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Studying the lives of those 
ensnared in witchcraft trials 
is often sorrowful work.
The personal stories found in these records are filled 
with misfortune and suffering. Due to their intensity 
and ferocity, the Salem witch trials of 1692 are remem-
bered today as the most infamous witch-hunt in North 
American history. In just over a year, nineteen people 
were hanged, one man was tortured to death, at least 
five died in prison, and between 150 and 200 were 
arrested. The stories of each of these victims is heart-
breaking, but Dorothy Good’s tale is particularly tragic.

At just four years old, Dorothy was the youngest 
person arrested during the Salem trials. Her mother, 
Sarah Good, was one of the first to be accused. Sarah, 
whose life had been shadowed by hardship, was an easy 

target in 1692. Born in July of 1653 in Wenham, Massa-
chusetts, Sarah was the daughter of John and Elizabeth 
Solart (or Soulart). Although she came from a prosper-
ous family, Sarah experienced one calamity after anoth-
er—the suicide of her father, a prolonged inheritance 
struggle, and the death of her first husband, Daniel 
Poole—which left her in a drastically reduced state. Her 
second marriage, to William Good, did not improve her 
circumstances, since she faced debt from her previous 
marriage and her new husband failed to support their 
family. Eventually forced to resort to begging, Sarah was 
known to mutter or curse at those who turned her away.

Records from 1692 paint Sarah Good as vitriolic. 
When Sarah was tried for witchcraft, there was no 
shortage of neighbors willing to testify against her and 
recount stories of past confrontations and allegations 
of malevolence. Unfortunately, Sarah’s story was not 
unique; women who made others feel uncomfortable, 
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broke with social conventions, or lived on the margins 
of society often attracted suspicions of witchcraft. These 
women were the unlucky scapegoats for any manner of 
misfortune.

Sarah and William’s eldest daughter, Dorothy, was 
born in 1688. As the Good family did not have a perma-
nent home, it is difficult to determine where her birth 
occurred. She may have been born in Salem Village 
(today Danvers), as the family had begged for alms in 
this area before 1692. Dorothy’s earliest years were spent 
following her mother from house to house seeking 
charity.

On March 23, 1692, only a few weeks after her moth-
er’s arrest, a warrant was issued for Dorothy. She was 
questioned by local officials and admitted to having a 
little snake (thought to be a familiar, a witch’s animal 
companion) given to her by her mother. This was taken 
as tantamount to a confession. By April 12, Dorothy was 
in prison in Boston.

Although initially jailed there with her mother and 
infant sister, Dorothy was eventually deprived of their 
company. In June, Dorothy’s mother Sarah Good was 
taken back to Salem for trial. She was found guilty and 
executed on July 19. And, although the exact date and 
location are unknown, Dorothy’s baby sister perished in 
the harsh prison conditions before her mother’s hanging—
the youngest known fatality of the Salem witch trials.1 
Dorothy was left to languish in jail in Boston as other 
witchcraft suspects came and went.2 Prison records 
indicate Dorothy was in jail for a total of thirty-four 
weeks and four days, and finally released in December 
when the Salem witch trials were nearly over.3

A 1710 petition for restitution submitted by William 
Good, Dorothy’s father, hinted at the lasting impact of 
these events, describing his then 22-year-old daughter as 
“chargeable having little or no reason to govern herself.”4 
The phrase “chargeable” seems to indicate the financial 
burden of caring for such a severely traumatized person.

Information on colonial women’s lives is often brief 
or nonexistent. In Dorothy’s case, even her name was 
misidentified, the result of a magistrate erroneously re-
ferring to her as “Dorcas Good” early in 1692.5 Though 
later corrected in the court records, this mistake lin-
gered for centuries. Beyond the limited yet disturbing 
description offered by her father’s 1710 petition, nothing 
more has been known about the life of Dorothy Good—
until now. In the spring of 2022, I found records which 
revealed previously unknown details about Dorothy 
Good, including the fact that she became a mother.

