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ABSTRACT  

This article explores the origins of a phenomenon of lasting and profound impact on American society:  the private business corporation.  Business is only part of our concern here, however.  Seen in comparative-historical terms, the modern private corporation was born in colonial (i.e. pre-Revolutionary) America.  Surprisingly, this occurred not only because of the business needs of colonial Americans but also as a result of their own struggles for political autonomy.  More specifically, the post-Revolutionary doctrine of freedom of incorporation first emerged in states that were originally chartered as private corporations.  These “corporate colonies’” experienced repeated conflict with the Crown over their rights and privileges as corporations.  Once re-chartered as independent states, their respective legislatures transformed constituents’ relationship to the means of incorporation in such a way that would lead to lasting changes in American social, civil, and economic life.  Quantitative data on the history of post-Revolutionary incorporation rates in the American states, as well as the early banking industries in the United States and Canada, are offered as illustration of this phenomenon.  Concluding remarks are made about the interdependent development of states and markets, particularly in post-colonial nations, as well as the nature of institutional-legal transformation more generally.

INTRODUCTION


The rise of the corporate organizational form has long been regarded as one of the defining innovations of the modern era.  Most scholars agree that it marks a critical shift in the relation of capital to enterprise and enterprise to labor (e.g. Berle and Means 1932; Chandler 1962; Hurst 1970; Perrow 2002; Roy 1997).  Sociologist James Coleman (1982) has gone so far as to portray the rise of the corporation as part of a larger shift in modern social relations; a shift toward something he calls “the asymmetric society,” or a society in which both individuals and society are dwarfed by corporations.  Private corporations are “legal persons” entitled to do things ordinary individuals cannot, particularly when it comes to matters of financial management and legal accountability.  Under common law, corporations have “perpetual succession,” meaning that they exist beyond the lives of their founding members.  Corporate assets are legally protected from both shareholders and creditors in many cases, thus creating a legal shield between corporate actors and corporate responsibilities.  In the contemporary context, corporate assets are also subject to different taxation and regulation schemes than unincorporated businesses. The private legal corporate form has thus evolved as a powerful tool for the growth and management of capital by providing incorporated organizations legal rights and protections not otherwise afforded unincorporated ventures.  

The legal structure of the modern corporate form derives from efforts in medieval Europe to grant legal autonomy to universities, towns, and ecclesiastical institutions.  Trade guilds and commercial monopolies were also granted corporate status in special circumstances.  Neo-institutionalist scholars might describe this as a “loosely coupled” institution (Meyer and Rowan 1977; Clemens 1997), thus referring to the fact that a single legal-organizational form, the chartered corporation, was used for multiple kinds of organization, from colleges to commercial monopolies.  Until the late 19th century, however, legal restrictions on the issuance of corporate charters were the norm under English common law, particularly after the “Bubble Act of 1720” reaffirmed the need for any business wishing to issue transferable shares of ownership to first apply for and receive a charter of incorporation from the Crown.  “To be a corporation was a special privilege, not an inherent right of individuals,” notes business historian Joseph S. Davis (1917: I, 5-6).  This common law conception of restricted access to the means of incorporation was dramatically transformed in several of the new United States immediately after the American Revolution.  It is this transformation we aim to describe and explain here, one that has had landmark ramifications on the economic, religious, political, and civil lives of Americans and, more recently, much of the rest of the world.


Much work in economic sociology has evolved around the study of the institutional structure of markets, thus bringing the question of the nature of the corporation and its historical origins to the fore (e.g. Mintz and Schwartz 1985; Mizruchi 1982; Perrow 2002; Roy 1997).  This project explores one aspect of the political institutional structure of American markets that has yet to receive the attention it deserves:  the question of access to incorporation under American law.  Economic sociologists and historians have made significant strides in understanding how changes in American law have influenced the behavior of for-profit corporations (e.g. Campbell and Lindberg 1990; Dobbin and Sutton 1998; Edelman 1990; Hurst 1964; Selznick 1969); most have yet to consider the origins of American corporate law itself, however, especially the pre-revolutionary origins of American institutional models of states and markets.  This is relevant to understanding not only the particular nature of the corporation but also the reasons why it took the form it did in the United States.  The legal status of the corporation did not simply appear on the American scene when market circumstances demanded, nor was it a simple product of American cultural preferences.  It grew directly out of the fact that some of the founding American colonies were themselves originally organized as corporations.  
Economic historians and sociologists often treat the corporate organizational form as a development endogenous to the business sector.  As seen from the legal-institutional perspective invoked here, a key (and often overlooked) feature of the corporation is the fact that it is a “legal fiction” obtainable only with consent of the state.  In most English common law contexts, incorporation remained a closely-guarded privilege issued only at the “king’s pleasure,” thus entailing a reciprocal responsibility to govern corporations in a manner favorable to the state.  Early Americans transformed common law in this respect, prompting subsequent transformations in other jurisdictions. 

I will refer herein to variance in government willingness to grant corporate charters as variance in the “relationship to the means of incorporation,” which in turn will be explained with reference to the experience of relevant states in gaining legal recognition themselves.  Note, however, that this term refers only to change in the accessibility of incorporation and not to changes in the corporate form itself.  The modern corporate form did not begin to take shape until after the period considered here.

Maier (1993) and others who have studied early American corporations (e.g. Chandler 1977; Creighton 1990; Davis 1894; Davis 1917; Handlin and Handlin 1945; Hartog 1983) have offered more description than explanation thereof.  Understanding this historical shift is central to our understanding of the political-institutional construction of the American civic, economic, legal, and political spheres, thereby elucidating the processes underlying the development of American ideas about the legal ontology of society.  It also sheds light on the general relationship between the sovereignty of states and the construction of markets:  the colonial American experience tells an important story about the way in which states’ struggles for legal recognition shaped their subsequent response to constituents’ requests for similar status. 

It will be the task of the remainder of this essay to explain how and why this transformation took place.  We begin with a narrative history of colonial American controversies over corporate charters, as well as quantitative data on comparative incorporation rates among the early American states.  While it would be beyond the scope of this study to consider all the factors related to variance in American states’ post-revolutionary incorporation rates and policies, references are made to specific contextual and historical factors wherever possible.  The cases of Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York and Pennsylvania are especially useful here.  We will examine these states in some detail.  Comparison of the development of the banking industries in the United States and Canada in the late 18th and early 19th century will also be offered as illustration of the nationalization of such differences.  Secondary sources are widely employed to these ends:  First, because the existence of monographs on the early history of the corporation already exist, thus relieving some of the burden of compiling much various and disparate information de novo; second, because much of this literature has fallen from the purview of contemporary historians, economics, sociologists, and political scientists; and third, because extant monographs generally fail to offer explication of the social processes underlying the historical outcomes in question.  

The primary contribution of this paper is thus to synthesize much existing information, add to it primary source data on inter-state and inter-national incorporation rates and purposes, and correct a general tendency in the literature on the history of the common law corporation to ignore the seminal conditions underlying transformation of access to the means of incorporation and the role of emerging polities therein.  Arguably, the modern corporation would never have reached the size and scope it has without early Americans’ efforts to join their struggles for political autonomy to their perceived need to liberalize access to corporate organizational form.
BACKGROUND

Rival Explanations of the Origins of the Modern Business Corporation
Economic historians have not found much reason to support the notion that early American entrepreneurs turned to the corporate organizational form because of the competitive advantage it brought them in foraging for profit.  Paul Paskoff’s (1983) study of the early Pennsylvania iron industry finds, for example, that though incorporated iron works tended to be larger than their unincorporated rivals, there was no clear difference in growth, productivity, or profitability between the two; at least not until the latter half of the 19th century, when the emergence of a national market for iron goods began to benefit large corporations at the expense of their smaller, unincorporated rivals.  (Pennsylvania chartered relatively few corporations throughout the period in question, a subject to which we will turn in more detail later.)  Prior to the mid-19th century, furthermore, the legal advantages of incorporation were offset by fear that corporations might be profligate with their funds:  Creditors were much more likely to invest in family-owned businesses, because families could better be trusted to take a long-term view of the business (McGouldrick 1968).  In addition, “lenders were wary of providing credit to a corporation unless the officers of the concern were willing personally to endorse the firm’s notes,” a procedure which “effectively eliminated the advantage of limited liability for these men, and thus removed one of the reasons for adopting the corporate form” (Lamoreaux 1997: 275).  Thus, we have reason to discount economists’ prevailing belief that the corporate organizational form arose out of the necessities of the marketplace (cf. Chandler 1962; Coase 1937; North 1990; Williamson 1981).

 While neo-classical economic theory may not provide an explanation for the American origins of the modern corporate form, economic sociology may.  Economic sociologists of late have made great strides in uncovering the social dimensions of markets and market-behavior.  The historical development of various schemes for organizing production, consumption, and exchange has naturally been a focal point for scholars working in this field (e.g. Campbell and Lindberg 1990; Carruthers 1996; Dobbin 1994; Evans 1995; Fligstein 1990; Roy 1997).  Nonetheless, despite their insistence that market norms and regulations are more a product of institutional and cultural schema than organizational efficiency, economic sociologists share with economists the view that government intervention in the economy is generally done in response to the perceived needs of the marketplace.  In other words, economists and economic sociologists differ about the motives for government action, but both see such action as a largely reactive process.  Dobbin (1994), for example, sees railway regulation in the US, France, and Britain as a series of responses to perceived crises in the railway industry.  Fligstein (2001: 19) writes, “If producing stability in multiple markets requires rules, then governments are deeply implicated in defining the various social structures that stabilize markets,” thus emphasizing stabilization as a post hoc effort to introduce a desired condition.  Seavoy (1982: xii, emphasis added) explicitly states that liberal incorporation laws were the product of an American political system that was “highly responsive to the needs of major interest groups and to the aspirations of its citizens.”
This study of early American corporate law illustrates a case where government action was not conceived as a response to any specific market conditions.  Several American state legislatures forged a radical new path in the legal organization of business activity not because they saw it as the most efficient means of encouraging industry (some argued, in fact, that private corporations were the most inefficient means of doing so), but, in part, as a result of those states’ own origins as private corporations, as well as royal efforts to limit their powers as such.  Individual American states varied, furthermore, in their support for this new doctrine, which thus explains why freedom of incorporation developed more quickly in some parts of the country than others.  This is thus a case where state-centered theory (e.g. Evans, Rueschemeyer, and Skocpol 1985), rather than Marxist or neo-classical economic theory, is most useful in explaining social change.  More specifically, it will be argued here that the historical institutionalist concepts of “loose coupling” (Meyer and Rowan 1977) and “institutional layering” (Thelen 2004) best describe this causal process.  In plainer terms, this case shows how one abiding state institution can be transformed into a new and different state institution through struggle and time.

Another school of thought on American corporate development that this study challenges is the argument that the specific cultural background of the early American Puritans predisposed American society toward its particular form of market organization.  Historian Stephen Innes (1995) suggests, for example, that the Puritans’ belief in the Protestant Ethic predisposed them not only to value commerce and accumulation of capital but also to see monopolies as inimical to the public interest, thus supporting the uniquely American version of neo-liberal capitalism extant today.  Indeed, even economic sociologists of a distinctly a-cultural bent (e.g. Perrow 2002) recognize the roots of American corporate capitalism in the mills and iron mongeries of the late Massachusetts Bay Colony.  Thus, we have good cause to think that the legal basis for the subsequent development of American corporate capitalism was founded in colonial New England.  But if the cultural preferences of the Puritans were responsible for this outcome, then why did Puritan ventures in other parts of British North America fail to found similar cultures of capitalism?  

Though it runs counter to his own culturalist argument, Innes (1995: 206-7) provides a telling answer to this question:  The Massachusetts Bay Colony was erected on a unique legal basis.  Freedom of incorporation evolved in Massachusetts, and later in other American states, not because constituents demanded it but because the state was willing to supply it.  Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island were all originally chartered as private corporations.
  Their citizens subsequently faced long periods of uncertainty with regard to their legitimacy and rights as corporations.  As a result of these struggles, liberal incorporation policies evolved in these polities that helped change Americans’ relationship to the means of incorporation and thus the social organization of American commerce, religion, government, and civil society.

ANALYSIS
Catalyst:  Colonial American Struggles over the Nature and Rights of Corporations


The oldest continually operating corporation in America is the President and Fellows of Harvard College.  Though founded in 1636, the College did not actually become a corporation until 1650, thus granting it a number of rights, privileges, and immunities not otherwise available to educational institutions.  The Harvard College corporation would have “perpetual succession,” or the right to pass itself from one set of administrators to another, thus guaranteeing that the institution would outlive its founders.  The charter also established the College’s right to buy and sell property, “sue and plead or be sued and impleaded,” and choose “officers and servants.”  The colonial legislature also granted the College and its staff some exemption from “taxes and rates” as well as “all personall ciuill offices militarie exercises or seruices watchings and wardings.”
  A few years later, following a brawl between Harvard students and Cambridge residents, it was also established that local law enforcement officials would have only limited power on campus, thus establishing the precedent of campus police and internal discipline in all but the most extreme cases (Morison 1936: 24-5). 

Note that the incorporation of the College was in itself nothing unusual under English law.  Universities had long been considered private concerns worthy of legal incorporation, thereby providing their members some means of conducting collegiate affairs while assuring the “perpetual” life of the College.  The Harvard charter is clearly modeled on that of the medieval English universities.  What is noteworthy is the circumstance under which it was incorporated.  Whereas English incorporations were chartered by the King with the consent of Parliament, the governing body that incorporated Harvard was in fact a private corporation itself — the Governor and Company of the Massachusetts Bay in New England, which received its own corporate charter only 21 years earlier, on March 4, 1629. 

It was standard mercantilist policy for the King to grant charters to private overseas trading firms like the Massachusetts Bay Company.  Normally, a group of English investors would pool their capital, incorporate, and then make arrangements to send hired colonists, or “merchant-adventurers,” abroad.  Thus were a Spanish Company, a Turkey Company, and a Levant Company founded.  In British North America, the Virginia Company, the Plymouth Plantation, and a Caribbean venture called the Providence Island Company had also been chartered in this way, though none lasted long in this incarnation.  The Massachusetts Bay Company was incorporated in an unusual way, however, thus rendering it one hundred and fifty years of legal problems.

For starters, the legal representatives of the Massachusetts Bay Company did not file their charter application properly — legal forms were less standardized then, and English commercial law itself was inordinately complex — thus rendering the charter suspect (more below).  There were also existing claims on the land granted to the Massachusetts Bay Company; it had previously been offered to a group called the Council for New England, which had established a corporation called the Dorchester Company to settle the area.  The Dorchester Company had tried and failed to create a series of fishing villages along the coast north of Boston Harbor, but its legal representatives argued for the continued validity of its claim nonetheless.  Members of the Council for New England tried repeatedly to have the Massachusetts Bay charter revoked.  

The Massachusetts Bay Company charter was further threatened by English suspicions about religious heresy in the colony.  In 1633, a special Commission for Regulating Plantations (colloquially refered to as the “Laud Commission,” after its head, William Laud, Bishop of London and later Archbishop of Canterbury), was formed to investigate claims that the colonists were religious extremists violating church policy.  For a short time, the Laud Commission tried to restrict emigration to the colony.  In July 1634, they went so far as to demand that the company’s charter be submitted to them for inspection (Bremer 2003: 235-6). 


The Company’s response to Laud’s request is significant, for it entails a landmark departure from both English colonial policy and corporate law.  The governing council of the Massachusetts Bay Company resolved “not to return any answer or excuse” to official requests that they deliver their charter to England for scrutiny.  They forestalled a second request by claiming that they could not do so until the colony’s legislative assembly next met, several months hence.  England responded by threatening to send a military envoy to seize the Massachusetts Bay Company charter by force.  The colonists in turn built military fortifications in strategic locations around Boston Harbor, one of which was a sentry post at “Beacon Hill,” current site of the Massachusetts State House.  Though no British convoy ever arrived to seize the charter, the very fact that the company had refused to assent to royal orders was a violation of the common law understanding of corporate privilege (Handlin and Handlin 1969: 93) — corporations served “at the king’s pleasure,” meaning that special privileges were granted them with the proviso that they would remain directly accountable to the King and Parliament.  

The leaders of the Massachusetts Bay colony not only sought to resist such intrusions; they could do so in part because they had taken the unusual step of bringing the charter and corporate seal — a medallion used to stamp all official corporation documents — with them across the Atlantic.  As long as they possessed the seal, they possessed de facto power to act as a corporation (Bremer 2003: 236).  This, coupled with the migration of a majority of the corporation’s officers to Massachusetts, meant that the colony and the corporation of which it was part were now unified in a single place.  “This removal was a fact of the greatest importance not only in the history of New England,” writes historian Herbert 












Osgood (1896: 505) “but in the development of modern governmental forms.”

Though the Massachusetts Bay Company managed to keep its charter (for the time being), its subsequent decision to charter a college in its midst would bring new problems.  Despite Massachusetts’ insistence that it had the right to charter a college, as well as a trading company and a shoemakers company, English law at the time clearly stated that corporations could only be founded with official license from the King (Andrews 1934: I, 42, fn. 2).  The Massachusetts Bay Company issued Harvard its charter during the period of jurisdictional uncertainty following the execution of Charles I, but this did not block a 1684 judgment before the Lord Chancellor challenging the College’s charter (Baldwin 1909: 241-242).  Where did this leave the college, jurisdictionally speaking?  


