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Miss Martin says in effect ma.t‘ﬂ;ii
juscription is false. She has not lig:

i she
- taken this position. Moreover st
}s‘; recognized as particularly x_ge}l
versed in the History of Milton, and
her work and writings show a high

degree of both ability and acenracy.
What she has written on this subject
deserves, and should receive, serious
examination and consideration.

It will be noted that ghe hag two
independent lines of attack:

First, that the hounse in which the
Suffolk Resolves were passed was
destroyed by fire in 1861,

Second, that the o called Suffolk
Resolves House did not exist when
the Suffolk Resolves were passed, but
was built eleven years after that date.

As the howse now standing and
known as the Suffolk Resolves House
Is the real subject of attack, it seems
preferable to take up this subject first
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uo‘:'.e hg]: shown that in judging of
the truth of an event, and whether gﬁ
believe it or not to believe ;t, it is
necessary to pay attention to all the
circumstances which accompany it, in-
ternal as well as external.”

All such circumstances discovered,
or discoverable, should therefore be
produced and considered. Instead of
doing this item by item, it would seem
to render the situation more intelli-
gible to treat these circumstances
connectedly, as indeed, Miss Martin
herself has done; only we beg to go
into them somewhat more fully.

Consideration of the Circumstantial
Evidence

Ag neither Miss Martin, nor any-
body else, s0 far as we know, has
questioned the statement that the
original Resolves were passed in the
house of Daniel Vose, and that this
house stood on the land where the
Milton Banks are now lacated, there
is no oceasion for any argament upon
that point. Furthermore, Miss Mar-
tin has argued that the original build-
ing, built by Fenno and Vose, on the
40 f1, corner Iot, had heen added to
by the purchase, by Daniel Voae’a'
wife, of the adjolning lot having &0
ft. frontage on Adamsg Street, and that
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D“inﬁ the ease with which Daniel
Ve could have effected the removal
and the frequency of such acts fur-
nish reasons for the absence of a defl-
nite record of the removal.

The evidence from the will of
Daniel Vose and the ldatcy €ON-
veyance by Daniel T. Vase fto
Clarissa Holbrook.
it does not seem that any apology

is needed for going at length into the
counection of Daniel Vose with the
house in question  The various writ-
ings by Miss Vose and Miss Martin
iipon this subject printed in the Mil-
ton Record indicated as the first great
cause for doubt thrown tupon what
we iay call the authenticity of the
so-called Suffolk Resolves House, was
that the land whereon it stands wag
never owned by Daniel Vose. More-
over, it is to be remembered that Misg
Martin asserted that this house was
built by Dr. Holbrook eleven years
Ofter fthe Sufialk Resolves were
passed.  No surrounding or '
ing eire aliality.
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In the first item he gives t
D_anlel Thomas Voge the
his Codman's Wharf prop
ton; also half of his paper
half of the land on which
stands, and half the land
the same situated below |
inTi\{IIilton. N
This devise, or bequ is ©
dition that he givtg:s esti; i:i:y
daughter Clarissa Holbrook,
gf his house and land now o
1y Henry Maurice Lisle, atto
aw, situated between my 3
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. The father, Daniel Vose, was,
g: i’il‘ll‘se, taxed right along npon real
estate, but the tax records do not
show the particular property, or prol-
erties, upon which the taxes were lev-
jed. It is probable, however, that the
disputed premises Were included io
the taxes assessed upon Daniel Vose
from the time the land was acquired,
when Daniel T. was only two years
old, up to the time when Henry Mau-
rice Lisle, the tenant of the premises,
paid the taxes. This seems io have
been about the time of, and after, the
decease of Daniel Voge.

We can find no record that Dr. Hol-
brook ever paid any taxes upon this
property.

In fact, everything that we have
found indicates that, although as
shown by his will, Daniel Vose rea-
lized that the legal title to the dis-
puted property was his son's (Daniel
Ls) 1;’9"9"1191955! he considered that
{:gza hsi': atxz)d I[;racticall_v the_property
while ‘e teed, 08 o e
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signed Feb. 18, 18
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June 15, 1821,
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1, 1807, proved
1808.

(1) In deed (1)

thereon wherein
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pated in the Ce g identical
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were passed —WORL G0 o ust have
there, conscious, as fon they were
been, that by their action tuate an
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un{ﬁ;: Martin, herself, has stated in
substance, that there must have been
living then persons Wwho Knew the

th.
mft is not too much to say, that these
men named above—some, or all of
them,—must have known people of
the preceding generation, who had
heard and who knew the truth of the
statement on the tablet.

