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Friends of the Press
of the Maryland Historical Society

THE PuBLiCcATIONS COMMITTEE continues its stalwart support of Maryland

Historical Society books with the funding of two titles during this season of com-
memorating the sesquicentennial of the Civil War and the bicentennial of the War

of 1812.

Ross J. Kelbaugh, Marylands Civil War Pho-

tographs: The Sesquicentennial Collection, is a
vast photographic record of the people, places,
and events surrounding the war. It is also the

largest collection of original Maryland-related
Civil War photographs ever published.

Donald R. Hickey’s 187 Things You Should
Know About the War of 1812 is a concise and
informative introduction to the often complex
issues surrounding that conflict, presented

AY
1hings Yon
These books are numbers five and six of the Sl”"]l{] |\||||\\

in an engaging

question-and-
answer format.

Friends of the Press titles, continuing the society’s \hont the

mission to bring forth the best new Maryland history. “il 1 m‘ Nl
We invite you to become a supporter, to follow the
path first laid out with the society’s founding in 1844. i
Help us fill in the unknown pages of Maryland’s past .
for future generations. Become, quite literally, an im-
portant part of Maryland history. If you would like to DONAI DR HICKEY

make a tax-deductible gift to the Friends of the Press,
please direct your gift to Development, Maryland His-
torical Society, 201 W. Monument Street, Baltimore, MD,
21201. For additional information on MdHS publications,

contact Patricia Dockman Anderson, Editor, 410-685-3750
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Editor’s Notebook

Bertram Wyatt-Brown, in Memoriam

In 1995, editor Ernest L. Scott addressed the question of why there were so many
names on the Maryland Historical Magazine masthead and detailed the roles and
responsibilities of those who brought this journal to print. Although those duties
have shifted over the past eighteen years, the Publications Committee’s function
remains unchanged. The recent death of member Bertram Wyatt-Brown prompts
another behind-the-scenes revelation into the workings of this essential group of
volunteers, some of whom have gathered at the table for decades.

Historians, publishers, editors, lawyers, and a judge serve on this committee,
identified on the masthead as the “Editorial Board.” Some are retired and others are
building careers, but all share their time and expertise in continuing a century-long
tradition of excellence and integrity. Members read and critique submissions, review
new titles, fundraise for Friends of the Press, approve production costs, and break
into subcommittees for special projects. Beyond the tangible, the committee ofters
unfailing intellectual and moral support, and every question is answered, no matter
how trivial. Jean Baker brought Bert to the committee in 2005. His personal warmth
and humor enlivened our meetings as his scholarship buttressed our work. Even as
his health failed, he tirelessly offered encouragement during the most challenging
of seasons. We will miss him most deeply. Standing on the threshold of volume 108,
we thank you, Bertram Wyatt-Brown, for gracing our efforts, and this committee of
luminaries for their commitment to Maryland history through the printed word.

PDA

Cover

Marylands Union regiments lost forty-eight officers during the Civil War, among them Captain
Robert A. Wilson, photographed in 1861 at Camp Carroll, Baltimore. In February 1865, Robert
and his brother, Colonel John W. Wilson, suffered fatal injuries during three days of fighting
at Dabneys Mill (Hatchers Run). John died on the battlefield and Robert in Baltimore one
week later. The battle, one in a series of General Robert E. Lees attempts to break the siege of
Petersburg and Richmond, resulted in 3,000 deaths and no clear victory for the Union Army.
(Courtesy, the Logan family.)
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Archaeologists have recently identified the southern Maryland site of the Piscataway on lands that
belonged to Governor Charles Calvert. (John Ogilby, Nova Terra-Maria Tabula [London, 1671].

Maryland Historical Society.)




‘The Zekiah Town and Fort of the

Piscataway and Allied Indians
(1665-1692)

WAYNE E. CLARK

chiefdom attempted with diplomacy, skill, and tenacity to navigate the turbulent
waters brought by a growing tide of English settlers. The Lords Baltimore and
Governor Charles Calvert entered into formal treaties with them to codify the terms
of mutual coexistence, to trade for furs and other commodities, to provide for allied

defense against common Iroquois enemies, and to establish the formal relationship
between independent English and Algonquian polities. Under the power of the 1633

charter granted them by the King of England, the Lords Baltimore claimed title to all
lands in Maryland. The tayac and weroances of the southern Maryland chiefdoms
initially resisted that assumption by giving land to the Jesuits, a practice the Lords
Baltimore stopped in the 1640s. By the 1650s, the native leadership had conceded
the dominance of the Maryland and English governments and had begun to enter
into treaties that created a series of reserves for the various allied chiefdoms in which
they could maintain their self-government and Algonquian way of life.!

This article poses new theories about the Algonquian and English leaderships’
need to establish a dual system of land reserves for Indian use. The traditional sub-
sistence pattern practiced by all the chiefdoms involved living in agricultural towns

from summer to fall, moving families to smaller winter hunting quarters, moving
them again to early spring fishing quarters, and in late spring returning the entire
population to their summer towns in the tidewater to plant crops. The reserves were
carved out of a radius of three miles around the summer town lands. The Choptico,
Portaback, and Piscataway chiefdoms also had reserves created for them surrounding

their winter hunting quarters. Reserves were not created around the spring fishing
quarters, but in all treaties the Indians kept the right to hunt, crab, and fish in lands
and waters that Lord Baltimore conveyed to the ever-expanding English population
seeking to plant tobacco.

The extensive Zekiah Swamp served as a bufter rich in food resources necessary
to support the seasonal rounds of the Choptico chiefdom and the five chiefdoms
led by the tayac of the Piscataway paramount chiefdom. Zekiah Manor was estab-

I n seventeenth-century Maryland, the leadership of the Piscataway paramount

The author, executive director of the Tri-County Council for Southern Maryland, has
published several works on Marylands Indian peoples.
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lished in 1665 around the Zekiah Indian town, which this author proposes was
the principal winter hunting quarters of the Piscataway paramount chiefdom, and
Governor Charles Calvert retained title to the manor for use by the Zekiah Indians.
To reinforce his title to this manor, Calvert built his summer home there in 1673, at
a spot that appears to have been within a mile of the Zekiah Indian town along the
Piney Branch Indian path.

In 1675, the Maryland and Virginia English and the Choptico, Mattawoman, and
Piscataway allied chiefdoms besieged a Susquehannock fort on Piscataway Creek.
During the siege, the English killed five Susquehannock tribal leaders who had
come out of the fort under a flag of truce, a diplomatic blunder that embittered the
Susquehannocks. Those who escaped the English siege eventually formed an alli-
ance with the Five Nation Iroquois and lived under their authority. They also spent

the next decade encouraging the Iroquois either to force the southern Maryland
Indians to join them or eliminate them as a people in retaliation for their alliance
with the Maryland English.

By 1680, Iroquoian attacks drove the Piscataway to seek permission from the
Maryland leadership to move east to the Choptico or Zekiah towns or to the Matta-
woman fort. The parties settled on relocating the occupants of the Piscataway fort to
a new one they built within Zekiah Manor and close to the Zekiah Indian town in the
area of the Piney Branch Indian path. Here they resided peacefully with the Mary-
landers until Lord Baltimore’s Catholic-dominated government was overthrown in
1689 during the Protestant Reformation. Leaders of the southern Maryland chiefdom
soon found that the new Protestant government was suspicious of the Piscataway
Indian alliances to both the Iroquois, which the Piscataway Indians entered into
in 1682, and to the Catholic leadership in Maryland and therefore were generally
hostile toward them. With the arrival of Sir Lionel Copley as governor in 1692, and
his subsequent anti-Indian measures, the Piscataway abandoned the Zekiah fort for

one they built on Rock Creek at the fall line of the Potomac drainage, beyond the

reach of the Maryland government.
Lord Baltimore, now out of power in Maryland and struggling to retain title

to his lands, took measures in 1690 to reassure the Piscataway that he would hold
the Piscataway and Zekiah Manor’s reserves for their use on the prospect that he
would someday return to Maryland. Baltimore regained control of his manors in
the mid-1690s but failed to regain control of the colony from the Protestant govern-
ment, which saw no advantage in treating the Piscataway fairly since it prized their
reserve lands over any benefit from an alliance. The Piscataway responded in 1697
by migrating even farther west in the Piedmont beyond the control of the provincial
government. Having failed to secure the return of the Piscataway to their reserve
lands, Lord Baltimore began conveying tracts within Zekiah Manor to his loyal sup-
porters. The former cornfields, Zekiah town, and Zekiah fort were deeded to English
settlers and their locations forgotten.
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In the 1930s interest in the Zekiah fort was revived through the research of
Raphael Semmes and William B. Marye, the leading historians of their genera-
tion interested in southern Maryland’s seventeenth-century Indian life. Efforts by
archaeologists to follow their clues and locate the fort near the Zekiah Swamp were
unsuccessful until 2011, when a team assembled under the leadership of a St. Mary’s
College professor, Dr. Julia King, with funding provided by Michael and Laura Sul-
livan, Smallwood Foundation of Charles County, conclusively discovered the location

of Zekiah town (1665-1680) within Zekiah Manor. They believe that the Zekiah Fort
(1680-1692) was built within the limits of the Zekiah Indian town. Both the town

and the fort sites are predicted to be within the largest land tract of Zekiah Manor,
the Jordan tract (Figure 1).