Increase Mather, President of Harvard at the time, sought to find out during a trip to England in the spring of 1688.  He was traveling as ambassador for both the College and the Company, their fates being legally and symbolically intertwined.  Mather’s trip lasted three years, during which time King James II was deposed and William of Orange crowned in his place.  Mather made repeated requests for royal resolution on the corporate powers of the New England colonies.  “Answer was made,” writes Mather (1691: 21), “that it should be so if I desired it, but that a better way would be for the General Court [i.e. legislative assembly] of the Massachusetts Colony to incorporate their College, and to make it an University, with as ample privileges as they should think necessary.”  The king in council was thus sending the matter back to New England for action. 

Unfortunately, this parry left New Englanders in the lurch, for few believed that colonial charters had the same force of law as those issued directly from England.  As late as 1772, for example, the royal governor of Massachusetts, Thomas Hutchinson, was asking the Lords of Trade for some resolution on this matter.  As Hutchinson rightly observed (Davis 1917: I, 18), there was nothing in the bylaws of the colony stating whether royal or colonial charters held preeminence.  He asked that the Massachusetts charter be revised “to abridge or restrain the Prerogative which is in the Crown of creating Corporations” and stressed that every time the colonial assembly passed such acts itself, it only strengthened “the exception that is taken to this part of the Prerogative [i.e. royal monopoly over the power to grant corporate charters].”  Governor Hutchinson was in fact correct.  The Board of Trade clearly stated that “Incorporation should arise from the bounty of the Crown by letter patent, rather than by act of [colonial] Assembly.”  Enforcement of this policy was inconsistent, however.  Most colonial corporations were either overlooked or simply tolerated by royal authorities.  “Indeed, of the many [business charters] that must have been passed upon,” writes Davis (1917: I, 18), “only five seem to have been disallowed.”  English legal authorities were not doing much to prevent incorporation, though they were not encouraging it either.  

The Massachusetts Bay Company officially lost its corporate charter in 1684, when a British military governor was sent to Boston to seize the corporate seal and reinstate the territory as a royal colony.  In Hartford, Connecticut, on the other hand, locals managed to hide their corporate charter in an old oak tree, thus briefly forestalling the inevitable — Connecticut ultimately retained her charter, as did Rhode Island, though with new provisions increasing royal oversight thereof.
  For several years, Massachusetts literally existed in legal limbo, as did all subsidiary corporations associated with it.  This was a period of great legal-jurisdictional uncertainty in Britain as well — England was in transition to a system of parliamentary rule under a new monarch, William of Orange. 

On October 7, 1691, Massachusetts received the official seal of England, thus reestablishing its legal right to exist, though with the added proviso that the King could now appoint a royal governor to oversee affairs in the colony and have all laws passed by the colonial legislature subject to a royal veto within three years time of their passage.  The King’s changes to the Massachusetts Bay charter were an obvious blow to the colonists — Mather writes at length about his struggles to preserve the original charter, as well as his eventual realization that further resistance might goad the King into rescinding colonial autonomy altogether.  Harvard’s struggles, moreover, were nowhere near over.  The College’s charter was nullified by the annulment of the initial Massachusetts Bay charter, and it had yet to be reinstated.  

In May of 1692, Mather drafted a new charter creating a Harvard College corporation of ten men with virtually unlimited control over the affairs of the college.  In July of 1696, word arrived from England that the 1692 charter was being “disallowed” because it did not provide the Crown the right to “visit” the college (i.e. oversee its affairs).
  Several subsequent attempts to resolve the college charter issue failed to receive royal assent.  The chief stumbling block between Crown and colony was the Crown’s right to “oversee” the affairs of the College (Morison 1936: II, 512, 517).
  Said James Allen (quoted in Morison 1936: II, 518), speaking on behalf of Mather and the Fellows of the College:  Harvard without a charter “will Indeed be no Reall Colledge, but quickly come to be nothing at all.”  

Note that the “illegal” incorporation of Harvard College is relevant to the political development of the Massachusetts Bay colony in more ways than one:  The College was an important social project to the Puritans, one meant to create an ample supply of human and social capital in the colony.  It resonated, too, with settlers’ general sensitivity to issues of contract and title.  In addition, a fair percentage of the colony’s leading doctors, lawyers, preachers, teachers, politicians, and businessmen would later be Harvard graduates.  Many 17th century New Englanders thus saw the fate of the College as part and parcel of the long-term health of their colonies, and they likely passed such concerns on to their children, especially those who attended Harvard or Yale (an early 18th century Harvard spin-off — more below).  Their ideas about charter rights would also travel with them across the country as New Englanders started migrating westward in search of open land.

The College charter issue remained wholly unresolved until 1707, when the Massachusetts General Court [i.e. the provincial legislature] simply declared that the 1650 charter had never been repealed or annulled, thereby reinstating it.  Historian Richard Hofstadter (1955: 106) refers to this compromise as an “admission of the hitherto uncertain right of the [Massachusetts] General Court to charter a college without sanction from the Crown.”  As a result, the legal standing of the College remained ambiguous until after the American Revolution, when the Massachusetts state legislature promptly took action to confirm the College’s charter. 

In point of fact, the legal power to grant corporations remained ambiguous throughout the colonies before Independence.  Except in cases where such powers were explicitly granted, notes Davis (1917: I, 17), “[T]he colonial assemblies which undertook to create corporations were forced to rely upon an implied power so to act, and the question whether this implication was justified remained somewhat unsettled throughout nearly the entire colonial period.”  This problem was particularly acute in the so-called ‘corporate colonies’ — Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut.  Says political scientist Harry Cushing (1896: 49- 50), “The indefiniteness and incompleteness of the provincial charter, either as an instrument of government or as a guarantee of rights, had either directly occasioned or plainly made possible conflicts of opinion and of authority, the continuance of which threatened in no uncertain way the destruction of the system which it embodied.”  Connecticut appears to have responded to attempts to seize her charter by practicing extreme discretion in using such rights (see below).  Rhode Island retained her 1663 charter unmodified until the 1840s.  In the remaining royal and proprietary colonies of British North America, in contrast, legislatures were already more constrained by royal oversight (below).

Also significant for our purposes is the fact that some colonial legislatures made a concerted effort to hide acts of incorporation in language that avoided specific reference to incorporation itself.  Yale College took this route after noting the extensive difficulties Harvard faced in achieving incorporation.  “[T]he Connecticut clerics faced a dilemma,” writes Hofstadter (1955: 136).  “To get a charter from the legislature was to risk the total dissolution of the college, as the charter might readily be voided by the Crown if the college received unfavorable attention; but to seek a royal charter was to run the risk, as the Massachusetts men had learned, of inviting royal and Episcopal interference.  Yale’s founders decided to solve this problem as best they could by getting a charter from the colonial legislature and by masquerading their college under the most trivial guise, hoping that English indifference to or ignorance of colonial affairs would leave it unmolested.  Hence they called it not a ‘college’ but by the more modest title ‘collegiate school’; hence they call its head not the president, as at Harvard, but the ‘rector’….”  “Not knowing what to doe for fear of overdoing…” wrote Judge Samuel Sewall and Isaac Addington, the two men picked by the Yale trustees to oversee the legal foundation of the college under Connecticut law (quoted in Davis 1917 I: 21-2), “We on purpose, gave the Academie as low a Name as we could that it might better stand in wind and wether; nor daring to incorporate it, lest it should be served with a Writt of Quo-Warranto [threatened annulment of its charter].”
  Connecticut, unlike Massachusetts and Rhode Island, seemed reluctant to use, or at least publicize her use of her powers of incorporation.

Ultimately, Yale had to wait 44 years, until 1745, before it was officially incorporated.  Dartmouth College, which originally sought a similar grant from Connecticut, was denied a charter by the governor and council “upon the ground that their action would not be valid if ratified in England… and that a corporation within a corporation might be troublesome as Yale College had sometimes been.”
  “Similar caution dictated the general policy of all the colonial legislatures [with noted exceptions] in matters of this description,” writes legal historian Simeon Baldwin (1909: 242).  The colleges of William and Mary and Columbia sought royal instead of colonial charters, “not caring to venture on so doubtful a title.”  Princeton, Rutgers, and the University of Pennsylvania all received royal charters (Baldwin 1898: 184-5). 


Why did corporate status matter so much to institutions like Harvard and Yale when they managed to function for so long without it?  Why not simply operate as unincorporated entities, as did the vast majority of private enterprises at the time?  The answer actually reveals much about American legal development:  Under their original, common law conception, corporations protected their members’ assets from creditors and lawsuits and also afforded investors a means of holding assets in perpetuity.  Incorporation was, in sum, a “legal fiction” that placed a defensive shell around assets, thus improving investors’ chances of preserving, and indeed building, them.  As William Smith, a New York lawyer, wrote in a 1767 letter (quoted in Shirley 1895[1971]: 24), “This is the only way to render the project permanent, to secure wisdom and council equal to the work, to defend it against opposition, and to encourage future donations.”  Massachusetts private statutes incorporating non-profit organizations like Christ Church, Boston (incorporated 1789) and the Scots Charitable Society (incorporated 1786) similarly mention the need to incorporate in order to bring suit against individuals for debts owed (Private Statutes 1805: I, 223, 118).  Nonetheless, incorporation was also seen as an important legal protection of the autonomy of these institutions themselves.  Continues Smith (ibid), “…I shall [only] add that a charter is more necessary for such an institution in this country than it can be in England.  An incorporated body will not only acquire rights maintainable by law in the courts of justice, but command the favor of the government, who without that sanction, may at such distance from the Crown oppress the undertaking a thousand ways and utterly destroy it.”  In sum, incorporation offered organizations multiple legal powers useful in pursuing their goals.


Equally pressing is the question of the colonists’ desire to defend their provincial charter rights.  Provincial charters were important to New England colonists not only for legal protection from the King but also from their neighboring colonies — i.e. one another.  Rhode Island, for example, was founded by religious dissenters looking to escape persecution in Puritan Massachusetts.  Though granted a royal charter in 1643 by King Charles I, Rhode Islanders immediately sought recertification of their corporate status following the restoration of the monarchy after the English Civil War.  Religious freedom was permanently instituted in her 1663 charter, granted by Charles II.  The 1663 charter also granted her unprecedented autonomy from the crown and gave the legislative assembly almost complete control over colonial affairs.  In addition, however, the new charter was seen as an important safeguard in fending off territorial incursions initiated by her neighbors, Massachusetts and Connecticut, though Rhode Island did lose some boundary-land to her neighbors.  (Ambiguity in charters regarding territorial boundaries was a huge source of anxiety and contentiousness during the early colonial and post-Revolutionary periods.)  Later, after the American Revolution, Rhode Island resisted signing the new United States Constitution because her citizens saw confederation as a potential threat to her local autonomy.  Despite widespread dissent, Rhode Island actually retained her 1663 charter until 1842, thus signifying the extent to which her original charter rights were regarded as sacrosanct and immutable (Andrews 1934; Conley 1977; Richman 1905).  

The Connecticut case is equally telling:  The movement for Connecticut’s charter, for example, was spearheaded by settlers from Massachusetts seeking new land.  In so doing, they literally coerced the independent colony of New Haven to join her — because New Haven lacked a corporate charter of its own, she had sparse legal means to defend her jurisdictional autonomy.  Thereafter, Connecticut’s corporate charter was wielded as an important weapon in boundary disputes with New York, Rhode Island, and Massachusetts (Andrews 1934; Bremer 2003; Mann 1987; Martin 1991).  Charter rights were thus perceived as a vital component of inter-state, as well as inter-national, political autonomy.


Another important and controversial domain of early American corporate law was the practice of incorporating townships, or sub-provincial polities.  Incorporation was clearly a key part of the New England Puritans’ vision for their new society.  The colonies were established as chartered corporations, and the corporate principle was widely utilized in trying to people them. Concerns about the political autonomy of these polities were closely wedded to the economic interests of their members.  “New England’s first leaders needed no coaching in how to put together a business corporation,” writes historian John Frederick Martin (1991: 137).  “Nor was it a great logical leap to apply the principles for settling the colony to settling a town.  Many problems, particularly the question of holding and dividing land, were identical.  The very first towns in New England, which were founded, not by colonial legislatures, but directly by the plantation companies, were governed by these same business principles governing plantation companies.”  Towns were thus governed by those men and women (yes, women) who owned suitably large parcels of land therein, much as a corporation is governed by its shareholders.  Myths of New England town meetings notwithstanding, most early New England towns were thereby run by absentee landlords who had no qualms about denying suffrage to property-less settlers.  Such practices were pioneered in Massachusetts but spread to the corporate colonies of Connecticut and Rhode Island, both of which were initially settled by people from Massachusetts.  Though specifics varied from township to township and colony to colony, the corporate organizational form was thus integrally related to the collective political life of colonial New England.  Only after the citizens of Providence threatened to secede from Rhode Island in 1841, for example, did the Rhode Island legislature agree to ratify a new state charter removing some property restrictions on voting and providing more proportional representation for urban residents.  In Massachusetts, the General Court ran afoul of the Lords of Trade in the 1740s for liberally incorporating townships — since each township in the colony was guaranteed representation in the assembly, jurisdictional control over the means of creating new township corporations was a potentially contentious issue.
  Thereafter, the Lords of Trade intervened in a number of attempted township incorporations in Massachusetts, thus reigniting debate about the colony’s right to create corporations in its midst.  The Lords of Trade objected to the expansion of the General Court and argued that Massachusetts could not incorporate new townships without “royal assent.”  Debate and legal contention continued in the colony until 1775, when Massachusetts formally broke with the Crown.  “One of the first acts passed by the General Court in 1775, after the resumption of the charter, was that which removed all conditions imposed in the earlier incorporation of towns, and which, furthermore, granted to all incorporated districts both the status of towns and full rights of representation” (Cushing 1896: 26-27).  This brings us directly to the question of what happened to the corporate organizational form in these states during and after the American Revolution, to which we turn next.

Effect:  The Emergence of “Freedom of Incorporation” Doctrine in the Aftermath of the Revolution
So-called “charter rights” were a motivating concern among American revolutionaries.  Having had a long history of charter disputes, New Englanders were especially attuned to this issue.  They were thus alarmed by news of two contemporary English cases in which ancient charter rights were violated — those of the City of London in the so-called “Printer’s Case of 1770” and those of the East India Company in the East India Company Act of 1773.  Stephen Sayre, an American trade agent in London, was quoted in the Providence Gazette as saying (Maier 1972: 187), “The example of the East India Company may shew [sic] us that neither the faith of Parliaments nor the sanction of charters, is held sacred when violating them may serve the purposes of corruption and arbitrary power.”  Similar stories were carried in the Massachusetts Spy and the Pennsylvania Journal (Maier 1972: 186-187).  

A major catalyst of the transformation from complaint to rebellion in Massachusetts, furthermore, was the 1773 royal decision to ignore the statutes in the Massachusetts Charter of 1691 stipulating that government officials be paid by the provincial legislature, thus providing the legislature an informal veto of sorts.  This was perceived as a major violation of colonial jurisdiction and charter rights, “[A]nd,” said one commentator in the Massachusetts Spy (quoted in Maier 1972: 219), “the moment that he [the King] or they [his ministers] attempt to render themselves independent of the people, that moment their authority ceases, they themselves break the compact with the people [i.e. the charter], and from that moment the people become alienated from their jurisdiction, and have a constitutional right to form their government anew.”

Massachusetts was at the forefront of the revolutionary movement.  Its political leaders were clearly agitated about the issue of corporate charters and their jurisdictional right to issue them, among other things.  One contemporary argument in support of the rebellion was the sanctity of the colony’s charter itself — “We have ever supposed our Charter the greatest security that could be had in human affairs,” declared the people of Weymouth, Massachusetts, in response to the controversial Stamp Act of 1765 (quoted in Reid 1987: 97).  In 1772, when the members of the Massachusetts legislature argued that their charter guaranteed them control over the royal governor’s salary, the royal governor replied, in the words of historian Bernard Bailyn (1974: 204), that “the Massachusetts charter was not a treaty between two independent states but a Crown gift of limited powers granted to a group of petitioners.”  Clearly, the citizens of Massachusetts felt otherwise.  Rhode Islanders expressed similar concerns.  They were extremely active in pre-Revolutionary protests against the King and mustered troops for battle only days after Massachusetts militiamen fired on the British at Lexington and Concord.  Though politicians in other colonies had similar grievances with the Crown, they rarely expressed them in terms of corporate autonomy. 

In sum, English colonial authorities had repeatedly attempted to restrict the New England colonies’ liberal conception of the corporation.  The revocation of the original Massachusetts Bay Company charter in 1684 was partly justified on grounds that the company had exceeded its corporate powers, and as late as the 1740s and 50s, the Lords of Trade were attacking the incorporation of townships in Massachusetts (Cushing 1896: 20-21).  In response, the newly independent Massachusetts state legislature tackled the charter question almost immediately: Says one account (Cushing 1896: 262), “One typical peculiarity of the Massachusetts constitution [of 1780] was the careful manner in which the corporate privileges and property rights of the President and Fellows of Harvard College… were confirmed to them.”  Says another (Josiah Quincy quoted in Cushing 1896: 262), “The great men who formed the constitution of 1780, knew how sacred pre-existing chartered rights were.”  Any uncertainty about the College’s corporate status was thus resolved, and quickly so.

