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LOYALISTS IN STRAFFORD 

By JosEPHINE FISHER 

Instructor in History, Bryn Mawr College 

The story of the L oyalists of Vermont, who they were and what 
happened to them, is still to be written, but this sharply focussed 
paper by M iss Fisher throws a definite light upon one section of the 
problem. White it would be too much to say that the study reveals 
the basic pattern for other communities in the state, it is perhaps 
reasonable to assume that the ebb and flow of local attitudes in the 
northern tier of towns is accurately stated in this study of Strafford. 
Miss Fisher wishes to make acknowledgment of the courtesy extended 
to her in the course of her research by the town clerk of Strafford, 
Elizabeth M. F. Chandler. Editor. 

D URING the Revolution, Strafford was a frontier town with 
few inhabitants between it and the enemy in Canada.1 The 

people living in the townships on both sides of the upper Connecticut 
River were conscious of the danger to which they were exposed. In 
July of 1776, Colonel John Hurd, member of the New H ampshire 
Council, wrote to General Sullivan from Haverhill, New Hampshire, 
"Our greatest danger, we fear, at present, is from small skulking 
parties of Canadians or Indians, should they take up the hatchet 
against us. Yet we have this good circumstance in our favour: The 
St. Fran~ois tribe and the Caughnawaga have still some of their chil­
dren at Dartmouth College, under D octor Wheelock's tuition, which 
one would think they would certainly remove before they begin 
hostilities."2 He thought that it was only the enemy's ignorance of 
the country and its weakness, or else lack of a sufficient number of 
troops in Canada, that prevented an attack.8 

Evidently efforts were made to maintain good relations with the 

1. In 1778, the Vermont Assembly voted to raise a force of twenty men to 
guard the frontier "from White River to Strafford and Corinth" and the 
Lakes. State Papers of Vermont, Journals and Proceedings of the General 
Assembly of the State of Vermont, III, p. 29. 

2. American Archives, Peter Force, ed., 5th Series, I, p. 264. 

3. Ibid. 
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St. Fran~ois Indians. Colonel J acob Bayley of Newbury reported 
that the Indians were being told in Canada that it was impossible for 
the Americans to supply them with articles which they needed and 
that in order to obtain them, they must join the side of the British in 
the war. Colonel Bayley had attempted to offset the enemy' s plan 
by sending a messenger to inform the Indians "that we are ready to 
supply, if they chuse, at Upper Co'os, in exchange for Bever & as 
reasonably as they can be supplied in Canada; to inform them that 
we are the same to them, as twelve years past; that we wonder they 
should make themselves strange, that we don't mean to intreat them 
but to inform and undeceive them."4 It was known early in I 777 
that the attempt to remain on friendly terms with the Indians was 
unsuccessful. A scout who had been sent to the St. Fran~ois reported 
that a large number of Indians belonging to that tribe had joined the 
British, and it was thought that they would attack the frontier settle­
ments sometime that spring.5 

At the same time that these communities were fearing that they 
would be attacked from the outside, they realized that there was also 
danger from those of their own inhabitants who remained loyal to 
the British government. Colonel Hurd wrote that in his neighbor­
hood, some "ill-minded" persons had proposed that unless they were 
sent help by New Hampshire or Massachusetts, the best way to pro­
tect themselves from attack by the Indians, would be to "send over 
to General Burgoyne, acquaint him of our weak condition, and ask 
his protection."6 But measures were being taken to prevent the 
T ories from doing any harm to the American cause. By the 15th 
of March, I 77 6, a Committee of Safety for Gloucester County had 
been formed. 7 At a meeting of the Committee held on March I 5, 
I 77 6, it was resolved that twenty-two inhabitants of the county 
should be asked "to subscribe an oath . . . in favour of America 
and all those that shall subscribe to be received into favour of the Sons 
of Liberty and those that don't comply and subscribe are to be deemed 
as enemies to the American cause, and are to be treated in the follow-

4. New Hampshire State Papers, VIII, pp. 405-406. Colonel Bayley to the 
Speaker of the New Hampshire House of Representatives, Dec. 4, 1776. 

