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START
Conspiracy

[click] There was a “conspiracy” against slavery in Maryland.  It was not a conspiracy in the literal sense – at least not always.  Yet and still, slaves were in on it.  So, too, were free blacks.  Many non-slaveholding whites as well worked against slavery.  

[click] The objective of the conspirators was to see slavery [click] disrupted, [click] challenged, and perhaps ultimately [click] defeated.  A primary tactic was to have blacks removed from enslavement through flight.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

In seeking to grasp the contours of this “conspiracy” against slavery in Maryland, [click] we have come to appreciate the silent, persistent, deliberate challenge mounted to the efficiency of slave-owning in the state. [click]
[BRING UP CHART OF RUN AD FREQUENCY] [click] [BRING UP TABLE TO SUPPORT CHART] 
Our project seeks [click] to more fully grasp this conspiracy in all of its subtle contours, and [click] to more fully explore the world of the conspirators, and the system against which they conspired

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Flight from Slavery & The Underground Railroad: The Maryland Context

- (title page)

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

What’s Wrong with This Picture?

[short blurb about scholarship moving in the direction we suggest; mention the fine start of the NPS and the Network to Freedom Program underwhich we are working and other glowing comments about the commitment by NPS personnel like Dr. Jenny Masur, Tara Morrison, et al.]  The UGRR has to find ways to embrace the first legs of the freedom journey.  We must make this map more reflective of the Southern UGRR.  But, how do we tell that part of the story?
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

General Flight
[click] (image of JWC Pennington, w/ caption & maybe Fred Douglass and his saga too?) [quick comment on how Pennington’s MD leg of journey may be incorporated as segue]

The enslaved population [click] was a restless population.  Whether laying-out for a short period of time, or moving out with the idea of never returning, [click] enslaved blacks ran away.  More than that, [click] enslaved blacks helped others runaway.  Free blacks and many whites [click] helped runaways too.

Dealing with flight was a “to-be-expected” encumbrance of a life in a slave society.  It was a fact of life for slave holders, non-slaveholders, and governmental authority.  [click] From the Federal to the local level, mechanisms were therefore in place to address the runaway situation 

Yet, it seems that for many Americans [click] resistance to slavery represented a fundamental, though often unspoken, intuitive, and impromtu, approach to daily life. 

Indeed, whether enslaved or free, [click] African Americans especially seem to have worked against slavery at every turn.  Penchant for this type of activity represented in some perhaps a broader philosophical approach of survival. To be sure, however, [click] subtle actions in this way greatly outnumbered the more dramatic and demonstrative. 

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

The Underground Railroad

Discussions of flight from slavery during the Antebellum Era almost always lead to the Underground Railroad.  Traditional interpretations of the Underground Railroad have focused generally on the work of public [click] Abolitionists and their local vigilance committees in Northern locales.  [click]
These people and their groups did the noble work of helping fugitive slaves avoid recapture once they had crossed the Mason-Dixon Line. William Still [click] documented over 400 Maryland slaves reaching freedom, for example.  But again, the UGRR from this perspective is seen as [click] most helpful in helping slaves who had already reached the North avoid recapture.
Northern vigilance committees and their abolitionist seldom, that is, reached into the south and pulled out.  We, here in Maryland certainly know that in fact that did happen [click] [BRING UP IMAGE OF HARRIET TUBMAN W/ CAPTION & NEXT TICK NOTE].  In most scenarios, however, [click] getting-out was a matter for the indigenous populations.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Maryland [click] was a slave state – a Southern Border State.  [click] Escape tactics, conventions of flight, and methods of assisting flight were necessarily different in slave states than what developed in free states.  

What emerged in slave states was more fractured, more furtive, and [click] less likely to be undertaken very publicly; what emerged was a decidedly [click] Southern Underground Railroad.  

Yet, beyond exceptional activities of Harriet Tubman, [click] traditional perspectives reveal little of the great number of people who worked within the slave states like Maryland to assist fugitives.  But the clues are there. [click] [BRING UP STILL FRONTICE AND CAPTION]
To fully appreciate the Southern UGRR, particularly of a Border State like Maryland, we will have to bring the penchant for looking at history, [click] “from the bottom up,” which has greatly enhanced other fields of the discipline in past decades.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

[click]  
Problems of the Maryland Context

Evidence offering a view from below, a view of what lay beneath the Underground Railroad, [click] may be found more readily, perhaps, by looking for failed flight more so than documented successes.  [click] [BRING UP IMAGE OF PENITENTIARY DOCKET W/ CAPTION] As we shall soon see, the public record is replete with such examples.
The records familiar to social historians [click] furthermore provide stories of flight and the UGRR within the larger framework of community function and culture. 