— Figures 1 and 2 about here —
Examination of the session laws of several state legislatures from 1781 through 1800 sheds further light on the origins of “freedom of incorporation” in the United States.  Figure 1 shows the cumulative number of corporate charters issued (for all purposes) in all thirteen original American states.  Charters were counted by examining all the published statutes passed in each respective state for each year between 1780 and 1810.  The published session laws of each State incorporation numbers are standardized here by the estimated number of white males in each province.
  Unfortunately, Connecticut’s legislative records offer an incomplete account of corporate issuance — the published sessions laws do not record private statutes before 1789, for example, and the subsequent published record of private statutes appears incomplete.
  Though we report the number of charters reported in the Connecticut state session laws here, we do not believe these figures to be an accurate reflection of that state’s actual incorporation rates.  Were complete data available, we believe that Connecticut, like Massachusetts and Rhode Island, would have higher-than-average incorporation rates for the period examined here.  Figures given for all other states are believed to be accurate. 

In terms of raw numbers, Massachusetts was by far the leader in corporate issuance (Figure 1):  857 charters were issued from 1780 through 1810, whereas the next largest incorporator, New York, issued only 318, or a little more than one-third as many.  Pennsylvania was next, with 230 charters; South Carolina 164; Rhode Island 149.  Adjusted for (white male) population size, Rhode Island is the nation’s leading incorporator, followed by Massachusetts (Figure 2).
  All other states have far lower per capita incorporation rates.  Though complete data was not available for Connecticut, it seems fairly plausible that over the first twenty years of the Republic, the three former “corporate colonies” of New England (Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island), were well ahead of the other states in the number of corporate charters issued relative to their levels of demographic and economic expansion — we at least know this to be the case for Massachusetts and Rhode Island.  

— Figures 3 and 4 about here —
The question remains how and why state legislatures began “liberally” issuing corporate charters in the immediate post-bellum period.  Here, we focus specifically on the types of enterprise chartered by the Massachusetts General Court.  Figure 3 shows the breakdown of charters (into eight different categories) issued in Massachusetts from 1781 to 1790:  A remarkable 61% of charters were issued to new townships and “districts,” which thereby granted residents representation in the state assembly.  As mentioned earlier, there is direct precedent for this in the ante-bellum disputes waged between the Massachusetts legislature and the royal governor over the issuance of township charters in the 1740s.  The next biggest category of incorporation, religious organizations (mostly churches, as well as a few parish organizations), represents 15% of the total.  Incorporations for business purposes — “businesses” plus “infrastructure companies” — make up only a small portion of the total (7%).  In the earlier decade, 1760-1770, moreover, only 33 charters were issued in Massachusetts — 29 to townships and 4 to religious organizations.  No charters were issued in Massachusetts in the two other decades analyzed, 1660-1670 and 1710-1720.
  Thus, it would indeed appear that the post-Revolutionary “charter boom” was something genuinely new in Massachusetts, though not without obvious precedents.  This figure also shows the degree to which business concerns made up a small minority of new corporations created in Massachusetts in this period.  In concert with the original corporate-commonwealth model of the Massachusetts Bay Company, the new state legislature continued to deploy the corporate model as a means of creating new polities.

Figure 4 shows the second decade of incorporation in post-bellum Massachusetts, 1791-1800:  It should be noted, first, that a total of 255 charters were issued in Massachusetts in this decade, in contrast to 97 issued in the period 1781-1790.  The state legislature appears to have been gaining momentum in the overall issuance of charters, a lag that is understandable given the restrictions placed on such powers over the previous 150 years.  While the assembly issued 70 new township charters between 1791 and 1800 — 12 more than the 1781-1790 period — they now made up only 27% of the total.  

Nearly as many charters were issued to religious organizations and infrastructure companies.  The increase in religious incorporations seems to have been triggered by a decision in the state legislature regarding mandatory taxes for support of the Congregationalist (i.e. late-Puritan) churches:  Beginning in the late 1780s, only those non-Congregationalists who could prove that they were members of incorporated non-Congregationalist churches could qualify for exemption from local church taxes, thus prompting numerous requests for church charters (McLoughlin 1971: 636-659).  A number of Congregationalist churches also received charters at this time as well, evidence that incorporation was increasingly seen as a desirable appendage of church organization even for those congregations that would not benefit from the tax exemption.  Several other states, by contrast, handled the church-state question differently, thus abrogating state oversight of the incorporation process for this category of civil organization.  For a short period of time, for example, the Virginia state legislature refused to issue charters to religious organizations (Buckley 1995).  Pennsylvania, which had a long tradition of state non-interference in religious affairs, opted instead to pass a general incorporation law in 1791, thus allowing any church, literary, or charitable organization to obtain a charter upon application to the attorney general (Frost 1990).  Among the original thirteen states, five others — New York (1784), New Jersey (1786), Delaware (1787), Georgia (1789), and Maryland (1802) — also passed general incorporation laws for religious groups in this period.
  The motivation for liberal issuance (but not “general incorporation”) in Massachusetts, on the other hand, appears to indicate a desire to control, rather than liberate, religious congregations, which is consistent with that state’s earlier history of church-state interaction. 

This points to the larger question of inter-state variation in incorporation rates:  Though it is beyond the scope of this essay to consider all possible sources of such variance, it does appear from our results that the two “corporate colonies” with complete data (MA and RI) had far higher incorporation rates than other states in this period, and that each state tended to incorporate different types of enterprise at different rates, as seen above in reference to incorporation of religious organizations.  The case of Pennsylvania deserves special mention in this respect, given its contrasting history with regard to freedom of incorporation.  Late 18th century Pennsylvanians were particularly conflicted over this issue.  In 1784, an anti-incorporation movement sought to block incorporation of the city of Philadelphia, as well as the newly reorganized University of Pennsylvania (formerly the College of Philadelphia).  Though both were eventually chartered, the state legislature of Pennsylvania remained reluctant to issue private charters of incorporation throughout the period.  This anti-corporate stance seems to stem from the state’s earlier history as a proprietary colony under the personal, and largely unpopular, authority of the Penn family.  In 1785, the Pennsylvania legislature actually revoked the Bank of North America’s charter (more later), arguing that the previous charter put too few restrictions on the duration or scope of the bank’s new privileges.  A subsequent legislature re-chartered the BNA in Pennsylvania in 1787, but only after a number of new limitations and restrictions had been added to its charter regarding its duration, proper sphere of activities, and capacity to acquire capital and land (Brunhouse 1942).  Incorporation itself became a key issue in political struggles between rival factions within the state, much of which revolved around attitudes toward the former-ruling family of the province.  Unlike Massachusetts, whose history stressed the need for the legislature to protect its right to issue charters at will, Pennsylvanians were split over what some perceived as abuses of this power on the part of the Penn family.  As late as 1810, Pennsylvania had still issued fewer charters per capita than all of the original thirteen states save Virginia (and Connecticut though, again, our figures for this state are incomplete).
  

The Pennsylvania/Massachusetts comparison sheds interesting light on the fate of the two states’ economies in the post-revolutionary period.  Several scholars have commented on the relatively ‘late’ start of large-scale manufacturing in Pennsylvania, despite the presence of an otherwise vibrant textile industry based around small workshops and family-owned businesses (Perrow 2002: 5; Ware 1931).  Though endogenous factors related to the industry itself merit consideration, much overlooked is the fact that the Pennsylvania state legislature was comparatively unwilling to grant corporate charters at this time.  The fact that the first corporate manufacturing concerns in the United States were created in Massachusetts seems related to that state’s willingness to use governmental power to encourage and protect private entrepreneurship. Incorporation helped foster the sort of large scale, absentee-owned mills that broke new ground in the American economy.  Rhode Island also quickly leaped to the fore as a center of large-scale American textile manufacturing.  Connecticut, too, became a center of American industry, though the role of incorporation in these advances is less clear there.  We hypothesize that early American entrepreneurs chose to build their vast new plants in New England (rather than, say, Pennsylvania) in part because of those states’ favorable policies toward would-be incorporators.  In most other states, unincorporated companies remained the predominant form of business organization throughout this period (Fenstermaker 1965; Lamoreaux 1997).  

Later in the 19th century, other states began adopting New England’s new stance on freedom of incorporation.  By 1826, leading American jurist James Kent would exclaim in his Commentaries on American Law (vol II, p. 220), “The demand for acts of incorporation is continually increasing, and the propensity is the more striking, as it appears to be incurable; and we seem to have no moral means to resist it….”  In more supply-side terms, state legislatures seem to have learned that ‘chartering’ could be an important source of revenue and capital control:  Groups seeking incorporation were often required to pay licensing fees, taxes, and anything else the legislature could think of:  Bank charters, for example, often required recipients to ‘invest’ large sums in state-appointed enterprises and pay taxes to the state in exchange for the privilege of doing business.  “In 1813 and 1822 as a price for renewing their charters, the Baltimore banks had to form a turnpike company, buy its stock, and manage it,” reports economic historian J. Van Fenstermaker (1965: 17).  “The City Bank of New Haven in 1831 had to buy $100,000 of stock in the Hampshire and Hampton Canal Company, and the Quinibaug Bank had to purchase $100,000 of the capital stock of the Boston, Norwich, and New London Railroad Company in 1832.”  Many chartered banks were also obliged to loan a given percentage of their capital stock to citizens engaged in local farming or manufacturing.  In some cases, banks were even required to pay a “bonus” for their charter, as did the Bank of South Carolina in 1801 and the Louisiana State Bank in 1814 (Fenstermaker 1965: 19).  

Because it was not possible to locate records of “failed” appeals for incorporation, we can only conjecture about the size and scope of demand for corporate charters in this period.  In addition to the legislatures’ sudden new ability and willingness to grant charter requests, New Englanders’ motivation to seek incorporation would appear to stem in part from that region’s particular legal culture, ensconced as it was in a long tradition of litigiousness and jurisdictional dispute (Hoffer 1992; Mann 1987; Tomlins and Mann 2001).  Presumably, both mimetic and competitive isomorphism were also at work here (DiMaggio and Powell 1983) — a first wave of incorporations likely catalyzed emulation by counterparts.  The Massachusetts session law records do in fact contain veritable “incorporation waves,” such as that of June 19, 1801, when three different turnpike companies (the 11th, 12th, and 13th Massachusetts Turnpike Corporations) were incorporated.  Regional clusters were also evident, especially in western and northern Massachusetts (Maine was still part of Massachusetts at this time), where bunches of charters were simultaneously requested by neighboring towns, churches, schools, charities, and businesses.
  In-state lawyers, too, probably helped promote the pursuit of corporate charters, given the legal fees such applications would generate for law firms.  

Presumably, the balance of power in the state legislature was also an important component in attaining consensus on charter appeals — in Pennsylvania, as previously mentioned, a strong anti-corporate faction in the legislature sought to block incorporation of the city of Philadelphia, as well as the University of Pennsylvania.  In other states, such as New York in the early 1800s, competition between rival political factions actually led to a flurry of charters being issued to partisan banks (see below).  Despite such turbulent post-bellum events as Shays’ Rebellion in the Berkshires, there does not appear to have been any such partisanship in the Massachusetts General Court (Maier 1993).  

Other studies (e.g. Creighton 1990; Roy 1997; Seavoy 1982) have aptly demonstrated how this innovation in access to the means of incorporation diffused to other American states.  Nonetheless, public opinion about the nature and desirability of private corporations was far from unanimous; much of it was downright hostile.  Well before Andrew Jackson’s famous anti-corporate campaign, politicians and journalists were quoting Adam Smith on the dangers of corporate monopolies.  These fears largely reflected the conventional English conception of the corporation as a royal grant of monopoly rights.  Many Americans viewed corporations as government-sanctioned monopolies, dangerous in their ability to interrupt the natural course of society.  Nonetheless, it was hard to argue down the cause of incorporation given the vast number of private companies already incorporated.  The more politicians railed against the dangers of incorporation, the more they lent credence to the (proto-Madisonian) argument that the best protection against the dangers of corporations was to charter more corporations (Horwitz 1977: 109-139; Kaufman 1999).  Thus, the “freedom of incorporation” doctrine gained rhetorical support from both sides — those who sought to use legislative power to encourage free enterprise as well as those who feared the power of free enterprise unduly restrained. 

By the 1820s, American courts began catching up with the legislatures on the law of corporations and associations.  A series of landmark court cases — Dartmouth College v. Woodward (1819) being the most famous among them— brought American corporate law up to speed with the activities of actual American corporations, now so plentiful in number.  Over time, the state and federal courts not only upheld the notion of freedom of incorporation but also defended the sanctity of the private corporation from state interference (Horwitz 1977).  State legislatures, at the same time, institutionalized freedom of incorporation in the creation of “general incorporation laws” which thus enabled entrepreneurs to receive charters of incorporation without special legislative approval (Creighton 1990; Roy 1997; Seavoy 1982).  This meant that the “means of incorporation” were now open to any group that could complete the necessary paperwork.  “Gradually,” comments Baldwin (1898: 196), “it has come to be the general American policy not, as at first, to enumerate certain classes of objects for which the privilege of private corporation is offered, but to throw it, with certain specified exceptions, open to those proposing to associate for any kind of business.”

The contemporary American legal distinction between public and private corporations is also closely related to the earlier history of incorporation.  Originally, American law made no distinction between public and private corporations.  Municipal governments were viewed, in fact, as little more than publicly owned land-holding companies, a practice that dates back to medieval England, where the sanctity of a city charter revolved around ownership of city property, or commons (Hartog 1983: 185, 33-40; also Teaford 1965).  According to Hartog (1983: 190), “A [pre-revolutionary] corporation like that of the city of New York remained in legal theory indistinguishable from what we, speaking anachronistically, would call ‘private’ corporations.” 

It was not until the 1820s and 30s that courts begin to differentiate the rights and powers of public government from those of privately-held corporations (Newmeyr 1976).  Then, the courts reframed public corporations as direct appendages of state power.  Said corporations could no longer act as private concerns; they had a responsibility to the people and could only own property as a public trust.  Thus construed, “a public corporation was nothing but an agency of the state; whereas a private corporation assumed the character of a private citizen” (Hartog 1983: 194, 193). 

Thus, we see American courts reining in public corporations while at the same time granting private corporations unprecedented freedom.  American courts subsequently issued a series of decisions barring monopolies and protecting private corporate charters from undue state interference.  Scholars often assert that this distinction was the product of a self-conscious judicial effort to clarify the difference between the public and private spheres (e.g. Handlin and Handlin 1969, 1945; Hurst 1970; Seavoy 1982; Williamson 1981).  It is our hypothesis that the courts’ decisions declaring the sanctity of private corporations were merely a reaction to the increased density of private corporations, itself the product of legislative willingness to freely grant private charters.   That is, the wider domain of American corporate law appears to have coalesced around the legislatively-enacted doctrine of freedom of incorporation only after freedom of incorporation had already been achieved.

QUERY  — Was ‘Freedom of Incorporation’ A Uniquely American Innovation?   

Thus far, we have attempted to document and explain inter-state variance in post-revolutionary incorporation rates in the United States.  One empirical problem yet remains with our analysis:  We have yet to show that freedom of incorporation was in some way a uniquely American phenomenon.  How do we know an incorporation movement comparable to that occurring in New England was not also taking place in Britain, or Canada?  To what extent, in other words, is the American colonial experience with corporate charters the key independent variable (or mechanism) here?  Alternative explanations might point, for example, to the state of the economy in pro-incorporation states or to some larger cultural shift in the Anglo-American world.  Was freedom of incorporation becoming generally accepted practice in other parts of the British Empire at this time?  If not, why?

A second problem with the analysis thus far is its inability to take stock of the presence of unincorporated firms in the United States (e.g. Lamoreaux 1997).  Given that incorporation was not required of colleges or churches or turnpike-building concerns, it is difficult to discriminate between supply and demand side effects underlying the dramatic rise in incorporations in some states.  Canadian legislatures may have been only too willing to issue charters but did not do so because of lagging demand.  Is there a way to confirm our ‘supply-side’ explanation of the rising number of corporations in the United States immediately following the American Revolution?

In order to deal with both problems simultaneously, we now turn to a brief case study of the early banking industry in the United States and Canada in the late 18th and early 19th centuries.
  Because Canada was then still a series of British colonies, the Canadian case(s) represent counter-factual examples of what corporate law might have looked like had the American states not achieved independence.  We specifically look at banking because incorporation has historically been an especially important component of the commercial banking industry.  We also explore briefly the corporate structure of the banking industry in England, though our primary focus will be on the US/Canada comparison. 

The Issuance of Corporate Bank Charters in the Early United States 


Banking was a perpetual problem in both the American and Canadian colonies and continued to be so well into the 19th century.  Lacking chartered banks, each colony had to struggle to provide settlers sufficient currency and credit to buy land and manufactured goods, as well as pay taxes (Bodenhorn 2000; Hammond 1957; Zelizer 1994).  Colonists relied on foreign currency, as well as local bills of credit, as means of exchange.  The onset of war required that the new American government find some independent means of raising and disbursing funds.  Banking during the revolution was supervised by the as yet unchartered Bank of North America, a temporary but useful stop-gap.  Not surprisingly, there was confusion over which political jurisdiction had the right, if not the responsibility, to charter such an entity.  Pennsylvania claimed it, since the BNA officially operated out of Philadelphia, but representatives from other states objected to what they saw as an attempt to hijack a national institution.  Congress chartered the Bank of North America in 1781, but, in response to questions about Congressional power to grant such charters, legislators in New York and Pennsylvania also each chartered it in 1782.  Delaware did the same in 1786 (Baldwin 1901: 261-312; Hammond 1957). 