5. Ibid., p. 5 10. Colonel Timothy Bede! to Ebenezer Thompson, Haver­
hill, New Hampshire, March 18, 1777. 

6. Ibid., pp. 306-307. 
7. Proceedings of the Vermont Historical Society, 1923, 1924 and 1925, 

p. 19 3. Gloucester County Court Records. 
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ing manner (viz) They are to be stroped of all warlike weapons 
and are to be under the inspection of the Committee of the T owns 
to which they belong and they are not to hold any correspondence 
with any that are deemed as Tories."8 Eight of these twenty-two 
men were inhabitants of Strafford. They were William Pennock, 
J ames Pennock, J ames Pennock, Jr., Samuel Pennock, J ames Bean, 
John Bliss, Daniel West and Elihu Northrope.9 There is no record 
which indicates whether or not these men subscribed to the oath. 

Loyalist activities, however , apparently continued in the neighbor­
hood. In the summer of I 776, Colonel Hurd reported to the New 
Hampshire Committee of Safety that a careful watch was being kept 
on the men who "proposed sending to G eneral Burgoyne or into 
Canada for assistance," but that it was thought wise to take no action 
against them at that time.10 That the Loyalists had some form of 
organization in these frontier towns is evident from the contents of an 
intercepted letter, dated at Thetford on June 17, 1777, and ad­
dressed to Benjamin Brooks of Claremont, New H ampshire.11 In 
it the w riter said that he had just received news from Canada, where 
"they are making all preparations to come down & I would have 
you all stand in readiness to help; your arms are all ready for you 
and will be sent to some secure place." The writer would inform 
Brooks in a few days where he should go to receive them. H e asked 
Brooks to give encouragement to "all friends for Government" and 
to keep everything secret, "for our lives depend upon it . . . & if 
there [are] any more that have sworn allegiance to the King since I 
talk'd with you, I sh'd be glad to know it for I must make a return 
how many we can raise. . . . I hope in six weeks we shall be able 
to clear all our friends from Bonds & Imprisonment; for God's sake 
let everything be carried on with secresy & I doubt not thro' the 
justice of our cause we shall overcome the Damned Rebels."1 2 The 
letter was written at the time when Burgoyne's expedition must have 
filled the Loyalists with hope for their cause. 

The capture of Ticonderoga by the British forces on July 6, I 776, 

8. I bid., p. I 94. 

9. Ibid., p. 193 . 
10. American Arc/1ives, 5th Series, I, p. 625. 
11. Captain Benj. Brooks and Benj. Brooks, Jr., were both among the in­

habitants of Claremont, New Hampshire, who refused to sign a declaration 
in favor of the "United American Colonies," May 30, 1776. American 
Archives, 4th Series, V, p. 879. 

12. New Hampsliire State Papers, VIII, p. 589. 
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naturally strengthened the Tory party. A letter from Ira Allen, 
Secretary of the Vermont Council of Safety, to the New H ampshire 
Committee of Safety, written immediately after the capture of the 
fortress, shows why its loss increased the number of men who deserted 
to the enemy in frontier towns like Strafford. H e wrote, "By the 
surrender of the Fortress T iconderoga a communication is opened to 
the defenceless inhabitants on the frontier, who having little more 
in present store than sufficient for the maintenance of their respective 
families, and not ability to remove their effects, are therefore induced 
to accept such Protections as are offered them by the E nemy; . . . 
You . . . will be at once sensib1e that every such Town as accept 
protection, are rendered at that instant forever incapable of affording 
us any fu rther assistance, and what is infinitely worse, as some dis­
effected persons eternally lurk in almost every T own, such become 
double fortified to injure their country .... ms 

The situation became worse with the spreading of the rumor that 
General Burgoyne was sending troops across Vermont to the Con­
necticut R iver.14 Apparently the people of Strafford who were ad­
herents of the American cause had a special reason for being terrified 
by the news of the approach of the British and Tories. According 
to the account of R ichard W allace of Thetford, "There were a 
number of tories in that town [Strafford]. There were eight broth­
ers in one family went over to the British at once, and they carried 
some others with them; and their property was all taken and sold 
for public use. Those who remained true to their country's cause 
expected the vengeance of these enemies.m~ Apparently the rumor 
of the approach of Burgoyne's troops resulted in further desertions 
to the enemy. Colonel Hurd reported from H averhill, on July 21, 

13. New Hampshire State Papers, VIII, pp. 632-633. 
14. J oel Matthew to General Bayley: "Sir-I have this moment received 

intelligence from Otter Creek of the motion of the Enemy, viz. That yester­
day they were at Rutland . . . with an intent to march to No. 4, also another 
detachment to march to Cohos. This intelligence comes by way of Windsor 
to me . .. . Hartford, July 19th, 1777." I bid., p. 642. 

