the furction rerformed by each individually,
essentially reproducing the imprint cclorhon. Shipton and
Mconey give crly the last names of tradesmen, include no
function, anc¢ cften merge imprint variants under cne entry.
Thus, in regard to conpleteness of infcrmation, especially
information cn trade activity, Fvans and Bristol are
superior to Shirtcn and Mooney.

Bevyond ccnrleteness there is the matter c¢f accuracy.
Here ©Evans must tear the brunt cf the guestion since it is
his biblioqrarhy to which Bristcl adds and which Shipton and
Mconey amend. Shiptcr ard Moomney estimate that of all Evans'
entries, "one in ten is a ghcst c¢r contains a serious

bibliogragphical error."[6] Translated into raw numbers,
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1,841 Evans entries fcr the years 1639 to 1783, according to
this estimate, are in error in scme major way.[7] The most
otvious but ry no mears cnly errors are those of inclusion
or ghosts, that 1is, entries for which no evidence exists
that they were ever really printed, or for which Evans'
scurces were themselves in error.[8] Without a check of each
Evans entrv against Shirtcn and Mconey (who attempted to
find the =scurce of every Evans entry) mno definitive
assessment cf the prorortion of ghosts in Fvans is possible.
But bibliograrhic errcrs are part cf the rrckler as well,
and their imract on acgregate description can be reduced.
Mis-attrituticrs of avthorshig, which Shiptcn and Mooney
Went to great lengtks to correct, can be completely
eliminated ty not using Evans for any evidence on
authorship. Similarly, the impact of mpis-attritutions of
printer, rguklisher, c¢r seller by Evans can le reduced by
resorting tc¢ cther evidence atout the cateers of
tradesmen —-- where they werked, for how 1long, with
whom -- to check at least the rossibility +that Evans waé
ccrrect in this respect, retaining attributions where they
ccincide with knowp facts, removing them frcm consideration
when they do nct.

What 4is at hand then are +three sources -- Evans,
Eristol, and sShipton and Mooney -- each essentially similar,

Eut each with particvlar weaknesses and strengths for
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answering gquestions aktout producticn and growth. Bristol is
betk 3ccurats and detailed enough to provide sound
information on prodetct and producer alike. Yet Bristol is
srall and by itself iradequate to address questions of
magnitude. Shirten and Mconey is the largest of the three.
It is also the most accirate for it not only imncorporates
Bristol but corrects Evans as well. But Shiptcn and Mooney
does not -- ard on this roint there can be no
pistake -- provide encugh detailed 4irformaticn +to allow
analysis cf tte rress as a group of individuals doing
different things at differert times. Finally Evans. It has
tkte size, the detail, but not the accuracy of either Bristol
or Shiptcr and Mconey. Yet Evans! errors are not an
amorrhous lot. They are either errors of inclusicn or they
are biblicgrarhic. And again, the impact of bibliégraphic
€Irors -- mis-attrituticns of author, printer, publisher,
seller, date and place of publicaticn, as well as the even
finexr errors of editicﬁ or pagination —-- can be reduced if
nct elipinated. Given the nature of the evidence and the
questions to ke asked, a tactical choice must be nade to use
Bristol and Evans and to put Shiptcn and Mooney aside. While
such a choice rrecludes definite assessrent of scre things,
such as the rroporticn of ghosts in Evans, it allows fuller
analysis of <cthers, such as trade memtership and

function.[9]

z
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The gquesticn of how Evans can be vused in any
quantitative way 1zremains. Accepting for the nohent the
estimate ¢f a 10 percent error -- even without the reduction
that would accrue frcm not using E¥vans when assessing
authorship and checking attribttions of trade activity
against known <career events -- the most immediate guestion
is where that errcr %culd be mcst prcnounced. Logically 10
percent 1is 10 percent, yvet statistically the impact of an
error of this magnitude on a srall sanple would be more
pronounced than it wculd be c¢cn a large =sample. This
translates directly intc how Evans' entries are distributed
in the period.

Assume fcr the rnorent that Evans' error consists
exclusively of qhosts, that is, 10 percent of all Evans
entries are ccirletely erroneous. If this error is fandomly
distributed the impact would be greater in those years with
the fewest reccrded imnprints, that is, in +the 100 vyear
period frcm 1€39 to 1738 when less than 25 percent of all
recorded imprints occuvr. That mcre imprints were produced
after 1738 is nct important; the greater the number the less
tte statistical impact of an error, e€even ore on the
magnitude of 10 rpezrcent. But are Evans' errors random? Do
they indeed occur everly over the course of time c¢r are they
nore evident at particular tires?

The most direct way to assess whether the errors in
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Evans are randcmly distributed throughout the period is to

ccnpare it with Bristcl's Suprlement, a tibtliography which
is patently nct rlagted with the problem of ghcsts. Tests
can be made which meastre the extent of gross numerical
differences Letween tke annual distritution of imprints in
Evans and Bristcl, and whether those differences nright have
occurred Lty chance. Underlying such tests, however, is the
assumption that both.bibliographies constitute 1independent
samples of the same pcrulation, in this case imprints of the
cclcnial pericd. Put another way, Evans and Eristol as
ritliograrhers swept their krccms over the same historical
floor. Evans got tle mcst dcst, but left enough f£cr Bristol
tc make a second, identical sweer. Both swept ur the sane
thing —— imprints. The cnly difference was in the absolute
number they amassed. If this assumgtion is correct, then the
distributions ¢f dinprirts over time -- specifically, the
annual proportion of total igprints -- in each bitliography
cught to be the =sare, or at least not =sigrificantly
different. But if that distribution is statisticallf
different, ther Evans' errors are not randomn.

Figure A1.%' displays the nupber of imprints (excluding
newsrapers) listed ir Evans and Bristol for the 145 year

period frce 1€398 to 17€3.710)
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Figure Atl.1
Imprints Recorded in Evans' American Biblicgrarhy

and Bristol's Supplement to Evans, 1639-1783
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By all appearances, the ddistributicns are the sane,
differing c¢rly in magnitude. Yet statistical corparison of
the annual cocunts, viewed as proportions cf their respective
totals, 4indicate that the two distributions are radically
different, tc the extent that such differemnces might occur
{ by chance crly c¢nce in 1000 times.[1%'] Clearly tkhe

assumption that tte tvwo bikliograrhies constitute
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independent <samples <c¢cf +the same pcpulation is in trouble.
Disaggreqating the dJdistributicns into periods, however,
trings the differences into sharrer focus. For thke 100 year
pericd frcm 1€39 to 1738 the +two distributions are not
significantly different. But for the 45 years frcm 1739 to
1783, the annual propcrticns cf the total imprints listed by
Evans and Bristol are again csignificantly different. What
this statistical difference means is, quite simply,  that
Evans and Eristol are not independent numerical samples of
the same thing after 1738, while for the 1639-1738 period
they are.f12]

While tke two tibliograrhies are not rumerically
different fcr the 1€29-1738 period, the nature of Evans!
errors still remains urknown, or at least unestirated. If
statistically the errcrs are randcm, sukstantively they are

mcre likely tc ke ones cf inclusion, but for 1logical, not

statistical, recasons. The earlier the imprint, the less
chance it has cf surviving to be recorded. And the fewer the
printers, ©publishers, sellers, and authors there were, thé
less likely Evans' chances of making a bibliographkic error.
Ccnversely, the later tte ipmprirt, the greater the chance of
it actually strviving, and the more printers, cfublishers,
sellers, and authors, the greater the chances of Evans
making a bikliograrhkic errcr rather thanm including a

ccrpletely errcneous imgrint.
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A quick test of this reascning can be made by exanining
thke imprints prodvced by twc printers, one frcm the period
prior to 1738, cne after. John Foster (1648-1681) was active
in Bcston frcm 1675 tc 16€3. Evans lists 54 works printed by
Fcster and Bristcl adds another 6, bringing the tctal to 60.
But of the 54 wcrks Evams lists, no extant copy exists for 6
{11 percent). For Foster, moreover, Evans made no
bibliocgraphic errors, that 1is, nc mis-attrilutions of
author, seller, or putlisher. His errors were all ones of
inclusion. Seth Adams (1740-1782) was active, also in
Boston, frcm 1762 to 1772. Evans lists 55 works printed or
pukblished by Acams, Bristcl 10. 0f the 55 works Evans lists,
cnly two (3.€ percent) are ghosts, three are ancnynous WOIksS
for which Shiptecn and Mconey sufpply authors, and one
includes an erxcneots publisher {or at least the 'imprint
variant Evans used tas not teen fcund). Clearly there is a
difference in the errcrs Evans made for the entries of two
printers whc frodiced almost exactly the same number of
ioprints, cnly at different times. For both Fcster and
Adans, Evans' errors are c¢n the <came mnagnitude -- 1!
percent. But fcr Foster, trkey are all errcrs of inclusion.
Fcr Adams, «c¢rly 4 vpercent are ghosts; the remaining 7
percent are kikliograrhic errors.