Beginning with Baltimore County, [click] this summer we began to look beneath the underground for such stories.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

(title page)

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE – WITHOUT COMMENT]

This Summer’s Work: Overview
[click]
· 10 week program; hands-on experience with original records
[click]
· Looking for overlap of Underground Railroad and general flight – that of the North and that of the South.  And to do so within a Maryland-specific context
[click]
· General focus on Baltimore County
[click]
· Seven College Students – all Marylanders – from Institutions both within and outside of the state.
[click]
· Special Consideration: Hampton Plantation and Ironworks during the Antebellum Era

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

This Summer’s Work: Aspects

The two most basic aspects of our project entertain demographic consideration of historic [click] black populations, and case studies of resistance to slavery through flight.  Resource material brought to bear upon this study for dealing with these aspects include [click]
· Census Schedules [click] have allowed us a head-count for the jurisdictions under study.  We’ve also gleaned an appreciation as to how the population changed over time.  Lastly, we’ve sought from the census an understanding of locales within the county via enumeration district information.
· Court Records from both the [click] federal and state jurisdictions provide a range of information for our work.  Most obviously, this entails case studies of persons charged for various crimes against slavery.  These materials also provide us with manumission records and bills of sale, giving us information as to specific populations like Hampton’s.
· Newspaper advertisements placed by [click] slaveowners or their agents seeking black fugitives have been extremely useful, as have been notices placed by sheriff’s for blacks apprehended as suspected runaways.  The yield from this aspect of the project has been especially comprehensive, and promises only to grow more so as the work pushes into other jurisdictions.
· The aforementioned notices of committal, which sheriff’s were required by law to place, correspond to the temporary incarceration of African Americans in local jails [click] throughout the state.  Among the most active jails in this way were those for Baltimore City and Baltimore County.  We have mined the jail dockets from the late 1820s through 1850s, producing an ample list of runaways – suspected and actual. 

· Just as jail dockets tell us of slaves and slaveowners, the records of the Maryland Penitentiary [click]tell us of persons who were neither enslaved or necessarily the owners of slaves, but nonetheless became entangled in the struggles of the latter to hold on to the former.  In these records we find whites and free blacks convicted of crimes against slavery.
· Related to the Penitentiary dockets are the Pardon Records [click] from the Secretary of State’s office.  This record not only provides a list of those pardoned by the governor for various violations of the slave code, but in several instances, accompanying papers shed light on the activities of communities most closely related to a particular case.
·  When seeking to understand a case study of a specific enslaved African American, or perhaps a community of enslaved blacks, probate records [click] have been incorporated.
· And finally, spatial relations and proximities of different population clusters to one another is important.  So too are proximities of population to geographic and landscape features.  Therefore, maps & land records [click] have been used.
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Findings: Populations
(title page)
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Populations: Overview
During the period of this study, 1830 – 1860, Maryland ranked first among all states in free black population. [click]   [SITE FIGURES OF TOP THREE]
	
	1830
	1840
	1850
	1860

	MD
	52,938
	62,078
	74,723
	83,942

	VA
	47,348
	49,852
	54,333
	58,042

	NY
	44,870
	50,027
	49,069
	49,005

	PA
	37,930
	47,854
	53,626
	56,949

	NC
	19,543
	22,732
	27,463
	30,463

	NJ
	18,303
	21,044
	23,810
	25,318

	LA
	16,710
	25,502
	17,462
	18,647

	DE
	15,855
	16,919
	18,073
	19,829

	OH
	9,568
	17,342
	25,279
	36,673


In fact, by 1860, the state’s free blacks were the largest such population in the nation, even without considering those in Baltimore City.  Proportionally, Maryland’s blacks ranked near the top too. [SITE THE TOP THREE IN POPULATION BY PROPORTION, MD, VA, NY – ALSO SITE DE, AS HIGHEST PROPORTION, BUT NEAR BOTTOM IN ACTUAL NUMBERS (LESS THAN 20,000 BY 1860)]
	
	1830
	1840
	1850
	1860

	OH
	1
	1
	1
	1

	NY
	2
	2
	1
	1

	PA
	3
	3
	2
	2

	NC
	3
	3
	3
	3

	LA
	8
	7
	3
	3

	VA
	4
	4
	4
	4

	NJ
	6
	6
	5
	4

	MD
	12
	13
	13
	12

	DE
	21
	22
	20
	18


[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Within the state of Maryland, by the antebellum era, the enslaved population was concentrated in the southern counties [click] (Prince George’s, Charles, St. Mary’s, Anne Arundel, and Montgomery).  By 1860, in fact, the approximately 46,000 slaves in southern Maryland, outnumbered those found in all other regions of the state combined.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