In the early seventeenth century, the Piscataway paramount chiefdom consisted
of five smaller chiefdoms or polities under the rule of the Piscataway paramount
chief. The Piscataway term for the paramount chief was tayac; the English referred
to him as the Indians’ emperor. The smaller chiefdoms under the authority of the

tayac in the 1630s were the Anacostian, Piscataway, Mattawoman, Nanjemoy, and
Portoback chiefdoms. For the purposes of this study, individual polities under the

authority of a weroance will be called chiefdoms, and the larger government under
control of the tayac will be called a paramount chiefdom.? Each chiefdom was ruled

by a weroance—the English referred to weroances as kings—who acknowledged
the authority of the tayac of the Piscataway paramount chiefdom.? That chiefdom
stretched from the fall line along the north shore of the Potomac River southward to
the Port Tobacco River drainage. In 1632, Henry Fleet estimated that five thousand
Algonquian-speaking Indians lived in various polities along both shores of the tidal
Potomac River basin.4

The Choptico chiefdom and allied Indian towns along the tidal Wicomico River
and the three chietfdoms along the Patuxent River were independent of the Piscataway
paramount chiefdom but allied with one another for mutual support.> In 1651, the
Choptico and allied Patuxent groups entered into a treaty with Lord Baltimore, who
then created and held for them as a reserve the Choptico Resolving Manor of more
than six thousand acres at the juncture of Choptico Creek and the Wicomico River.®
That year the governor also reserved Beaver Dam Manor on the upper Wicomico
River for his own use, but the land also appears to have been reserved as a winter
hunting quarters for the Choptico chiefdom.?

By the 1650s the weroances and great men of the southern Maryland Indian
chiefdoms apparently concluded that Lord Baltimore and the colonists intended
to “reserve land” for Indian use only around major, permanent Indian settlements.
Since hunting quarters were only seasonally used and occupied, Indian abandon-
ment during three quarters of the year led the colonists to pressure Baltimore to
remove the reserve status from these underutilized lands and to permit their use for
tobacco plantations. A practical solution appears to have been to establish year-round
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Figure 1: The 1789 plat of Zekiah Manor, established in 1665 around the Zekiah Indian town. Image
reproduced with permission of the Maryland State Archives, MSA S65-126.

residency for select Indian families at the hunting quarters and compelling those
families to establish agricultural fields around their homes in these non-fortified
towns. The “towns” in the traditional hunting areas of the major chiefdoms thus met
the rule that the reserves were secure under Lord Baltimore’s ownership so long as
the Indians continued to demonstrate year-round residency.
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A broader understanding of the seasonal shifting of settlement patterns is im-
portant to set the stage for seventeenth-century decisions made by the Piscataway
regarding reserve lands and village movement. All the Algonquian-speaking Indians
of southern Maryland followed an annual seasonal round of three shifts in settlement
locations to take advantage of changing resources in the five seasons they observed.
From early spring (cattapeuk) to early summer (cohattayough), families resided
in fishing quarters where they depended on fish and waterfowl in addition to such
foods as tuckahoe (a fresh water marsh root) and oysters. From summer to late fall
(nepinough and taquitock), most of a chiefdom’s population lived in the farming
hamlets along major rivers in areas where the soil was good for growing corn, beans,
and squash. After the harvest and feasting ended, families relocated to the interior of
their territory and established smaller winter hunting quarters, periodically bring-
ing food back to the families that remained in the agricultural villages. The winter
season was called popanow. Traditionally, only the farming towns were occupied
year-round by a part of the population.®

The Zekiah Swamp served as a winter hunting area and buffer zone used by the
members of the Piscataway paramount chiefdom and the Choptico chiefdom.? Trails

from the villages along the drainage divides to Mattawoman and Zekiah Swamps
allowed for the regular travel between summer villages and the interior hunting
camps. With the return of spring vegetation and annual fish runs, the families shifted
to the tidal rivers to take advantage of tuckahoe, oysters, fish, waterfowl, and other
gathered materials.’

In 1666 the Maryland government continued to encourage all southern Maryland
chietdoms to acknowledge control of the Piscataway tayac, a move that non-allied
chietdoms and some allied chiefdoms successfully resisted.” The 1666 treaty, agreed
to by the Piscataway's tayac, various weroances, and the great men of the recognized
chiefdoms and independent Indian towns, reafirmed existing Indian reserves and
created new ones. The articles of peace included the “Pascattoway, Anacostanck, Do-
ags, Mikikiwomans, Manasquesend, Mattawomans, Chingwawateick, Hangemaick,
Portobackes, Sacayo (Zekiah), Panyayo [Pangayo| and Choptico.”?

The first mention of the Zekiah and Pangayo dated to a year earlier when Gov-
ernor Calvert laid out six-thousand-acre manors to include the best lands around
the Indian towns of Pangaio and Sackio.” The Zekiah Indians, from 1665 to the last
reference to them in 1692, were never represented by a weroance. After 1680 their
name is interchangeable with the Piscataway associated with Zekiah fort or Zekiah
town. A major Indian path connected Zekiah Indian town to the old Piscataway fort
on Piscataway Creek. The evidence indicates that Zekiah Manor was created around

a winter hunting quarters used by the various chiefdoms under the control of the
Piscataway paramount chieftdom.'4

The Pangayo Indian town was located on the Port Tobacco River and was prob-
ably established to serve as a reserve around the winter hunting quarters of the Por-
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toback chiefdom, part of the Piscataway paramount chiefdom. The Portobacks were
led by a weroance but the Pangayo were not, forming the basis for this interpretation
that the Pangayo Manor may have been a hunting quarter reserve for the Portoback
chiefdom. Manor reserves around the summer-fall towns of the weroances were
established along the Nanjemoy River for the Nanjemoy chiefdom, Mattawoman
Creek for the Mattawoman chiefdom, and Piscataway Creek for the Piscataway
paramount chiefdom.” The Nanjemoy, Mattawoman, and Piscataway all had forts,
while the Choptico, Portobacks, Pangayo, and Zekiah lived in towns.

In the 1660s, English encroachment along the tidal rivers increased pressure on
the remaining chiefdoms to situate their semi-permanent agricultural villages wisely,
and they tended to select freshwater marsh areas for their abundant and diverse
types of food. This satisfied the summer-fall and spring portions of their seasonal
round while still requiring families to travel to hunting quarters during the winter
and fishing quarters in early spring. They could reach oyster, waterfowl, and fishing
areas by canoe without trespassing on land held by the English. A dual system of
reserves for agriculture and hunting was basic, but the Indians still demanded and
received access to all tidal waters outside the reserve lands. The treaties of 1651, 1666,
and 1692 clearly stated that the “privilege of hunting, crabbing, fishing & fowling
shall be preserved to the Indians inviolably.”*°

The 1666 treaty also created reserves around the Indian towns that did not
already have them. Two reserves, each encompassing more than six thousand
acres, were established around the Pangayo town on the Port Tobacco River and
Zekiah town on the Zekiah Swamp. These provided access to freshwater marshes
with their abundant fish, plant life, and game. Large numbers of beaver in the
freshwater valleys created abundant grassy areas that attracted deer, and the Eng-
lish trade in deerskins continued with the Zekiah and Pangayo Indians long after
the beaver had been trapped out.”” The area also provided excellent soil for the

bean/corn/squash crops and upland mast species (nut trees) required to sustain

the native way of life. A feasible interpretation of the Beaverdam, Pangayo, and
Zekiah Manors is that they were held as preserves by Lord Baltimore for use as

Indian hunting quarters.

By the spring of 1680, the tayac of the Piscataway was living in a fort on a hill on
the southeast side of the headwaters of Piscataway Creek. When the fort came under
repeated attack by the Susquehannock Indians and their Iroquoian allies to the north,
the tayac and his great men asked the Maryland governor for permission to move to
the territories of the Choptico or Zekiah Indians, located in two proprietary manors
established as Indian reserves in the Wicomico River drainage. A third alternative
would have been to move to an Indian fort of the Mattawoman chiefdom, located
in their reserve on Mattawoman Creek. Calvert granted them permission to move

to Zekiah Manor, which had been designated in 1665 as a buffer around the Zekiah
Indian town located on the west side of Zekiah Swamp.*®
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Placing the Piscataway in the existing reserve north of colonial settlement sig-
naled their value as a buffer against attacks on the English by the northern tribes.
Zekiah Indian town appears to have been the winter hunting quarters of the com-
bined chiefdoms of the Piscataway and so was a logical choice and one agreeable
to both Calvert and the tayac, who moved to a newly built fort on Zekiah Manor
in 1680. The Zekiah, Piscataway, and their tayac stayed there until 1692, when they
relocated to yet another new fort on Rock Creek in the fall line region on the edge
of the Maryland frontier.?