While conducting research for Salem’s Women’s His-
tory Day in 2022, I was directed by the city clerk to the 
eighteenth-century records of the Salem Town select-
men. At the time, I was researching Ann Dolliver, an-
other woman accused of witchcraft in 1692. Much like 
Dorothy, Ann seems to have been a troubled person. In 
1698, Ann’s father, Reverend John Higginson, described 
her as “overbearing[ly] melancholy and crazed in her 
understanding.” After her father’s death, Ann was placed 
with a local family that was compensated by the town 
for her care.6

This was not an unusual arrangement. Colonial New 
England’s relief system tasked individual municipalities 
with providing for the “deserving poor,” assessed as such 
by local selectmen or board of overseers.7 Although 
the circumstances differed slightly from town to town, 
indigent individuals were commonly placed in private 
homes. These arrangements typically lasted a year, 
with the custodial families paid by the town to provide 
food, lodging, and clothing.8 While combing through 
the selectman’s records in search of Ann Dolliver, I 

Opposite page: Image created by Carolyn Oakley. Photograph of Sarah Good 
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Below: Order to warn out Dorothy Good, September 5, 1720. 
Salem Town Records 1680–1729, vol. 3.
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Order for payment to Concord for Dorothy Good’s expenses, June 28, 1726. Salem Town Records 1680–1729, vol. 3.

encountered references to many such unfortunate peo-
ple, including Dorothy Good.

Evidently, William Good was either no longer willing 
or able to support his daughter as she grew older. The 
few details known about William do not paint a favor-
able picture of his character. Sarah and William Good 
were married by 1683, and during their marriage Wil-
liam provided little support for his family.9 When Sarah 
was charged with witchcraft in March 1692, William 
told the magistrates “he was afraid that she either was a 
witch or would be one very quickly” and described his 
wife as “an enemy to all good.”10

In June 1693, just under a year after Sarah’s death, 
William remarried. Perhaps this marriage was out of ne-
cessity, as he was now the sole caretaker of his severely 
traumatized child. How long Dorothy stayed with her 
father and stepmother is unclear. A reparation payment 
awarded to William Good in 1712 directed the sum 
to Benjamin Putnam, for his “share of the necessary 
charge.”11 Salem selectmen records reveal Dorothy had 
been living with Benjamin Putnam prior to 1712, as he 
was paid for her care as early as 1708.

Unlike his cousin Thomas Putnam, whose family 
was at the center of the witchcraft accusations, Benja-
min Putnam remained largely outside the maelstrom. 
The scant evidence of his involvement is limited to his 
signature on a petition in support of accused victim 
Rebecca Nurse. Notably, Charles Upham’s 1867 book, 
Salem Witchcraft, hints at an early familiarity between 
Benjamin Putnam and Dorothy Good.12 In describing 
Dorothy’s arrest, Upham noted the task was passed from 
the marshal to someone else, as he “did not, perhaps, 
fancy the idea of bringing up such a little prisoner.” 
Upham continued, “Whoever performed the service 
probably brought her in his arms, or on a pillion. The 

little thing could not have walked the distance from 
Benjamin Putnam’s farm.”13 This brief aside is puzzling. 
As the Goods had no permanent home, had Dorothy 
been temporarily taken in by Benjamin Putnam after 
her mother’s arrest? Had Benjamin Putnam opened his 
home to Dorothy long before 1708? Unfortunately, the 
source of Upham’s intriguing statement is unknown.

Regular payments issued by the Salem selectmen in-
dicate Dorothy lived with Benjamin Putnam for at least 
seven years, from approximately 1708 to 1715. Follow-
ing Benjamin’s death, his son Nathaniel appeared before 
the selectmen in January of 1716 to receive his father’s 
last payment. Dorothy Good then disappeared from the 
records for four years.

The next mention of Dorothy provides an unhappy 
glimpse into what transpired during this period. On 
September 5, 1720, the Salem selectmen ordered “That 
Doro Good be warned out of this town.”14 To “warn out” 
meant the town refused responsibility for a transient 
person (nonlegal inhabitant), forcing them to leave and 
seek support elsewhere. Two months later, on Novem-
ber 7, 1720, the town treasurer was ordered to “pay unto 
Nathaniel Putnam for 11 weeks keeping and nursing 
Doro Good and agree to allow him 20 shillings for keep-
ing Good and child one month longer.”15

Apparently, Dorothy was warned out of Salem be-
cause she was pregnant. Colonial New England towns 
commonly warned out unwed mothers to avoid bear-
ing the cost of caring for an impoverished mother and 
raising an illegitimate child.16 The town’s payment to 
Nathaniel Putnam implies that Dorothy may have been 
able to avoid being sent away because he volunteered to 
take her and her child into his home.