When the free black population is considered, we find the Southern counties near the bottom.  The Central Maryland counties [click] of Frederick, Carroll, Baltimore County, Harford, Howard, and Baltimore City, rank at the top – by far.  And, similar to the slaves of the southern counties, the greater than 42,000 free blacks of the central counties are more than the total found throughout the rest of the state.
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

The Central Maryland Region is most intriguing as it represents a crossroads of sorts, particularly Baltimore County and Baltimore City, which together and at once represent a hub for free blacks, and a bastion of slaveholding

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

[display slide without comment]
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Durability aside, enslavement was a status of shrinking application [click] to blacks in central Maryland.  The free black population of central Maryland counties [click] grew faster, and often at the expense of, the enslaved population.  With each passing year, the disparity between the two castes of blacks grew wider.  Transcending social caste, however [click] friendship and kinship ties bound all black Marylanders together

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Populations: Slavery in Baltimore County

The proportion of enslaved blacks in Baltimore County did not shrink [click] as quickly as did other central Maryland Counties.  Over the period under consideration, the numbers of slaves remained small [click], though the proportion of enslaved blacks to free blacks remained constant, especially in the southern part of the county.  By 1860, blacks in Baltimore County represented 14% of the entire population, [click]while free blacks were 57% of the black population.
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Populations: Fugitives

It goes without saying that slaves in whatever part of the state were known to run away.  In fact, there does not seem to have been a penchant to run or not to run based on one’s locale [click] within the State.  Point of origin seems to have only possibly influenced [click] destination
Furthermore, a great many of fugitives moving in and through Maryland likely did so with the impromptu assistance [click] of enslaved blacks, free blacks, and sympathetic whites.  This assistance might come in the form of food, clothing, money, information, timely-silence, [click] or any number of other forms.  In some cases the provider did not know the person was a fugitive.  Other times they may have suspected that the person was a fugitive, but did not ask.  [click] Sometimes the person helping understand exactly what was going on, and provided assistance anyway.  Often, the person providing the aid was related to the runaway by ties of kinship or friendship, but this was not always the case.
Records of pursuit tell as that slave owners and their agents [click] knew of this “conspiracy” against them, and presumed its agency in the flight paths those they sought may have taken

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Populations: Fugitives

[click] Maryland was uniquely situated to support such flight that operated “beneath” anything connected to a more formalized UGRR.  Most importantly in this way was its access to major cities [click] at Baltimore and Washington, DC.  Free blacks generally, urban ones in particular were the usual suspects for those pursuing runaways.  If a fugitive had free kinfolk [click] in nearby big cities, the complicity of such kin was presumed.
The cities of the upper south, particularly large cities, offered, perhaps the safest place, for the influence [click] of northern UGRR’s vigilance committees to be felt by those on the run.  It is believed, for example, that free black street vendors in Baltimore acted as “agents,” directing would-be passengers to people in Philadelphia, New York, and elsewhere.  
Indeed, activities that transpired in Maryland seem to have fed [click] the Underground Railroad which most often picked up “passengers” once they had reached Pennsylvania, carrying them to New York, New England, or Canada.  But free blacks could and did act independently [click] in helping those on the run.  Frederick Douglass’s account of his escape from Baltimore demonstrates this clearly.
Over its 30 year scope, taking into consideration the number of advertisements, notices of committal, and jail docket entries, our study has yielded [click] a population “on-the-run” of greater than 4,500.  While this number does not account for duplicate entries (those who appear in all three sources – ads, notices, and dockets, which is possible but not as frequent as one might assume) the actual number is also likely to rise when other Maryland jurisdictions are brought in later in the work.  Many in this number were believed to have escaped and/or evaded recapture due to the complicity of other people.  [click] A conspiracy, indeed.
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Findings: Case Studies

(title page)
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Case Studies

Our approach to case studies organizes them into four different categories: Fugitives, Aiding and Abetting, Enticement and Persuasion, and Others [click].  Fugitives were those on the run.  The primary sources for these individuals were the [click]jail dockets for “runaways,” [click]notices of committal and [click]runaway advertisements in the press.  [click]William Still’s 1872 work, the Underground Railroad, also supplied a list of names.

The second category, [click]Aiding and Abetting, concerns anyone who assisted a slave attempting to escape or avoid recapture.  To do such a thing, of course, was a crime.  Numerous free blacks and whites were convicted during the Antebellum Era in Maryland.  The source for such case studies, naturally, [click] are the Maryland Penitentiary records, [click] the Pardon Records of the Secretary of State, and [click] similar series from county and local agencies.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Case Studies: Overview

Although the actual statutory underpinning is still be fleshed out, [click] Enticement and Persuasion, a third category, appears to have been a lesser charge than aiding and abetting[click]., although a line demarcating the two is not always evident in the records.  Our work uncovered [click] dozens of free citizens so convicted.