The tayac was moving his fort to a hunting quarter shared by the allied chiefdoms
of the Piscataway. By 1680, the Zekiah Indian town also would have had agricultural
helds for the families who resided there throughout the year so as to retain posses-
sion of the manor. As the Piscataway moved to Zekiah Manor in May of 1680, they
most logically would have chosen the Zekiah town lands with established agricultural
fields. They focused first on building a new fort, and probably used that part of the
forest that had been cleared for the fort’s palisade as fields for their second and third

plantings of corn. By the spring of 1681, they had enclosed the agricultural fields in
fences to keep out English settlers’ roving cattle and pigs.2°

The Choptico stayed at their town and only took temporary refuge at Zekiah
fort during the Iroquois attacks in 1681. To maintain control over and rights to
the reserves, the Choptico preferred to stay in the reserves instead of resettling at
Zekiah fort within Zekiah Manor.*' Beginning in the 1640s the adjacent Basford
and St. Clements Manors had been settled with a number of English farms on the
tidewater Wicomico River; by the 1680s, isolated English land grants lay within
the boundaries of the manor. The only way the Choptico could keep their claim on
both the Beaverdam and Choptico reserves was to inhabit the sites and retain use
by occupancy of the heart of their remaining territory.?

The Mattawoman, Choptico, and Piscataway who had assisted in the attack
on the Susquehannock fort on Piscataway Creek were awarded match coats by the
English for their service, but they had also incurred a lasting vendetta from those
Susquehannocks who escaped the siege and settled back in their traditional territory
on the Susquehanna River in Pennsylvania. There they came under the authority of
the Five Nations Iroquois and used that relationship to involve the Iroquois in venge-
ful raids on the southern Maryland chiefdoms. But from 1676 to 1682, the Iroquois
launched a series of attacks against the Piscataway and allied chiefdoms out of more
than revenge. The Iroquois had a constant need to replace people lost to illness or
raids which they met by taking prisoners during their raids. So many members of
the Choptico, Piscataway, Mattawoman, and Nanjemoy chiefdoms were captured
and taken north that by 1680 the tayac of the Piscataway asked Maryland authorities
for permission to abandon their fort on Piscataway Creek and move closer to the
Maryland settlers for survival.

Research since 1989 indicates that the new (1680-1692) Piscataway fort was
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located in the Manor of Zekiah. The discovery of the plat of Zekiah Manor in Revo-
lutionary War records places the manor not in the area of Kerrick Swamp but north
of Piney Branch, to the north of Jordan Swamp, and west of Zekiah Swamp (Figures
1 and 2). The fort had to be: 1) near the Piscataway-Zekiah path that followed the
Piney Branch drainages of Zekiah Swamp, Mattawoman Creek, and Piscataway
Creek; 2) within the Zekiah Manor reserve established in 1665 by Lord Baltimore for
the Piscataway and allied Indians as a possible hunting reserve; 3) within the largest
landholding (Jordan tract) in Zekiah Manor held for Lord Baltimore; 4) within the
sound of a gunshot (between two and three miles) of Lord Baltimores 1673-1681
summer house, which was probably within the bounds of “His Lordships Favor;
and on suitable soil for cornfields, which reportedly surrounded the fort. It further
had to contain evidence of a square/rectangular footprint of a stockade and bastions
modeled after European fortifications; a moderate midden accumulated after twelve
years of occupation (1680-1692); subsurface evidence of soil borrow ditches similar
to those observed at the former site of the 1679 “old fort™ on Piscataway Creek, and
post mold stains from the palisade’s post line; and Camden and debased Potomac
Creek wares, European gun flints, shot, ceramics, wine bottles, horseshoes, hoes,
scissors and other English material from the period 1680-1692, and possibly shards
of Iroquoian pipes, shell wampum and other items the Susquehannock and Five
Nation Iroquois used in trade (1682-1692).%

The site of the Zekiah Indian town would contain Potomac Creek complex and
European artifacts dating from at least 1665 to 1680, with even earlier evidence of
occupation if the town was settled in the location of a former hunting quarters. The
site of the town should also present sufficient evidence of Indian bows and arrows
and European weapons, shot, gun flints, and flint flakes as well as European trade
items acquired in exchange for deer furs and other services. The diversity of artifacts
at the hunting quarters should be less than the Zekiah town, which should be less
dense and diverse as those from the Zekiah fort. If the fort was built on the town
site, the European artifacts present should date from 1665 to 1692, and a little earlier
if the town was also the site of a hunting quarters which dated prior to 1665.

In the winter of 1679-1680, the Susquehannocks and their Iroquois allies built
a fort five hundred yards away from but within sight of the Piscataway fort on Pis-
cataway Creek. In the spring of 1680, the Piscataway received permission from Lord
Baltimore to relocate to a new fort. Zekiah fort was approved by the English, and the
Piscataway were notified to repair thence “and there to seate themselves under such
Fortifications as they shall think fitt to Erect for their Safe guard and Defense.”?4

The 1660-1680 Piscataway fort was built on a high promontory above the tidal
headwaters of Piscataway Creek.?> The northern boundary of the Piscataway or
Calverton Manor followed along Piney Branch of Piscataway Creek, perhaps close to
the Piscataway “old fort.” From there, the path went toward the Mattawoman Swamp,
crossing near and following the north side of Piney Branch.2® The headwaters of this




The Zekiah Town and Fort 237

second Piney Branch erode to the headwaters of a third Piney Branch that empties
into the Zekiah Swamp just south of modern Route 5. The projected path traverses
a mere fifteen miles, which is a one-day walk. The naming of Piney Branch for the
Piscataway, Mattawoman, and Zekiah drainages, with adjacent headwaters, seems
more than a random act.”” The Zekiah-to-Piscataway path will be called the Piney
Branch Indian path for the rest of this article.

A 1903 topographic map of Piscataway Creek shows an old dirt road along the
ridged divide leading from Farmington Landing to modern Route 373. From there it
is not far to the mouth of Piney Branch on the Mattawoman Creek. The 1795 Griffith
Map shows the road at that time generally following modern Route 5 northeast of
Piney Branch. The path would have ended at Zekiah Indian town in the vicinity of
Piney Branch’s juncture with Zekiah Swamp.?® Two archaeological sites with Poto-
mac Creek Plain pottery and one with Colono-Indian ware have been reported at
the mouth of or near Piney Branch and Zekiah Swamp. Not far to the north another
Potomac Creek complex site with some flakes of English gun flint has recently been

tested.?® These sites are thought to be the pre-1665 site of the Zekiah Indian hunting
quarters. The post-1665 location of the Zekiah Indian town and possible Zekiah fort is

at the Windy Knoll site, which would have been near the lower ford of Piney Branch
and on its north side, across from His Lordships Favor (Figure 2). After attacking the
Zekiah fort in 1681, the Iroquois are reported to have followed a broad path toward
the old Piscataway fort. That would have been the Piney Branch Indian path.3°

The Piney Branch Indian path connected the Piscataway Creek hilltop fort, a
year-round agricultural town, to the Zekiah Indian hunting quarters. When the
Piscataway Creek fort was deserted in May of 1680, the Piscataway apparently fol-
lowed the well-trodden path to the Zekiah Manor hunting preserve. On June 28,
1680, Captain Randolph Brandt, an officer of the Maryland militia, reported that
the Piscataway were afraid of being discovered by the Seneca before they had built
their new fort.3' Their fears were warranted because the fort was attacked in early
August.

The cumulative evidence suggests two possibilities. One is that the Zekiah aban-
doned their non-palisaded town in 1680 to join the Piscataway in their new Zekiah
fort, which might have been situated some distance from the Zekiah town in an area
the Iroquois would have had difhculty finding while it was under construction. The
other possibility is that the Zekiah fort was built very near to or within the limits of
the Zekiah town itself. If that was the case, the Piscataway and Zekiah both would
have occupied the fort for mutual protection. In 1682 the Piscataway and the Iroquois
reached a formal treaty.3* The resulting peace would have permitted the Piscataway
and Zekiah to settle outside the fort’s walls without fear of attack.