"An American scouting party came in [to Charlestown, N. H .] with ... 
prisoners. . . . Upon these prisoners were found papers, purporting that three 
detachments of British soldiers and tories were to be sent out to the Connecticut 
valley, one to Newbury, one to Royalton and one to Charlestown, N. H." 
Rev. Grant Powers, Historical Sketc!tes of tlu Discovery, Settlement, and 
Progress of Events in tlu Coos Country and Vicinity, principally between the 
years 1754 and 178 5, p. i 46. 

15 . Powers, Historical Sketclus, etc., p. 1 46. 
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I 77 7, that a letter had been received from Strafford, asking for im­
mediate assistance because "one half of that Town had gone off to 
the R egulars." Hurd thought that these desertions indicated that the 
English troops were marching toward the Connecticut valley because 
"we apprehend these people, who have been known to be Tories some 
time past, have held correspondence with the Regular Army and 
know their designs of marching in towards this River."'6 On the 
same day Colonel Bayley of Newbury wrote that about thirty men 
from Thetford and Strafford had deserted to the enemy.17 The re­
maining inhabitants of Strafford sent an express to the New Hamp­
shire towns on the east bank of the Connecticut, asking for help. The 
members of the committee which was sent to investigate, in reporting 
to the New H ampshire Assembly, wrote, "we . . . found the re­
mainder of the inhabitants determined to remove so that this day 
they have retreated to this River with more than 200 head of Cattle 
and about the same number of sheep."'8 Richard Wallace of Thet­
ford described the exodus: "men, women and children, who had for­
saken houses and lands and everything which they could not con­
veniently carry; some in carts, some on sleds, some in sleighs in 
mid-summer; some on foot. They had their hands full of light 
articles of clothing, and packs stuffed upon their backs and were driv­
ing before them cattle, horses, sheep and swine. The mixed noise 
of these different kinds of animals and the cries of women and chil­
dren, who expected to be overtaken every minute, murdered and 
scalped by the infuriated Indians, tories and British, were enough to 
affect the stoutest heart. " 1 9 

There is no account indicating when the inhabitants returned to 
Strafford. 20 They probably felt safe to do so after the surrender of 
Burgoyne. They must have suffered very much from the circum­
stances of having to leave their farms at a time of the year when their 
crops were in special need of attention. 

16. New Hampshire State Papers, VIII, pp. 643-644. Colonel Hurd to 
Mesech Weare, Haverhill, July 21st, 1777. 

I 7. Ibid., p. 644. 
18. Ibid., p. 644. Letter from Colonel Israel M orey and Colonel J onathan 

Child. Undated. In his letter of J uly 21, 1777, Colonel Bayley said that they 
were obliged to move "at least twenty familys, and at least fou r hundred cattle 
and sheep across the river at Lyme ; neither can we secure what is left at 
Strafford without help. . . . " Ibid. 

19. Powers, Historical Sketches, etc., pp. 146-160. 
20. There are no town records for Strafford in 1777. 
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There are records which throw some further light on individual 
Loyalists and their treatment in Strafford. Senator Justin Smith 
Morrill says, "In the fierce controversy which the 'New Hampshire 
Grants' had with New York and other colonies, .. . some of the 
Pennocks and Beans espoused the cause of New York, and finally 
became so much alienated from their fellow-townsmen in the struggle 
against British rule as to be identified with those who called them­
selves loyalists and were called by others tories. During the invasion 
of Burgoyne in I 7 77, a few of these men abandoned their homes, 
and it is supposed joined the enemy."21 The statement made by 
Richard Wallace, that eight brothers deserted to the enemy from 
Strafford, has been mentioned. It seems probable that the eight 
brothers referred to were members of the Pennock family. Among 
the earliest settlers in the town were J ames Pennock and his eight 
sons, William, Samuel, Aaron, Peter, H eman, Oliver, Jes.se and 
James, Jr. 22 There is no indication among the early records of 
Strafford that there was any other family in the town with as many 
as eight adult sons. That four of the Pennocks, J ames, James, Jr., 
William and Samuel, were included on the list of those who were to 
be asked by the Gloucester County Committee of Safety to subscribe 
to an oath "in favour of America," and that there is no indication of 
whether or not they subscribed to the oath, has already been men­
tioned. There is additional evidence that two of the Pennocks were 
considered to be Loyalists. One hundred acres of land in Strafford 
belonging to Captain James Pennock were confiscated, 23 and Samuel 
Pennock also had property confiscated. 2• 

2 i. T lie Vermont Historical Gazetteer: A Magazine Embracing a History 
of Each Town, Civil, Ecclesiastical, Biographical and Military. Abby Maria 
Hemenway, ed., II, pp. 1066-1090. 