Dorothy remained in the Putnam household for 
two years.17 In July 1722, her child was indentured to 
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Nathaniel. Such arrangements were common for the 
offspring of impoverished women. An indentured per-
son worked as an apprentice or servant for a specified 
period of time and, in return, was housed, fed, clothed, 
taught to read, and trained in an occupation.

Although no records identifying the father of Doro-
thy’s child have been located, the indenture agreement 
reveals other important details. Dorothy’s child was a 
daughter, also named Dorothy.18 As was standard, her 
term of service was eighteen years, or until the time of 
her marriage, and she was to be trained as a domes-
tic servant. In her indenture contract, Dorothy Jr. is 
described as “about a year and nine months,” meaning 
Dorothy Sr. was about eight months pregnant when 
she was warned out, and likely gave birth while in the 
care of Nathaniel Putnam—or more accurately, his wife 
Hannah.

A month before Dorothy Jr.’s indenture was finalized, 
an agreement was made that had Dorothy Sr. moving 
into the care of Robert Hutchinson, Nathaniel’s broth-
er-in-law. It is difficult to say what happened next, as 
selectmen records from later in 1722 note that Dorothy 
Sr. was housed for a time in the House of Correction. 
Although the structure adjoined the Salem jail, this was 
not a prison but more akin to a workhouse. The House 
of Correction was where the selectmen would send 
able bodied people who “loiter [and] [or] misspend his 

or her time, wander from place to place, or otherwise 
misorder themselves.”19 An order for the creation of a 
house of correction was issued on June 4, 1722, mean-
ing Dorothy was sent there almost immediately after its 
construction.20

Dorothy remained in the House of Correction for 
eighteen weeks. After her release, she seems to have 
gone to the home of Robert Hutchinson; selectmen re-
cords show a payment to him “for three months keeping 
Doro Good.”21 Following this record, she again disap-
peared from the records, this time for three years.

Dorothy reappeared in the records in 1725 when she 
was sent back to the House of Correction. Dorothy had 
become pregnant again, either just before she arrived 
at the House of Correction or during her stay. Robert 
Hutchinson seems to have played a part in Dorothy’s 
release, although the extent of his involvement is hard to 
ascertain. Robert Hutchinson was paid in October 1725, 
“relating to the case of Doro Good, her being with child 
before he took her out of the House of Correction last 
spring and her having a child.”22

Subsequent records show Dorothy did not give birth 
in Robert Hutchinson’s home in Salem, but instead 
about thirty miles west in Concord, Massachusetts. How 
and why she traveled to Concord is unknown, although 
both the Salem and Concord selectmen records agree 
that she gave birth in Concord in June 1725. Six months 

Concord (left) and Salem are indicated on this early eighteenth-century map detail. Map of eastern Massachusetts and vicinity, circa 1711. 
Norman B. Leventhal Map & Education Center.
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Record of Jonathan Batchelder apprenticing Dorothy Good’s child, June 5, 1727. Salem Town Records 1680–1729, vol. 3.

later, Concord selectmen issued a payment to Nathaniel 
Billing for the “entertaining and nursing of Dorothy 
Good in her lying in at his house.”23 The Salem select-
men eventually issued payments to Concord to cover 
these costs.

Over the next several years, Dorothy and her second 
child were shifted from one house to another. After 
initially returning to Salem and living with Robert 
Hutchinson, they soon moved in with his son John 
Hutchinson Jr. This arrangement did not last long, as 
John died a year later, necessitating yet another move.24 
This time, Dorothy and her son were taken in by 
Jonathan Batchelder.25 This particular arrangement is 
striking, as Jonathan Batchelder gave testimony against 
Sarah Good during the witchcraft trials. Both Jonathan 
and his uncle gave depositions describing a confron-
tation with Goodwife Good at the home of Zachariah 
Herrick in 1690. Fearing she would light his barn on 
fire with her pipe, Zachariah (Jonathan’s uncle and a 
relative of Sarah Good) refused her lodging. As Sarah 
left, she purportedly grumbled that this would cost him. 
Fourteen-year-old Jonathan testified that a week after 
this altercation his grandfather’s cattle appeared to be 
different, younger animals who “let loose in a strange 
manner.”26