The available documents do not show that the Piscataway built this new fort at
or inside the Zekiah Indian town, but between 1680 and 1692 the historical record
mentions Zekiah Indian town only twice.33 The Archives of Maryland contain more
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Figure 2: Zekiah Manor, associated historic land grants, and archaeological survey locations. (Map
by Wayne E. Clark.)

than a dozen references to the Zekiah fort. Several references to treaty discussions
include instructions to the ambassadors to look after the interests of the “Piscataway
or Zachiah Indians” and the “Piscataway and Zachiah Indians,’*4 implying that they
were still recognized as a separate people but considered one polity. The inference
is that both the Zekiah and the Piscataway resided in Zekiah fort. In 1692, the tayac
of the Piscataway informed Governor Copley that only a few Indians remained to
keep and look after it.3
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After the tayac and many of the Piscataway and Zekiah Indians abandoned Ze-
kiah fort that spring to build a new fort on Rock Creek and plant cornfields, there is
no mention of the Zekiah fort in the Maryland archives, but the archives do contain
references to the Piscataway fort. Colonel Boarman, who had been Lord Baltimore’s
faithful agent for the Zekiah and Piscataway Indians, was replaced by Colonel Ad-
dison, a man loyal to the new Protestant government after the Glorious Revolution of
1688.3° Addison lived on a tract adjacent to today’s Wilson Bridge in Prince George’s

County, and his frequent interaction with the Piscataway after 1692 is a clear indicator
that the new Piscataway fort was in the former territory of the Anacostia chiefdom.

Other documents suggest it was built on the upper Rock Creek.

The Modern Search for Zekiah Fort

Archaeologists and historians have been searching for the Piscataway Indians’
seventeenth-century Zekiah fort since the 1930s. William B. Marye showed that the
fort was within Zekiah Manor but could not find a tract map to confirm the manor’s
boundaries, and, because archaeologists who subsequently took up the search for
the fort's remains lacked that information, surface surveys taken from Allen’s Fresh
north to Route 5 on the upper Zekiah Swamp drainage were unsuccessful.?”

In 1989, John Hansen discovered the Zekiah tract map (Figure 1) among the
eighteenth-century survey plats buried among the public auction records in the
Revolutionary War section of the Maryland State Archives. His sharing of the dis-
covery with this author refocused mapping and survey efforts in 1989-1990 and in
2008-2011 to within the Zekiah Manor boundaries. Hansen’s work led him to con-
clude that Zekiah fort was located in the fifteen hundred acres assigned to William
Joseph in 1690, the “Jordan Tract,” which lies on the west side of Zekiah Swamp and
extends from Piney Branch to north of Jordan Swamp.3® However, surface surveys
in the vicinity of the mouth of Jordan Swamp in 1989-1990 and 2008-2011 failed to
reveal evidence consistent with the remains of a 1680s Zekiah town or fort.

In 2008 a team of archaeologists, historians, and surveyors, later joined by rep-
resentatives of the three contemporary Piscataway Indian groups, began a systematic
survey funded by Michael and Laura Sullivan through the Smallwood Foundation
on the east and west sides of Zekiah Swamp. Marye had thought that Kerrick Swamp
was within the boundary of the Zekiah Manor and suspected that that was where
Zekiah Fort had been.? In 2009 the research team, led by Julia King of St. Mary’s
College, tested two sites on the south and north sides of the juncture of Kerrick and
Zekiah Swamps that reconfirmed previous findings of insufficient archaeological
evidence for a Zekiah Indian town or the Piscataway fort.4°

By 2009, researchers were in agreement that Zekiah Fort was somewhere within
Zekiah Manor. The St. Mary’s College team found an English home site dating to
the early eighteenth century in His Lordship’s Favor tract within Zekiah Manor, and
in 2011 they turned their attention to the southern section of the Jordan tract. Deed
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references to the William Joseph tract (the “Jordan Tract”) that described old Indian
fields and the earlier presence of an Indian town piqued their interest. Excavations
revealed the long-sought pattern of seventeenth-century colonial artifacts intermixed
with a concentration of deposits of the Potomac Creek archaeological complex as-
sociated with the allied chiefdoms of the Piscataway paramount chiefdom. Although
their first year of test excavations of what came to be called the “Windy Knoll” site
did not uncover stains from a trench and palisade like those at the Piscataway fort of
1660-1680, they were confident that the Zekiah fort was somewhere on the Windy
Knoll site.#' Archaeological and historical evidence confirms that the Zekiah Indian
town of 1665-1680 was at Windy Knoll, and historical references suggest that the
Piscataway fort of 1680-1692 was built either at the town or nearby. The Windy Knoll
site is near the area shown as Zekiah Town and fort in Figure 2.

Marye had noted that, to comply with the terms of the 1666 treaty, Zekiah Manor
was resurveyed for Lord Baltimore in August 1669 as a reserve for the Piscataway
and allied chiefdoms. He had placed the fort at Kerrick Swamp based on a reference
to the Zekiah town being situated four miles from the house of a Dennis Huscuhabh,
a planter, which was five miles north of John Pryor’s merchant house at the Allens
Fresh area of the Wicomico River.#* He assumed that the Zekiah town of 1682 was
one and the same with the Zekiah fort of the same period. The scattered Potomac
Creek pottery reported from small sites at the mouths of Kerrick Swamp and Piney
Creek only allude to winter hunting quarters or a dispersed Indian town, not to a
fortified village.

Charles Calvert honored his commitment to the various chiefdoms in Maryland
by retaining title to the lands he had set aside as reserves. He patented and conveyed
tracts to his most trusted officers to hold for them—Choptico Resolving, Calverton
Manor, Piscataway Manor, and Zekiah Manor, where he built his summer house.*?
When the Piscataway asked to move into Choptico Resolving, Lord Baltimore as-
signed them to Zekiah Manor instead, and apparently encouraged them to build
their new fort to the north of his summer house at what became His Lordships
Favor. Doing so would preserve the traditional role of the Piscataway as a bufler
between the various English settlements to the south and the vacant lands subject
to attack by the Iroquois and other northern Indians. Had he allowed the Piscat-
away to build in the Choptico Resolving Manor reserve, many English plantations
would have been put at risk of attack.* Since Zekiah Manor was still on the fringe
of English settlement in 1680 and the Piscataway chiefdoms were already using it as
a designated hunting preserve, it was the logical place to relocate the Piscataway in
time of aggression by the Iroquois.

John Hansen made a good case for Lord Baltimore having carved out the fifteen-
hundred-acre Jordan tract in 1690 to serve as the reduced reserve for the Piscataway
Indians at Zekiah fort.4> Hansen noted that Lord Baltimore was in England in 1688

defending his charter when he sent a Catholic friend, William Joseph, to Maryland
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to serve as governor. After the overthrow of King James II, Maryland Protestants
spread rumors that the Piscataway were conspiring with Governor Joseph to kill
them. In 1689, John Goode led a coup detat that overthrew Lord Baltimore’s govern-
ment, and Governor Joseph fled with the Jesuits to Virginia. Once Lord Baltimore
lost his right to govern, his property rights remained unsettled. In 1690 he granted
to William Joseph the fifteen hundred acres of the Jordan tract as a private transac-
tion. That allowed Baltimore to keep his promise to the Piscataway at Zekiah fort

and protected at least that portion of the Indian reserve. By 1696, the proprietor
had regained control of the patent records, and three years later, he granted William

Boarman, his former Indian agent and interpreter, His Lordship’s Favor.4®

By 1692 a number of factors induced the Piscataway to leave the Zekiah Manor.
These included English encroachment, colonists deliberately knocking down Indian
fences, the adverse effects of rum on Piscataway society, their alliance with the Iro-
quois Five Nations, the new Protestant leadership’s distrust of the Piscataway and its
aspiration to take over reserve lands in order to expand English settlement, and the

Piscataway's distrust of the Virginia and Maryland governments.4” The actual date
of their departure is unclear, but the available historical records suggest 1692. Since

William Joseph would have held on to Jordan Tract to honor Lord Baltimore’s pledge
so long as the Piscataway remained on the Zekiah reserve, the fact that he sold it in
1696 to John Smith, a Virginia planter, suggests that the Piscataway were no longer
occupying the fort or expected to return there. Moreover, in 1697 the Piscataway
abandoned their Rock Creek fort and moved to the Piedmont area of northern Vir-

ginia. Their subsequent move to Heater (Conoy) Island on the Potomac Piedmont
in 1699 was a clear rebuff of Maryland officials’ attempts to persuade them to return
to their tidewater reserves. That same year Colonel Boarman received His Lordship’s
Favor from Lord Baltimore. The Piscataway lived on Conoy Island until the tayac
and his people left Maryland in 1711 to move to Pennsylvania.48

Gunshots in the Night

William Marye pointed out that from Governor Calvert’s “Zachajah House” Captain
Brandt heard the 1681 Iroquois attack on Zekiah fort, stating that “there were a great
many Guns shot in the night.”49 Assuming that Calvert’s Zekiah summer house was in
the area later formed as His Lordship's Favor, the fort had to have been within earshot
of gunfire from the north. Gunshots can be heard for two, or perhaps three miles
under ideal conditions.>® The portion of the Jordan tract north of Jordan Swamp is
three miles from His Lordship’s Favor, but Windy Knoll is only a mile from it. Based
on this analysis, the Zekiah fort was probably in the southern section of the Jordan
tract, on the north side of Piney Branch.