Congress passed a bill creating the BNA’s federal replacement, the Bank of the United States, on March 2, 1791.  Four new private banks had been chartered by the states by then.  By 1800, there were 29 chartered banks operating in the United States, or a little more than 5 banks per million inhabitants.  By 1820, that number exceeded 300, or some 34 banks per million.
  Massachusetts alone chartered 10 banks between 1784 and 1803 and a dozen more by 1812.
  At that time, there were as yet no chartered banks in Canada and “only three corporations with banking powers in the British Isles besides the Bank of England” — the Bank of Scotland, the Royal Bank of Scotland, and the British Linen Company (Hammond 1957: 129).

— Figures 5 and 6 about here —
Arguably, the bank boom in the United States was prompted less by demand for than supply of corporate charters. This is not to say that banks were uniquely popular among Americans — there was, and would continue to be, strong opposition to the banking industry among farmers and hard money advocates during the Jackson administration and later in the 1880s and 90s.  As the Canadian case will show, there was nothing special about Americans’ demand for (and hostility to) chartered banks.  If there was a difference in demand, it seems to have been a response to, rather than a cause of, American state legislatures’ willingness to grant bank charters to qualified applicants:  The most famous, or infamous, example of legislative liberality with respect to bank charters is Aaron Burr’s Manhattan Company (predecessor of the Chase Manhattan Bank), a private business chartered by the New York State legislature in 1799.  Burr claimed that he was seeking a charter to build new water works for Manhattan, which had just recently experienced an epidemic of yellow fever.  Burr’s plan was endorsed by a number of New York’s leading businessmen, and the Manhattan Company was subsequently granted a charter authorizing it to collect twice the capital it had originally requested.  Federalists and Republicans alike supported the bill despite their previous wrangling over the first Bank of the United States’ charter.  

Though Burr did (nominally) go into the water business, his true intent seems to have been to enter into competition with the Bank of New York, a concern long associated with Burr’s Federalist political rivals.  Burr’s move prompted a ‘bank war’ of sorts.  Hamilton’s Federalists sought a charter for the Merchants Bank in 1803.  The Republican-controlled Assembly refused them their charter, so Merchants Bank began business without one, though at a severe handicap given the limitations placed on unincorporated banks at the time.  Not content, Burr’s Republicans passed a resolution in the Assembly banning unincorporated companies from the banking business in New York State.  (Massachusetts and New Hampshire had both passed similar measures in 1799.)  “The war on the Merchants Bank was bitter and was bitterly repulsed, both in New York City and in Albany,” writes Hammond (1957: 159).  “…But the bank survived and in 1805 it got a corporate charter, with bribery on its side and despite bribery on the other.”
  In turn, Burr’s Republicans complained that the Bank of Albany, founded in 1792, was Federalist and that the city needed a Republican bank.  The New York State Bank was chartered soon thereafter. 

The contentiousness and corruption of the early American banking industry is not my point here — at least one historian has observed that “divisions over corporations rarely followed strict party lines…  partisan control of state legislatures seems to have had little effect on the rate at which corporations were created” (Maier 1993: 74).  My point, rather, is that Americans’ relationship to the means of incorporation was, from the earliest years of the Republic, established on dramatically different terms than that exercised in the conventional English mode.  In England and in Canada (see below), corporate charters were a scarce privilege issued rarely, and always revocably, by the Crown.  

Canadian Corporate Banking In Contrast


The consequences of freedom of incorporation doctrine on American commercial banking might best be seen through comparison with Canada.  In 1792, when 12 chartered banks existed in the US, Canada had only one unchartered bank, the Canada Banking Company, which was such a small enterprise that one prominent historian has called it only an “attempt” at banking (Shortt quoted in Hammond 1957: 641).  Not until 1819 was a single bank chartered in the British provinces of Canada, and new charters remained rare thereafter (see below).  This 1819 bank charter was, moreover, only the second corporate charter issued for any purpose in Upper Canada through that date.


The rarity of Canadian bank charters cannot be ascribed to lack of demand.  Though subsistence farming was the mainstay of the economy among rural French-Canadians, the Revolutionary War greatly stimulated Canada’s mercantile interests.  Supplying the British armies and navy in North America brought significant inflows of cash into Canada, and a cadre of British émigrés also began capitalizing on the British-American conflict by serving as middlemen in the North Atlantic economy.  As a result, Canadian traders, shippers, farmers, and manufacturers desperately needed some kind of commercial banking industry to facilitate the conversion of local credit and foreign notes into a common medium of exchange.  Canada’s currency shortage was greatly exacerbated by the cessation of hostilities in America, thus ending the influx of British “army bills” sent to Canada in exchange for military supplies.  This, coupled with the fact that Canadian financiers repeatedly tried to establish chartered banks in Montreal, Quebec, Kingston, and York, demonstrates that Canadians both needed and wanted private, chartered, indigenous banks (Brebner 1945[1966]; Creighton 1937).

Nor did Canadians lack the know-how to create them.  The short-lived creation of the aforementioned Canada Banking Company was motivated directly by news of the successful Bank of the United States.  Their financial plan was modeled directly on that of the BUS.  As Canadian bank historian Adam Shortt notes (1896[1986]: 11-12), “…the Canadian banking system was derived in very direct and literal manner from the United States.”  Shortt (1896[1986]: 18-25, 27) adds that the proposed charter for the Bank of Canada imitated, clause for clause, the exact wording of Hamilton’s charter for the Bank of the United States.  “…The Canadian bill is a copy, somewhat extended in parts, of the American Act.  It shows that the Canadians, at this time at least, were quite under the influence of the American ideas as expressed in Hamilton’s plan.”  

Recognizing the limitations of unincorporated banks, a group of financiers in Montreal proposed in 1807 to create Canada’s first chartered bank.  Another group of businessmen in Upper Canada soon tried to obtain their own charter for a bank in the city of Kingston.  An accompanying article in the Kingston Gazette (Dec. 4, 1810) extols the idea, adding the caveat that the legislature should avoid the Americans’ mistake of promoting excessive competition by chartering too many banks.  This proposal also did not make it through the legislature.

Frustrated by their failure to gain corporate status, a group of Montreal merchants decided in 1817 to create an unincorporated Bank of Montreal.  “Although the bank was established and went into operation as a private corporation [meaning an unincorporated private business], its promoters did not give up the idea of obtaining for it a provincial charter” (Shortt [1986]: 74).  Similarly, an unincorporated Bank of Upper Canada was formed in March, 1817, and by January, 1819, it had actually received royal consent.  Unfortunately, however, the statute of limitations had only just expired on the original legislative action on the bill.  (The two-year deadline on royal assent to colonial legislation was a valuable and oft-used way for English authorities to forestall Canadian political action without actually saying no to such requests.)  Thus, reported the lieutenant governor of Upper Canada, while he could not sign the original charter into law, he was “very happy to be authorized to give the royal assent to a similar bill which may be passed the next session” (quoted in Shortt [1986]: 91, also 84-5).  

In July, 1819, the Legislative Assembly of Upper Canada considered acts to charter two new banks:  a Bank of Upper Canada and a Bank of Kingston, thus giving form to a bitter rivalry between two factions of Ontario investors, one situated in modern-day Toronto — then called York — and the other in Kingston (Journals of Legislative Assembly [1911-1915]: IV, 191, 201).  For the next two years, the rival sides fought a grueling battle in the legislature over the right to open banks in the province.  The stronger of the two factions — the so-called “Family Compact” from York — went so far as to co-opt the Bank of Kingston’s charter as it neared legislative approval.  Before voting to have the charter approved, members of the Family Compact amended the list designating the supposed recipients of the charter.  Though both banks eventually received royal assent, the original Bank of Kingston never managed to accumulate the minimum capital reserves required in its charter.  It operated for a short time without a charter but soon went out of business after two of its directors were discovered “looting” the bank (Breckenridge 1895: 58-9).  In contrast, the Bank of Upper Canada, or “York Bank,” thrived, thus sharing its riches with the political elite of the province.
  Prior to the 1819 charter for the unsuccessful Bank of Kingston, only one other corporate charter had been granted in all of Upper Canada — in 1815, to the Midland District School Society (Statutes 1792-1819: 1815, c. 18).  Clearly, the corporate organizational form was a scarce resource in this part of Canada, especially when contrasted with Massachusetts and Rhode Island, where literally hundreds of charters had already been granted for purposes as disparate as schools, turnpikes, canals, towns, charities, parishes, and banks.

By 1837, when a financial panic caused many US banks to fail, there were 729 chartered banks in operation in the United States, or about 42 per million.  Canada, by contrast, had 19 banks for a population of (only) 1 million inhabitants (see Figures 5 and 6).
  Throughout its early history, and especially during the Panic of 1837, government officials in Canada insisted they were “learning” from American mistakes by avoiding the temptation to charter too many banks.  This was true more generally of their attitude toward private business corporations.  While American states had power to regulate private corporations, they more or less relinquished their power to restrict freedom of incorporation.  In Canada, on the other hand, private corporations were seen as direct extensions of royal power.  Despite repeated efforts to obtain charters, both the provincial assemblies and the Lords of Trade created significant obstacles to their formation.  

This monopolistic vision of the British corporation was, in fact, uniquely influential in Canada’s later political development.  The Hudson’s Bay Company, a private fur-trading monopoly, controlled virtually all of Canada west of Hudson Bay until 1870, at which time all the HBC territory was nationalized by the new Dominion of Canada, itself granted independence from England in 1867.  Prior to nationalization, western Canada was thus protected from over-trapping and internecine exchange by the HBC, the business of which relied heavily on protection of natural wildlife, as well as the maintenance of friendly, non-violent relations with native tribes (Innis 1956).  The differences between early American and early Canadian legal practice with respect to the issuance of private corporate charters thus had significant long-term ramifications for their national political and economic development. 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO EXISTING KNOWLEDGE 

Law and legal development have long been focal points of inquiry in economic sociology.  As mentioned earlier, economists and economic sociologists share a tendency to see state action as a ‘response’ to market factors.  This exploration of the colonial origins of American corporate law demonstrates the need to consider the institutional development of states and markets in tandem.   Says historian Charles Andrews (1934: I, 43), for example, “The colonial governments in New England represent the system of a trading company applied to the political organization of a state.”  Understanding the history of incorporation and corporate law is thus key to understanding the relationship between the state and the public and private spheres.  Economic sociologists see corporate law as a product of firms’ struggles to survive in the face of competition, but, in fact, most states face exactly the same challenge.  The struggle of the American colonies to ‘survive’ as distinct corporate entities gave birth to the idea that such a right should be readily attainable.  This is not meant to suggest that markets are solely the product of states but to illustrate the potential for institutional practices in one social sphere to bleed into or transform those in other spheres (e.g. Clemens and Cook 1999; DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Friedland and Alford 1991; Huntington 1968). 

One generalizable observation we can make about this process regards the nature of legal change:  In this case, and presumably others, American corporate law was not transformed by an original intent to change its substance but through changes to its relational structure — i.e. freedom of incorporation.  In other words, as Americans’ relationship to the means of incorporation changed, subsequent revisions were made to the substance of the law of corporations, not vice versa.  Ambiguous language in early American charters, coupled with legal ambiguity over the relative power of colonial and imperial legislatures to issue such charters, made the corporation a “loosely-coupled” institution subject to revision and dispute.  Since this relational change in corporate law was itself fundamental to the revolutionary project of protecting legislative autonomy, we thereby see an important connection between struggles over political autonomy and the transformation of Americans’ relationship to the state via corporate law.  Sociologists and political scientists might learn from this the need to pay more attention to the relationship between the legal basis for private corporations (as well as unincorporated intermediary associations, many types of which were banned in Europe) and the legal basis of the polities that house them.  In the American case, jurisdictional competition between both the colonies and the crown and the colonies themselves produced a new conception of the corporation in which competition itself was institutionalized as a right and a virtue (Dobbin 1994).

Post-Revolutionary Massachusetts and Rhode Island, in particular, chartered an unprecedented number of corporations and thus created a new precedent for corporate development in the new United States.
  Our hypothesis is that these state legislatures did so because: a.) The corporate organizational form was fundamental to New England’s early colonial social system, and b.) Colonial legislators there had long since been frustrated in their ability to charter corporations.  As a result, a legal-institutional form once severely restricted in its dispersion was transformed into a widely accessible, often utilized legal tool.  In more abstract terms, we might best describe this process as an example of what political scientist Kathleen Thelen (2003: 225) calls “institutional layering,” or “the partial renegotiation of some elements of a given set of institutions while leaving others in place.”  Similarly, sociologists of law like Carruthers and Halliday (1998) might refer to this as an illustration of “law’s recursive loop,” or the manner in which new legal doctrines are formed without conscious design but are instead post hoc responses to social and legal conditions that change and cumulate over time.

One key circumstance that contributed to the development of the modern corporation and other distinctly American legal innovations was post-Revolutionary state legislatures’ decision not to adopt English statutory law directly or entirely — they declared themselves free to adopt pieces of English law while also retaining the power to modify or ignore them as they wished.
  A successful jurisdictional break from England afforded the Massachusetts and Rhode Island state legislatures a novel opportunity to re-institutionalize their socio-legal conception of the corporation.  Other states soon followed suit, or began experimenting in their own right.  There is a clear and important connection between colonial experience with British law and the subsequent “Americanization” thereof (see, e.g., Nelson 1994; Tomlins and Mann 2001).  Given this perspective, it is also important to consider the trajectory of legal development in other British colonies, particularly Canada, where longer-lasting ties to the Crown greatly curtailed legal innovation despite Canadians’ desire to imitate American common law (Karsten 2002; Laskin 1969). 

A further observation that follows from this study regards the nature of the corporate colonies themselves:  Building on English common law practice, the New England corporate colonies espoused the idea that only share-holding members should be full participants in the governance of corporate-colonial affairs.  Clear distinctions were made between freeholders and other residents (Martin 1991).  The colonies were thus governed primarily by and for large property-owners.  This system finds its modern incarnation in an American corporate system in which profit-sharing with employees is rare and corporate governance is run in the interest of management and shareholders rather than employees or society as a whole (Coleman 1982; Perrow 2002; Roy 1997).  Future studies should explore the parallels with state-corporate relations in other nation-states.  Presumably corporatist arrangements in Western European polities stem in part from their civil law trajectories of centralized political legitimacy and state control over the means of incorporation. 

CONCLUSION

Though there is already a long tradition of scholarship dedicated to the subject of the American corporation and its historical origins, few if any such accounts have focused on the colonial origins of American corporate law.  Those that do, moreover, have largely failed to notice the unusual stance taken by some of those colonies with regard to the issue of freedom of incorporation.  Though never formally articulated as public policy, this doctrine would quickly take hold in the decades following American Independence, particularly in those states that had struggled the most to protect their jurisdictional autonomy as British corporations.  

Without legislative willingness to charter private corporations, the economic and political development of the “first new nation” (Lipset 1973) might have been vastly different.  By freely endorsing a legal entity above and beyond individual trusts and partnerships, American state legislatures released a force that would only begin to realize its potential (for good and ill) in the decades to come.  American jurists and legislators could have easily constructed American civil law around British common law precepts, and in many cases they did.  In the case of corporate charters, however, American law forged new ground, much of which would later be copied not only in Canada and England but worldwide. 

Freedom of incorporation changed the very meaning of private enterprise in the early United States.  While the right of governments to regulate and control commerce was upheld, the notion that only exceptional circumstances demanded incorporation waned.  Having made the means of incorporation so readily accessible, a battle to define the exact rights and responsibilities of corporations ensued in the American courts and legislatures.  Courts and legislatures have not always been consistent in their vision of the American private corporation, but the long-term trend has been towards greater corporate autonomy, except in cases where the openness of markets is at stake (Dobbin 1994).  

In point of fact, Americans’ unique capacity to form not only for-profit but non-profit private organizations is also directly related to the relative ease with which such endeavors could receive the endorsement — and thus the protection — of the state.  Says historian William Novak (2001: 172), for example, “Nineteenth-century legislators, judges, and commentators defended associations not as alternatives to a legal-constitutional state, but as constitutive components of it.  …[Associations] were in fact legally-constituted and politically-recognized delegations of rule-making authority and public resources.  …The harsh separation of public and private, state and civil society, in American legal and political thought is a surprisingly recent creation.”  

Thus, Alexis de Tocqueville was only partially correct in explaining Americans’ unusual propensity to “associate”:  While it is true that Americans have historically generated more voluntary organizations than their counterparts, it is not true that this was a result of either Americans’ ingrained preferences or the absence of state organizations dedicated to related pursuits.  American voluntarism is a direct product of state support for such activities, as is the rise of corporate capitalism.  Ample access to the means of incorporation also contributed to the uniquely competitive religious system of the United States (Finke and Stark 1992), as well as the general efflorescence of civic, charitable, and fraternal societies in its midst (Clemens 1993; Hall 1992; Kaufman 2002; Skocpol 2003).

Finally, it should be noted that American corporate law is increasingly the norm in international commerce and that the American doctrine of “freedom of incorporation” is generally the norm in most developed nations today.  This makes understanding the uniquely American origins of this doctrine more, rather than less significant.  By changing citizens’ relationship to the means of incorporation, progressive American states radically changed the balance of social and economic power in the Western world.  
Max Weber ([1978]) devoted much of his career to understanding the legal foundations of such power.  Though he did not comment overly much on the particularities of American law, his extensive study of comparative law pointed in this direction nonetheless:  “If, by virtue of the principle of formal legal quality, everyone ‘without respect of person’ may establish a business corporation or entail a landed estate,” he writes ([1978]: 699), “the propertied classes as such obtain a sort of factual ‘autonomy,’ since they alone are able to utilize or take advantage of these powers.”  