22. Ibid. Senator Morrill says that James Pennock and six of his sons 
settled in Strafford in r 768. 

23. Deed of sale by Matthew Lyon to John Powell of Strafford, October 
27, r 783. "A certain farm in the township of Strafford ... containing 
about one hundred acres . . . being the . . . lot formerly owned and oc­
cupied by Capt James Pennock as his home lot and being the same lot I bought 
of Timothy Bartholomew, Commissioner for sales of confiscated lands." 
Manuscript volume of records of town meetings and land deeds of Strafford. 
The town meetings are of the years 1779-1782. The deeds are dated from 
r768 to 1786, p. r5. Hereafter this volume will be called Strafford R ecords, 
II. 

24. "An act directing the return of such obligations taken from Samuel 
Pennock by the Court of Confiscation as are now in possession of said court 
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I saac Baldwin joined the British and lost his land in Strafford 
through confiscation. 2~ It is possible that J ames Bean also suffered 
for his political opinions. Senator M orrill mentioned the Beans with 
the Pennocks as T ory families of the town and J ames Bean's name 
was on the list of T ory suspects in Gloucester County. Apparently, 
however, he was living in Strafford between I 77 8 and I 7 8 3. Dur­
ing that time he bought and sold land in Strafford,26 and in the year 
1778 he was elected surveyor of highways by the town meeting.27 

There is no indication that he was in any sort of difficulty until the 
year I 784, when he lost some land as a resul t of a lawsuit.28 In the 
same year two town meetings were hdd in Strafford, "to see what 
the town will do respecting James Bean's children.m9 Apparently 
their father had left town or been sent away because one of the sug­
gestions voted upon was that the children be sent to their parents.30 

It is, of course, possible that J ames Bean's departure from Strafford 
had nothing to do with his polit ical opinions. The fact that he was 
elected to office during the war seems to indicate that he had signed 
the oath demanded of him in 1776 or , in some other way, removed 
the suspicion that he was a Tory. On the other hand, we have the 
statement of Senator M orrill that the Beans were Tories. E noch 
Bean also may have been considered a T ory, although he was not 
asked to sign the oath and was elected to office in Strafford during 
the war. In I 7 7 9 he was on a committee to "lay out all the un-

... read, accepted and sent to the Governor and Council." State Papers of 
Vermont, Journals and Proceedings of tlze General Assembly of the State of 
Vermont, IV, p. 98 . "An act directing certain persons named therein to de­
liver up certain obligations to Samuel Pennock was read and concurred," 
October, 1788. Records of the Governor and Council of the State of Vermont, 
III, p. 174· 

25. Peti tion to the Assembly by Elizabeth Baldwin, widow of Isaac Bald­
win of Strafford, "who did some time since join the enemy," asking for relief 
as "the estate of her late husband . . . has been confiscated to the use of this 
State." State Papers of Vermont, Journals and Proceedings of t/ze General 
Assembly of t!te State of Vermont, III, p. 204. 

26. Strafford Records, II, pp. 36, 47, 90, 94, 95, 101, 154, 155· 
27. Manuscript volume of records of town meetings and land deeds of 

Strafford, marked "D." T own meetings of the years 1778-1 788 . On page 
127 it is stated that the volume is a transcript made in 182 1 "from records 
. . . in danger of becoming unintelligible and on loose pieces of paper," p. 9. 
Hereafter this volume will be called Strafford Records, IH. 

28. Strafford Records, II , pp. 182- 183 . 
29. Strafford Records, III, p. 42. 

30. I bid., p. 43 . 
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divided land in sd T own."31 In the same year it was voted "that 
Enock Been be a Committee man to act in Behalf of the proprietors 
to proceed to New York . . . to get the Charter of this town. 