“Other” case studies [click] attend to those types activities that speak to the climate [click] of the times with respect to control of the enslaved population.  Captured in this element of our study, for example, are those like Samuel Green convicted for possession of “seditious” literature, like Uncle Tom’s Cabin[click].

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Case Studies: Fugitives

(title page)

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Joshua Anderson and Basil White – Joshua Anderson and Basil White [click]fled Leonard Quinlin's Kingsville farm, near Belair Road, during the Christmas Holiday 1852[click].  Quinlin went to the U.S. District Court for Maryland[click], located in Baltimore City, the very day of Basil and Joshua's escape and filed a petition to recover them under the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Tom Hughson [click]- Though hobbled to the point where he had to use a cane to walk, twenty-three year old Tom Hughson fled Rezin Worthington's estate [click]in Elsville, Baltimore County during December 1847.  With relaxed authority and frequently distracted owners, slaves took advantage of the Christmas season [click]to flee.  In fact, during the time period under consideration, of the 109 flight attempts [click]advertised as have begun during December, 53 of them occurred on Christmas Eve or later [click].  In this case, the "dark mulatto Hughson, was believed by his pursuers to have [click]traveled along the Baltimore and Ohio Road.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Jefferson and Louisa Pipkin [click] – “Six very clever-looking passengers, all in one party from Baltimore, Md., [arrived] the first Sunday in April, 1853,” reported William Still in his Underground Railroad (1872) [click].  Among these were Jefferson Pipkin and his wife, Louisa[click].  Reaching Canada[click], the Pipkins reportedly appealed to Still for assistance in recovering the children left behind and far-flung by enslavement across the state. [click]
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Case Studies: Aiding and Abetting
(title page)

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Thomas Skinner[click] – Born in Talbot County, like many free blacks, Thomas Skinner made his way to Baltimore City[click].   Orphaned at 15 and bound out until age 21, [click]he married and became a wagon driver in the city.  On March 27, 1857, he was convicted of aiding and abetting fugitives slaves [click]and given a 10 year sentence.  He was pardoned in 1865[click].
John Robinson[click] – John Robinson was a native Norfolk, Virginia. [click]  A free black man, he came to Baltimore to practice his skill, stone cutting. [click]  In February 1841, however, he began a three year sentence in the Maryland Penitentiary for “aiding and abetting a slave to runaway.” [click]
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Mary Ann Coates[click] - An enslaved girl fled her Baltimore County master.  She came to Baltimore City, and to the home of Mary Ann Coates, a middle-aged free black woman living at [address?].  The girl pleaded with Coates to escort her to Pennsylvania[click], where the girl’s grandmother lived.  Though married, and have always been free, Coates agreed and the two made out for Pennsylvania. [click]  While passing through Baltimore County [travel papers?], however, the two were stopped and arrested.  The fugitive was returned to her master. [click]  Coates was tried, and in May 1862, found guilty of aiding and abetting a fugitive. [click]  She received a sentence of six years in the Maryland Penitentiary. [click]  There she remained until pardoned by Governor Augustus Bradford in June 1865, after slavery had been abolished in the state.
James Wilson[click] – a middle-aged Englishman got himself drunk and found himself arrested[click] for aiding and abetting. [click]  While the specifics are not clear, James Wilson – a married, illiterate hack-driver, forty-three year old – was convicted in March 1841 of Aiding and Abetting a fugitives evasion of capture.  The Baltimore City resident served a three year term as a result. [click]
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Case Studies: Enticement and Persuasion

(title page)

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Thomas Fisher[click] – a native of Montgomery County[click], Thomas Fisher migrated to Baltimore County[click], where in November 1843 he was convicted of enticing a slave to runaway[click].  He served a sentence in the Maryland Penitentiary of 3 years, 8 months. [click]
John Jones[click] – Jones, an illiterate free black native of Baltimore County [click]was convicted in 1844 on two counts of enticing slaves to abscond from their masters. [click]
Joseph Sinnett [click] -- known to be a drunkard[click], the Englishman Sinnett worked as a common laborer in Baltimore County[click].  In December 1852, having been convicted of enticing and persuading a slave to flee[click], the literate, single man, who had never been bound-out, began a sentence he would serve until receiving a pardon in May 1859.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Case Studies: Others

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Samuel Green

Thomas W. Henry

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

[title page]: Relevance for Interpretation at Hampton National Historic Site (NPS)