The lack of evidence to support the
truth of the inseription has been com-
mented upon. But here is evidence
of 2 high order, It is, in effect, just
the kind of evidence which Miss Mar-
tin says should exist. We do not en-
vy the state of mind of any citizen of
Milton who ean believe that the men
named above were either so ignorant
as to have been lead to believe, with-
oul proper evidence upon the subject,
in the truth of the inscription, or
were s0 unspeakably base and con-
temptible as, by their actions upon
this great occasion, to testify falsely.
_The Value of this evidence can, and
if desirable. should be enlarged up-
on; hu_t the significance of the evi-
dence is so obvious, that in effect it
attested for all time, to the Teasonable-
minded i e

. th‘at the house in question
Was, and is, the veritable house in
WRich the  Sufioll  Resolves

; we.
passed, 'I'n‘ 20 farther afield for suge-
port for this conclusion is to encoun-
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In her writing it seems to have beezl,
intimated, as a matter of wondermaend
how anybody could have suggested.
or started the rumor, that the house in
question was the real Suffolk F_!esolv_'eg
House. We do mnot find justification
for this treatment of Teele’s History.
Nobody would have been more ready
than Dr. Teele himself to have ad-
mitted errors and inaccuracies. Io-
deed. he does thiz in the Preface to his
history, where he speaks of It as
“these imperfect annals.”” But if, &s
may be admitted, there are errors in
this history, what was stated by a
zreat philosopher may still be ap-
plied to them,

“There is a soul of truth in all
error.’’

For instanee, in the paragraph from
which the above extract is quoted, is
found the statement that the building
was burned in 1860, More definite
evidence shows it was hurned in Jan-
vary, 1861. The “soul of truth” in the
error is that the building was burned,

and this occurred in, or somewhere

near the date mentioned,—1860. The
statements in the paragraph in which
we are more particularly interested at
this time, are first, as to the identity
?[flgth%at:uxlding; second, that the build-
§ removed and enlarged, an

third, that Dr. Holbrook occug;:ﬂed thg
;_)1(] house before jts removal, and also,
lor a time, this house in iig present
location, Dr. Teale gives no evidence
:11119 mlmport of these statements. He
hlqr% v ;nakess the statements, But in
s reface, he does give some expla.
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ilar statements, w
his preface he 'Baygfe arrived at. 1In

ember rightly, her earlier

tions and
non-resident
courteously Té
cations for 1‘: )

«The blank for

rich
matter, too
annals, but
fects used
pages.” =
{(The [ta.liiﬁ‘
One further
that James M.
those, who by t

publishing
On the first
find the follo

contemporane
ter that oughi
who follow
of the cox
town.
“While

their associa
Robbing, who
others in the e
1010n, Was remo?

fore the prostrati
ers, the first n
history, then
Dpossession for
Teceived his
and approval. He
the committee
notes, memoran
information no
centennial  add:



Resolves
i;lk ed to the
The Milton ovitten
seferring o [ KL published Dt
, 1912,

Her con

the reaeld Suffolk

de?itxm: later artlz‘l(;l:iz gg:
t, that she 1

firxr:f the present so-called Eaglfto]kuﬂm

solves House 1043 not l;; s

eleven Years after the Reso

i
adg)?tf:uurse. if the real Suffolk ﬁﬁg
House was destroyed by Hré
f;évs'esmt Suffolk Resolves House is
fake, and the inseription upon it—
o i the Suffolk
“In this Mansion . . . -
Resolves were adopted” is untrue.

Also: if the present so-called Suf-
folkk Resolves House was not built un-
til after the Resolves were adopted,
the inscription is unfrue.

Miss Martin's high reputation for
historical accuracy and ability jus-
tifies, if it does not require, an exam-
ination of the grounds for these
claims thus publicly made by her.

But it is not required fo examine
the entire subject. Her claims and
all her grounds therefor should re-
ceive full and due consideration; but
when they are disposed of we are jus-
tified in ascertaining the situation
prior to her attack (in 1912) and de-
termining whether or not we should
Zo behind that,

Before her attack in 1919 three
major facts appear.

) _The _inseription proclaiming
l‘hg identity of the house hag COn-
spicuously marked its front for
more than half a cenfury,

2. On Sept. Sth, 187
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Daniel Vose upon his wife's land,
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