This author has periodically searched for evidence of Zekiah fort within the
Jordan tract since 1989. Surface survey of cultivated fields on the property of Thomas
Middleton on the south side of Jordan tract failed to reveal any sites with Poto-
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mac Creek pottery or seventeenth-century colonial artifacts (Figure 2: Middleton
Survey). Farther west on the south side of Jordan Swamp, Julia King found one
site with an English gun flint flake and Potomac Creek pottery, interpreted as a
seventeenth-century hunting quarter.s* Survey efforts of cultivated fields and woods
north of Jordan Swamp within the Jordan tract were similarly unsuccessful (Figure
2: Izaak Walton League’s property). Review of photographs from the air of both
areas revealed two rectangular stains on the Izaak Walton League’s property of the
size and composition predicted to be the remains of a colonial period, rectangular
fort design (Figure 3). Shovel test pitting of Stain # 1 did not reveal artifacts dating
to the seventeenth century. The Izaak Walton League’s artifact collection from the
Archaic period site nearby lacked seventeenth-century period artifacts. While both
properties are within the Jordan tract, the three-mile distance from His Lordship’s
Favor and the absence of seventeenth-century sites suggest that the Jordan Swamp
area was not the location of the Zekiah fort.

In 1676 the Piscataway chiefdom may have had eighty men, based on the number
of match coats awarded them for their assistance in attacking the Susquehannock
fort on Piscataway Creek. When twenty Piscataway men were reported at their fort
on Heater Island in 1699, they were among twenty women and thirty children, cre-
ating a ratio of one warrior for every 2.5 women and children.>? This ratio suggests
that 280 people might have lived at Zekiah fort if all the warriors and their families
moved there in 1680. To sustain that number, cornfields would had to have ranged
from 100 to 180 acres. The seventeenth-century reference indicates that the Iro-
quois hid in the cornfields to ambush anyone leaving the fort. They were extensive
enough that the Iroquois could cut down the crops unconcerned by gunfire from
those within the fort.3

The Chesapeake Bay Algonquians are reported to have planted at least three suc-
cessive crops of corn to hedge against drought and other factors. The Windy Knoll
site exists in a favorable upland location upon soils that could support agriculture in
all conditions from drought to excessive rainfall and sustain three plantings. Windy
Knoll site is also within a mile’s walk from the insect-infested Zekiah Swamp and
would have been a wise location for occupation from late spring to early fall. If the
Indians set fire to Zekiah Swamp in the late fall or early winter in order to drive the
deer to slaughter, then locating the town and fort away from the conflagration would
also constitute a wise decision.>*

In 1718 the site of the Piscataway fort on a hill overlooking Piscataway Creek
(abandoned in 1680) was visited during a court case involving a boundary dispute
for Piscataway Manor. Marye noted that Mr. Marbury testified that the trenches
belonging to said fort were fresh and visible in his time and memory, and that the
existing stand of pine trees had been Indian cornfields.5> Assuming that the same
methods used to build the Piscataway fort were employed at the Zekiah fort, the
archaeological evidence should reveal subsurface stains from palisade posts and
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Figure 3: Two rectangular stains on the Izaak Walton property, reproduced with permission of the
Charles County Soil Conservation Service. (Source: 1957 Aerial photograph, sT-24-57.)

parallel borrow trenches dug for the purpose of piling extra soil against the base of
the palisade or packing clay on the wattle and daub palisade wall.

The shapes of the Piscataway Creek and Zekiah forts were not noted in the
colonial records, but archaeological excavations of the Piscataway fort on Heaters
[sland document a square fort between 150 and 180 feet long on each side, with
at least one bastion.’® A contemporary drawing of the Susquehannock fort at the
mouth of Piscataway Creek and archaeological evidence record a nearly square fort,
210 by 210-plus feet, dating to 1675, with two known and four implied bastions. A
1675 drawing by the English of that fort shows shooting platforms and a possible
trench along all sides of the outer palisade, though such a trench was not found by

archaeologists. All the lines of evidence suggest that the Piscataway had adopted the
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European-style, straight-walled fort design with ninety-degree corners and bastions
to take advantage of the devastating range of rifle fire along the fort’s outer walls. We
know the Piscataways made effective use of firearms, and that in 1680 the English
gave the Piscataway forty guns to help defend against the Iroquois. On at least two
occasions, the English also provided twenty soldiers with guns to assist in defending
the fort against the Iroquois.?’

Detailed analysis of the systematic shovel testing and the line of test squares of
the 2011 excavations of the Windy Knoll site has been presented in various lectures
by Julia King and is under development for publication. Shovel test pits revealed a
pattern of colonial and Potomac Creek complex artifacts on the hill (midden A)
and downslope to the small swale to the north of the knoll (midden B). The great-
est density and diversity of artifact concentration is in midden A on the hill. The
concentration was about 150 feet square, which is the predicted minimum size of
the Zekiah fort. The excavators from St. Mary’s College did not uncover evidence
of a palisade or trench, which should still be present even after years of erosion and
cultivation. Nevertheless, there was sufficient evidence to confirm midden A as the
location of the Zekiah Indian town of 1665 to 1680. Julia King believes that midden
A is also the site of Zekiah fort.5®

The testing uncovered 12,000 artifacts dating to the right time and right assem-

blage of Potomac Creek complex and colonial materials: “Potomac Creek pottery,
glass beads, large bore white clay tobacco pipes as well as an Indian-made red clay

tobacco pipe. The most common lithic material found at the site is European flint,
including a gunflint.”s® Test squares produced similar material, along with European
ceramics and a number of triangular brass and iron projectile points. The types,
density, dating, and distribution of the artifacts indicate conclusively that the Zekiah
Indian town was located in midden A on Windy Knoll. The midden A artifacts docu-
ment domestic activities with bone, Potomac Creek ceramics, European ceramics,

and bow and arrow and weapons associated with either hunting or military activ-

ity. With only Potomac Creek ceramics, glass beads, and gun flint flakes found in
midden B, this portion of the site is interpreted by this author as a pre-1665 hunting
quarter of the Zekiah Indians.

The Windy Knoll site is a great archaeological discovery and fits the various
historical evidence for the Zekiah Indian town which is thought to be the locale
selected by the Piscataway for their Zekiah fort. Detailed analysis by the St. Mary’s
College team will be the definitive basis for refining this preliminary comparative
analysis. The available data from the site can be interpreted as representing an ini-
tial period of use prior to 1665 (midden B) as a seasonally occupied Zekiah Indian
winter hunter quarters. The knoll adjacent to the swale (midden A) became the site
of the Zekiah Indian town between 1665 and 1680, allowing the Piscataway Indians
to maintain a permanent settlement and retain their rights to the use of the Zekiah
Manor land. The Zekiah fort was built in 1680, and the Zekiah Indians joined the
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Piscataway inside it. They built the fort either on the knoll at the town site or nearby,
possibly using the old town for expanded agricultural fields. The town site on the
knoll has not yielded sufficient feature or artifact data to conclude, in this author’s
opinion, that the Zekiah fort was built on the same site as the town. But historical
evidence indicates that the fort would have been close to the town to take advantage
of the existing planted fields and the Piney Branch Indian trail which would have
run past the town.%°

This analysis provides an anthropological and historical review of evidence of
the adaptive strategies of the southern Maryland Indians to the Maryland colonists’
increasing dominance from the 1650s to 1690s. While not a theoretical discourse,
contextual analysis is a platform for understanding the factors leading to the oc-
cupation and abandonment of the Zekiah Indian town and Zekiah fort. The Zekiah
Indians are clearly associated with the Piscataway paramount chiefdom even though
they are located on the same drainage as the Choptico chiefdom. The Choptico
chietfdom and the Piscataway paramount chiefdom strived to work with the Mary-

land government to maintain their way of life by retaining sufficient land reserves
to sustain their seasonal settlement patterns of summer-fall farming towns, spring

fishing quarters, and winter hunting quarters. Both were apparently successful in
having Governor Calvert grant them manors around their summer farming towns
and their winter hunting quarters.

Zekiah Manor was established around the apparent winter hunting quarters
of the Piscataway chiefdoms. Select families were required to occupy the Zekiah
Indian town to demonstrate continued use. The town was a logical place to relocate

the Piscataway and have them build a new fort in Zekiah Manor in 1680 when they
came under attack by the Iroquois. Fearing Iroquois discovery and attack, building
a fort at or near the Zekiah town would allow both the Piscataway and Zekiah to
focus on building a fort and houses instead of clearing fields and erecting fences for
planting spring crops. The 1688-1689 English revolution, which shifted Maryland
government from Catholic to Protestant control, broke the agreement and trust that
had been forged as a Catholic-Anglo/Piscataway alliance and prompted the tayac
of the Piscataway and his followers to leave the Zekiah Manor in 1692. The Zekiah
fort therefore has symbolic as well as historical importance to both the Algonquian
and English communities in Maryland.
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NOTES

1. For the complicated interaction of interest groups on Indian and English alliances/hostili-
ties in the seventeenth-century Chesapeake, see J. Frederick Fausz , “Merging and Emerging
Worlds: Anglo-Indian Interest Groups and the Development of the Seventeenth Century
Chesapeake,” in Colonial Chesapeake Society, edited by Lois Green Carr, Philip D. Morgan,
and Jean B. Russo (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, (1988): 47-97.