Much of what I have to share with you today in this regard would not be possible were it not for the solid foundation of historical understanding established by the good doctor Lancaster and those with whom he has worked over the years.  The research notes he so generously, shared as well as a talk he gave this summer in Annapolis, afforded the researchers for this project great clues as to the possibility for our work on Hampton.
What follows, then, intentionally blends what we’ve found into the broader scope established by Dr. Lancaster and other Hampton-based researchers.  When, for example, I refer to “research notes” I mean those that Dr. Lancaster made available to us.  Furthermore, anything in the way of our notes that may strike you, Dr. Lancaster, as useful to future work you may undertake, please consider it yours for the asking.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

For much of the period under consideration, the Ridgely’s of Hampton were among the largest single holders [click] of enslaved blacks in the entire state of Maryland.  Add to this the large free black community [click]connected by kin and work to the Hampton Compound (or any of the other Ridgely properties) and Hampton’s relevance to a discussion about slavery and flight from slavery is clear

By offering a broader interpretive framework by which visitors to Hampton and students of its past might approach its black community, an appreciation for the world [click] in which the Hampton folk understood themselves as living would likely result

Indeed, the story of Hampton has something to offer for consideration of both worlds [click] the black Marylanders resided in, the enslaved and the free

If there was a watershed moment for blacks of the Hampton community that moment surrounded the death of Charles Carnan Ridgely in 1829[click].  The ramifications of his death, or most specifically, the administration of his will, impacted hundreds of black lives[click].  Included therein are the blacks that Charles Carnan “owned,” [click] as well as the ones who came to Hampton as a result of his death and its implications[click].  Let us first look at the ramifications of his death.
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

(title slide – DISPLAY ALL AT ONCE WITHOUT COMMENT)

· Who Went Free?

· Preexisting connections (family names)?

· What do records tell about these folk after 1829?

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

(document slide [will excerpt] – DISPLAY WITHOUT COMMENT)

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Who Went Free?

A codicil to Charles Carnan Ridgely’s will set up [click]conditional manumission for a number persons enslaved at Hampton or Ridgely’s other sites.

An inventory of Ridgely’s holdings at the time of his death in 1829 listed 303 persons [click]enslaved by Ridgely at various sites.  Research notes raise the final number to 311.

The codicil stipulated, first, that the aged (at least 45 years) be cared for by Ridgely’s assigns. [click]  Legally, however, they could not be manumitted.  [click] While the inventory does not give age information, at least 169 of the 303 were appraised at less that $150.00.

Of the remaining inventoried persons, 105 were appraised at values of at least $200.00. [click]  Since Ridgely ordered immediate freedom for those women aged 25 to 45, and men 28 to 45, this group of 105 is the pool [click]from which the manumittees likely came.  

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

In the various records held by the Maryland State Archives, we have uncovered at least 90 Certificates of Freedom [click – PULL UP COFs TOO]for persons manumitted under Ridgely’s 1829 Will.  The great bulk of these persons went free during 1829[click], with others receiving freedom as late as 1843. [click]
We likely cannot recover with any certainty the exact number of men and women (and toddlers under 2) that went free immediately.   We do know some of their names[click], however: Jacob Carter (38), John Crowmell (40), Nathanial Jamison (31), Philip Smith (33), and Isaac Wilson (30?), all of whom had their newly won status certified by the Court under the oath of former Ridgely employee, Richard Green.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Ties of kinship [click]are suggested by surnames [click] and possessive prefixes [click] appearing along with first names.

Sixty-two different surnames appear [click] on the inventory; “Batty” [click] is a prominent surname, linking 10 individuals.  “Cummins” [click] is also well represented with 15 person, as are “Johnson” (18) [click], “Lee” (10), and “Wicks” (9).

Possessive Prefixes [click]also link people on the Ridgely Properties.  In all, 57 seven persons are linked to 27 other individuals by prefixes, presumably signifying kinship ties.  For example, 8 individuals are identified with the possessive prefix “Milly’s” [click].  There are 5 individuals identified as “Keziah’s” [click].  “Betty’s” is attached to 3 names[click], though these are distinguished from “Bett’s” and “Great Betty’s.”  Other predominant possessive prefix among the 1829ers include “Hannah’s”, “Luce’s”, and “Henry’s”, linked.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

What do records tell about these folk after 1829?

In a talk given at the archives this past July, Dr. Lancaster expressed doubt that many of the freed blacks would have gone to Baltimore City.  His suspicion may yet bare out.  