What motivated Jonathan Batchelder to take in Sarah 
Good’s daughter and grandchild can only be left to 
speculation. Perhaps he felt guilt and sought repentance. 
Perhaps he was motivated by Christian charity or empa-
thy for a poor soul. In April 1727, one month after their 
arrival, Dorothy’s nearly two-year-old son was inden-
tured to Jonathan Batchelder. His term of service was 

21 years, as was standard for males, and he was to be 
trained as a housewright. The record of this indenture 
reveals this child’s name was William, almost certainly 
named for Dorothy’s father.27

Dorothy lived with her son in Batchelder’s home for a 
little more than a decade. Although this was her longest 
consecutive period in one household since childhood, 
the selectmen records hint at Dorothy’s unsettled nature 
and the difficulty of supporting her. When Jonathan 
initially arranged to take her into his home, he not only 
agreed to provide lodging, food, and clothing, but also 
“to keep the said Doro Good from straying and ram-
bling about as formerly.”28 Six years later, Jonathan was 
paid for “the extraordinary expense” of keeping Dorothy 
Good.29 Unfortunately, it is impossible to gauge the true 
situation through these brief statements. As with Ann 
Dolliver, these brief notations provide little information 
about Dorothy’s actual condition. At the very least, the 
records indicate she required considerable care and 
seemed to have had a habit of wandering away.

The last reference to Dorothy Good in the Salem 
selectmen records was made in September 1738. If 
Dorothy’s absence from subsequent records is due to her 
leaving the Batchelder household, her departure may 
have occurred because of a decline in Jonathan’s health, 
as he died two years later. No further accounts or refer-
ences to Dorothy or either of her children have yet been 
found. Neither Dorothy Jr. nor William are listed in 
Massachusetts vital records. As William was thirteen at 
the time of Batchelder’s death and had eight years left in 
his indenture contract, he probably remained with the 
Batchelder family, perhaps taken in by Jonathan’s eldest 

24            AmericanAncestors.org

AmericanAncestors.org/american-ancestors-magazine  •  Do not reproduce without permission of American Ancestors.



New London (bottom) and Salem (top) are shown on this map detail. Herman Moll, A New and Exact Map of the Dominions of the King 
of Great Britain on ye Continent of North America (London: Tho. Bowles, 1755). Norman B. Leventhal Map & Education Center.

son. Dorothy Jr. likely completed her indenture term, 
and either married or remained a spinster and worked 
as a domestic servant.

Although the deaths of other people supported by 
the town were recorded in the Salem selectmen records, 
Dorothy Sr.’s death was not listed—so perhaps she died 
elsewhere. Like many other transient people, Dorothy 
might have spent the rest of her life wandering from 
town to town after she left Batchelder’s home. While 
perhaps entirely circumstantial, Dorothy Sr. disappeared 
from the records the same year her daughter’s indenture 
was up. It is tempting to speculate the two women left 
Salem together.

On August 14, 1761, a notice published in the 
New-London Summary reported that a woman identi-
fied as Dorothy Good was found dead in a bog meadow 
in New London, Connecticut. In the days that followed, 
a newspaper in New York and two in Boston repub-
lished the notice. The report, printed identically in each 
newspaper, read “Friday last was found lying in a 
desolate bog meadow in the North Parish of this town, 
the dead body of a person almost consumed. Upon 
inquisition made, the jurors gave in their verdict, that it 
was the body of one Dorothy Good, a transient vagrant 
person, who had wondered [sic] into said desolate place 
and perished. After their judgment was taken, as decent 
a burial was given her as the circumstances would admit.”30

In the twenty-three years since Dorothy Sr. presum-
ably left Salem, she could have wandered as far as New 

London. Given that no further records of her daugh-
ter have yet been found, the deceased could also have 
been Dorothy Good Jr. Colonial New England vital 
records indicate the Good surname was not particularly 
common.

This research has shone further light on the lasting 
impact of the witchcraft trials on the youngest accused 
witch—and revealed a glimmer in this dark story. Sarah 
Good, previously believed to have no descendants 
beyond her two daughters (one of whom died as an in-
fant), has now been revealed to have two grandchildren. 
Although further research is required to determine if 
the line continued to another generation, Dorothy Jr. 
and William may have lived to adulthood and perhaps 
had children of their own. It is remarkable to consider 
that Sarah and Dorothy Good might yet have descen-
dants alive today. 
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