The ccmparisicn c¢f Evans and Bristol thus far hints,

albeit vaquely, at the bias of time. In the statistical
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analysis of annual nurerical proportiogs the differences
between the two Likliographies were axiomatically tied to
time because the actual numlter of recorded inprints
increased with time. Foster and Adams, the Boston printers,
were separated in time. But another source of tias may be
rlace. Specifically, +the imrrints Evans and Bristol record
may differ acccrding tc place of publication. And cne night
exrect this tc ke the case. Evars, working in the North, may
well have uuéer-represented southern imprints. Bristol,
working in the South, way well have reccrded progcrtionally
pcre southern irprints than Evans, that is, imprints from
lccations south of, say, Philadelphia. Statistical
ccmparisicn c¢f the lccaticns represented in beoth Evans and
Bristol <for the 1636-1783 @period, as well as tte periods
prior to and after 173g, does indicate that in this respect
the two tibliograrhies are indeed significantly
different.[ 13]

A clear North-Scuth division exists tetwvween the
locations recorded Lty Evans and Bristcl with PBristol, aé
expected, reccrding rrcrortionally more southerr imprints
than Evans. For the six major rrinting centers south of
Philadelphia -- Annagclis, Baltimore, Wilmington,
Williamsburg, and Savannah -- Bristcl proportionally lists
an averaqge of 4.8 times as many imprints as Evans for the

X | entire 1636-1783 period.[ 14 ] The differences betieen the two
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for the 1639-1738 pericd -- a period in yhich, it will be
recalled, the numerical distributions of imprints in both
bibliographies were nct significantly different -- displays
much the same rattern. Cf the nine locations for which Evans
and Bristol toth include imprints, Bristol records
propcrticnally more imprints for five, and the three
exhibiting the greatest proécrticnal differences are all
southern. The lccations for which Evans records
proportionally mcre entries thar Bristcl, moreover, are all
ncrth of Philadelphia.f 15]

The most 1cgical question at this point is whether the
bias of place explains the bias of time. Does the fact that
Bristol has prcpecrtiorally more southern 4imprints account
fcr the fact that his and Evans' bibliograrhies differ in

the annual propcrticns c¢f imprints they record? Testing this

; pIorcsition requires that the statistical effect cf location
be controlled. Again we start with the assumption that Evans
% and Bristcl are independent samples of the same gcpulation,
thus the distrituticns cf locations ought to be the same;
That they are noct mearns cnly that one or hoth of tle samples
is biased. Evans clearly under—-represents southerrn imprints,
tut by the same tcken, Bristcl does not under-represent
northern inprints. Indeed, of the fifty-three locations the
two record in comrcn for the 1639-1783 reriod, Eristol has

§ proportionally more imprints for forty-two (79 percent),
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including Bcston, Nevwport, R.I., and Portsmouth, N.H. On
talance then, Evans, and not Bristol, arpears to be the
biased sarple ard the cne in need of correction.

If we assume that the true total number of imprints
recorded for any given location consists of Evans' plus
Bristol's imprints, tken what Evans is missing for any
lccale -- what he does not list —- is the propcrtion of the
true tctal represented ty Bristcl. If every Evans imprint
vere counted cnce fcr itself and once for the fractional
nunber representing tke nissing Frogpcrtion, Evans'
lccational distributicr would parallel the true locational
distribution.[ 16] The ©pumerical distribution of the two
bibliograrhies could then be retested for difference. If
lccation is a ccntrollatle bias, the numerical distributicns
cf Evans and Eristol cught tc be statistically similar when
Evans is re~ unted in this manner to reflect the true
lecational distributicn.

Weiqhting Evans imprints by location and testing the
numerical distributicns for statistical similaritvy produceé
rixed restlts. For the 1639-1738 period the bikliographies
once again display statistical similarity. Bttt for the
1739-1783 pericd as well as for the period as a whole, the
distributicrs -- exrressed as arnual proporticns of their
respective tctals -- remain radically and sigrificantly

different. What this means, however, is not entirely clear.
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Cn the one hand, the 1record c¢f printing and fpublishing
represented Lty tothk ttibliograrhies for the 100 years fronm
1639 to 1738 1is statistically sirpilar and can thus bte
legitimately ccmkinec and used tc make statements about the
trade. On the cther bhanrd, the record of printing and
publishing for the 1739-1783 ¢feriod reflected in both
bibliograrhies is so different in both time and flace that
statistically they cannot be considered two images of the
same thing. Yet they tnequivccally are. Both Evans and
Bristcl are records -- however different -- of printing in
the colonial period. The different ratterns of time and
place they exhibit must be due to something.

The easiest soluticn to the dilemma is to zreject the

assumption that Evans and Bristcl are independent samples of

the same thing after 1738. Certainly this is what the
statistical «ccrrarisicns suggest and logic supports such a
move. s he ccrupiled igprints frcm the eighteenth century,
Evans became privy tc more imprints, sounder infcrmation on
whether a work was actually prirted, frcm more places. The
cumulative effect of this was to render Evans' bikliography
more complete and, ty virtue of its size, the prirary sample
of cclonial ipprints +to which Bristcl only added. What
Bristol recorded was due not to chance tut rather to where
he worked (tke South) and shen {after Evans). Tc return to

the analogy of the histcrical floor and biblographic broom,
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Bristol «could cmnly sweer ur the corners because Evans did
such a thorcugh job.

Rejecting the idea that Evans and Bristol are
independent <csamples c¢f colcnial imprints carries certain
interpretive ccsts. While the +two bibliographies for the
hundred years fror 1€39 to 1738 caa be combined, compared,
and statements atout the trade made with confidence, for the
forty~five vyears frcm 1739 to 1783 such statements require
qualification. More specifically, hcw and to what extent
Evaas and Bristol differ for the years before 1739 can be
precisely stated. After 1739 howeve#, precise statements
cannot be made, for underlying all statistical tests of
difference 1is the assumption that the samgles are
independent. Withcut this c¢ne 1cses hard rctions of
statistical ccnfidence. These are simply the rules ‘of the
game. In practical +terms this means that any additional
irp.ints that ray ccme to light in the future, even in large
numbers, will nct change the ratterns found in the combined
record of rprirting ccntained in Evans' and Bristol's
bibliographies for the period frcr 1639 to 1738. Rttt for the
middle decades of the eighteenth century, statements about
the trade fased cn the ccmtined record of Evans and
Bristol -- statements about patterns of grcwth and
gecgraphic disrersicnr, for examrle -- could very well change

with the additicn of even moderate numbers of new imprints.

g

L
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Indeed, it =might +well be that a large grotg of nevw
ipprints -- irprints unrecorded to this point in time -- is
needed tc describe adequately nct c¢nly the differences
bevwteen Evans and Bristcl but also the early American press
in the vyears frcm the Great Awakening to the clcse of the
Revolution.[17]

Yet histcrians must deal with what they have. And the
limitations imrosed ty the statistical hetercgeneity of
Evans and Bristcl are ty no means crippling. On c¢ne hand,
the combined bibliographies, translated into information
atout imprints rrodvced in known years at known places by
known printers and putlishers fcr 145 years can te used to
explore the dimersicn cf the trade. The principal limitation
is that new irprints in any number might change tle picture
derived for 1739-1783 frcm the evidence as it now stands.

On the ctter hand, the statistical similarity of Evans
and Bristcl fer the hundred year pericd from 1639 to 1738 is
a bocn for the questicn of Evans' errors. Recall that one of
the major rproblems in using Evans for aggregate descriptioﬁ
is the presence of qtosts. Because Bristol's bitliography
ccntains rnc ghosts -- no errors of inclusion -- and because
Evans' kibliog¢raphy 4is <similar to Bristolt's for the
1€39-1738 pericd, Fvans' errors of inclusicn can be
considered randcm. Any systematic pattern would have been

revealed in tie numerical ccmparison of the twc. The problen
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thus becomes cne of magnitude. lIogic dictated +that Evans!
errors 1in the reric¢ were mnmore likely to te omnes of
ipclusion rather than tibliograrhic. The qualitative samgle
ocf TFoster's imprints not cnly confirmed this but the actual
prorcrticon cf errors (11 percent) was virtually identical to
Shipton and Hccney's estimate of 10 percent. If we assume
that all cf Evans' errcrs for the 1639-1738 tferiod are
errors of ipclusicn, and that the specific froportion
derived from the exaginaticn of Poster's imprints is
representative c¢f the shcle set of early imprints, then the
tt percent erxrcr rate can bte arrlied to all of Evans before
1739. Specifically, Evans' yearly ccunts can be xeighted bty
a factor c¢f .89, effectively <eliminating the error by
counting every 100 irmprints as 89. For the period after
1738, dealing with Evans' ghosts is more troublesome.
Statistically, these errors ray or may not e randon.
Lcgically, they constitute a smaller proporticu of all
errors than in the early pericd, a prcrocsition tcrn out by
the qualitative sample of Adanms' imrrints. Thus magnitude is
again at issue. If we assume that Evans' errors of inclusion
are indeed random, and that the proportion of ghosts derived
frcm the exarinaticn of Adarms' inmprints (4 percent) is
representative of all Evans' entries after 1738, then that
error rate of 4 rfpercent can ke applied to the 1739-1783

period as a whcle. The yearly tctals of Evans' imprints for

jik

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



199

the pericd can te weighted by a factor of .96, effectively
counting every 100 imrrints as 96. Here, as for the earlier
period, Evans' totals can be weighted down to correct,
albeit roughly, for tke presence of ghcsts.