We conducted a search of the Baltimore City Directories [click BRING UP WITH IMAGE OF DIRECTORY]for 1831, 1835, 1840, and 1845.  With so many “common” surnames among the 1829 manumittees – “Brown,” “Smith,” “Anderson,” etc. – the directory search yielded little stand-alone evidence [click]of their post-manumission lives.

The preponderance of common surnames that hampers the effectiveness of directory searchers for Ridgely manumittees also threatened any search of census records [click].   As many of you know census enujmberations before 1850 only list head of household, with other household members appearing by age, gender, race, and caste as anonymous check marks. However, a few discoveries were that may merit further investigation [click – all three]:

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

What do records tell about these folk after 1829?

Gabriel “Gabe” Cromwell [click – ALL AT ONCE]was freed by Ridgely’s will in 1829.  Twenty-Nine years old at the point of manumission, Gabe Cromwell is counted in 1850 as one of several free blacks working for a white landholder.  Though no other direct matches are apparent, the surnames other 1829ers (“Johnson,” Brown,” and “Sheridan”) are attached to blacks around and near Cromwell.

Another “Cromwell” – perhaps Gabriel’s kin – is found elsewhere in the 2nd District of Baltimore County in 1850.  A “Harriet” [click – ALL AT ONCE] is enumerated as 40 years old with a one year old female child, and residing with a white male of 29.  No other persons are enumerated with this household.  Allowing for age mistakes before or after the fact, this may be Harriet who was manumitted in September 1829 after presenting herself to the Court as a 26-year old woman enslaved by the late Charles Carnan Ridgely.

A third coincidence involves the unmistakable name, “Harcules” or “Hercules” Brice [click – ALL AT ONCE] is found among the inhabitants of Baltimore County’s 1st District.  This instance, however, it is not attached to the man who at 38 was freed by Ridgely, but rather a 15 year old mulatto living with a white farmer and family.  The name alone suggests a probable kinship link of some sort to the 1829er.

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

(title page)

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Those slaves too old to be freed by Charles Ridgely’s 1829 were distributed among his heirs [click]for the expressed purpose of caring for them, though it is not exactly clear what that meant.  Certification records for those freed also suggest a wide dispersal of Charles Carnan’s bondspeople not qualified for manumission [click].  If the oath-giver designation is any clue then Ridgely’s former slaves went to his daughters Sophia (10) [click]and Prudence (1) [click],  another daughter, Mary (2) [click], swore to the status of former slaves, whereas a son, David (11) [click], did as well.  The most prominent oath-giver was Charles Carnan’s son, John, who attested to 32 claims[click] of freed status.  This is interesting because by his father’s will, John received Hampton Plantation but no slaves.  The overwhelming majority of those for whom John vouched presented themselves in 1829 or 1830. 

[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Because his father left him no slaves, John Carnan Ridgely, the new Master of Hampton, had to assemble a workforce [click] quickly.

He doubtlessly had some slaves of his own.  Records show a good deal of activity in purchasing slaves for 11 months beginning September 1829[click].  Over that span, Ridgely purchased 27 men, women, and children, at a cost of $6,000.  John Ridgely or his agents acquired enslaved blacks [click] from estate sales, from holders, and from slave dealers, like Hope Slatter.

It must have been a surreal experience [click] for blacks moving into and out of slavery at Hampton, passing each other literally, on the way to different futures. [click]   Surely, among the enslaved population, an oral history developed about those who were set free, the 1829ers.  What impact must this have had on those moving to slavery at Hampton? [click]
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

Of the slave purchases for which records have been identified, the majority were made from local sellers[click] based in Baltimore City and County (some of whom were likely dealers and speculators).  However, Kent, Harford, and Frederick County were also identified [click] as the previous locales of bondage for the new Hampton slaves.

Altogether, 55, 41, and 63 blacks were enumerated as enslaved under John Ridgely at the Hampton Plantation in census schedules for 1840, 1850, and 1860. [click]
[click]; [NEXT SLIDE]

The black population in the vicinity of Hampton [click]mirrored that of Baltimore County generally: the number of enslaved blacks decreased (1660 to 497) of the period 1830 to 1860 in near proportion to the increase in number of free blacks.