2. For detailed discussions of chiefdoms and paramount chiefdoms evidence for the Potomac
River tidewater, see Stephen Potter, Commoners, Tribute, and Chiefs: The Development of
Algonquian Culture in the Potomac Valley (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1993).
The Chicacoan chiefdom was similar to the Choptico chiefdom whereas the Patawomeck
were similar to the chiefdoms of the Piscataway paramount chiefdom. The Chicacoan and
the Patawomeck chiefdoms had fallen under the marginal control of the Powhatan para-
mount chiefdom during the rule of Powhatan. The Powhatan did not extend control north
of the Potomac.

3. Wayne E. Clark and Helen C. Rountree, “The Powhatan and the Maryland Mainland,’
Powhatan Foreign Relations: 1500-1722 (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1993),
112-35; Helen Rountree, Wayne E. Clark and Kent Mountford, et al., John Smiths Chesapeake
Voyages: 1607-1609 (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2007), 263-85. Both pub-
lications provide a summary analysis of the various chiefdoms of southern Maryland, their
culture, and the changing relationship between the smaller chiefdoms and the paramount
chief or tayac of the Piscataway paramount polity.

4. Henry Fleet (1632), “A Brief Journal of a Voyage Made in the Bark Virginia, to Virginia
and other Parts of the Continent of America” in The Founders of Maryland as Portrayed in
Manuscripts, Provincial Records and Early Documents, edited by Edward D. Neill (Albany,
New York, 1876): Joel Munsell.

5. While the Choptico chiefdom appears to be allied more closely with the Piscataways
in 1666, they maintained their alliance with the Patuxent chiefdoms as well. The merged
Patuxent-Choptico chiefdoms stayed in Maryland as an independent chiefdom long after
the Piscataway tayac and many of his people left the Zekiah Manor reserve in 1692. For a
brief summary of the Patuxent Indian reserve and merger with the Choptico chiefdom, see
Rountree, Clark and Mountford, et al., John Smith Voyages, 260-61.

6. Archives of Maryland, 1:3290-30. The Choptico Resolving Manor was a grant of 8,000
to 10,000 acres at the head of the Wicomoco River, held in reserve for the Mattapanians,

Wicomocons, Patuxants, Lamasconsons, Kighahnixons, and Chopticons. The treaty noted
that “no one Copyhold Exceed Above fifty Acres unless it be of the Werowance or chief head
of every of the said Six Nations above mentioned respectively.” In practice, no evidence ex-
ists that these copyholds were laid out and surveyed formally, rather, the land was held in
common. The Maryland government never granted to the chiefdoms the title to the Indian
reserves in southern Maryland. The reserve titles were held by the successive Lords Baltimore
or granted to their trusted appointed executive or military officers.

7. Archives of Maryland, 15:336. During open hostilities with the Iroquois, the weroance of
the Choptico reported that their enemies took five of his Indians away from their hunting
quarters on the Beaver Dam Manor. This is the only reference to the use of Beaver Dam
Manor as the hunting quarters of the Choptico but is consistent with a hunting preserve
associated with freshwater swamps. The beaver population provided an added value in
the fur trade. The governor reserved the right to trade (or commission agents to trade for
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him) with the Indians involved in the fur trade. Similarly, Zekiah Swamp is thought to have
formed due to extensive beaver activity. The Zekiah Manor would have served a similar
purpose as hunting quarters that would have benefited the governor and his agents and
the tayac and his great men.

8. The Powhatan Algonquians’ five seasons were: Popanow (winter), Cattapeuk (spring),
Cohattayough (summer), Nepinough (late summer earing of the corn), Taquitock (fall
harvest and falling of the leaf). John Smith, “A Map of Virginia,” in The Complete Works of
Captain John Smith, edited by Philip L. Barbour (3 vols., Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1986), 1:156.

9. George Alsop in 1666 described a Susquehannock winter hunting quarters that could
equally apply to the Piscataway chiefdoms: “About November the best Hunters draw off to
several remote places of the Woods, where they know the Deer, Bear, and Elk useth; there
they build them several Cottages, which they call their Winter-quarter, where they remain
for the space of three months, until they have killed up a sufficiency of Provisions to supply
their Families with in the Summer” George Alsop, “A Character of the Province of Maryland;
in Narratives of Early Maryland, 1633-1684, Clayton Colman Hall, ed. (Bowie, Md.: Heritage
Books, Inc., 1988), 337-87.

10. Rountree, et al., John Smith Voyages, 29-35, 263-69; Clark and Rountree, Maryland Main-
land, 11819, for discussion of Algonquian seasonal round and subsistence practices.

11. Archives of Maryland, 2:15, 25-26; The Nanjemoy chiefdom partitioned Lord Baltimore
to be removed from the control of the Piscataway’s tayac and their request was granted.
They were still living in their town on Nanjemoy Creek in 1697 on a 600-acre reserve
five years after the Piscataway tayac and his people left the Zekiah fort. See Archives of
Maryland, 38:343.

12. Ibid., 2:25, 131. Both documents for the same treaty discussion have varied spelling for
the chiefdoms involved. The government commissioned Jerome White, surveyor general of
the province, to lay out the reserve lands for the various chiefdoms in 1669, ibid., 5:34-3s5.
Two new reserves were laid out for the Pangayo and the Zekiah Indian towns and erected
into manors for Lord Baltimore, see Archives of Maryland, 51:443 and John Kilty, Landholder’s
Assistant (Baltimore, 1808), 100, liber 17, folio 572.

13. The spelling of Pangaio town of the Pangayo Indians and Sackio Town of the Zekiah
Indians varies considerably over time. For purposes of this article, both the towns and the
Indian communities will be referred to as Pangayo and Zekiah unless referenced otherwise
in a direct quote from the primary sources.

14. Pagaio and Sackaio Indian Towns and Manors, see J. Kilty, Landholder’s Assistant, Liber
7, folio 558. For the location of Pangayo on Port Tobacco River, see Archives of Maryland,
51:299, in which a land grant within the manor is described as being on the west side of the
Port Tobacco River in area of St. Thomas Creek. For the Nanjemoy, see ibid., 2:10-11, 26; for
the Piscataway Manor, ibid., 5:34-3s5; for Mattawomen, see ibid., 3:354; 5:34—35. Note that the
reserve set up for the Mattawomen stated that no Englishman may settle within three miles
of the Indian town, a practice common for the other reserves as well (ibid., 3:354).

15. Throughout the volatile seventeenth century, the leaders of all the southern Maryland
chietdoms negotiated with the Algonquian, Iroquoian, and English-speaking governments.
The Choptico strived to maintain their established culture in their traditional territory and
resisted efforts by the Maryland colonists to force them to be subservient to the authority of
the tayac of the Piscataway. The cohesiveness of the Piscataway paramount chiefdom loosened
over the course of the century. Some chiefdoms chose to stay in their traditional territories

while others migrated west with the tayac beyond the frontier of Maryland’s governmental
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control. Our understanding of the primary and archaeological record of individual chiefdoms
varies significantly. The Piscataway paramount chiefdom, Choptico chietdom, and three al-
lied Patuxent chiefdoms are best documented. Others, like the Zekiah and Pangayo towns,
appear during the 1660s to 1690s and are not as well studied.

16. See Archives of Maryland, 2:25, for 1666 treaty provisions.

17. For the creation of reserves for the Pangayo and Zekiah Indians, see, Kilty, Landholder’s
Assistant, 99,100, as cited in William B. Marye, “Piscataway, Maryland Historical Magazine,
30 (1935): 215. The size of the Zekiah Manor, based on plotting on modern maps, was 8,800 to
9,000 acres. Julia A. King and Scott M. Strickland, “In Search of Zekiah Manor: Archaeologi-
cal Investigations at His Lordship’s Favor,” unpublished manuscript at Maryland Historical
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of the establishment of the manor. Archives of Maryland, 17:92, 94; Marye, “Piscataway,”
217-18. The Indian town of “Zachajah” was involved in trading deer skins for clothing for
the English, resulting from a shortage of English cloth in the colony that year. The reference
to the Zekiah Indian town of 1682, two years after the establishment of the Zekiah fort of the
Piscataway Indians, might imply that the town and the fort were in separate locations. Since
the Zekiah and the Piscataway appear to have joined forces at the Zekiah fort after 1680, the
inference is that the fort was built in the vicinity of the town.

18. Archives of Maryland, 15:283-84; 299-300, 302-4; Marye, “Piscataway, 204-7, providesa
useful summary of the detailed discussions between Governor Calvert and the various Indian
chiefdoms to find a mutually satisfactory solution to the threat from the northern Indians.
19. Marye, “Piscataway, 226-27. Marye discusses the period after the Piscataway left Mary-
land in 1697. His research suggests that they moved to Rock Creek in the spring of 1692, after
abandoning the Zekiah fort.