The gross numerical impact of this procedure is 1not
inconsiderakle. Of tie 4,159 imprints Evans records for the
1€39-1738 pericd, weighting reduces the the total to 3,743.
Por the 1739-1783 rperiod, sweighting brings the total down
from 12,923 to 12,40F. 1he cortined weights redvce Evans'
tctal count cf 17,082 fcr the 1€39-1783 period tky S66 or 5.7
percent. Thus Evans' errors of inclusion, his ghcsts, are
assumned to be roughly € percent of all tikliographic entries
for the 145 years frcro 1639 to 1783.

None of these tweight factors or thte assumpticns tehind
them is defiritive. The =specific weights are based on
qualitative sarmples and extrapclated guantitatively to the
wheole -- a methcdological mix with some predictable results.
The propositicr that all Evans' errors before 1739 are omnes
of inclusicn, for example, is perhaps difficult to accept;
But the likelihood that far more of his errors in the early
period are c¢f this +tyre rather than bibliographic is
stpported both by lcqgic and analysis. And recall that the
impact of ‘tilkliogqrathic errcrs on aggregate analysis has
been reduced try not using Evans for any evidence on

authorship and Lty «ctecking all printer, publisher, and
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seller attrikutions against kncwn career events. What is
being counted and weighted, mcreover, are simrly imprints,
not what can Le termed imprint associations. An 11 percent
inclusion error is, if anything, high. The assumption that 4
percent of Evans' errcrs after 1738 are ghosts 1is at face
value more reascnatle, and clearly in line with Bristol's
assessment of an acceptable errcr of 3.2 percent.[ 18] Here,
hewever, thke e1rrcrs are only assumed to ke randcom. And as in
the case with the 1639-173¢ period, the weight factor was
derived frcm a qualitative sample and extrapclated to the
larger set.

A final caveat invclves periodization. The year 1738
does not divide in any way tke early American fress -- cnly
tke data. It merely rerresents a recognizable point at which
Evans' and Bristol's bitliographies becone statiétically

different, ncthirg mcre.

The Producers:

Printers, Publishers, and Bccksellers

Producing and distrituting all these works, cf course,
were peorle —-- the rrirters, puklishers, and bcoksellers of
the coclonial rress. Here an index of tradesmen is necessary
for aggreqate descrirtion, fcr it is important to know

exactly whc was invclved, where, fcr hcw lcng, and in what

3
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capacity for any analysis of productiop and growth. Yet the
prﬁblems asscciated withk rarticipation, or invclvement, in
the +trade, while 1less rumerous than those svurrounding
irprints, are more antiqucus. The tasic record of activity
in printing and pvutlisking are the imprints and newspapers
themselves; arn irprint colofphon identifies the individuals
invclved in the production of the work. Yet the
isprints -- and here we are talking about Evans' and
Bristol's biblicgrarhies as reflected in Bristol's two
indices of prirters, ptblishers, and tooksellers -- can not
reveal the «ccrplete rfricture of activity because they are
fundamentally ar inccmplete record of only one visitle
aspect of invclvement.[ 19]

There are three essentially related prctlens in
assessing involvenent in the trade: identification,
duration, and functicr. Sipgly stated, the problerm is one of
identifying unique individuals and then deterrining the
length and nature of tleir invclvement. Yet soluticns
require far nmcre evidence than the imprints and newspapers

provide. Recourse must be made -- for reasons that will

become <clear -- to a variety of cther evidence tearing on
the 1lives and Car€e€rs of those involved. Without
suprlementary infcrmaticr, solving these three tasic

problems becomes difficult if not impossitle. The approach

required is proscicgrathy, or mass biography -- the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



202

systematic ccrpilaticn of hiographica; information for
meﬁbers of a groupr for the purpose of analyzing their
ccllective exrerience.f20] Por the rroblems associated with
the early American press such an aprroach is essential.
Exanrles make the pcirt. According to the imprints,
Timcthy Green was active in Bostcn from 1700 to 1754 and in
New lomdon, Ccnnectictt frem 1713 to 1783 -- a career of
irplausible 1length.[Z!]1 The +time alcne would suggest the
.Hcrk of nore than one ran and, indeed, three Timothy Greens
were involved: Timcthy Green, I (ﬁ679—1757), Timothy
Green, II (17C€0-1763), and Timothy Green, IXI ({1737-1783).
We know Timcthy, I worked in Bcston from 1700 to 1713 after
which he moved to New Icndon where te lived until his death.
The Boston record after 1713, therefore, must be the work of
scmeone else, for Timcthy, I was simply not there. We know
that Timothy, I had a son, Tirmothy, II, that in 1726 he
fcrmed a partnership xith Samual Kneeland (1697-1769) in
Bcston., and that he worked with Kneeland in Boston until
1752 when he went tc New Lcndon to assume contrcl of 'hié
aging father's shor. Thus tie Eoston record can te assigned
tc Timothy, I anrd Timothy, II without much doubt.[ 221
Timothy, II, however, died in 17€3, axicmatically making the
New Londom reccrd after that the wcrk of someone else. VYet
we also knos that 1Timcthy, IXI's brother, Samuel Green

{1766-1752) , had a scn named Timecthy. 2And it was this

e

i
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Timothy, Timcthy Green, III who assumed contrcl of the New
Lcndcen shop when his urcle died, and who continued it until
his death. 1Thus the ertire inmprint record of Timothy Green
can be assigned, but crly ty krcwing the lives and careers
of those invclved.[ 23]

A seccnd exanmple irvclves the Bosten imprint record of
Samuel Gerrish, cne extending frcm 1707 to 1746. As with the
Green record, mcre thar one Gerrish was involved: Sanuel,
Sr. {c.1680-1741), and Samuel, Jr. (1715-1751). Samuel, Sr.
died in 1741, making any attribution of fﬁé la%ér imprints
tc him guestionable at best. While they could have been
puklished for the benefit of his estate, the fact +that he
had a son named Samuel and that the son was in Boston at the
time the imprints kearing thke name Samuel Gerrish were
published sticngly suggests that two Gerrishes were
responsible fcr the cne imprint Tecord.f 24] Without
resorting toc supplementary evidence tke impriat records of
tcth Green and Gerrish would be impossible to disassenble.
And without the ability to do this, any ricture cf the trade
tased on imprints wculd be distcrted, and analyses of growth
ursound. On a trade-wide scale, the 1impact would be
profound.

Problems of identificaticn, duration, and function
beccne mcre ccnplex swhen attention is shifted to less

prolific memters of tte trade, individuals whose imprint

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



204

records indicate «c¢nly minimal involvemgnt.‘Where all three
Timothy Greens and Samuel Gerxish, Sr. were major figures in
tke trade, oOtadiah Gill (1650-1700) was not. Eis imprint
record consists of crly two wcrks, one for each of the years
1685 and 16S0. Identifying Gill as a bookseller in Boston
during these years is nc fproklem.[25] Yet defining the
duraticn of his activity is both problematic and dependent
urpon certain judgments. Gill visitly entered the trade only
twice, but +tte length cf his involvement -—- defined as the
time between his first and last inprint associations -- is
six years. Defining dvration in this way rerhaps exaggerates
Gill's temporal activity, for the imprint reccrd really says
tkat he was active for cnly two years, 1685 and 1€90. Yet if
We assume that he could have had mcre imprint associations,
that is, ©cre imprints tearing his name, and that the
reascns he did not were due to the internal dynamics of the
trade itself, thenm the mcre accurate measure of his
invclvement in the trade is the duration between his first
and last imprint.