Among slaveholding families [click], the Bosleys and the Worthingtons predominated Hampton’s south-central county region.
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Like all keepers of slaves, the Ridgely masters were doubtlessly concerned with issues of safety and control[click].   Flight was obviously an issue.  Examples of enslaved African Americans fleeing Hampton [click]have been gleaned from a variety of sources (newspaper advertisements, sheriff’s committal notices, court petitions, and plantation documents).  Yet, it is difficult to comment with any certainty on any but a handful of instances of flight.  Perhaps, however, a consideration of flight from Hampton [click] in categorical and hypothetical terms may prove enlightening than treating the episodes singularly.
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Again, the period under consideration, 1830 – 1860, embraces two overlapping phases[click] in the history of Hampton’s African Americans.  The execution of Charles Carnan Ridgely’s will[click] saw an exodus from Hampton.  Whether being released immediately, or at so future date, or not being freed because of the constraints of Maryland Law but simply being sent to live elsewhere “[in comfort…],” the historical black community of Hampton was moved out during the final months of 1829.  At the same time, the new “Master” of Hampton, John Carnan Ridgely [click], worked briskly to re-populate the slave quarters.  It is to be expected [click]that among each of these groups, outgoing and incoming, some saw the transition as an opportunity or motivation to flee. [click]  Evidence survives in support this.  
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While the limited manumissions resulting from Charles Carnan Ridgely’s passing were welcomed by many enslaved at Hampton, others may well have received them with great trepidation and perhaps a sense of powerlessness.  Flight may have been viewed as a proactive [click]– or at least opportunistic – response to the pending transition.  Yet, without further evidence, conjecture is difficult except on the broadest basis.  We know, for example, that there was a moment of uncertainty [click]as to the future of the enslaved population when two of the late-Charles Carnan’s sons-in-law challenged the will, petitioning the court to sell of them all and divide the proceeds among the heirs.  
This action [click]likely caused a reaction of flight.  During August 1829, thirteen Hampton slaves – one from the farm, 12 from the forges – fled. [click] All were recaptured and detained in the Baltimore Jail. [click]  
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The fugitive from the farm, Robert “Bob” Meads [click], was identified as belong to Charles Carnan’s Estate, but was held for greater than a year before being released, seemingly due a warrant against him from the state.  The others were released with days of capture.  It is possible though not yet apparent that a fourteenth slave ran with Bob Meads and the 12 from the forge.  Godfrey Ashburn was committed to the Baltimore Jail two months after the others.  There is no evidence as to when he first fled Hampton.  Ashburn would be manumitted per the will in February 1830.