"
3 2 Between I 776 and I 7 80 there are records of his having 

bought and sold land in Strafford.3 3 But in 1794 the Vermont 
legislature passed an act "restoring Enoch Bean to his L aw .ns4 An­
other possible L oyalist was J onathan Wood. In 1783 a special town 
meeting was called in Strafford to "see what the town will do re­
specting Jonathan W ood and family" and at the meeting, it was 
voted "that Mr Jonathan W ood be released from the bonds he is 
laid under by the selectmen and that he is at liberty to act for him­
self in all cases as a freeman of the state."35 The land records show 
that Wood was living in Strafford in 1778,36 and that in 1779 he 
sold some land.37 

The other inhabitants of Strafford whose names were on the 
Gloucester County Committee of Safety list of suspected Tories were 
John Bliss, Daniel W est and Elihu Northrop. The Strafford rec­
ords which mention John Bliss show only that he was living in 
Strafford in 177438 and in 1790.89 Daniel West was probably living 
in Strafford in l 7 73,4° and in I 7 84 he was a selectman of the town.41 

The only indications that he was a Loyalist are the facts that his 
name was on the list of the Gloucester County Committee of Safety 
and that he was the son-in-law of J ames Pennock.42 The only 

3 1. Manuscript volume of records of the Proprietors of Strafford. On the 
first page is written, "The Book of Records of the doings of the Proprietors 
of the T ownship of Strafford, Folio first," p. 10. Hereafter this volume will 
be referred to as Strafford Records, I. 

3 2. Ibid., p. 9. 
33. Strafford Records, II, pp. 39, 65, 103, 176, 21 7. 
34. Records of the Governor and Council of tlie State of Vermont, IV, 

p. 72. 
35. Strafford Records, III, p. 41. 
36. Strafford Records, II, pp. 54, 105. 
37. Ibid., p. 87. 
38. Ibid., p. 53. 
39. Heads of Families at the First Census of t/Je United States Taken in the 

Year ,790, Vermont, Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the 
Census, p. 3 3. 

40. Strafford Records, II, p. 33. Daniel West witnessed a deed in Strafford 
in 177 3. 

4 i. Ibid., p. 149. 
42. Vermont Gazetteer, Hemenway, II, pp. 1066-1090. Daniel West mar­

ried Amy P ennock. 
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references to Elihu Northrop show that he was in Strafford in 177443 

and on January 3, 1777.u After that date there is no further men­
tion of him in the Strafford records, which possibly indicates that he 
was one of the men from Strafford who joined General Burgoyne. 

There is information in the town records which throws further 
light on the treatment of L oyalists in Strafford. At a town meeting 
held on March I 8, I 779, it was voted "that those tores and their 
famaleys that this town had Leve to send a way should not Return 
and in habet this town again."45 But in general the Tories seem to 
have been treated comparatively leniently. Lorenzo Sabine, in The 
American L oyalists, says that many Loyalists deserted G eneral Bur­
goyne before his surrender.46 Possibly some of the Strafford men 
were among this group and were later allowed to return to the town. 

If, as seems probable, the eight brothers who went over to the 
British at one time were the Pennocks, the close connection with 
Strafford of the subsequent careers of several of them, is interesting. 
J ames, the father, was a justice of the peace in Strafford in 1779.47 

In I 7 80 he was elected by the town meeting to serve on a committee 
for regulating the mill.48 In I 784 he deeded land to three of his 
sons.49 It is possible that he regained possession of his land which 
had been confiscated. 50 He died in 1808 at the age of 96 and is 
buried in Strafford.61 His son Aaron was an inhabitant of Strafford 
in I 7 7 I. 52 In r 7 84 he sold some land in the town 58 and was elected 

43. Strafford Records, II, p. 40. Elihu Northrupt witnessed a deed. 
44. Ibid., p. 32. Elihu Northroup witnessed a deed. 
45. Ibid., p. 1. 
46. Lorenzo Sabine, The American L oyalists, or Biographical Sketches of 

Adherents to the British Crown in the War of the Revolution; Alphabetically 
Arranged with a Preliminary Historical Essay, p. 59. 

47. Strafford Reccrds, II, p. 40. 

48. Ibid., p. 3. 
49. Ibid., pp. 156, 161, 184. 
50. "A petition from Col. Matthew Lyon stating that he purchased a 

farm in the town of Strafford . . . of one Timothy Bartholomew, a late 
Commissioner of Confiscation . . . , taken from one Capt. J ames Pennock 
. . . and that he . . . has lost said fa rm by another claimant and by due 
course of law ... " October 9, 1 795. Records of tlte Governor and Co1mcil 
of the State of Vermont, IV, p. 86. 

51. Gravestone in Old City burying ground, Strafford. 
52. T he Documentary History of the State of New York, edited by E. B. 

O'Callaghan, IV, p. 709. List of the heads of families in the County of 
Gloucester in 1771. 