Then there are those individuals who were active in the
trade but whose names rever apreared con imprints. Consider,
fcr example, William Hall ({c.1755-c.1€27), the son of
Benjamin Frarklin's Philadelphia printing partner rCavid Hall
{c.1714-1772) . BEristol records no activity for william Hall,

vyet his irnvclvement is certain. In 1766 David Hell entered
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into partpmership with William Sellers (1725-1804) and began
printing under the name of Hall & Sellers. Whern Hezll died in
1772 he was =succeeded by his +two sons, David, Jr.
{1755-1821) and William, who, %ith Sellers, cortinued the
fall & Sellers ccncern. Bristcl, hovwever, records the
igprints of Hall & Sellers under William Sellers and David
Hall ({senior and junicr undistinguished as was the case with
Green). Yet Williar Hall was an active member cf the firn
and must ke considered s member of the trade. Without
knowing that W®Willias Hall succeeded his father along with
his brother, the imprint record of Hall & Sellers could not
be pioperly viewed.[26]

Deterrining functicn is the most ambigquous rfroblem to
be faced. In the severteenth and eighteenth centuries trade
functions as we know them -- printer, publisher,
seller -- Were neitter distinct nor well defined. Publisher,
defined as the supplier of venture capital, was a
particularly hazy role. Ccmpounding the problem are multiple
or overlarping functicns +that <characterized the trade;
Printer and seller, fcr exanmple, was a frequent ccmbination.
While a few account books indicate active printing,
publishing, c¢r Lockselling, ncthirg on a trade wide scale
exists to surrport firs gemeralizations about the nature of
functions.[27] Omne <can, however, take a lead from the

igprints themselves.

i@:
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Three rajor functicnal designations characterized
seventeenth and eighteenth-century ipprints: printer,
seller, and what can be termed srcusor. The phrases “printed
by" and "s5cld ky" very clearly indicate the roles c¢f printer
and sellexr, respectively. The ccmpound "“printed by and sold
Eyn indicates that the printer also sold the
werk -- although for whcse benefit cannot be said. The third
designaticn was that of "printed £for" which, vwhen one
ccnsiders that fundamentally there are «c¢nly three primary
functions ipvclved in the tusiness cf printing any work,
rast or present, those keing printer, publisher, and seller,
pight well te assumed to indicate something akin to
publisher. If we assume that in a rough way "printed for"

and its ancillary “fcr" meant publisher -- termed sponsor

because of the essential locseness of colonial
practice -- function can be assigned on the basis of
irprints,

The imprints themselves tend to surport the case.
Daniel Henchrman (1689-1761) 1is cne of the few colonial
tradesmen whcse financial records survive. They indicate
beyond douktt that Henchman was a full-fledged
publisher -- that he ptt up money to have works printed and
tkat he did it as a ttusiness.[28] Henchkman's imprint record
ccnsists cf 327 works of which 290 (88.7 percent) bear the

cclophon designations ‘“printed for"™ or "for." Another 20

y
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(6.1 percent) bear the designation "printed for and sold
by," and ancther 6 (3.7 percent) the designaticn "sold by."
In all, 98.5 rercent c¢f Henchran's kpown recorded imprint
associations indicate that he so0ld or sronsored the
WOrK.{ 25] On tke other side of the coin is BRartholomew
Green, SrI. {1667-17Z2) +vwhose imprint record extends more
than 40 years and includes 978 imprint designatiors. By all
acccunts Green was a rrinter, ncthing mcocre, a judgment his
record bears ocut. Furlliy 99 ©percent of all Green's
designaticns were either "grinted by" or "printed by and
scld by." Cnly one imprint has any other designation, and
that is Ysold by." Certainly inprint designations cannot be
used alone ncri can they provide a definitive assessment of
trade functicns. Yet tkey do rrcvide real, usable guidelines
for classifying functicns -- and thus trade roles -~ for the

early American press.

Summarizing briefly, the prosorpograrhy of the press and
the compilaticn of publicaticn informaticn frcr Evans ana
Bristol yield two interrelated and compatible sets of data.
The first is an index of individuvals whose activity in
printing and ptklishing, once established, can te defined by
type or functicn as well as length. The second is an index
of imprints and newsparers for which not only date and place

of publicaticn are kncwn, but also the individuals involved
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in producticn. Fach =set ccopliments the other. The
identification of discrete individuals,-fcr examgple, allowus
tke ipprint set to te prorerly assigned to those
individuals, and this in turn allows the exact number of
works with which any tradesran was associated to be
established. Mcreover, patterns of assocciation, toth formal
{partnerships, for ezxample) and informal {particular
rrinter~spcnscr-seller grcups) can ke located and analyzed.
.And everything can te done on a continental, lccal, or
individual scale. In shcrt, imprint and trade indices, alone
or in combinaticn, grcvide sound evidence for analyzing the

structure, size, ard growth of the early American rress.

h
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. As practiced in tibliography on an individual scale,

Marcus A. McCcrison, Vermont Imprints, 1777-1829
(Worcester, 1963) and C. William Miller, Benijamin
Franklin's Philadelphia Printing, 1728-1766: A
Descriptive Eirliography, American Philosophical
Society, Memoirs, CII {Philadelphia, 1€74), are

exemplary. See alsc Thomas J. Hclmes, Cottcn Mather: A
Biblicqrarhy of His Horks, 3 vols. (Cambridge, Mass.,
1640) .

2. Clarence S. Brigltar, Histcry and Bibliography of
American Newsparers, 1690-1820, [Rorcester, Mass.,
1947y, I, 1158-11t¢c,

3. Charles Evans, Agmerican Eibliography, 14 vcls. (Chicago
and Worcester, 1903-1¢59); Royger P. Bristol, Supplement
to Charles Evans' American Bitliography
(Charlottesville, 1970), herecafter cited as Bristol,
Supplerent; and Clifford K. Shipton and James E.
Mooney, Kational Index of Arerican Imprirts through
1800: The Short-Title Fvans, 2 ©vcls. (Worcester and
Barre, Mass., 1969), hereafter cited as cShipton and
Mooney, Short-Title Fvans.

—— e e g S e e

4. Bristol 1lists his rules for inclusicn in his
Supplement, X. ’

5. The raticrale fcr this omission was the existence of

Brighan's History and Eibliography of American
Newspapers, Fdward C. Lathem, Chronological 1Iables of
Americar Newspapers, 1690-1820 (Worcester and Barre,
Mass., '©72), and separate =microprint puklication of

the newstapers and periodicals.

6. Shiptcn and Mocney, Short-Title Evans, I, vii.

7. Based on the total of 18,415 Ewans entries for the
pericd from 1639 tc 1783, including newspafpers.

8. Shiptcn arnd Mocney, Short-Title Evans, I, vii-viii.

9. An analysis of Shirton and Mooney to establish this is
currently in progress.

10. An index cf imprints has been ccmpiled Frimarily £rom
Evans, American Eibliograrhy; and Bristol, Suppiement;
and suprlemented with Shipton and Mooney, <Short-Title
Evans; McCoriscn, Vermont Imprints; idem, Additions and
Correcticns to Vermont Imprints, 1778-1820 ({(%Worcester,

1968-1972) ; and Miller, Benjamin Franklin's
Philadelrhia Printing. Fvans and Bristol have been

L
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corrected using "American Bibliographic Notes,"
Proceedings of the Americamn Antiguarian Society, LYXXII
(1972), 45-~64; IXXXIII (1S73), 261-296; LXXXVI (1976),
409-418; LXXIVII (1<€77), 195-211; LXXXVIII (1978),
83-119. Eecause both Evans and Bristol included
newspapers, —creferences in each bitliography to
newsrapers have teen remncved from the count,
Supplenmentary newspaper fFulklication data has been
gathered from BPBrigham, History and Biblicgraphy of
American MNewsparers. While newstapers have been
excluded from the distributicns shown in Figure At.%,
they have teen coctnted as 1 "imprint" for each year of
publicaticn in all tallies noted below.

11. The test tsed was the Kolmogcrov-Smirnov nom-garametric
two sample test. See, Sidney Siegel, XNgnparametric
Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences (New York,
1956), 127-36. 1Tte .001 ccnfidence level, instead of
the less strimngert .01 or .05, was selected for two
reasons. (1) The distributions being tested are
patently nct ncrral: koth are +time series. (2) The
power-efficiency ¢f the Skirnov test is reughly 96
percent of the parametic T Test; and at the .C01 1level
there <¢ould ke no doubt as tc the prctabilities
involved. Lol

12. The cutpcint cf 4738 was arrived at in the following
manne€r. Kclmogcicv-Spirnov two sample tests were made
on Evans' and Bristcl's armual counts in 10 year
intervals beginning in 16329. If it could le assumed
from the results cf the test that the two sanrles were
drawn from the same Ecpulation, another 10 year
increment was added: 1639-1648, 1€39-1658, 1639-1678,
and so on, With the addition of the 1739-174¢€ totals, a
differerce between the two distributions emerged,
significant at the .001 level. The distritutions for
the 1739-1783 period were also significantly different
at the .001 level. The choice of 10 year increments was
arbitrary. Otler increments 1might well vield a
differert cutpoint, but it would very likely be around
1740. The Kolmcgcrcv-Smirncv test is highly sensitive
to changes in the numkter of observations in each
distritution, thus dissaggregaticn c¢f the 1739-1783
period yielded scrne ccnflicting results. The 1739-1754
distributicns were, ky themselves, not =sigrificantly
different: the 1735-1768 distributions, hcwever, wuere.
The crly short period after 1739 which proved to have a
significant difference between the two distributioms
was 1768-1783. Tike fact that both distributions are
fundamentally ard unequivocably not norral makes
dissagregation of the distributicns into short periods

A
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most hazardous -- in spite of the fact that the
Kolmogorcv-Smirnov test is ncn-farametric and makes no
hard assurrtions atout the distributions being tested.