The findings presented here, though preliminary, do point to the importance of studying political, economic, and legal development as mutually-constitutive processes.  Freedom of incorporation doctrine did not grow in a juridical vacuum or in response to perceived economic needs; it was the result of a century and a half of struggle and debate over the right of intermediary associations (the corporations of Massachusetts Bay, Connecticut, and Rhode Island) to exist as a full-fledged polities.  This clearly demonstrates the importance of considering colonial antecedents and long-term processes in the study of national development.  It also reaffirms social scientists’ newfound interest in issues of institutional durability and change, processes whereby longstanding organizational forms come to have new significance and meaning over time (Mahoney 2000; Pierson 2004; Thelen 2003).  Freedom of incorporation has evolved more quickly in some polities than others, but its ramifications are now felt worldwide.  
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Figure 3:  Incorporations (by type): Massachusetts, 1781-1790


Polities (townships etc.)
61%


Infrastructure Co's
4%


Religious Orgs.
15%


"Societies"
2%


Educ. Instits.
5%


Charities
3%


Businesses (non-infra.)
3%


Other
7%








[image: image4.wmf]

Figure 4:  Incorporations (by type): Massachusetts, 1791-1800
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� Virginia was also originally founded on these grounds, though it did not remain so for very long.  In 1624, with still hardly more than a few hundred settlers, its charter was nullified and the territory was reinstated as a royal colony (Andrews 1934: I, 177-8).


� A copy of the charter is reprinted in Morison (1936: 5-8).  The original charter is a beautiful piece of early 17th century calligraphy, replete with small drawings of forest animals and filigree.  


� The ‘Charter Oak’ remains an important symbol of Connecticut state history; it now graces the back of their newly minted “state quarter.”  Remnants of the Oak, which fell in 1856, were made into token objects such as an oak chair that still sits in the State Senate (Cohn 1988: 6).


� There is reason to believe that Mather himself doomed the 1697 charter to failure.  Mather had been pining for years for an excuse to return to England, and he wrote a letter to William Blathwayt, a member of the Board of Trade and Plantations, advising him to put off consideration of the college charter “until such Time, as I can be with you, which I hope may be in July or August next.”  Only a few days before Blathwayt received this note, the Solicitor-General of the Crown issued a positive report on the charter request.  Mather’s self-serving request for delay had the unintended effect of subjecting the 1697 charter “to a new and more careful scrutiny.  ….Mather’s craze for a trip to England simply called attention to a feature of the Charter which would otherwise have passed unnoticed among the mass of documents coming in from all parts of the Empire” (Morison 1936: II, 516-7).


� Interestingly, Yale College would later come to blows with the Connecticut General Assembly when, in 1784, she challenged the state legislature’s proclaimed right to “visitation” in response to complaints about the lackluster state of affairs at Yale (Dana 1784).


� It is not totally clear where Davis found this quote, though I think it comes from the Letter Book of Samuel Sewall (Massachusetts Historical Society Collection, 6th series, Boston, 1886-1888), I, 263-264.  Judge Sewall’s advice is also discussed in Baldwin (1898: 184).  According to Baldwin, “[W]hen Yale College sought a charter from Connecticut in 1701, the bill prepared was purposely shorn, as far as possible, of any expressions indicating that it was what it was meant to be.”


� This reluctance may help explain why the CT state session books do not contain complete records of private statutes incorporating companies, as noted earlier.  Connecticut’s unique experience with, and approach to, the corporation deserves further attention in its own right.


� Eleazar Wheelock, to William Smith, 1760, quoted in Shirley (1895 [1971]: 22).


� Towns in colonial Massachusetts were not generally chartered prior to the late 18th century, but their organizational structure and legal foundation were nonetheless conceived along the same lines as chartered corporations.  Following the Revolution, dozens of towns in Massachusetts were explicitly chartered by the legislature (Martin 1991).


� Population figures are taken from the 1790, 1800, and 1810 US censuses; yearly population figures were extrapolated from these.  The white male population, as given in the census, is used here as a rough proxy of the eligible pool of voters, though per capita figures based on total population were not significantly different than those shown here.  


� The discovery that there were many probable omissions in the CT state session records was made when statutes were found altering charters issued but not recorded in earlier meetings of the legislature.  


� Absent accurate state-level population data for the decade 1780-1790, Figure 2 assesses per capita incorporation rates only for the period 1790-1810.


� Results available upon request.


� Dates in parentheses indicate year of passage of general incorporation law.  All incorporation data is derived from direct reading of the state session law books of the period. 


� Unfortunately, we could not derive a satisfactory means of counting charters issued via general incorporation laws.  Our figures thus underestimate incorporation rates in some states to some (unknown) degree.  As discussed below, however, the predominance of general incorporation laws does not occur until after the period in question, thereby mitigating this effect. 


� We have not confirmed the statistical validity of such observations.  Only a portion of charters indicate the location of the applicants.


� The focus here, more specifically, is on the incipient rise of private banking in the British North American provinces of Upper and Lower Canada (contemporary Ontario and Quebec, respectively). All were British colonies under English rule until 1867, when the Dominion of Canada was officially formed as a semi-autonomous nation-state.


� US bank charter data comes from Fenstermaker (1965: Appendix A).  1800 population figure given by the US Census is 5,309,000; 1820 population is given by the Census as 9,638,453.


� Massachusetts also barred unincorporated companies from the banking field during this period.  It did not, however, approve charters for banks in cities or towns that already had a bank (Handlin and Handlin 1969: 115-7, 100).


� After 1826, England adopted the Scottish practice of allowing unchartered joint-stock banks to operate in coordination with the major corporate banks.  Though this greatly affected the nature of credit and cash markets in England, it did not change policy with regard to issuance of corporate charters for banks.  The Bank of England remained a private corporation until 1946, when it was nationalized (Alborn 1998).


� Ironically, the Federalist Merchants Bank was absorbed by the Republican Bank of the Manhattan Company in 1920, though all the contending parties were long since gone (Hammond 1957: 160).


� One important difference between American and Canadian banking in this period is that the Canadian banks could expand by erecting “branch banks” throughout the province, whereas most American states restricted branch banking, thereby encouraging the creation of separate banks in separate locales.


� The first chartered bank to actually operate in Canada was the Bank of New Brunswick, chartered March 20, 1820.  The province of New Brunswick incorporated a second bank in 1825, and three more between 1834 and 1836.  New Brunswick, interestingly, was primarily home to American loyalists who had demanded political autonomy from the neighboring “neutral” province of Nova Scotia.  Thus it might be hypothesized that these “Tory exiles” had brought the nascent American ideal of free incorporation with them, imparting it on both the political and economic spheres of their new home.  In the neighboring province of Nova Scotia, by contrast, requests for bank charters in both 1801 and 1811 were denied, and in 1818, “the provincial legislature forbade corporate issues altogether” (Hammond 1957: 656-659).  


� US bank charter data comes from Fenstermaker (1965).  Canadian bank charter data is derived from Sarpkaya (1978).  Population figures are only rough estimates, particularly for Canada.  US population figures come from census calculations; Canadian figures are given by Statistics Canada but are not entirely consistent with regard to the inclusion of the Maritime provinces.


� Again, we believe that Connecticut likely had higher-than-average incorporation rates in this period, though the Connecticut state session laws do not consistently record private statutes related to incorporation, thus making systematic evaluation of this hypothesis untenable.  The discovery that there were many probable omissions in the state session records was made when subsequent statutes were found altering charters issued but not recorded in earlier meetings of the legislature.


� To be more precise, most of the new American states formally adopted English common law but rejected adoption of English statutory law (Brown 1964; Horwitz 1971).  The distinction lies in the belief that common law reflects timeless moral principles based on judicial interpretation of ‘natural law,’ whereas statutory law reflects the specific dictates of the legislature.  By the early 19th century, however, “the original natural law foundation of common law rules began to disintegrate” as well (Horwitz 1971: 310), leading to the ‘Americanization’ of the common law (Nelson 1994), or the notion that judges can interpret law in light of the exigencies and needs of society.
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all data

		Private and Special Statutes of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, from the Year 1780…  (Boston: Manning & Loring, 1805)

		Call no. US12578.1.133 Hollis no.   007294341

		Vol./pg.		Corp. Name		Date		Year		Polity		Infra.		Relig.		Society'		Educ		Charity		Manuf/Bus.		Other		Unclear		Repealed?		Special Info

		I/1		Town of Montgomery (Hampshire County)		11/28/1780		1780		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/2		Town of Bath (Lincoln County)		2/17/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/3		Town of Natick (Middlesex County)		2/19/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/8		Town of New Ashford (Berkshire County)		2/26/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/9		Town of Sterling (Worcester County)		4/25/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				annexed from Lancaster

		I/12		Town of Wendell (Hampshire County)		5/8/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/13		Town of Goshan (Hampshire County)		5/14/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/20		Tabernacle in Salem		10/27/1781		1781		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/24		Massachusetts Medical Society		11/1/1781		1781		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		I/28		common field' in Springfield		6/27/1782		1782		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				want to protect common land near CT river

		I/32		District of Lynnfield (Essex County)		7/3/1782		1782		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				canNOT send repres to Gen Court

		I/vii		New Salem Church and Society		8/3/1782		1782		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		3/18/1788

		I/33		Trustees of Dummer Academy (Essex County)		10/3/1782		1782		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0				somehow connected to Harvard

		I/40		District of Boxborough (Middlesex County)		2/25/1783		1783		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/44		Congregational Parish in Norton		3/4/1783		1783		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/47		Town of Middlefield (Hampshire C.)		3/12/1783		1783		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/50		Second Parish of Amherst		6/19/1783		1783		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/51		Proprietors of Mattakeffect-Creeks (Edgartown)		6/24/1783		1783		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				part of Edgartown; but not a new polity

		I/53		District of Holland (Hampshire C)		7/5/1783		1783		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/57		Town of Longmeadow (Hampshire C)		10/13/1783		1783		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/58		District of Orange (Worcester C.)		10/15/1783		1783		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/61		Boston Episcopal Charitable Society		2/12/1784		1784		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0				cannot excee 100

		I/ix		Marine Society at Salem		3/9/1784		1784		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		7/8/1790		ambig. Purpose

		I/69		District of Berlin (Worcester Cty)		3/16/1784		1784		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/71		Town of Dalton (Berkshire C)		3/20/1784		1784		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/72		Leiscester Academy		3/23/1784		1784		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/76		Town of Machias (Lincoln C)		6/23/1784		1784		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/ix		Congregational Society in Orange		7/5/1784		1784		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		3/11/1791

		I/79		District of Dover (Suffolk C)		7/7/1784		1784		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/ix		Congregational Church, Charlton		10/26/1784		1784		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		3/3/1798		(done twice)

		I/80		Trustees of Derby School		11/11/1784		1784		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/83		Town of Rowe (Hampshire C)		2/9/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/85		Town of Heath (Hampshire C)		2/14/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/87		Town of Shapleigh (York County)		3/5/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/89		Free School in Williamstown		3/8/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0				bec's Williams College

		I/93		Proprietors of Charles River Bridge		3/9/1785		1785		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				odd Harvard clause (I/95)/famous 'Charles River Bridge'!

		I/95		Town of Parsonfield (York C)		3/9/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/96		District of Plainfield (no cty info)		3/16/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/100		District of Easthampton (Hampshire C)		6/17/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/103		Town of Gardner (Worcester c)		6/27/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/104		Pine Plain field (part of Town of Springfield)		6/30/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field incorporated?

		I/105		Common field in West Springfield		10/28/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field incorped/one owner, Timothy Day refuses to join and is specifically omitted

		I/108		Common field in West Springfield		11/30/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		I/111		Common field of Ball's Swamp (in Springfield)		11/30/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field -W. Sprinfield uprising???

		I/111		Common field in Deerfield (Hampshire C)		11/30/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		I/112		Town of Standish (Cumberland C)		11/30/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/115		Town of Boylston (Worcester C)		3/1/1786		1786		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/118		Scots Charitable Society		3/16/1786		1786		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		I/121		Massachusetts Congregational Charitable Society		3/24/1786		1786		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		I/127		Second Parish in Pelham (Hampshire C)		6/28/1786		1786		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/131		Town of Portland (Cumberland C)		7/4/1786		1786		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/135		Town of Turner (Maine?-Androscoggin River)		7/7/1786		1786		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/xi		Congregational Church, Charlton		7/8/1786		1786		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		3/3/1798		(done twice; both repealed)

		I/139		Town of Union (Lincoln C)		10/20/1786		1786		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/139		Town of Gerry (Worcester C)		10/20/1786		1786		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/148		Town of New Bedford (Bristol C)		2/23/1787		1787		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/150		Town of Penobscot (Lincoln C)		2/23/1787		1787		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/153		Proprietors of Malden Bridge		3/1/1787		1787		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/159		Town of Limerick (York C)		3/6/1787		1787		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/160		Town of Waterborough (York C)		3/6/1787		1787		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/164		Town of Westport (Bristol C)		7/2/1787		1787		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/171		Second Parish in Worcester		11/13/1787		1787		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/174		Proprietors of Essex Bridge (bet Salem and Beverly)		11/17/1787		1787		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/177		Society for Propagating the Gospel among the Indians, and others, in North America		11/19/1787		1787		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/184		Second Parish in Portland		3/18/1788		1788		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/186		Town of Orrington (Lincoln C)		3/21/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/187		Town of Bowdoin (Lincoln C)		3/21/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/196		Town of Greene (Lincoln C)		6/18/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/198		Town of Noridgewock (Lincoln C)		6/18/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/198		Town of Fairfield (Lincoln C)		6/18/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/199		Town of Canaan (Lincoln C)		6/18/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/202		Presbyterian Society in Groton (Middlesex C)		11/19/1788		1788		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/204		Town of Nobleborough		11/20/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/208		Town of Sedgwick (Lincoln C)		1/12/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/210		Trustees of the Grammar School in the easterly part of the town of Roxbury		1/21/1789		1789		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/220		Town of Cushing (Lincoln C)		1/28/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/221		Town of Isleborough (Lincoln C)		1/28/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/221		Town of Blue Hill (Lincoln C)		1/30/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/222		Town of Deer Isle (Lincoln C)		1/30/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/223		Wardens and Vestry of Christ Church, Boston		1/30/1789		1789		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				done b/c can't sue for overdue pew fees

		I/224		Proprietors of Beverly Cotton Manufacturory		2/3/1789		1789		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				1st post-war manuf corp I've seen!

		I/230		Proprietors of the Androscoggin Boom (log jam)		2/13/1789		1789		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				logging boom - in private/public interest

		I/233		Town of Freeport (Cumberland C)		2/14/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/241		Town of Trenton (Lincoln C)		2/16/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/242		Town of Goldsborough (Lincoln C)		2/16/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/243		Town of Sullivan (Lincoln C)		2/16/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/245		Town of Mount Desert (Lincoln C)		2/17/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/245		Town of Durham (Cumberland C)		2/17/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/252		District of Tyngsborough (Middlesex C)		6/22/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/256		District of Bethlehem (Berkshire C)		6/24/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/257		Town of Frankfort (Lincoln C)		6/25/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/257		Town of Vinalhaven (Lincoln C)		6/25/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/262		Town of Somerset (Bristol C)		2/20/1790		1790		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/265		Associated Proprietors of Lumber in Merrimack River		2/22/1790		1790		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				log boom

		I/xi		New-Meadow River Bridge (Jonathan Davis)		3/9/1790		1790		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				not used (another charter granted 2/16/1802)

		I/279		Town of Carver (Plymouth C)		6/9/1790		1790		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/280		Episcopal Protestant Society in Marshfield		6/9/1790		1790		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/285		Baptist Religious Society of New Gloucester and Gray		6/23/1790		1790		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/287		Town of Cambden (Hancock C)		2/11/1791		1791		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/288		Humane Society of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts		2/23/1791		1791		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0				holds real estate

		I/291		Town of Bangor (no cty)		2/25/1791		1791		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/292		Trustees of Hallowell Academy		3/5/1791		1791		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/294		Hopland School District (town of Lee)		3/7/1791		1791		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0				lands for school funding

		I/296		Baptist Society in the Town of Windham		3/7/1791		1791		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/296		Baptist REligious Society of Gorham		3/7/1791		1791		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/299		Episcopal Church in the Town of Portland		3/7/1791		1791		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/299		First Congregational Society in the Town of Taunton		3/8/1791		1791		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/303		Trustees of Berwick Academy		3/11/1791		1791		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/306		Town of Readfield		3/11/1791		1791		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/309		Proprietors of the New-Meadow Canal		6/17/1791		1791		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/310		Protestant Episcopal Society of Great Barrington		6/18/1791		1791		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/312		Town of Monmouth (Lincoln C)		1/20/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/316		Town of Sidney (Lincoln C)		1/30/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/317		Proprietors of Middlesex Merrimack River Bridge		2/1/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/320		Congregational Parish in Easton (Bristol C)		2/7/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/322		Town of Hawley (Hampshire C)		2/7/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/323		Trustees of Fryeburg Academy (York C)		2/9/1792		1792		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/325		Town of Limington (York C)		2/9/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/329		Proprietors of the Locks and Canals on Connecticut River		2/23/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/336		Proprietors of Essex Merrimack Bridge		2/24/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				seems to be competing w/ I/317!