20. Raphael Semmes, Captains and Mariners of Early Maryland (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
Press, 1937), 479, 481. The Iroquois had knocked down the fences around the cornfields near
the Zekiah fort and spoiled the corn crop. The Piscataway feared restoring the fences after
thirteen of their numbers were captured by the Iroquois during the siege and taken north
by the retreating war party.

21. They continued living in these areas into the eighteenth century, even when the English
government ceased to recognize the Choptico and other chiefdoms as political entities.
Families from the former Choptico, Patuxent, Mattawoman, Pamunkey, and other Piscat-
away chiefdoms chose to stay in southern Maryland after the tayac and his supporters left
Maryland for Pennsylvania in 1711.

22. Even as early as 1663, Thomas Gerard was given a 400-acre land grant by Lord Baltimore.
The grant was rescinded in 1664 when the tract was found to be within the bounds of the
Choptico Resolving Manor, reserved for the Choptico Indians. (Archives of Maryland, sz:
440.) For details on these manors see Lorena Walsh, “Land, Landlord, and Leaseholder: Estate
Management and Tenant Fortunes in Southern Maryland, 1642-1820," Agricultural History,
59 (1985): 373-97, and Lorena Walsh, “Community Networks in the Early Chesapeake,” in
Colonial Chesapeake Society, eds. Lois Carr, Philip Morgan and Jean Russo (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1988), 200-241. The complicated movements of the
chiefdoms after 1692 are too involved to detail here. For an overview of their movements
from 1680 to 1722, see Semmes, Captains and Mariners, 476—503.
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Windy Knoll site without evidence of other major sites. The Zekiah Fort location is predicted
to be in close proximity to the Windy Knoll site, northeast of and adjacent to Piney Branch

in an area not yet tested. Additional testing is needed at the Windy Knoll site and proximity

to locate evidence of the fort’s palisade, trench, and artifacts dating to the period of the fort’s
occupation, 1680-1692.
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Washington Aqueduct Map of the Receiving Reservoir, 1864. In the upper left corner, this map depicts
the same landmarks as the Potomac Company’s 1825 map on page 312 below, but they are labeled:
The Little Falls Dam, the U.S. Magazine and the Feeder of Canal. (Library of Congress, Geography
and Maps Division G 3842 W3 SVAR. M3.)



An Old and Obscure Citizen:

Captain George Pointer and the
Potomac Company

CLARA MYRICK GREEN and BARBARA BOYLE TORREY

he histories of the Potomac Company and its successor, the Chesapeake and
Ohio Canal Company (C&O), are well documented, partly because national
leaders were associated with both. George Washington became the first presi-
dent of the Potomac Company in 1785, and President John Quincy Adams celebrated
the C&O Canal’s inauguration forty-three years later. Much less is known about the

many slaves and free blacks who gave their labor and lives to the companies. Fortu-
nately, a rare letter provides a glimpse into the life of a former slave who worked for

the Potomac Company in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.!
In September 1829, the new directors of the C&O Canal Company received

an eleven-page letter from Captain George Pointer, whose cottage was in the path
of their new canal. In it he described his career as a slave laborer for the Potomac
Company, his subsequent manumission, and his eventual appointment as a super-
vising engineer. The letter is both literate and historically accurate in its account of
the many directors and presidents of the Potomac Company and their activities over
more than forty years. It begins:

To the President and directors of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal

Gentlemen—

I pray you to read the memorial and humble petition of an old and Obscure
Citizen, I was born in the year A.D. 1773, 11th Of October in Frederick County
Maryland. I was born a Slave, and continued one for 19 Years, a part of which
time I had the honor of being with the engineers and directors of the old Po-
tomack Canal Company during that period, I had the good fortune to get in
the good graces of my master the engineer and the Company, having been well
recommended by the engineer and the Directors and the Company.>

George Pointerss literacy and details of the work he did make the letter unique. At

Clara Myrick Green is a retired teacher of French and a local historian. Barbara Boyle
Torrey is a retired member of the National Research Council. They co-wrote Brookmont:
A Neighborhood on the Potomac (Bethesda, Md.: Signature Book Press, 2008).
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a time when some of the company’s white laborers could not write their own names
on the payrolls, Pointer’s cursive handwriting is well formed and bold.? The letter
contains no visible corrections, and his wording is sophisticated. Spelling in many
company documents is erratic, but Pointer’s spelling is excellent; only his punctua-
tion is irregular. The details of his life are presented chronologically, and his petition
to the directors of the C&O Canal Company is appropriately formal, marked by a
humble tone only at the beginning and the end.

Pointer’s memory of the events and leadership within the Potomac Canal Com-
pany is confirmed by the company records. He correctly named the first four company
directors, who were elected in May 1785, forty-three years before he wrote his letter,
and he listed the subsequent directors and superintendents in the approximate order
of their tenure. His job titles for some occasionally differed from their official titles.
For instance, Pointer remembered Henry Foxall as a “Superintend,” although he was
simply a member of the board of directors. Pointer’s use of names varied. For example,
his chief engineer “Mr. John Smith” is James Smith in the records; “Capt. Meyers” is
Captain Christopher Myers. He also did not mention Thomas Johnson, who became
the president of the Potomac Company when George Washington resigned to become
president of the United States. Those differences aside, he remembered accurately
the major leaders and activities of the company over many years.

Pointer’s letter reveals a hardworking natural leader who, despite being born
a slave, achieved not only his freedom but also considerable success in jobs that
had been previously occupied by whites. A succession of supervisors increased his
responsibilities, culminating in his promotion to engineer for the Potomac Com-
pany. Pointer’s letter emphasizes his work experience and loyalty. Evidence of his
personal life comes from other company records, decennial censuses, and popula-
tion surveys.

GEORGE POINTER WAS BORN in 1773 in the original Frederick County, Maryland, an

area that had been carved out of Baltimore and Prince Georges Counties twenty-
five years earlier. At that time, Frederick County included present-day Montgomery

County, created in 1776, and the District of Columbia, which was not formed until
1791. On the eve of the American Revolution, there was little but woodland beyond
the port settlement of Georgetown, with the exception of tobacco farms on tracts
of land granted by patent from the Lord Proprietary of Maryland. In 1776 a colonial
census revealed a sparse population of 912 whites and 616 blacks in the county’s
“Lower Potomack Hundred.” In the port of Georgetown, the “George Town Hundred,
resided 433 people, of whom eighty-two were black.4

Because Pointer mentioned only the county of his birth, not a town, he was
probably born in a rural part of Frederick County, perhaps on one of the several
tobacco farms scattered near the Potomac River. Such farms consisted of cleared
land, a small one-story log house covered in planks, log barns, a springhouse, and
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other farm structures. Typically there were no slave quarters; slaves slept in the
farmhouse loft.> There were at least two slave-owning farms on the lower Potomac
River of Frederick County in the late eighteenth century: the Whitehaven plantation,
three miles north of Georgetown, and the Brooke farm, two miles farther upriver.®

At the conclusion of the Revolutionary War, George Washington resigned his
military commission before the Congress, which was meeting in Annapolis, and
almost immediately returned to his prewar “grand idea” of making the Potomac River
navigable trom the tidewater to the Ohio River Valley” The attempt to do so was
important for the economic development of towns and farms along the river, such
as Alexandria and Mount Vernon.? Within two years, Washington helped finance
the new Potomac Company and in 1785 became its first president.

The challenge was building canals and locks to circumvent Great Falls, Virginia,
and Little Falls, Maryland. Together the two falls drop more than one hundred feet
before reaching tidewater. Hiring laborers was, naturally, a priority, and is detailed
in the proceedings of the Potomac Company’s board meetings. (The proceedings

from 1785 to 1828 are found in leather-bound volumes that contain carefully hand-
written minutes and the signatures of Washington and various board members.) At

the meeting in October 178s, the directors authorized the hiring of slaves and were
specific about provisions for them:

It was ordered that one hundred good and able working Negroes should be hired
tor the use of the Company for each of whom there should be an Allowance of
twenty Pounds; Virg[ini]a. Currency, also cloath them and pay their Levies and
furnish them with Rations viz 1# Salt Pork 1 % # Salt Beef or 1 % # fresh Beef
or Mutton and a sufficiency of Bread each Day and also a reasonable quantity

of Spirits when necessary. That the Negroes are to come well-cloathed, or to be
supplied with what may be deficient.®

The following year, the board authorized placing a second advertisement for the
hiring of slaves at $5.32 a month for common hands and $6.66 for more experienced
workers.'®

George Pointer must have been one of the first and youngest slaves hired, because
by 1787, at age thirteen, he had already been working for the company long enough
to have been given a “cottage” in which to live. The following year, Washington
asked his good friend and well-respected surveyor, Col. George Gilpin, to lead an
exploration with the new chief supervisor of the company, James Smith. Washington
wanted them to survey the entire length of the Potomac River from the Savage River
in western Maryland, through Cumberland, to the downstream end of Little Falls."
Pointer accompanied them:

I at that period occupied the place where my little humble cottage now stands.
Being given to me by the Directors and Company in 1787~ the chief engineer as
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well as I can recollect was Mr. John Smith from Scotland whom General Wash-

ington as I learnt — employed to explore the Route of the Potomack Canal, it
fell to my Lot to be his Servant during the Period of the Exploration.”