13. Again, the Kclmcgorcv-Smirnov two sample test was
emnployed.

14. The exact prorcrtionmal ratios of Bristocl to Evans
entries (i.e., +the rTatic of +the percentage of all
Bristcl entries for a givern location to the fercentage
of all Evans e€ntries for the same locaticn) for the
five southern centers are: Arnarolis (3.%:1), Baltimore
{6.7:1), Wilrington, Del. (1.1: 1), Williamsburg
{2.9:1), Charleston {4.6:1), Savannah {10.4:1) .
Location was defined as place of printing when known
and whern unknowr as place o0f selling. In instances
where rlace of selling differs frcm place of primting,
place cf zrinting was used. When place of printing was
unknown, and twc cr more places of selling were known,
location was randomly selected.

15. The distrituticn cf locaticns recorded by Evans and
Bristcl fcr the 1639-1738 period and the prcportional
ratios c¢f Bristcl to Evans imprints is as followus.

Evans Eristol Ratio:
Location N Pct. N Pct. B/E
Unknouwn € « 14 19 1.82 12.6:1
Charlestcn 9 w22 22 2.11 9.8:1
Annarclis 32 « 77 48 4,60 6.0:1
Williamsturg 21 .50 29 2.78 5.5:1
Newport 33 .19 3¢ 2.88 3.6:1
Boston 2,376 57.13 659 63.18 1.1:1
New London 17¢ 4.21 : 37 3.55 .84:1
New York 588 14,14 92 8.82 «62:1
Cambridge 335 8.05 41 3.93 <49: 1
Philadelrhia 568 13.6¢ 63 6. 04 4421

Totals: 4,143 S9.61 1,040 99.71

Ratios rerresent the ratio of the percent of all
bibliograrhic ertries for a given location in Bristol
to the percent of all bibliographic¢ entries in Evans
for the same 1lccale. Tuwenty 1locations are recorded
altogetler. Only nine, plus imprints with ar unknown
place <c¢f printing are 1listed. Eight locations are
represented only Ly Evans, and cne is recorded only by
Bristcl: these are excluded from the table. St. Mary's,
Maryiaad has alsc Leen excluded because it represents
only <cne ipprint frcm Evans and two from Bristol, but
proporticnally yields a deceptive 6.4:1 ratic.
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16. If Evans (E) recorded 100 imprints for a given lccation
{L) and Bristel {B) recocrded 40, then the assumed true
total nuarker (I) wculd be: T =E + B. Expressed
proporticnaily, +the assumed true proportior (P) would
be: P = Ey1T 4 B/T (1 = .71 ¢+ ,29). Therefore each Evans
imprint at location (1) would be counted as 1 + .29.

17. The current effcrt of the American Antiquarian Society
to catalcque its 1large ccllection of troadsides may
well prcvide the necessary ipprints.

18. Bristcl, Supplement, ix.

19. Roger P. Eristol, Index of Printers, Publishers, and
Booksellers Indicated by Charles Evans in his American
Bibliograrhy (Charlottesville, 1961); idem, Index to
Supplement to Charles Evans Aperican Bitliography
(Charlottesville, 1971).

20. A concise discussion of prcscpography as a general
method is Lawrence Stone, ‘'Proscrography,*' Daedalus 100
{1971): 46-79. For a justification and application of
the apricach in «cclonial history see Darrett B. and
Anita H. Rutman, ‘'"More True and Perfect Lists:" A Note
on the Reconstruction of Cenzuses for Middlesex County,
Virgiria, 1668-1704,*' Virginia Magazine of History and
Biography, LXXX (1€80), 37-74; idem, "'Now-Wives and
Sons-in-law': Parental Death in a Seventeenth-Century
Virgiria County," in Thad W. Tate and David L.
Ammerman, €ds., 1The Cheasareake in the Seventeenth
Century: Essays cb Anglo-American Scciety (Chapel Hill,
1¢79;, 153-82.

21. The Eostcn reccrd actually includes a 1765 imprint
{E9916) that is, hcwever, misdated. The ccxrect date
according to Shiptcn and Mconey is 1733. The New London
record extends beyond 1783 but is not considered.

22. While Timcthy Green, II left Boston for New 1Iondon inm
1752, +the Bostcn imprints for 1753 and 17%54 do carry
the colorhon of Saruel Kneeland (1697-1769) and Timothy
Green. Since all tut one (E7340 which <carries no
printer designaticn) cf the imprints in question vwere
Massachusetts laws, it rmight be surrosed that Kneeland
and Green, vho were in partnership from 1726 to 1752,
had scre agreement fcr ccntinving a joint venture. The
explanaticn, however, may te as simple as Kneeland not
being akle to replace the official colorhcm plate. A
similar situaticn exists for Timothy Green, 1 who 1left
Bostcn at the e€erd of 1713 but whose EBoston reccrd
includes three 174 imprints (E1661, E1677, E1702).

L
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Bristcl recognized that listing igprints ty name and
locaticnr would obscure differences tetween individuals
with +the same nare who were active in the same =nlace,
as well as discrete individuals who were active in
different lccales.

23. The proscpcgraphical data for the Greens as well as the
rest of the cclcnial rress was ccmriled from a variety
of prirary and seconcary sources. First and foremost is
the American 2Antiquarian Society's Printers File, a
collecticn of bicgraphical and trade information
compiled over the courcse c¢f scme U0 years. The
Printer's File itself draws upon all of the standard
secondary works, tco numerous tc¢ mertion, trut contained
in G. Thcras Tancelle's Guide to the Study c¢f United

~

States Impprints, Z vols. (Cambrldge, Mass., 197%), the
immense genealcgical holdirgs of the Society, virtually
all cclcnial nevstapers (which, it seems worth noting,
supplied Clarence S. Brigham with encugh material for
his Historvy and Bitkliograpky of American Neuspapers),
vital records (alttough invariably cnly printed ones),
as well as the imprint hcldings cf the Scciety. The
particular sources pertaining to the Greens include
William C. Kiessel, "The Green Family: A Tynasty of
Printers, New Engqland Historical and Gerealogical
Register, TIV (1950), 81-93; Bcston Newsletter, May 12,
1757; New England Hist. and Genealogical Register,
LXXXIV  {1930), 162; Dcuglas C. McMurtrie, "The Green
Family of Printers," Americana, XXVI {1932), 364-375;
Thomas Sgcorner, The Records of W¥illiam Srooner
(Cincinnati, 1883) I, 147; Isaiah Thcmas, The History
of DPrintirqg in Arerica, 2nd e€dn., Marcus A. McCorsion,
ed. ([1€747New York, 1970), 10%1-03, 244-4%5, 296-98.
{A1ll references are to thics edition.)

24, The =sovrces for both Gerrishes include George E.
Littlefield, Farly Bostor Ecoksellers, 1€42-1711, 2
vols. ([ '900]New York, 1969), Z210-Z'4; Postcn Evening
Post, May 18, 1741:; Boston Newsletter, May 4, 1741,
"Samuel Gerrish," Massachusetts Historical Society,
Proceedings, 2nd Ser., XIV (1901); Mary 1. Hoffmanm,
Ancestors and Lecendents of Jchn Ccney {Ccnccrd, 1928),
77; Eosten Evenirg Fost, Aug. 5, 1751; Samtal Sewall,
The Diary of Samtel Sewall, 2 vols., M. Halsey Thonas,
ed. ({New York, 1973L.

25. Thomas, Histcry cf Printing, 1S4.

26. The sources for the Halls include Thomas, BHistor

i
Printing, 390, 387, 403, 436; William McCul
"Additions to Thcpas's ([sic] History of rinti

L
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Proceedings of tke American Antiquarian Society, XXXI
{1921), 140; Rcktert Hurd Kany, "David Hall: Printing
Partner cf Benjamin Franklin® (Ph.L. diss.,
Pennsylvania State Univ., 19€3); Dcuglas C. McHurtrie,
History c¢f Prirting in thke United States . . . Middle
and South Atlartic States (New York, 1¢36), 57;
Brighanm, History and Bibliography, 171, 934,
Pennsylvania Jovrpnal, Dec. 30, 1772; Pennsylvania
Gazette, May 27, 1813: "Dpavid Hall," Lictionary of
American Eiography, VII, 123. Annual counts cf persons
active in the +trade, defined on the basis cf imprint
evidence alcne, averaged 89.7% (Std, Dev. = 12.8) of
counts o©0f perscts active in the trade defined by all
evidence. The median was 91.6%. On the basis of 5 year
counts, +the mear and median percentages sere 90.8%
{std. Dev. = 11,.1) and 92.€%, respectively.

27. Rollo G. Silver, "Eublishirg in Bostcn, 1726-1757: The

Accounts of TLaniel Henchman," Proceedings of the
American Antiguarian Scciety, LXVI (19858), 17-36;
George Sippscn Eddy, e€d., Acccunt Books Kert by
Benjarin Franklin: Ledger, 1728~-1739, Journal,

1730~-1737 (New Ycrk, 1928); idem, Account Eocks Kept by
Benjarin Franklin: lLedger ‘'D,' 1739-1741 (New York,
1929); ‘Worthingtcn C. Ford, The Bostcn Ecok Market
{Boston, 1917); Virgiria Gazette, Dayhooks, 1750-1752 §&
1764-1766, MS, Virginia State lLibrary, Charlcttesville;
Jeremiah Ccndy, Account Bock, 1759-1770, MS,  American

Antiquarian Society, Worcester.