		I/339		Town of Quincy (Suffolk C)		2/23/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/341		Town of Ruffell (Hampshire C)		2/25/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/345		Connecticut River Bridge (bet. Montague and Greenfield)		3/6/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/347		Town of Hebron (Cumberland C)		3/6/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/348		Massachusetts Society for Promoting Agriculture		3/7/1792		1792		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0				actual purpose unclear

		I/350		Trustees of Washington Academy (Machias)		3/7/1792		1792		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/355		Proprietors of the Old Mill Pond Meadow (Abington)		3/8/1792		1792		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		I/357		Proprietors of the Massachusetts Canal		3/10/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/361		Proprietors of West-Boston Bridge		3/9/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				discusses competition w/ Charles River Bridge - extends latters' charter

		I/367		Catholic Congregational Church and Society in the second precint in the town of Rehoboth		6/19/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/371		Congregational Society in the first precinct in the town of Rehoboth		6/23/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/374		Second Precinct in New Bedford		6/23/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/378		Proprietors of Mousom Harbour in Wells (York C)		6/27/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/382		Proprietors of the Locks and Canals on Merrimack River		6/27/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/390		Town of Buckstown (Hancock C)		6/27/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/390		Independent Christian Church in Gloucester		6/28/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/392		Town of Mount Vernon (Lincoln C)		6/28/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/395		Trustees of The Bristol Academy		6/30/1792		1792		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/399		Baptist Society of Turner and Bucktown		11/17/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/399		Trustees of the Marblehead Academy		11/17/1792		1792		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/403		Baptist Religious Society in Haverhill		2/18/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/410		Town of Randolph (Suffolk C)		3/9/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/416		Town of Sterling (Worcester C)		3/12/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/417		Town of Cheshire (Berkshire C)		3/14/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/422		Town of Buckfield (Cumberland C)		3/16/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/425		Proprietors of Andover Bridge		3/19/1793		1793		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/431		Congregational Precinct in Rochester, Middleborough, and Freetown		3/22/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/432		Trustees of First Congregational Society in Taunton		3/22/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/435		Proprietors of the Haverhill Bridge		3/22/1793		1793		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/443		West Congregational Society in Taunton		3/27/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/444		Trustees of Charlestown Free Schools		3/27/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/447		Proprietors of common field in Dedham		3/27/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		I/448		Episcopalian Society in Pittston		3/28/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/454		Trustees of Westfield Academy		6/17/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/455		Town of Dennis (Yarmouth C)		6/19/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/456		Town of Paris (Cumberland C)		6/20/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/458		Town of Hamilton (Essex C)		6/21/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/462		First Parish in the Town of Penobscot		6/22/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/463		Proprietors of common field in Dedham		6/22/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		I/463		Proprietors of Sheepscott River Bridge		6/22/1793		1793		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/465		Proprietors of Middlesex Canal		6/22/1793		1793		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/470		Town of Gill (Hampshire C)		9/28/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/471		Trustees of Groton Academy		9/28/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/473		Trustees of Westford Academy		9/28/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/479		Proprietors of the Newbury-Port Woolen Manufactory		1/29/1794		1794		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				1st textile mill?

		I/483		Town of Farmington (Lincoln C)		2/1/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/484		District of Alfred		2/4/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/485		Town of Bridgton (Cumberland C)		2/7/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/487		Massachusetts Historical Society		2/19/1794		1794		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		I/490		First Religious Society in Newbury-Port		2/22/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				5 churches incorp'ed in one act -- pred of 'general incorp acts'?

		I/490		Presbyterian Society in Newburyport		2/22/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/490		Third Religious Society in Newbury-Port		2/22/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/490		Fouth Religious Society in Newbury-Port		2/22/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/490		Episcopal Church in Newbury-Port		2/22/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/497		Proprietors of St. Peter's Church in Salem		2/24/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/499		Town of Hampden (no c)		2/24/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/500		First Baptist Society in Sandisfield		2/25/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/501		Baptist Religious Society in West Stockbridge		2/25/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/502		Proprietors of the Portland Bridge		2/25/1794		1794		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/504		South Parish in New-Marlborough		2/25/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/505		Town of Newfield (York C)		2/25/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/505		Trustees of Baptist Education Fund		2/26/1794		1794		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/506		Methodist Society in the First Parish of Lynn		2/26/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/513		Episcopal Church in Dedham		2/27/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/513		Proprietors of the Back-Cove Bridge		2/27/1794		1794		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/515		Proprietors of the Upper Locks and Canals on Connecticut River in the County of Hampshire		2/27/1794		1794		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				sep. of Northern and Southern canal co's

		I/519		Town of Cornish (York C)		2/27/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/519		Trustees of Portland Academy in the County of Cumberland		2/27/1794		1794		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/521		South Parish in Hallowell		6/14/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				3 parishes incorp'ed in one bill

		I/521		Middle Parish in Hallowell		6/14/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/521		North Parish in Hallowell		6/14/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/523		Proprietors of Merrimack Bridge		6/14/1794		1794		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/526		Boston Library Society		6/17/1794		1794		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		I/527		Town of New-Sharon (Lincoln C)		6/20/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/528		Baptist Religious Society in Brunswick, Harpswell and Bath		6/20/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/531		Episcopal Church in Cambridge		6/25/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/532		Town of Dresden (n c)		6/25/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/532		Town of New Milford (c c)		6/25/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/533		Massachusetts Charitable Fire Society		6/25/1794		1794		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		I/535		First Congregational Society in the Town of Sutton		6/25/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/537		Baptist Religious Society in Topsham		6/26/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/538		North West Congregational Society in North Yarmouth		6/26/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/3		Proprietors of common field in Dedham		1/22/1795		1795		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/4		Baptist Religious Society in the town of Pittsfield		2/10/1795		1795		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/5		Trustees of the Church and Congregation in the Second Precinct in Pembroke		2/10/1795		1795		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/9		Town of Poland (Cumberland C)		2/17/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/10		Town of Litchfield (Lincoln C)		2/10/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/xiv		Damarasdcotti River Bridge (Lincoln County)		2/11/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		3/10/1797

		II/11		Town of Lewiston (Lincoln C)		2/18/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/13		Proprietors of the Water-Works in the Middle of the Town of Pittsfield		2/25/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				water works!

		II/15		Trustees of New-Salem Academy		2/25/1795		1795		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/17		Town of Jay (no c)		2/26/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/18		Town of Steuben (Washington C)		2/27/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/19		Boston waterworks (no official name-later called Aqueduct Company-II/76)		2/27/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				water works

		II/21		Town of Fayette (Lincoln C)		2/28/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/22		Town of Livermore (no c)		2/28/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/23		Town of Starks (Lincoln c)		2/28/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/25		Town of Clinton (Lincoln c)		2/28/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/26		Proprietors of Middlesex Canal		2/28/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/30		dam at chelsea (no official name)		2/28/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/33		proprietors of common field in Norfolk County		6/15/1795		1795		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/33		proprietors of common field in Granby		6/15/1795		1795		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/35		proprietors of common field in Wilbraham		6/23/1795		1795		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/36		West Parish in Partidgfield		6/23/1795		1795		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/39		Congregational Society of the First Precinct in Attleborough		6/23/1795		1795		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/42		Proprietors of the Cumberland Canal		6/25/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/46		Proprietors of the Falmouth Canal		6/25/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/52		Town of Belgrade (Lincoln C)		2/3/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/54		Town of Harlem (Lincoln C)		2/8/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/54		Proprietors of Kennebeck Bridge		2/8/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/57		Town of Columbia (Washington C)		2/8/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/58		Town of Castine (no c)		2/10/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/59		Town of Northport (Hancock C)		2/13/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/62		Town of Eden (Hancock C)		2/23/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/64		Proprietors of the Calico Printing Manufacture		2/25/1796		1796		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				manuf

		II/65		Baptist Society in Berwick		2/25/1796		1796		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/67		Proprietors of Androscoggin Bridge		2/26/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/70		Proprietors of Roxbury Canal		2/26/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/72		Portland Marine Society		2/26/1796		1796		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0				promote knowl/help needy seamen

		II/73		Proprietors of the Water-Works in the Town Street in Williamstown		2/26/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				water works

		II/77		Town of Bethel (York C)		6/10/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/78		First Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		6/11/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				turnpike

		II/82		Proprietors of the Sluice-way on Saco River		6/14/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/83		Second Precinct in Boylston, Sterling, and Holden		6/14/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				unclear what a 'precinct' is

		II/85		Proprietors of the Aqueduct in Stockbridge		6/15/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/88		proprietors of common field in Southwick		6/17/1796		1796		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/90		Proprietors of New-Bedford Bridge		6/17/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/93		Proprietors of Aqueduct in Greenfield		6/17/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/94		Proprietors of Connecticut River Bridge		6/18/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/97		Proprietors of the Aqueduct in Richmond		11/24/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/99		Second Presbyterian Society in Newbury-Port		11/24/1796		1796		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/101		Proprietors of Social Library in Salem		2/7/1797		1797		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		II/103		aqueduct in Hallowell		2/9/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/107		Proprietors of Aqueduct in Lancaster		2/14/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/108		Town of Addison (Washington C)		2/14/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/109		Proprietors of the Plymouth Aqueduct		2/15/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/112		Town of Savoy (Berkshire C)		2/20/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/112		Proprietors of the Aqueduct in Wilbraham		2/20/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/114		Town of Harrington (Lincoln C)-later Augusta, ME?		2/20/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/118		Town of Canton (Norfolk C)		2/23/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/120		Episcopal Society of St. Andrew's Church in Scituate		2/27/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/121		Episcopal Society in Sandisfield		2/27/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/123		Trustees of Deerfield Academy		3/1/1797		1797		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/125		Town of Waterford (York C)		3/2/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/126		Town of Orleans (Barnstable C)		3/3/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/128		Proproprietors of the Eastern River Bridge at Call's Ferry in Dresden		3/7/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/131		Second Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		3/8/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/134		Proprietors of the Upper Bridge on Eastern River		3/8/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/136		Proprietors of the Aqueduct in Northfield		3/9/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/137		Props of the Salem and Danvers Aqueduct		3/9/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/139		Town of Norway (Cumberland C)		3/9/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/140		Third Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		3/9/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/145		Trustees of South Parish in New-Marlborough		3/9/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/151		Props of Charles River Meadows		3/10/1797		1797		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field?

		II/155		Props of Sluice-Ways in the Plantation of Little Falls		3/11/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/158		Props of Ten Mile Falls Canal		3/11/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/163		Town of Harrington (Washington C)		6/17/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/166		Trustees of Derby School		6/17/1797		1797		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/166		District of Southfield (Berkshire C)		6/19/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/167		Baptist Society in Woolwich and Bowdoinham		6/20/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/168		Baptist REligious Society in North Yarmouth and Freeport		6/20/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/170		Props of Deerfield River Bridge		6/22/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/173		Props of Lewiston Bridge		6/22/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/175		West Congregational Society in Dracut		6/22/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/179		Second Religious Society in Biddeford		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/180		Granville Parish Fund		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/181		First Congregational Society in Uxbridge		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/183		First Congregational Society in Dudley		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/184		Baptist Society, Freetown, Taunton, and Berkely		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/185		Charitable Assoc, Middle Parish, Granville		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				not actually for charity; for paying minister

		II/187		Props of Kennebunk Pier		2/2/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/192		Town of Wayne (Lincoln Cty)		2/12/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/193		Props of Mills on Charles River		2/12/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				mill

		II/198		Wilbraham Bridge Company		2/16/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/199		Props of York Bridge		2/17/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/201		First Congregational Society in Town of Becket		2/17/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/203		Town of Otisfield (Cumberland Cty)		2/19/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II.206		Common Field in town of Long Meadow		2/23/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/207		Town of Cornville (Lincoln Cty)		2/24/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/207		Town of Eastport (Washington Cty)		2/24/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/208		Town of Phillipsburg (York Cty)		2/27/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/209		Town of Anson (Lincoln Cty)		3/1/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/211		Massachusetts Mutual Fire Insurance Company		3/1/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				fire insurance co.

		II/225		Town of Clarksburg (Berkshire Cty)		3/2/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/226		Props of Mills on Mill-Creek and Neponset River		3/3/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				mills

		II/227		Trustees of Milton Academy		3/3/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/229		Proprietors of the New Congregational Centre Meeting-House in Charlton		3/3/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/231		Trustees of the Funds appropriated to the Support of Religion, Piety and Morality, in the Town of Raynham		3/3/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/232		Props of Neponset River Meadows		3/3/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/233		Town of Hartford (Cumberland Cty)		6/13/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/234		Town of Sumner (Cumberland Cty)		6/13/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/234		Props of Springfield Aqueduct		6/14/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/239		First Aqueduct Company of Wrentham		6/21/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/242		Trustees of Funds for Support of Pedobaptist Congregational Minister, town of Dighton		6/25/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/246		Props of Amesbury Ferry Qqueduct		6/27/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/251		Baptist Religious Society in Harwich		6/27/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/253		Fourth Congregational Precinct in Rochester		6/27/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/254		Props of Aqueduct in Hopkinton		6/27/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/259		First Baptist Society in Sydney		2/1/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/260		Protestant Episcopal Society in Blanford		2/2/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/264		Marblehead Marine Society		2/11/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		II/265		Boston Marine Insurance Society		2/13/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				marine insurance

		II/272		Congregational Society in Wrentham		2/21/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/276		North Parish in Wrentham		2/26/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/277		Roxbury Charitable Society		2/26/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		II/281		Trustees of Bridgewater Academy		2/26/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/283		Town of Burlington (Middlesex Cty)		2/28/1799		1799		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/287		Trustees of Framingham Academy		3/1/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/291		Williamstown Turnpike Corporation		3/1/1799		1799		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/295		Fifth Masschusetts Turnpike Corporation		3/1/1799		1799		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/302		Newburyport Marine Insurance Company		6/18/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				marine insurance

		II/327		Sixth Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		6/22/1799		1799		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/332		Town of Thompsonborough (Lincoln Cty)		6/22/1799		1799		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/333		Clinton Baptist Society		6/22/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/335		Episcopal Parish in Marblehead		6/22/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/343		First Congregational Society in Winthrop		1/31/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/346		Maine Fire and Marine Insurance Company		2/7/1800		1800		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				marine/fire insur

		II/352		Town of Rumford (Cumberland C)		2/21/1800		1800		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/353		Town of Orland (Maine?)		2/21/1800		1800		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/354		Eighth Massachusetts Turnpike Company		2/24/1800		1800		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/359		Props of Common and General Field in Orleans		2/25/1800		1800		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/360		Ninth Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		2/25/1800		1800		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/365		Fourth Parish in West-Springfield		2/26/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/366		Town of Ellsworth (Hancock C)		2/26/1800		1800		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/367		United Baptist Church and Society in Ashfield and Buckland		2/26/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/369		German Protestant Society in the Town of Waldoborough		2/28/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/377		Props of Fresh Pond Meadows		3/4/1800		1800		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				Fresh Pond-private field

		II/378		Salem Iron Factory Company		3/4/1800		1800		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				iron works

		II/382		Salem Marine Insurance Company		6/9/1800		1800		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				marine insur.

		II/388		United Baptist Society (Hampshire C)		6/12/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/393		Tenth Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		6/16/1800		1800		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/400		United Baptist Church and Society in Rochester and New-Bedford		6/16/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/402		First Baptist Society in Brookfield		6/17/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/406		Town of Lovell (York C)		11/15/1800		1800		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/407		Town of Strong (Kennebeck C)		1/31/1801		1801		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/408		Belfast Bridge Company		2/10/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/409		Town of Leeds (Kennebeck C)		2/16/1801		1801		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/413		Kennebeck Agricultural Society		2/17/1801		1801		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		II/414		Trustees of Funds for Support...Minister of Congregational Denomination in town of Shrewsbury		2/18/1801		1801		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/416		Town of Dana (Worcester C)		2/18/1801		1801		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/417		Trustees of Lincoln Academy		2/23/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/419		bridge over Taunton Great River		2/24/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/421		Boston Dispensary		2/26/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		II/423		Second Religious Society in the Town of Charlton		2/28/1801		1801		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/424		Salem East-India Marine Society		3/3/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		II/425		Props of Nantucket Academy		3/3/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/429		Ossapee Mining Company		3/6/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				mine

		II/439		Trustees of Free School in North Parish in Andover		6/18/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/440		Trustees of Free School in South Parish in Andover		6/18/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/446		bridge over north river		6/19/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/450		Eleventh Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		6/19/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/456		Twelfth Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		6/19/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/460		Thirteenth Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		6/19/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/467		Bangor Bridge and Mill Company		6/19/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/470		Proprietors of North Meeting-House in Salem		2/5/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/471		Trustees of Ministerial Fund in First Parish in Gorham		2/5/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/475		bridge over winnogrance creek		2/16/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/476		bridge over new meadow river		2/16/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/477		Town of Minot (Cumberland C)		2/18/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/479		Town of Chesterville (Kennebeck C)		2/20/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/480		Town of Brownfield (York C)		2.20.1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/482		Town of Vienna (Kennebeck C)		2/20/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/487		Town of Avon (Kennebeck C)		2/22/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/488		Town of New-Vineyard (no c)		2/22/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/490		Trustees of fund to support a Congregationalist minister in Town of Kingston		2.26.1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/492		Props of the Bar-Mill Boom (Saco River)		2/26/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/496		Third Congregational Society in Plymouth		3/1/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/498		Congregational Society in Parsonsfield		3/2/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/500		Props of common field in Westport		3/2/1802		1802		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				common and general field'

		II/501		Props of Common and General Field in Dedham		3/3/1802		1802		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				common and general field

		II/506		Salem Turnpike and Chelsea Bridge Corporation		3/6/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/515		Town of Pejepscot (Cumberland C)		3/6/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/522		Norfolk and Bristol Turnpike Corporation		3/8/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/526		Props of Meadow Lands on Pequit Brook in Town of Canton		3/8/1802		1802		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				common meadow

		II/528		Props of Neponset Bridge		3/11/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/532		Fourteenth Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		3/11/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/7		Town of Baldwin (Cumberland C)		6/23/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/9		Town of Lincolnvil (Hancock C)		6/23/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/10		Trustees of Franklin School		6/23/1802		1802		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		III/13		Town of Waterville (Kennebeck C)		6/23/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/16		First Baptist Society in Readfield		6/23/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/19		First Baptist Society in Great-Barrington		6/23/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/21		First Cumberland Turnpike Corporation		6/24/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/25		Props of Durk-Trap Bridge		6/24/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/27		First Maine Turnpike Corporation		6/24/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0
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		Funny Observations:

				lotteries used to fund a lot

						Harvard gets permission for one to buy an 'orrery' in 1788 (I/206)

						Free School at Williamstown does same (I/229)

				town annexations are frequent- many towns created by incorporated precincts of pre-existing towns (e.g. town of Randolph was south precinct of town of Braintree-I/410, 1793)

						*II/207: Town of Cornville says "the said town is hereby vested with all the powers, privileges and immunities which other incorporated towns within this Commonwealth do or may by law enjoy."

				legis. to protect swamp lands, shad runs, etc...

				parish divisions common		I/97		new parishes not always incorporated (I/127 v. I/134)

				districts vs. towns (districts can't send repres to Gen Court)-see I/32

						{one district (Leyden-I/67) created but not 'incorporated'

						{districts are usually annexed from towns as say "inhabitants of [said section of said town], have repeatedly and earnestly petitioned this Court, that they may be incorporated into a district, and it appears that they labour under great difficulties in t

				acts changing town names (e.g. I/42)

				act annexing an individual from one town to another (I/43!)

				reasons for incorp of towns

						Town of Parsonsfield (I/95): "by reason of their unincorporated state, are not in a capacity to raise money necessary for repairing roads, and supporting the preaching of the gospel, and schools, nor of answering the demands that may arise for their propo

				private field incorporated?