Of the twelve forge slaves [click – all 12 at once] mentioned previously, only five are document as ever having been manumitted by the will – Baptist Williams in Dec. 1829, Henry Smith in 1830, Frank Green in 1830, Ben Cason in 1831, and Sam Howard in 1837.  All of the remaining seven appear on the inventory of slaves as attached to the forge.  One was appraised at $150 dollars, one at $200, and the other five at $300 each.  What this suggests about their ages – and thus eligibility to be manumitted – is unclear.  It is highly possible however that they all ran because they had doubts as to whether they would ever be free.  Indeed, it appears that time waiting was time wasted as Sam Howard and Lloyd Russell, two of the Forge 12, would run again the following year.  Another former slave of Charles Carnan Ridgely, identified in the jail docket as simply “Jacob” also fled in 1830.  He was delivered to his “master” James Howard.
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As has been stated, whether being freed by Charles Carnan Ridgely’s will or simply relocated, all of the 1829ers, if we may call them that, were moving out and away from Hampton.  For those “moving-in,” as John Carnan Ridgely frantically worked to replenish Hampton’s laboring population, the transitional nature of late-1829, early-1830 seemingly presented itself as an opportunity to run. [click]  Research notes suggest that many of the first slaves purchased by John Ridgely – and even those simply hired from other plantations – were of local-origin[click]; involved John’s dealing with neighbors, family, and acquaintances.  Thus, the “new” slaves coming to Hampton in 1829 and the early-1830s were likely not strangers to Baltimore County[click].  This may in turn inform attempts to interpret why and how a few of them fled, seemingly, at the first opportunity[click].  Argabus, for example, [click] ran mere weeks after being purchased in March 1830.  So, too, must have Connier Argalis, aka Thomas Connier, [click] who absconded but was captured and jailed in Baltimore during April 1830.  Another man, Isaac [click], suspected of having made his way to Pennsylvania by 1831, was being sought by John Ridgely.  While Benjamin Allen, a third example [click], fled in 1833. Perhaps this was same “Benjamin” purchased by John Ridgely from a Baltimore City seller in September 1829 as an 18 year-old.  Benjamin Allen was recovered by Ridgely from a Baltimore City Slave Jail, having been caught in flight and committed their in June 1833.  Likewise, “George,” purchased in 1832 [click] from William Wilmer was marked “gone” in plantation records by 1837.
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John Ridgely’s reaction to runaway slaves is difficult [click]to gauge.  Did he consider the occurrences to be simply annoyances, an unfortunate by-product of keeping people enslaved? Or was it viewed as serious, potentially disruptive phenomena among his enslaved population – perhaps he ascribed to the school of thought which viewed runaways as mentally-ill persons, “drapetomanics” as a … put it in …  We may never know with certainty.  However, in addition to evidence that John Ridgely pursued runaways, there is also evidence, perhaps, that be punished at least one fugitive he caught by selling him away, maybe even “South.” [click] John’s property, Charles Brown fled from Hampton in during the Christmas Holiday, 1834. [click]  He was caught and jailed on December 30, 1834 in Baltimore City. [click] On January 3, 1835 John sold Charles, “a slave for life,” to a Tennessee-based buyer for $350.00. [click] Brown was released from jail a month later to J.S. Skinner.
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Research notes tell us that during the 1840s several of John Ridgely’s enslaved blacks fled Hampton. [click]  Eighteen year old “Daniel” fled in 1840 [click], have been with Ridgely only three years.  Another slave, “Henry” was also “gone” by 1840. [click]  Between 1844 and 1845, three more – Dick Matthews, John Patterson, and John Hawkins[click] – are presumed to have fled according to different plantation record sources.  For the last, Hawkins, who fled in February 1845, [click]John Ridgely and his agents (including son, Charles) were still pursuing him by the 1850s.  In fact, under the authority of the 1850 Federal Fugitive Slave Act, the Ridgelys sought John Hawkins in Pennsylvania.  Jim Frisby ran in 1844, but was recovered the following year. [click]  John Kyle and Davy Jones ran from Hampton together in 1846. [click] The two do not appear in extant jail dockets for the State of Maryland, and apparently do not appear again in plantation records.
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Throughout the 1850s and the remainder of the Antebellum Era, it seems that African Americans at Hampton, as elsewhere, remained vigilant [click] for opportunities that might see them free.  Over the period of this study, better nearly 40% of the slave advertisements [click] for Baltimore City or County refer to persons who ran between 1850 and 1859.  Looking at approximately same time period, the chief chronicler of the organized Underground Railroad, William Still of Philadelphia, documents better than 60 cases [click] of blacks from Baltimore City and County who reached him and were shepherded from Pennsylvania to points further north.  
No Hampton fugitive is recorded by Still.  Yet, assistance from Pennsylvania was apparently not necessary for some. [click]  Fifteen year-old Rebecca Posey [click] absconded with herself in 1852.  The following year, twenty-five year-old Henry Jones [click] did likewise.  There is no evidence that either was caught or returned to Hampton.  
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In what must have been a dramatic and emotional episode, eight enslaved blacks [click] attempted to flee Hampton as a group in 1853.  What made this effort different that the group of 12 men enslaved at the Forge who attempted flight in 1829, was that the 1853 group was composed of both sexes and different ages.  They had, perhaps, come up together at Hampton, and were attempting to leave together.  They were caught, jailed and returned to John Ridgely.  Two other long-time Hampton slaves also fled [click] during the 1850s, but are not known to have been recovered.  Aleck [click], who had grown up at Hampton with other kinfolk, including his mother, Milly, ran in 1858, while long-time house servant Lucy Jackson’s son Henry [click], ran in 1861.
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[without comment – all at once]

Hampton’s black community: Fugitives

· Robert Meads (1829)

· The 12 Forge Slaves (1829)

· Ben Cason

· Baptist Williams

· Henry Smith

· Moses Smith

· Philip Gabriel

· Elisha Norris

· Lloyd Russel

· Lewis Williams

· Charles Johnson

· Frank Green

· Sam Howard

· Santy Hollins

· Jacob (1830)

· Argabus (1830)

· Connier Argalis (1830)

· aka Thomas Connier

· Isaac (1831)

· Benjamin Allen (1833)

· Charles Brown (1835)

· George (1837)

· Daniel (1840)

· Henry (1840)

· John Hawkins (1844)

· Dick Matthews (1844)

· John Patterson (1844)

· Jim Frisby (1846)

· John Kyle  (1846)

· Davy Jones (1846)

· Rebecca Posey (1852)

· [eight slaves] (1853)

· Henry Jones (1853) – This 25 year old African American man ran from Hampton in March 1853.

· Ellick (1858) – ; alias “Alleck; Milly’s Alleck”

· Charles Buckingham (1860)
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Questions that Remain

· The message from this is somewhat unclear.

· Did the Ridgely’s suspect that their fugitives were Pennsylvania-bound and thus rarely advertised in Maryland press?

· Were the numbers of fugitives so low, and the occurrence of flight so infrequent, that the Ridgely’s persued absconders by more private means?

· What records and source materials remain to be considered by this project? 

Contents of Handout Packets:
Updated list of Runaways, 1829 – 1860

Entry of the “Forge 12” – in color

Enslaved Blacks: Maryland Regions, 1830 - 1860
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