28. Silver, "l1he Acccunts of Daniel Henchrman;" W®illiam T.
Baxter, "Taniel Herchran, a Cclonial Bookseller," Essex
Institute Historical Ccllecticns, LXX (1934), 1-30.

29. Henchman's two cther imprint designations, printer and
printer-seller, may indicate changing defiritions or
more rprclkatly the ambiguity cf functions, tut there is
little dcukt that Henchman was not a fprinter.
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APPENDIX TIWO

TRADE CENEALCCGIES

Much of ttke narrative in Charters 3 and 4 can be
expressed grarhically. Like Illustration 4.1, the growth of
the trade anc¢ tlte asscciaticns cf tradesmen can be presented
in schematic fcrm, altkough nct always with parsimony. What
fcllows are =iz selected examples of ‘*trade genealogies,"
schematic views cf the chicnological history cf the printing
trade in varicts locales.

The term genealogy was chosen for the simrle reason
that much of the histcry of the early American press can be
construed in fanilial terms, and chapters 3 and 4 stand as
evidence. Bttt the ternm genealcgy also implies descent and,
bFoth chrcnclcgically and professicnally, the printing trade
was characterized Lty descent. The =ix trade genealogies
Fresented rerresert crly a samrle. They vary in complexity
frem the single Frarklin family, through the single colony,
Ncrth Carclira, to twc major genealogies vwhich attempt to
capture the full range cf the trade in Bcston.

The actual figvres reflect certain conventicns. Solid
vertical 1lines indicate activity in the printing trade over

time and can ke read against the time line to the 1left of

215
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each figure. The names of tradesmen are placed over the
start of all Mactivity" 1lines. Dasheé hcrizertal 1lines
indicate associaticnal *ies -- partnerships,
aprrenticeshirs, or other working associations. Horizontal
arrowed 1lines ({©>>>>>) indicate either novement from one
locale to anctker withir the gecgraphical confines of the
figure, or the @movement of equipment from one printer to
another. In e€ach case, the 1lines are 1labeled tc prevent
ccnfusion. Major familial and professional "events"™ are
scripted along "activity" lines.

The intert of prcviding these trade genealogies is to
allcw a larger, and nore or less instantaneous, picture of
the trade -- drawing tpon the narrative of Charters 3 and
4 —- to be seen. These trade cenecalogies, along with others
not included, rrovide the basis of the netwcrk énalysis
presented in Chapter 5. In all six fiqures, virttally every
printer to have werked in the particular place in the period
listed 4is ircluded. The reader would ke advised to view the
six figures in order to facilitate adjustment to thé

particular style of presentation.

L
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1770
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1733
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PRINTING IN NORTH CAROLIT

NEW BERN

JAMES DAVIS

APFRENTICED T3 WILLIAM PARKS

IN WILLIAMSBURG, (. 1742-1749
1749.-TRPENS 3HJP
17524 1. PRUDENCE
175343 JAHES. JR.
179348, JOHN. 3. i7785-83 (4RJ
APFOINTED POSTHMASTER, 1755
175748, GARAH
175848, WILLIAM, DB. 1775~83 (ARJ
178118, THOMAS
175243 . PRUBENCE
175648, 3USANNA
17894 5HOP DESTRIYED Tt -
BY HURRICANE HO T{J:ST BAVIS
I
i
1
[
§
t
i
I
APPRENTICED TO :
FATHER EBEFQORE 1778 |
Li77e
SERVES IY REVOLUTION, 1773-178.
TO HALIFAX, i78i
ETIRES. i78Bi+4 ROBERT KEITH F2>3>55>53>555»
N 2l
: (FROM SHARLESTOM? 782
i BUYS DAVIS' -i782
' EQUIPMENT + gL
! ar RETURNSG TO NEu BERN, 1784
— 1783
D. i7e5
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NTING IN NORTH CAROLINA,

BERN

T BILLIAN PARKS
URG, €. i742-1749

i778-83 (AR]
STHRSTER, 1755

Do 1778-83 (ARS

£0
€ THOHQST BAvIS
]
i
[}
|
i
H
|
i
\PPRENTICED TO :
HER EEFORE 1778
Lirze
SERVES I[M4 REVOLUTION, L778-178.

TO HaLIFax, i72:

T KEITH 5533555535353 >59
HARLESTON3 L782
1782
4oL <Lag
L 73% RETURNS TO HEw BERN, 1734
o

1749-1780

WILMINGTON

ANDREW STEUART
CFROM PHILADELPHIA)
1754
17’3’3:[
QUITS PRINTING

|

ADAM BOYD :

i

79+ ¢ ¢ ¢ € ¢ € € € € € € € ¢ ¢~
BUTS EQUIPMENT D. 17653

QUITS PRINTING, 1778
ENTERS MINISTRY
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1720

173G

1742

1790

17768

i7ag

1732

1720 = ===
[4 PUILADELPHIS, 1735-1730
WORKED FOR WILLIAM BRADFORD
AND BENJAMIN FRANKLIN 17374 - o -,
H. ANNE HOOF, 1738
1739+
174848, WILLIAN
17SDJ-B‘ FREDERICK WILLIAM RIND
1
|
APPRENTICED |
TS I0HAS E‘REEN:
i
|
1757j»-8. SAMUEL i
AT 2 S e e ettt e m—m —LFQgun PARTNERSHIP, 178
D e T—C-'—\-_t:-;Ar;“a)U)R)L>>>>7>B>>>>)>>>>>>>>:
BiLL 3770765
| ____ANNE GREEN ' ¢ *
D. 1787 175?T___U_I_L_L_T_Q_H GREEN
Y 1
L7 571770  FREDERICK
! GREEN
17724 = = e e e e m e e e - e L
p. 1775 77T TTTTT 1
; . SAMUEL_ GREEN
T - T T T T T I
M. », 17784
B. JONAS, (7704
(10 12113 Ty CRiid

ANNAPOL IS

EDMUND HALL
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PRINTING IN ANNAPOLIS AND L

NNAPOL IS WILLIAM PARKS

1726 BEEINS BUSINESS
EDMUND HALL

.
PO WILLIAM Pt
17304 3PENS WILLIAMSBURG SHOP 1730+
M. EL
2 GHI
WILLY
305N
CLOSES ANNAPOLIS 3SHOP
1737 e e - LMOVES TO JILLIAMSBURG, 173/ 5555>55555555555055555% 17374
UILLIAN RIND |
1 D. 17882
f
INTICED ! .
445 GREEN: Pl
f Wl
i
i
______ FORM PARTHERSHIP, 1758
WILLIAM RIND
———— IIDIDIDIODDITSIIODIIIIDDIIDIDOIODIDIIIIDOIDOIDIDIINIIIDIIDIDIPIIDIODIIIDILIDIIIDIDIIIOIDIDIIIDOLDED>>
1 UILLIAMSEURE, 1765 17686
<
CLEMENT INE
_______ RIND
9. 1773 ———
D. i774
SAMUEL_ GREEN MOYE

€Te 12i1)
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WPOLIS AND WILLIAMSBURG,

WILLIAM PARKS

173C+
M.

>>55535555>55555555> L7374

ELEANTR [N ENGLAND
2 CHILDREN
WILLIaM, 8.
SUSAN, M.

1718,
JOHN SHELTON.

WILLIAM HUNTER,

APPRENTICEQL?]
TC PARPKS

1720-1/7890

WILLIAMSBURG

DIED YOUNG
PLANTER

SR.