						I/104; I/105		1/111-seems to be some kind of movt to incorp 'common fields' in West Springfield in 1785!

				charities incorporated b/c...

						I/118-Scots Charitable Soc incorp'ed after existing w/out b/c "unable to recover the monies they have letten on interest, and to transact the business necessary for supporting the said institution

				bridges not always incorped

						I/135 v. I/93		Charters say nothing abt. 'public good' (contra

						I/243 marsh proprietors at Malden/Chelsea request permission to dam but not incorp - not clear why... no profits?

						I/412 - Charles Barrett esq. gets permission to open a canal but doesn't need to incorp b/c he is the only proprietor...

						I/421 - Miller's River Bridge not incorp'ed - built at county's expense

				manuf corps-public good?

						I/224 Beverly Cotton Manufactury does say "Whereas the promotion of useful manufactures, and particularly such as are carried on with materials of American produce within this Commonwealth, will tend to the happiness and welfare thereof, by increasing the

						I/230 Androscoggin River Boom says it would be "of great public as well as private advantage"

						I/265 Merrimack River log boom "under proper regulations and restrictions, would promote the public interest, and be greatly advantageous to individuals."

				if town incorps are so common, why isn't Boston incorporated until 1822 (probably is as a town; just not yet a city)

				church incorps

						Christ Church, Boston (I/223) incorps b/c has trouble collecting overdue pew fees; needs legal power to sue!

						non-Congregational churches seem most likely to incorp.

				I/490, 1794: 5 churches incorp'ed in one act -- pred of 'general incorp acts'?

				II/450-460 - 3 Turnpikes in one day! (June 19, 1801)

				III/14 Daniel Barrett gets authorized to build turnpike road over Meguntekook Mountain, and is referred to once as 'said corporation' but otherwise isn't officially incorporated in any way...

						same happens in III/18
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		Call no. US12578.1.133 Hollis no.   007294341

		Vol./pg.		Corp. Name		Date		Year		Polity		Infra.		Relig.		Society'		Educ		Charity		Manuf/Bus.		Other		Unclear		Repealed?		Special Info

		I/1		Town of Montgomery (Hampshire County)		11/28/1780		1780		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/2		Town of Bath (Lincoln County)		2/17/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/3		Town of Natick (Middlesex County)		2/19/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/8		Town of New Ashford (Berkshire County)		2/26/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/9		Town of Sterling (Worcester County)		4/25/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				annexed from Lancaster

		I/12		Town of Wendell (Hampshire County)		5/8/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/13		Town of Goshan (Hampshire County)		5/14/1781		1781		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/20		Tabernacle in Salem		10/27/1781		1781		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/24		Massachusetts Medical Society		11/1/1781		1781		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		I/28		common field' in Springfield		6/27/1782		1782		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				want to protect common land near CT river

		I/32				7/3/1782		1782		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				canNOT send repres to Gen Court

		I/vii		New Salem Church and Society		8/3/1782		1782		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		3/18/1788

		I/33		Trustees of Dummer Academy (Essex County)		10/3/1782		1782		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0				somehow connected to Harvard

		I/40		District of Boxborough (Middlesex County)		2/25/1783		1783		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/44		Congregational Parish in Norton		3/4/1783		1783		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/47		Town of Middlefield (Hampshire C.)		3/12/1783		1783		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/50		Second Parish of Amherst		6/19/1783		1783		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/51		Proprietors of Mattakeffect-Creeks (Edgartown)		6/24/1783		1783		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				part of Edgartown; but not a new polity

		I/53		District of Holland (Hampshire C)		7/5/1783		1783		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/57		Town of Longmeadow (Hampshire C)		10/13/1783		1783		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/58		District of Orange (Worcester C.)		10/15/1783		1783		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/61		Boston Episcopal Charitable Society		2/12/1784		1784		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0				cannot excee 100

		I/ix		Marine Society at Salem		3/9/1784		1784		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		7/8/1790		ambig. Purpose

		I/69		District of Berlin (Worcester Cty)		3/16/1784		1784		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/71		Town of Dalton (Berkshire C)		3/20/1784		1784		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/72		Leiscester Academy		3/23/1784		1784		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/76		Town of Machias (Lincoln C)		6/23/1784		1784		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/ix		Congregational Society in Orange		7/5/1784		1784		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		3/11/1791

		I/79		District of Dover (Suffolk C)		7/7/1784		1784		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/ix		Congregational Church, Charlton		10/26/1784		1784		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		3/3/1798		(done twice)

		I/80		Trustees of Derby School		11/11/1784		1784		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/83		Town of Rowe (Hampshire C)		2/9/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/85		Town of Heath (Hampshire C)		2/14/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/87		Town of Shapleigh (York County)		3/5/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/89		Free School in Williamstown		3/8/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0				bec's Williams College

		I/93		Proprietors of Charles River Bridge		3/9/1785		1785		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				odd Harvard clause (I/95)/famous 'Charles River Bridge'!

		I/95		Town of Parsonfield (York C)		3/9/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/96		District of Plainfield (no cty info)		3/16/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/100		District of Easthampton (Hampshire C)		6/17/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/103		Town of Gardner (Worcester c)		6/27/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/104		Pine Plain field (part of Town of Springfield)		6/30/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field incorporated?

		I/105		Common field in West Springfield		10/28/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field incorped/one owner, Timothy Day refuses to join and is specifically omitted

		I/108		Common field in West Springfield		11/30/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		I/111		Common field of Ball's Swamp (in Springfield)		11/30/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field -W. Sprinfield uprising???

		I/111		Common field in Deerfield (Hampshire C)		11/30/1785		1785		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		I/112		Town of Standish (Cumberland C)		11/30/1785		1785		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/115		Town of Boylston (Worcester C)		3/1/1786		1786		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/118		Scots Charitable Society		3/16/1786		1786		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		I/121		Massachusetts Congregational Charitable Society		3/24/1786		1786		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		I/127		Second Parish in Pelham (Hampshire C)		6/28/1786		1786		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/131		Town of Portland (Cumberland C)		7/4/1786		1786		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/135		Town of Turner (Maine?-Androscoggin River)		7/7/1786		1786		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/xi		Congregational Church, Charlton		7/8/1786		1786		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		3/3/1798		(done twice; both repealed)

		I/139		Town of Union (Lincoln C)		10/20/1786		1786		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/139		Town of Gerry (Worcester C)		10/20/1786		1786		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/148		Town of New Bedford (Bristol C)		2/23/1787		1787		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/150		Town of Penobscot (Lincoln C)		2/23/1787		1787		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/153		Proprietors of Malden Bridge		3/1/1787		1787		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/159		Town of Limerick (York C)		3/6/1787		1787		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/160		Town of Waterborough (York C)		3/6/1787		1787		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/164		Town of Westport (Bristol C)		7/2/1787		1787		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/171		Second Parish in Worcester		11/13/1787		1787		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/174		Proprietors of Essex Bridge (bet Salem and Beverly)		11/17/1787		1787		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/177		Society for Propagating the Gospel among the Indians, and others, in North America		11/19/1787		1787		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/184		Second Parish in Portland		3/18/1788		1788		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/186		Town of Orrington (Lincoln C)		3/21/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/187		Town of Bowdoin (Lincoln C)		3/21/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/196		Town of Greene (Lincoln C)		6/18/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/198		Town of Noridgewock (Lincoln C)		6/18/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/198		Town of Fairfield (Lincoln C)		6/18/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/199		Town of Canaan (Lincoln C)		6/18/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/202		Presbyterian Society in Groton (Middlesex C)		11/19/1788		1788		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/204		Town of Nobleborough		11/20/1788		1788		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/208		Town of Sedgwick (Lincoln C)		1/12/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/210		Trustees of the Grammar School in the easterly part of the town of Roxbury		1/21/1789		1789		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/220		Town of Cushing (Lincoln C)		1/28/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/221		Town of Isleborough (Lincoln C)		1/28/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/221		Town of Blue Hill (Lincoln C)		1/30/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/222		Town of Deer Isle (Lincoln C)		1/30/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/223		Wardens and Vestry of Christ Church, Boston		1/30/1789		1789		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				done b/c can't sue for overdue pew fees

		I/224		Proprietors of Beverly Cotton Manufacturory		2/3/1789		1789		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				1st post-war manuf corp I've seen!

		I/230		Proprietors of the Androscoggin Boom (log jam)		2/13/1789		1789		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				logging boom - in private/public interest

		I/233		Town of Freeport (Cumberland C)		2/14/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/241		Town of Trenton (Lincoln C)		2/16/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/242		Town of Goldsborough (Lincoln C)		2/16/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/243		Town of Sullivan (Lincoln C)		2/16/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/245		Town of Mount Desert (Lincoln C)		2/17/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/245		Town of Durham (Cumberland C)		2/17/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/252		District of Tyngsborough (Middlesex C)		6/22/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/256		District of Bethlehem (Berkshire C)		6/24/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/257		Town of Frankfort (Lincoln C)		6/25/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/257		Town of Vinalhaven (Lincoln C)		6/25/1789		1789		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/262		Town of Somerset (Bristol C)		2/20/1790		1790		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/265		Associated Proprietors of Lumber in Merrimack River		2/22/1790		1790		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				log boom

		I/xi		New-Meadow River Bridge (Jonathan Davis)		3/9/1790		1790		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				not used (another charter granted 2/16/1802)

		I/279		Town of Carver (Plymouth C)		6/9/1790		1790		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/280		Episcopal Protestant Society in Marshfield		6/9/1790		1790		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/285		Baptist Religious Society of New Gloucester and Gray		6/23/1790		1790		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/287		Town of Cambden (Hancock C)		2/11/1791		1791		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/288		Humane Society of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts		2/23/1791		1791		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0				holds real estate

		I/291		Town of Bangor (no cty)		2/25/1791		1791		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/292		Trustees of Hallowell Academy		3/5/1791		1791		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/294		Hopland School District (town of Lee)		3/7/1791		1791		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0				lands for school funding

		I/296		Baptist Society in the Town of Windham		3/7/1791		1791		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/296		Baptist REligious Society of Gorham		3/7/1791		1791		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/299		Episcopal Church in the Town of Portland		3/7/1791		1791		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/299		First Congregational Society in the Town of Taunton		3/8/1791		1791		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/303		Trustees of Berwick Academy		3/11/1791		1791		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/306		Town of Readfield		3/11/1791		1791		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/309		Proprietors of the New-Meadow Canal		6/17/1791		1791		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/310		Protestant Episcopal Society of Great Barrington		6/18/1791		1791		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/312		Town of Monmouth (Lincoln C)		1/20/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/316		Town of Sidney (Lincoln C)		1/30/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/317		Proprietors of Middlesex Merrimack River Bridge		2/1/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/320		Congregational Parish in Easton (Bristol C)		2/7/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/322		Town of Hawley (Hampshire C)		2/7/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/323		Trustees of Fryeburg Academy (York C)		2/9/1792		1792		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/325		Town of Limington (York C)		2/9/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/329		Proprietors of the Locks and Canals on Connecticut River		2/23/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/336		Proprietors of Essex Merrimack Bridge		2/24/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				seems to be competing w/ I/317!

		I/339		Town of Quincy (Suffolk C)		2/23/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/341		Town of Ruffell (Hampshire C)		2/25/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/345		Connecticut River Bridge (bet. Montague and Greenfield)		3/6/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/347		Town of Hebron (Cumberland C)		3/6/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/348		Massachusetts Society for Promoting Agriculture		3/7/1792		1792		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0				actual purpose unclear

		I/350		Trustees of Washington Academy (Machias)		3/7/1792		1792		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/355		Proprietors of the Old Mill Pond Meadow (Abington)		3/8/1792		1792		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		I/357		Proprietors of the Massachusetts Canal		3/10/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/361		Proprietors of West-Boston Bridge		3/9/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				discusses competition w/ Charles River Bridge - extends latters' charter

		I/367		Catholic Congregational Church and Society in the second precint in the town of Rehoboth		6/19/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/371		Congregational Society in the first precinct in the town of Rehoboth		6/23/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/374		Second Precinct in New Bedford		6/23/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/378				6/27/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/382		Proprietors of the Locks and Canals on Merrimack River		6/27/1792		1792		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/390		Town of Buckstown (Hancock C)		6/27/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/390		Independent Christian Church in Gloucester		6/28/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/392		Town of Mount Vernon (Lincoln C)		6/28/1792		1792		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/395		Trustees of The Bristol Academy		6/30/1792		1792		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/399		Baptist Society of Turner and Bucktown		11/17/1792		1792		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/399		Trustees of the Marblehead Academy		11/17/1792		1792		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/403		Baptist Religious Society in Haverhill		2/18/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/410		Town of Randolph (Suffolk C)		3/9/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/416		Town of Sterling (Worcester C)		3/12/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/417		Town of Cheshire (Berkshire C)		3/14/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/422		Town of Buckfield (Cumberland C)		3/16/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/425		Proprietors of Andover Bridge		3/19/1793		1793		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/431		Congregational Precinct in Rochester, Middleborough, and Freetown		3/22/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/432		Trustees of First Congregational Society in Taunton		3/22/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/435		Proprietors of the Haverhill Bridge		3/22/1793		1793		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/443		West Congregational Society in Taunton		3/27/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/444		Trustees of Charlestown Free Schools		3/27/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/447		Proprietors of common field in Dedham		3/27/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		I/448		Episcopalian Society in Pittston		3/28/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/454		Trustees of Westfield Academy		6/17/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/455		Town of Dennis (Yarmouth C)		6/19/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/456		Town of Paris (Cumberland C)		6/20/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/458		Town of Hamilton (Essex C)		6/21/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/462		First Parish in the Town of Penobscot		6/22/1793		1793		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/463		Proprietors of common field in Dedham		6/22/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		I/463		Proprietors of Sheepscott River Bridge		6/22/1793		1793		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/465		Proprietors of Middlesex Canal		6/22/1793		1793		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/470		Town of Gill (Hampshire C)		9/28/1793		1793		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/471		Trustees of Groton Academy		9/28/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/473		Trustees of Westford Academy		9/28/1793		1793		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/479		Proprietors of the Newbury-Port Woolen Manufactory		1/29/1794		1794		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				1st textile mill?

		I/483		Town of Farmington (Lincoln C)		2/1/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/484		District of Alfred		2/4/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/485		Town of Bridgton (Cumberland C)		2/7/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/487		Massachusetts Historical Society		2/19/1794		1794		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		I/490		First Religious Society in Newbury-Port		2/22/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				5 churches incorp'ed in one act -- pred of 'general incorp acts'?