53. Strafford Records, II, p. 124. 
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Lister by the town meeting. 5• He was living in Strafford in l 7 90. 55 

Senator Morrill wrote of him, "Aaron was for many years one of 
the leading men in town and was many times elected to offices of 
trust and responsibility."58 There is no record of his having lost land 
by confiscation, and it is only because he was one of the eight Pen­
nock brothers that it is presumed he was a Loyalist. The first men­
tion of Heman Pennock is in l 7 84, when his father deeded a tract 
of land to him; at that time he was described as a yeoman of Straf­
ford. 67 In 1787,68 179059 and l792eo he was still living in Straf­
ford. As in the case of his brother, Aaron, there is no record of his 
having lost property through confiscation. 

On January 3, l 77 7, after his name had appeared on the list of 
Tory suspects but before Burgoyne's expedition, James Pennock, Jr., 
was living in Strafford.e1 After that date there is no indication that 
he was in Strafford and some time before 1785 he died.62 The only 
facts which appear concerning J esse Pennock are that he was living 
in Strafford in l 77 l 63 and in l 77 56

• and that by l 7 8 5 he also was 
dead.6 5 Oliver Pennock's name is not mentioned until after the 
war; in l 7 86 he registered his claim in the proprietors' records to a 
lot of land in Strafford.es In 1790 he was living in Strafford.67 

After l 77 4, when he was living in Strafford,6 8 Peter's name dis­
appears from the records until the year l 784, when he was a select­
man of Strafford.69 H e represented Strafford at the Convention for 
adopting the federal constitution in I 7 9 l 70 and lived in Strafford 

54. Strafford Records, III, p. 40. 
55. Heads of Families at the First Census, r790, Vermont, p. 34. 
56. Vermont Gazetteer, Hemenway, II, pp. 1066-1090. 
57. Strafford Records, II, p. 184. 
58. Strafford Records, III, pp. 30-36. 
59. Heads of Families at tlte First Cens11s, r790, Vermont, p. 34. 
60. Strafford Records, III, p. 8. 
6t. Strafford Records, II, p. 3z. 
6z. Ibid., p. zo1. 

63. Docmnentary History of New York, IV, p. 709. 
64. Strafford R ecords, II, p. zzz. 
65. Ibid., p. zo6. 
66. Strafford Records, I, p. 4z. 
67 . Heads of Families at the First Census, r 790, Vermont, p. 34. 
68 . Strafford Records, III, p. 18. 
69. Strafford Records, II, p. 149. 
70. Records of the Governor and Council of t/1e State of Vermont, III, 

p. 466. 
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until his death in I 82 I. 71 Senator Morrill wrote of him, " Peter, 
usually called 'Esquire Peter,' continued in public life to a compara­
tively late period. Many years he was one of the leading justices of 
the peace; he was selectman eight years. . . . m 2 After Samuel 
Pennock was listed among the T ory suspects in Gloucester County 
in I 77 5, he is never again mentioned as an inhabitant of Strafford 
and some of his possessions were confiscated by the government. In 
1785, however, he was allowed to sell some land which he owned 
in Strafford. 73 William, the third of the Pennock brothers who was 
on the Gloucester County list, apparently remained in Strafford dur­
ing the war; the land records show that he was there in I 77 ga and 
in I 7 7 9 ; 75 in I 7 80 he was elected to serve on a committee to regu­
late the mill in Strafford; 76 by the year I 7 82 he was dead. 77 

It may be said of the nine Pennocks that four of them (James, Sr., 
J ames, Jr., Samuel and William) were definitely suspected of being 
T ories in 1776. Of these four, two (James, Sr., and Samuel ) had 
property confiscated which they may have subsequently regained. 
T wo (James, Jr., and Samuel) of the four had apparently left Straf­
ford by I 77 7 and never returned. But J ames, Sr., and William 
were not only in Strafford before the end of the war but were also 
elected to town offices during the war. Aaron, Heman, J esse, Oliver 
and Peter were not on the Loyalist list, and none of them, apparently, 
had property confi scated. There is, however, no record to show that 
any one of them was an inhabitant of Strafford during the war. After 
the war all five of them were living in Strafford, and two of them 
(Aaron and Peter) held important offices in the town. 

71. Gravestone of Peter P ennock in the Old City burying ground. 
72. Gazetteer of Vermont, II, pp. 1066-1090. 
73. Samuel Pennock of Woodbury, Connecticut. Strafford Records, II, 

p. 204. 
74. Ibid., p. 105. 
75. Ibid., p. 142. 
76. Ibid., p. 3. 
77. Ibid., p. 105. 
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