ELIZABETH HUNTER

I M. JOHN HOLT, 1749
0. 1780 1777, M. P MOLT JGSEDHT RAOYLE
1752 B. dILLIAM, JR, i
1753. APPUINTED DEPUTY 4
POSTMASTER FOR COLONIES APPRENTICEDL?3 '
WITH BENJAMIN FRANKLIN TO HUNTER 1757, M. RT53AMA HUNTER.
( GISTER OF WILLIAM HUNTER
|
HUNTER' S 3HOP
FOREMAN, [758-1761
o. izst
WILLIAM RIND ROSANN JOHN
- RCYLE DIXON
’>>>>>>»>>>>)_ [SrA~1cR TN B I_______..__.__w
17861 0. eeTTTTTTC 1758, MARRIEST ~ =
: JOHN DIXON
WILLIAM HUNTER, JR
C.1751-C.:774 1787, B. JOHN, JR.
. EDUCATED BY
T
CLEQ%?{' INE JO4N BENJAMIN FRANKLIM
b ;'i[ PLCKNEY IN PHILADELFHIA
a. 3773 L 1774, AGSUMES RING'S 17744 o o e e e e e m o] L.
D. i774 VIRGINIA GAZETTE
1778
MOVES TO HALIFAX, N.C.
3. 1777
1778 o e e e
LOYALIST 1780lo - __
JOINED BRITISH CMOVE TO Ri(

FORCEG. €. 1772
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SHOP
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58. MARRIES T ~~~—~ -~ "~ - - - - -
9. L7866 JOHN BIXON
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176%. B. JOHN, JR. -
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---------------------------------------------- 1774
THOMAS
NICOLSOM
_________________________ L e o L
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PRINTING TRADE

CAMBRIDGE

MATHEW DAYE

16397
SGQRHEUEL 1532, M. JANE BANEBRIDEE <C. i
EN 1648. 8. 3AMUEL, LI
S BEGINS. 1549
5. 1849
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YL IR JOHNSON
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NGLAND, €
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G TRADE
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JANE BANEBRIDEE
3AMUEL, LI

L. 18572

1564
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UTH CANE, 1870
6, DIED YOUNG
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IB8 2 = e e e e et r______.___._-_._______g-__“is._‘ ___________________
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TO 17323
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|

(70 1700

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

FATE UNKNCUN



ND BOSTON, 1630-1700

> TON

JOHN FOSTER RICHARD PIERCE

> > > > > > > > 1870 o m e e e e e e e e e e e = = = -
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____________________ 7
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1708

1715

1729
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1785
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1 172718
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M. FL1Z. AVERY, 17374
RICHARD DRAPER
APPRENTICED
TO FATHER, J. DRAPER.
C.i745-1750
M. MARGARET GREEN. 1750
L . 1
NO CHILDREN
SANMUEL DRAPER PROBABLE SILENT
APP, TO UNCLE, PARTNERSHIP,
JOHN DRAPER, 1751-1762
C.1750-1757
PRINTED WITH
ZECHARIAH FOWLE
1758-1782 1762 o e L
__________ 1763 D. 1352
JOHN BOYLE T
APPRENTICED |
T JOHMN GREEN, S e + 178
C.1782-1753 ., 1787
EDWARD DBRAPER
GQQ?SGSSESER PROBABLY APP. TO
PRIMTS WITH DRAPERS. 17744 - - -CREEN_ UNCLE, JOHN DRAPER,

—————————— .
}: n. 1774 C.i7687-1774
____________________ 1
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LOYALIST,

LEFT BOSTON, 1776
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JOWN BLLEN_ . —H. MARY SHORT, 1A92
+B. MARY, 1885 TIMOTHY GREE
+8. DEBORAH, 1897 APPRENTICED
TO 8. GREEN.
1B. BARTHOLONMEW, JR.. 1609 1692-1700
I 1700 OPENS
1u. we
g, 1
10 ENGLAND. C.i704 T TTTTTTTTTTTT i
RETURNS, ©.1708 IB. 3¢
1707+
la. x
'TH’ 4ANNAH TOPPAN, 1710 SB. M
48. SAMUEL. D. 1712 18. Jt
TGO NEU LONDON,
Si
app, -
%fﬁ%ﬁ;ﬁthglghl
JOHN DBRAPER APP. TO FATHER.
APPRENTICED E. 6REEN, SR..
TO 8. GREEN, C..713-172C
C.i717-1728 R .
| 17261, DEBORAH GREEN (B.1738) le. MeREaARET. 1725
i 172748. RICHARD Quast -
D. C.1727 1B. JouN PARTNERSHIS,
1g. Lynia i725-1732
{~B~ JOHN. 173,
ASSUMES B. EREELN'GS SGHOP, 17324 BEZOUNE ALLEN 0. 35T 4 JOHN
. 1732
APP, TO B. GREEN BUSHELL
M. MARY GREEN, 1734 apP. O GREENS
1730 m = mm o m e e mmm— R s 1735
M. ELiZ. AVERY, 17374 ]
VERIED PARTHERSHIPS AMONG
ALLEN ., EREEN. AND RUSHTLL,
1735-1749
JOHN GRE!
RICHARD DRAPER aPR. TO FATH
APPRENTICED B S U R 4 8. GREEN, JIF
TO FATHER. J. NRAPER, D. C.i747 C.i741-174
C.i1740-175¢0 17404 o — - -~ = e 17490
|. MARGARET GREEN, 1750
o e o m  am — a = . .= - 1 P U U P 1751
10 HALIFAX, TO HALIFAX, 1781 I
Nl CHILOREN N.S.. 1751
B. 1751 JOSEPH RUSSELL |y
APER T ERE S ST e - .
- PROBABLE SILENT apPP. TO 3. TOWLE, BRI
LE, PARTNERGHIP, C.1748-1755 1
iR, 1751~1762
57
ITH
guLE
2 1782 ¢ e e m e ed
_________ l1763 B. 1762
_________ N 1787
o7 EDWARD DRAPER
SPER PROBABLY APP, TO
________ 4 UNCLE, JOHN DORAPER, 17744 - m oo oo
N. 1774 C.i787-1774 ] QUITS, L7:
___________________ 1778 uESfM¥ELSOM QUITS, 1776
1776 1778b - MES! T
17834 =~ o - -
{TO 18313 (Ta i85t

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



SHORT, 1B82

- 1895 TIMOTHY GREEN, I
RAH, 1837 APPRENTICED

TO B. CGREEN,
HOLOKER, JR.. (898 1692-1700

1700+ 0OPENS SHOP

1 MR s
+8. SAMUEL, 11i, 1706
+8. JOHN, i708

I TOPPAN. 1710 4-B. NATHANIEL, 1710
e Do 1712 +B. JONAS, 1712

TO NEW LONDON, 1713
SAMUEL KNEELAND
APP. TO B. GREEN, C.i711-1718

1718+ OPENS SHCP TIMOTHY GREEN, 11
IRTHOLOMEW ) -
RREEWL ﬂz 1. ELIZABETH GREEN  APPRENTICED
‘B, TO FATHER, 1B. MARY, 1722 (DY)} IN NEW LONDON,
. BREEN, SR.. C.1716-1724
C.1713-1720 18. SAMUEL, 1724 WORKS FOR
R 1B8. DANIEL, 1725 B. GREEN, 1725
; +B. MARGARET, 1726 17284 o e e e e e e — ey
sHIB,
732 1a. Joun. i728
1. JOHN. 173,
i o OHN
B'JJSHELL
aPP. 0 GREENS 1B. ANN, i73%
———-—1 ———————————— 1738
MONG
IELL,
JOHN GREEN
APP. TO FATHER,
U 8. GREEN, JR.,
C.i741-1748
17494 v - oo — = e e il R 3 1749 Jai
1 | 11751 APl
TO HALIFAX, TO HALIFAX, 1751 1752 o e e e o 1 10 5
NE?.. #;51 TC NEL LONDON, 1752 c.
« 17951 I < i L
apP Tc‘ég‘ﬁit RUS3ELL T orAne DANIEL EJU-HN M. BNN KNEEL
é'L749:1755 ’ 1755“' KNE LAND KN ELQND © L1
APP. TO FATHER APP, TO FATHER
H [
A e Ittt sty SETH ADBAMS
APP, TO AND
WORKS FOR
KNEELANDS ,
C.i75-178%
RETIRES, 1785 | 77 Tttt
D. 1780
QUAST-PARTHERSHIP,
BRVIS _____ di772 L __
Qu1Ts, 1772
17744 oo oo ] e 11774
QUITS, 1774 L - L
1 QUITS, 1775 QUITS, 1775
QUITS, 1776
LOTALIST,
LEFT BOSTON, 1777 END PARTNERSHIP, 17
i

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



IN BOSTON, 1700-17/83

GAMALIEL ROGERS
PUSSIBLY APP.
TG JOHN ALLEN,
Co1720-1727

-

DANIEL FOUWLL

APPRENTICED TQ

SAIUEL KNEELAND

AND TIM 'THY GREE?
€.1733-1740D

1740 b oo LT m—— e
SILE
PARTNER
1740-
JOHN GILL N T R
APFRENT{CED M. LYDIA HALL, 175101 - —__.
T3 5. KNEELAND, BEESEQIN NG CHILGREN
L 1747-1754 S au
1754 — o M. MORTHA STARR, 1754 L
Te’ aenoanin, Jr.. 1755 RETIRES, 1754
M. ONN KNEELAND4 1756 L8, PeTER. 1758 L____.
_ TO PORTSMOUTH.
‘R N.4.. 1758
SETH ADBAMS
APP. TO AND
WORKS FOR
KNEELANDS ,
C.1756-1765
T auits, t772
PETER NJAMIN
foess ey AT,
APPRENTICED TO FATHER
END PARTNERSHIP, 17784 -~ ~ — e o _ﬁ ___________________ 1779
B. 178% (10 8073 (TQ 17873 €10 17873

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



PRUBABLY MOVES

T3 PCORTSMOUTH,.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

N.H.