		I/490		Presbyterian Society in Newburyport		2/22/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/490		Third Religious Society in Newbury-Port		2/22/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/490		Fouth Religious Society in Newbury-Port		2/22/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/490		Episcopal Church in Newbury-Port		2/22/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/497		Proprietors of St. Peter's Church in Salem		2/24/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/499		Town of Hampden (no c)		2/24/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/500		First Baptist Society in Sandisfield		2/25/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/501		Baptist Religious Society in West Stockbridge		2/25/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/502		Proprietors of the Portland Bridge		2/25/1794		1794		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/504		South Parish in New-Marlborough		2/25/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/505		Town of Newfield (York C)		2/25/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/505		Trustees of Baptist Education Fund		2/26/1794		1794		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/506		Methodist Society in the First Parish of Lynn		2/26/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/513		Episcopal Church in Dedham		2/27/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/513		Proprietors of the Back-Cove Bridge		2/27/1794		1794		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/515		Proprietors of the Upper Locks and Canals on Connecticut River in the County of Hampshire		2/27/1794		1794		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				sep. of Northern and Southern canal co's

		I/519		Town of Cornish (York C)		2/27/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/519		Trustees of Portland Academy in the County of Cumberland		2/27/1794		1794		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		I/521		South Parish in Hallowell		6/14/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				3 parishes incorp'ed in one bill

		I/521		Middle Parish in Hallowell		6/14/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/521		North Parish in Hallowell		6/14/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				"

		I/523		Proprietors of Merrimack Bridge		6/14/1794		1794		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/526		Boston Library Society		6/17/1794		1794		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		I/527		Town of New-Sharon (Lincoln C)		6/20/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/528		Baptist Religious Society in Brunswick, Harpswell and Bath		6/20/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/531		Episcopal Church in Cambridge		6/25/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/532		Town of Dresden (n c)		6/25/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/532		Town of New Milford (c c)		6/25/1794		1794		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/533		Massachusetts Charitable Fire Society		6/25/1794		1794		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		I/535		First Congregational Society in the Town of Sutton		6/25/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/537		Baptist Religious Society in Topsham		6/26/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/538		North West Congregational Society in North Yarmouth		6/26/1794		1794		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/3		Proprietors of common field in Dedham		1/22/1795		1795		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/4		Baptist Religious Society in the town of Pittsfield		2/10/1795		1795		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/5		Trustees of the Church and Congregation in the Second Precinct in Pembroke		2/10/1795		1795		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/9		Town of Poland (Cumberland C)		2/17/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/10		Town of Litchfield (Lincoln C)		2/10/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		I/xiv		Damarasdcotti River Bridge (Lincoln County)		2/11/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		3/10/1797

		II/11		Town of Lewiston (Lincoln C)		2/18/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/13		Proprietors of the Water-Works in the Middle of the Town of Pittsfield		2/25/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				water works!

		II/15		Trustees of New-Salem Academy		2/25/1795		1795		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/17		Town of Jay (no c)		2/26/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/18		Town of Steuben (Washington C)		2/27/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/19		Boston waterworks (no official name-later called Aqueduct Company-II/76)		2/27/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				water works

		II/21		Town of Fayette (Lincoln C)		2/28/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/22		Town of Livermore (no c)		2/28/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/23		Town of Starks (Lincoln c)		2/28/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/25		Town of Clinton (Lincoln c)		2/28/1795		1795		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/26		Proprietors of Middlesex Canal		2/28/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/30		dam at chelsea (no official name)		2/28/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/33		proprietors of common field in Norfolk County		6/15/1795		1795		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/33		proprietors of common field in Granby		6/15/1795		1795		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/35		proprietors of common field in Wilbraham		6/23/1795		1795		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/36		West Parish in Partidgfield		6/23/1795		1795		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/39		Congregational Society of the First Precinct in Attleborough		6/23/1795		1795		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/42		Proprietors of the Cumberland Canal		6/25/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/46		Proprietors of the Falmouth Canal		6/25/1795		1795		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/52		Town of Belgrade (Lincoln C)		2/3/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/54		Town of Harlem (Lincoln C)		2/8/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/54		Proprietors of Kennebeck Bridge		2/8/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/57		Town of Columbia (Washington C)		2/8/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/58		Town of Castine (no c)		2/10/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/59		Town of Northport (Hancock C)		2/13/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/62		Town of Eden (Hancock C)		2/23/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/64		Proprietors of the Calico Printing Manufacture		2/25/1796		1796		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				manuf

		II/65		Baptist Society in Berwick		2/25/1796		1796		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/67		Proprietors of Androscoggin Bridge		2/26/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/70		Proprietors of Roxbury Canal		2/26/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/72		Portland Marine Society		2/26/1796		1796		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0				promote knowl/help needy seamen

		II/73		Proprietors of the Water-Works in the Town Street in Williamstown		2/26/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				water works

		II/77		Town of Bethel (York C)		6/10/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/78		First Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		6/11/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				turnpike

		II/82		Proprietors of the Sluice-way on Saco River		6/14/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/83		Second Precinct in Boylston, Sterling, and Holden		6/14/1796		1796		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				unclear what a 'precinct' is

		II/85		Proprietors of the Aqueduct in Stockbridge		6/15/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/88		proprietors of common field in Southwick		6/17/1796		1796		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/90		Proprietors of New-Bedford Bridge		6/17/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/93		Proprietors of Aqueduct in Greenfield		6/17/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/94		Proprietors of Connecticut River Bridge		6/18/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/97		Proprietors of the Aqueduct in Richmond		11/24/1796		1796		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/99		Second Presbyterian Society in Newbury-Port		11/24/1796		1796		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/101		Proprietors of Social Library in Salem		2/7/1797		1797		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		II/103		aqueduct in Hallowell		2/9/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/107		Proprietors of Aqueduct in Lancaster		2/14/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/108		Town of Addison (Washington C)		2/14/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/109		Proprietors of the Plymouth Aqueduct		2/15/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/112		Town of Savoy (Berkshire C)		2/20/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/112		Proprietors of the Aqueduct in Wilbraham		2/20/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/114		Town of Harrington (Lincoln C)-later Augusta, ME?		2/20/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/118		Town of Canton (Norfolk C)		2/23/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/120		Episcopal Society of St. Andrew's Church in Scituate		2/27/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/121		Episcopal Society in Sandisfield		2/27/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/123		Trustees of Deerfield Academy		3/1/1797		1797		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/125		Town of Waterford (York C)		3/2/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/126		Town of Orleans (Barnstable C)		3/3/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/128		Proproprietors of the Eastern River Bridge at Call's Ferry in Dresden		3/7/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/131		Second Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		3/8/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/134		Proprietors of the Upper Bridge on Eastern River		3/8/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/136		Proprietors of the Aqueduct in Northfield		3/9/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/137		Props of the Salem and Danvers Aqueduct		3/9/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/139		Town of Norway (Cumberland C)		3/9/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/140		Third Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		3/9/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/145		Trustees of South Parish in New-Marlborough		3/9/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/151		Props of Charles River Meadows		3/10/1797		1797		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field?

		II/155		Props of Sluice-Ways in the Plantation of Little Falls		3/11/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/158		Props of Ten Mile Falls Canal		3/11/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/163		Town of Harrington (Washington C)		6/17/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/166		Trustees of Derby School		6/17/1797		1797		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/166		District of Southfield (Berkshire C)		6/19/1797		1797		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/167		Baptist Society in Woolwich and Bowdoinham		6/20/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/168		Baptist REligious Society in North Yarmouth and Freeport		6/20/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/170		Props of Deerfield River Bridge		6/22/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/173		Props of Lewiston Bridge		6/22/1797		1797		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/175		West Congregational Society in Dracut		6/22/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/179		Second Religious Society in Biddeford		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/180		Granville Parish Fund		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/181		First Congregational Society in Uxbridge		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/183		First Congregational Society in Dudley		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/184		Baptist Society, Freetown, Taunton, and Berkely		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/185		Charitable Assoc, Middle Parish, Granville		6/23/1797		1797		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				not actually for charity; for paying minister

		II/187		Props of Kennebunk Pier		2/2/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/192		Town of Wayne (Lincoln Cty)		2/12/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/193		Props of Mills on Charles River		2/12/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				mill

		II/198		Wilbraham Bridge Company		2/16/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/199		Props of York Bridge		2/17/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/201		First Congregational Society in Town of Becket		2/17/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/203		Town of Otisfield (Cumberland Cty)		2/19/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II.206		Common Field in town of Long Meadow		2/23/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/207		Town of Cornville (Lincoln Cty)		2/24/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/207		Town of Eastport (Washington Cty)		2/24/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/208		Town of Phillipsburg (York Cty)		2/27/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/209		Town of Anson (Lincoln Cty)		3/1/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/211		Massachusetts Mutual Fire Insurance Company		3/1/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				fire insurance co.

		II/225		Town of Clarksburg (Berkshire Cty)		3/2/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/226		Props of Mills on Mill-Creek and Neponset River		3/3/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				mills

		II/227		Trustees of Milton Academy		3/3/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/229		Proprietors of the New Congregational Centre Meeting-House in Charlton		3/3/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/231		Trustees of the Funds appropriated to the Support of Religion, Piety and Morality, in the Town of Raynham		3/3/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/232		Props of Neponset River Meadows		3/3/1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/233		Town of Hartford (Cumberland Cty)		6/13/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/234		Town of Sumner (Cumberland Cty)		6/13/1798		1798		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/234		Props of Springfield Aqueduct		6/14/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/239		First Aqueduct Company of Wrentham		6/21/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/242		Trustees of Funds for Support of Pedobaptist Congregational Minister, town of Dighton		6/25/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/246		Props of Amesbury Ferry Qqueduct		6/27/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/251		Baptist Religious Society in Harwich		6/27/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/253		Fourth Congregational Precinct in Rochester		6/27/1798		1798		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/254		Props of Aqueduct in Hopkinton		6/27/1798		1798		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/259		First Baptist Society in Sydney		2/1/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/260		Protestant Episcopal Society in Blanford		2/2/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/264		Marblehead Marine Society		2/11/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		II/265		Boston Marine Insurance Society		2/13/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				marine insurance

		II/272		Congregational Society in Wrentham		2/21/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/276		North Parish in Wrentham		2/26/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/277		Roxbury Charitable Society		2/26/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		II/281		Trustees of Bridgewater Academy		2/26/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/283		Town of Burlington (Middlesex Cty)		2/28/1799		1799		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/287		Trustees of Framingham Academy		3/1/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/291		Williamstown Turnpike Corporation		3/1/1799		1799		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/295		Fifth Masschusetts Turnpike Corporation		3/1/1799		1799		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/302		Newburyport Marine Insurance Company		6/18/1799		1799		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				marine insurance

		II/327		Sixth Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		6/22/1799		1799		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/332		Town of Thompsonborough (Lincoln Cty)		6/22/1799		1799		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/333		Clinton Baptist Society		6/22/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/335		Episcopal Parish in Marblehead		6/22/1799		1799		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/343		First Congregational Society in Winthrop		1/31/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/346		Maine Fire and Marine Insurance Company		2/7/1800		1800		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				marine/fire insur

		II/352		Town of Rumford (Cumberland C)		2/21/1800		1800		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/353		Town of Orland (Maine?)		2/21/1800		1800		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/354		Eighth Massachusetts Turnpike Company		2/24/1800		1800		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/359		Props of Common and General Field in Orleans		2/25/1800		1800		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				private field

		II/360		Ninth Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		2/25/1800		1800		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/365		Fourth Parish in West-Springfield		2/26/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/366		Town of Ellsworth (Hancock C)		2/26/1800		1800		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/367		United Baptist Church and Society in Ashfield and Buckland		2/26/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/369		German Protestant Society in the Town of Waldoborough		2/28/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/377				3/4/1800		1800		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				Fresh Pond-private field

		II/378		Salem Iron Factory Company		3/4/1800		1800		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				iron works

		II/382		Salem Marine Insurance Company		6/9/1800		1800		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				marine insur.

		II/388		United Baptist Society (Hampshire C)		6/12/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/393		Tenth Massachusetts Turnpike Corporation		6/16/1800		1800		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/400		United Baptist Church and Society in Rochester and New-Bedford		6/16/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/402		First Baptist Society in Brookfield		6/17/1800		1800		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/406		Town of Lovell (York C)		11/15/1800		1800		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/407		Town of Strong (Kennebeck C)		1/31/1801		1801		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/408		Belfast Bridge Company		2/10/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/409		Town of Leeds (Kennebeck C)		2/16/1801		1801		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/413		Kennebeck Agricultural Society		2/17/1801		1801		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		II/414		Trustees of Funds for Support...Minister of Congregational Denomination in town of Shrewsbury		2/18/1801		1801		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/416		Town of Dana (Worcester C)		2/18/1801		1801		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/417		Trustees of Lincoln Academy		2/23/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/419		bridge over Taunton Great River		2/24/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/421		Boston Dispensary		2/26/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		II/423		Second Religious Society in the Town of Charlton		2/28/1801		1801		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/424		Salem East-India Marine Society		3/3/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		II/425		Props of Nantucket Academy		3/3/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/429		Ossapee Mining Company		3/6/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				mine

		II/439		Trustees of Free School in North Parish in Andover		6/18/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/440		Trustees of Free School in South Parish in Andover		6/18/1801		1801		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		II/446		bridge over north river		6/19/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/450				6/19/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/456				6/19/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/460				6/19/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/467		Bangor Bridge and Mill Company		6/19/1801		1801		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/470		Proprietors of North Meeting-House in Salem		2/5/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/471		Trustees of Ministerial Fund in First Parish in Gorham		2/5/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/475		bridge over winnogrance creek		2/16/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/476		bridge over new meadow river		2/16/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/477		Town of Minot (Cumberland C)		2/18/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/479		Town of Chesterville (Kennebeck C)		2/20/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/480		Town of Brownfield (York C)		2.20.1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/482		Town of Vienna (Kennebeck C)		2/20/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/487		Town of Avon (Kennebeck C)		2/22/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/488		Town of New-Vineyard (no c)		2/22/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/490		Trustees of fund to support a Congregationalist minister in Town of Kingston		2.26.1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/492		Props of the Bar-Mill Boom (Saco River)		2/26/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/496		Third Congregational Society in Plymouth		3/1/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/498		Congregational Society in Parsonsfield		3/2/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/500		Props of common field in Westport		3/2/1802		1802		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				common and general field'

		II/501		Props of Common and General Field in Dedham		3/3/1802		1802		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				common and general field

		II/506		Salem Turnpike and Chelsea Bridge Corporation		3/6/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/515		Town of Pejepscot (Cumberland C)		3/6/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/522		Norfolk and Bristol Turnpike Corporation		3/8/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/526		Props of Meadow Lands on Pequit Brook in Town of Canton		3/8/1802		1802		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				common meadow

		II/528		Props of Neponset Bridge		3/11/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		II/532				3/11/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/7		Town of Baldwin (Cumberland C)		6/23/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/9		Town of Lincolnvil (Hancock C)		6/23/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/10		Trustees of Franklin School		6/23/1802		1802		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0

		III/13		Town of Waterville (Kennebeck C)		6/23/1802		1802		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/16		First Baptist Society in Readfield		6/23/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/19		First Baptist Society in Great-Barrington		6/23/1802		1802		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/21		First Cumberland Turnpike Corporation		6/24/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/25		Props of Durk-Trap Bridge		6/24/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		III/27		First Maine Turnpike Corporation		6/24/1802		1802		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0
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		Funny Observations:

				lotteries used to fund a lot

						Harvard gets permission for one to buy an 'orrery' in 1788 (I/206)

						Free School at Williamstown does same (I/229)

						*II/207: Town of Cornville says "the said town is hereby vested with all the powers, privileges and immunities which other incorporated towns within this Commonwealth do or may by law enjoy."

				legis. to protect swamp lands, shad runs, etc...

				parish divisions common		I/97		new parishes not always incorporated (I/127 v. I/134)

				districts vs. towns (districts can't send repres to Gen Court)-see I/32

						{one district (Leyden-I/67) created but not 'incorporated'

						{districts are usually annexed from towns as say "inhabitants of [said section of said town], have repeatedly and earnestly petitioned this Court, that they may be incorporated into a district, and it appears that they labour under great difficulties in t

				acts changing town names (e.g. I/42)

				act annexing an individual from one town to another (I/43!)

				reasons for incorp of towns

						Town of Parsonsfield (I/95): "by reason of their unincorporated state, are not in a capacity to raise money necessary for repairing roads, and supporting the preaching of the gospel, and schools, nor of answering the demands that may arise for their propo

				private field incorporated?

						I/104; I/105		1/111-seems to be some kind of movt to incorp 'common fields' in West Springfield in 1785!

				charities incorporated b/c...

						I/118-Scots Charitable Soc incorp'ed after existing w/out b/c "unable to recover the monies they have letten on interest, and to transact the business necessary for supporting the said institution

				bridges not always incorped

						I/135 v. I/93		Charters say nothing abt. 'public good' (contra

						I/243 marsh proprietors at Malden/Chelsea request permission to dam but not incorp - not clear why... no profits?

						I/412 - Charles Barrett esq. gets permission to open a canal but doesn't need to incorp b/c he is the only proprietor...

						I/421 - Miller's River Bridge not incorp'ed - built at county's expense

				manuf corps-public good?

						I/224 Beverly Cotton Manufactury does say "Whereas the promotion of useful manufactures, and particularly such as are carried on with materials of American produce within this Commonwealth, will tend to the happiness and welfare thereof, by increasing the

						I/265 Merrimack River log boom "under proper regulations and restrictions, would promote the public interest, and be greatly advantageous to individuals."

				if town incorps are so common, why isn't Boston incorporated until 1822 (probably is as a town; just not yet a city)

				church incorps

						Christ Church, Boston (I/223) incorps b/c has trouble collecting overdue pew fees; needs legal power to sue!

						non-Congregational churches seem most likely to incorp.

				I/490, 1794: 5 churches incorp'ed in one act -- pred of 'general incorp acts'?

				II/450-460 - 3 Turnpikes in one day! (June 19, 1801)

				III/14 Daniel Barrett gets authorized to build turnpike road over Meguntekook Mountain, and is referred to once as 'said corporation' but otherwise isn't officially incorporated in any way...

						same happens in III/18
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Figure 5:  Chartered Banks per million inhabitants, US and Canada, 1782-1837
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Figure 6: Total Incorporated Banks, US and Canada, 1792-1837
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