TO WORCESTER, (773

THOMAS FLEET, SR
FROM ©NGLAND., 1712
1713+
1712l - _THOL
M. ELIZ. 600SE, L7154
17184 - o
. o
'S
173248, THOMAS
. 173448, JUHN
DANIEL FOUWLE 173448, J
APPRENTICED TC g{%ﬁ{f&
SAMUEL KNEEi AND
AND TIMOTHY GREEN, COHASSET
C.1723-1740 MINISTER
""""""""" T
PARTNERGHIP,
1749-1750
"CHARIA
FRR A
APP, TO BRCTHER,
DANIEL FOWLE,
__________________________ L 1745-1750 B% @,}N
M. LYDIA HALL, 17514 o o o o e e e oL .
NG CHILDREN APP, 10 J. PARKER
QUAS I -PARTHERSHIP IN NEL YORK.
1751-1756 1742-1752
IN AN'IGUA,
____________________ 1 1752-1757
TQ PORTSMOUTH, 17574 = c oo 1757 |
N.H.., 1758 + Lo
PRINTS WiTH POSSIBLE D. 1758
SAMUEL DRAPER PARTNERSHIP,
1758-1782 1757-1782
17824 - o o T T
TO NEW YORK. 1782
ISAlAH THOMAS
APP. TO 2. FOWLE,
1758-1766
JOURNEYMAN PRINTER,
1786-1770
17704 - e e e e e
-------------------- 1771
QUITS., 1771



THOMAS FLEET, SR.
FROM SNGLAND, 1712

17137 ___THOMAS_CRUMP
M. ELIZ. &0CSE. 17154
1718 - oo - -
FATE UNKNOWN
173248, THOMAS JR.
i734f@. JOHN
RIA
R1ap
=$§THER.
FOWWE
ant BENJAMIN
17350 MP‘L_JC%
APP, 10 }. PARKER
x% Hgg ﬁgﬁf'
742-175
IN AN'IGUA, LOEHENT T[:FLUE'M:‘QTS
1752-1757 - -
____________________ 1757 L APPRENTICEB TJ FATHER
Lo oo 1758
POSSIBLE p. 1758
PARTNERSHIP,
17571782
T T0 NE4 YORK. 1782
ISalad THOMAS
apP. TO Z. FOWLE,
1756-1766
JUURNEYHAN PRINTER,
1758-1770
R I 1
1771
MOVES
JTH. N4,
TO UORCESTER, (775
(70 1883) (10 17973

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




BIELICGEAPHIC NOTE

The literature on the early American press is large and
the issues addressed diverse. Most of the questiors posed by
the present study lie outside the realm of traditional
schclarshir ard involve an examiraticn of the actual extant
reccrd of rrinting in the colcnial years. The tasic sources
for the twc major types of evidence employed -- the imprints
cf the reriod and the ccllective biography of
tradesmen -~ are discussed at length imn Arpendix 1. The
reader interested inm a full discussicn is directed there.

The major sources of infcrmation on the <tTecord of
printing are Charles Evans, American Bikliograrhy, 14 vols.
{Chicago and Worcester, Mass., 1903-1959); Rcger E. Bristol,

Strrlement tc Charles Evans' American Birlioararhy

{Charlottesville, Vir., 1970), and Cliffcrd K. Shirton and

James E. Mccney, Naticnal Index of American Imprirts through

1800: The Short-Title Fvans, 2 vols. (Worcester, Mass.,

1969) . sShiptcr and Pconey's Short-Title Evans is itself a

guide to the Americam Antiguariar Society's microcard
edition of Early Arerican Inmprints, a collection of all
extant pre-1800 imprints. Suprlementing these three sources
are '“American EBiblicgraphic Nctes," published occasionally

ty the American Antiquarian Scciety in its Pircceedings.

223

‘i
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Marcus A. McCorsion, Vermcrt Imprints, 1777-1820 ({(HWorcester,

— e

1963), and C. Rilliam Miller, Benjamin Franklin's

Philadelphia Erinting, 1728-1766 (Philadelphia, 1974) are

mcdels of tibliocgraphic work nct to be cverlocked. The bltest
tibliography of colonial newspapers is Clarence S. Brigham's

Bistory and Bitliograrhy of Arerican Newsrapers, .1690-1820,

2 vols. {Worcester, Mass., 1§u7). The strengths,
; weaknessess, and variety of irfcrmaticn contained in each of
these sources are thoroughly treated in Appendix 1.

A biograrhical fccus marks much of the oldexr work on
the colonial rress, and has allcwed the collective biography
of tradesmen to be done. The rrinciral source, and one which
is discussed 1in Aprendix 1, 1is the American Antiquarian
Scciety's "Printers File," a «c¢cllection ¢f bicgraphical
information ccrpiled cver the course of forty yearé on all
rrinters, pttlisters, and bcoksellers active in
Anglo-America prior-to 1800. The sources of the irformation
contained in the Printers File include all the standard
seccndary sctrces -- puch too numerous to mentioﬁ
individually, kut ccntained in G. Thomas Tanselle 's Guide to

the Study cf United States Imprints 2 vols. (Cambridge,

Mass., 1969) -- the immense genealogical, imprint, and
newsraper bcldings «c¢f the Scciety, and a wide range of

S

e

rublic records. A detailed 1listing of the sources

available at the Society in its "Authorities File."

E
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Personal records of tradesmen, with cne obvicus
exception, are 1limited. The American Anfiquarian Society's
Isaiah Thcmas Papers and Book Trades Collecticr ccntain most
cf the availatle material relating to the reriod before
1783. The Bock Trades Ccllecticn, itself, contains copies of
materials ficz other @manuscript coliections. The okvious
exception tc the scarcity cf perscnal records is Benjanin
Franklin, and Leonard L. lataree and William B.%illcox, et

al., eds., The Papers of Bendjamin ¥Pranklin (New Haven,

Conn., 1959- ), ang Leonard L. 1laltaree, ed., IThe

Autotioqraphy of Berjamin Franklin (New Haven, 1964) are

required reading.
Of the clder literature on the early American press

Lavrence C. Wroth, The Cclcnial Printexr, rev. edrn.

{Fortland, Me., 1938), and Douglas C. McMurtrie, 1A History

of Printing ip the United States (New Ycrk, 193¢), are still

of nearly incalcuatle value, as 1is 1Isaiah Thcmas, ZIhe
History of Printing in America, 2nd edn., PFarcus A.

McCorsion, e€d. {(1874: New York, 1970). John Tebkel, A

History of Bcock Puklishing in tie United States, vcl. 1 (New

York, 1972) condenses much recent work. The isstes which
historians «c¢f the cclcnial press are addressing currently
are not easily clacs:ified. Fundamentally, they view the
rress primarily as a vehicle cf pclitical expression, and

the pervasiveness of this issue is discussed in Chapter 1.
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When historians have departed ficum this traditicnal concern.
tbey have terded to vieu the printer as 'an entrepeneurial
figure working under a variety of social, economic and
pclitical ccnditions. The most nctable examples of this
werk, which <cften <ccmbine +the concerns of ccntemporary
colonial social history with the more traditional ©folitical
focus, are Rcllo G. Siiver, "Aprons Instead of Uniforms: The

Practice of Printing, 1776~1787," Proceedings of the

Aperican Antiquarian Society, LAXXVII (1977), 111-34; Mary
Aen Yodelis, "Who Paid the Eirper? Publishing Eccnomics in

Boston, 1763-1775," Jcurnalism Mcnographs, No. 38 (1975);:

Stephen Botein, "'Meer Mechanics' and ar Oren EFEress: The
BPusiness and Political Stategies of Colcnial American

Printers," Perspectives in American History, IX (1975),

———

127-225; J. A. Lleo 1lemay, Men of Letters in Colonig;

Maryland (Knoxville, Tenn., 1972), esp., 114-25, 193-212;

and Bernard Pailyn ard John B. Hench, eds., The Press and

the American Kevugluticn (Uorcester, 1980).

Werk on Etropean publishing and the cultural ccntext of
printing is extremely pertinent for historians of the early
Arerican crress for it adds a variety of fpotentially fruitful

questions. Rchert Darnton, The Business of the

Enlightenment: A Publishing History of the Fncyclopedie,

1775-1800 {(Cambridqe, Mass;, 1€79):; Natalie Zemon Davis,

"princing and the Pecrle,"™ in Lavis, Society and Ctlture in

i
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Early Modern France (Stanford, 1¢€75), 189-226; Elizabeth L.

Eisenstein, The Printing Press as an Agent of Sccial Change,

2 wvcls. (Cambridge, 1579), represent the best of this work.

David D. Hall, "The Wcrld of Print and Ccllective Mentality

in Seventeenth-Century New Englangd,"™ in John Higham and Paul

K. Conkin, e€ds., New Directicns in American Intellectual

=]

istory (Baltimore, 1579), 166-80, has explored scme of the
ques;ions posed by Eurcrean scholars in Arnglo-America.
Historians are never satisfied with what they know
atout any rparticular sukject, but the early American press
is one ar<a which is essentially wide open. No intepretive
raradigm exists and no come or two issues currently occupy
the attenticr cf schclars to the exclusicn of all others.
And it is safe to =<say that the press remains cne of the

least understocd arcas of the cclcnial past.
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