As Smith’s servant during the exploration, the fourteen-year-old George Pointer
would have seen many of the sites on the Potomac where he would later work in the
next forty years. One of Pointer’s early memories was of Washington’s annual visits
to inspect the work site of the canal at Little Falls between 1785 and 1789, before he
left the company to assume the U.S. presidency. Pointer wrote:

Yearly in the month of October General Washington would come to view the
progress of the work and well I recollect that at every squad of workmen he
passed he would give a dollar to, and I also will well recollect that the Sections
contained two miles % and ten Rods."

Pointer did indeed remember well, since his account is accurate within twenty feet
of the length of the Little Falls canal, which was over two and a half miles long."4
In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, Maryland was more liberal in the
matter of slavery than were many other Southern states.’> Although slavery was con-
sidered hereditary, the possibility of freedom did exist, and slaves who had been freed
were allowed by law to live, work, and travel with certain limits.”® Although manu-
mission after the death of an owner was outlawed from 1752 until 1790, during the
Revolution 952 Maryland slaves were granted freedom by their living owners."
After the war’s end private indebtedness and inflation were rampant. In addition,
the tobacco market, which had always been seasonal, was also depressed.’®* Many
slaveowners began hiring their slaves out to other employers, sometimes for extended
periods and at great distance from the owner.”® Many of those slave laborers were
allowed to keep part of their pay, and some saved enough to buy their freedom.*®

Pointer remembers: “ . . for the faithful Services Rendered them by me, my master
Told me that if I would pay him 300s% In a given time that I Should be my own man,

which I did out of the Hard earnings I Received from the company.”*

There is no record to identify George Pointer’s “master,” but in 1793 he bought
his freedom after approximately five years of hard work. The three hundred dollars
he paid for his freedom was the standard price for slaves in the District of Columbia
at that time, roughly $6,000-$7,000 today. ** Ironically, 1793 was the same year that
Congress passed the first Fugitive Slave Act, giving slave owners the right to recover
their runaway slaves. In order to not be re-enslaved, Pointer had to carry a certificate
of freedom with his name, age, physical characteristics, conditions of birth (slave or
free) and the name of his former owner.?3

The first U.S. decennial census in 1790 listed no slaves by name. However, it did
show that slaves made up 35 percent of the population of Montgomery County and
that only 5 percent of county blacks were free.?4 This was a smaller percentage than
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for all of Maryland, where 7 percent were free.? Ten years later, “Geo. Pointer” was
listed as the Negro head of household under the category “All the free Persons except
Indians not taxed.” His five-person household was not listed by age or gender, but
we know from his letter that he had a wife and children. Although his household
appears in the District of Columbia records, all the evidence suggests that his cot-
tage was, in fact, in Maryland, less than a mile from what was then a poorly marked
boundary between Maryland and Washington, D.C.?

As a free man, Pointer continued working for the Potomac Company, first on
the canal at Little Falls and then at Great Falls. In 1796 he was put in charge of five
boats that each day transported stone from Seneca quarry to Great Falls. As his re-
sponsibilities grew, he eventually became one of four pilots who helped boats loaded
with flour descend the river. He also supervised workers building walls to make it
easier to haul boats back upriver.?”

The name “Pointer;” which is sometimes spelled “Poynter,” appears numerous
times in the records of the Potomac Company between 1796 and 1828. In 1801 pay-

ments were made to George Pointer as well as to a “J. Pointer” and sometimes to a
“John Pointer” The names John and George never appear together on the same date.

Since George Pointer was the only person with this surname recorded as residing in
the Washington area in the decennial population censuses of Maryland or the District
of Columbia between 1790 and 1830, it seems likely they are the same man. Between
the fall of 1800 and the summer of 1801, John Pointer was regularly paid cash for such
work as “boating corn,” carrying pork from Little Falls to Great Falls, and the “wag-
goning of Casks.”*® He was also repeatedly entrusted with money to purchase meat
or grain for the Potomac Company’s laborers. We know that he had his own boat,
because in 1802 the company paid George Pointer for the “hire of his boat”?

Company records indicate that its board of directors knew and trusted Pointer.
In January 1801, the board ordered “that Mr. Pointer give notice to the Owners of
Boats and Scows now lying at the Basin of the Great Falls . . . [that] the owners im-
mediately remove [them].”3° This is the first time the formal title of “Mr. Pointer”
was used in the company records. The same year, he was given $3.33 a month for
board, presumably for lodging company workers.> A year later, in May 1802, the
board discussed Pointer again, because they wanted “Poynter’s house be taken pos-
session of and set apart for the use of the men while employed in quarrying stone
on the banks of the Canal.’3

In December 1804, Betty Pointer was paid $7 for “cooking and the lodging of six
Negro men.”33 It is very likely that Betty was George Pointer’s wife, one of the five
members of the Pointer household enumerated in the 1800 census. This also suggests
that the 1802 company order to requisition Pointer’s home for company laborers may
have resulted in the boarding of the six men in his house in 1804.

Pointer and his household do not appear in the 1810 decennial census, probably
because the census records for the District of Columbia were lost and later only par-
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tially reconstructed from tax records.?4 He says in his letter that he left the Potomac
Company for several years at the beginning of the nineteenth century to work tor
himself as a captain on the Potomac. He returned to the company around 1810, and
Josiah Thompson, the new supervising engineer, asked him to oversee workers in
removing obstructions in the Shenandoah River. He may have been too conscien-
tious in this because he mentions in his letter that while working on the river, local
farmers threatened his life when he and his men tried to remove their fish pots.?

By 1816, Josiah Thompson had handed in his resignation to the company board
which was meeting at Union Tavern in the District of Colombia.?* Pointer proudly
remembers the meeting:

[Colonel Williams and Josiah Thompson) called on me to meet the board that
had assembled at the Union Tavern, they then told the board that they thought
inexpedient to employ any engineer on the Potomack as I had had experience
enough to Superintend any work. . . . Consequently I was named by Mr. Henry
Foxall to Superintend a parcel of hands for the purpose at that time of building
a wall to throw the water in the canal in the Great falls.37

The company certainly had financial reasons for promoting George Pointer at
the time. Its best year had been in 1811, just before war erupted with Britain. But by
the end of the War of 1812, the number of boats and the tonnage on the Potomac
Canal were less than half of what they had been at its peak, and the company would
never fully recover.?® Pointer would have been cheaper to hire than engineers with
more training but less experience. He therefore worked for several more years at
Great Falls and supervised thirty workers building a wall to funnel water into the
Seneca Canal. He began boating stone, which was dangerous work:

I then commenced Running free Stone from Seneca to the Little Locks that were

then building; in Running the Stone above mentioned on a certain day there
was a parcel of boats fast in Seneca Falls with Marble for the Capitol, I could

not get by, consequently I had to Run out Side. Unfortunately my boat struck,
I was precipitated out of her, and a broken Leg was the issue of it. I Laid in that

Situation four days Without medical aid, I However Saved the cargo and got it
down Safe to the Little Falls its Place of destination.’

On July 25, 1819, the directors of the Potomac Company met in Georgetown with
John Mason, the son of George Mason, presiding. The only business recorded that
day was to “pay Geo. Pointer acc’t for forty eight dollars and forty two cents” and to
pay two other men.4°

In the spring of 1820, George Pointer appears again in the decennial census in
the District of Columbia as the head of a household that included a woman at least
forty-five years old, presumably his wife Betty, and a young woman between the
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ages of sixteen and twenty-six. Curiously, he and the members of his household
were categorized under “whites.” This may simply reflect a lack of interest or the
retrospective memory of the census taker, since the Potomac Company records and
two other censuses refer to him as Negro or Free Colored.

The Potomac Company records twice refer to Pointer’s house, both times sug-
gesting a location near the head of the Little Falls skirting canal, which later became
the C&O Canal feeder canal. The location of Pointer’s house in the 1802 reference
to accommodating men quarrying stone at the “company’s house situated between
the Canal Bridge and the Locks at present occupied by one Poynter” is ambiguous.
The locks were at the downstream end of the canal where the historic Abner Cloud
House is located, but there may have been several bridges crossing the canal. There
was probably one to provide access to the 1797 Potomac River Bridge (later called
Chain Bridge), and possibly another farther upstream near what is now Lock 5 of the
C&O Canal.#' The second reference in 1820 gives more information. A report about
repairs mentions “clearing out a considerable portion of the Canal — rebuilding
tfrom the foundation the tumbling dam by Poynters house.”#* The term “tumbling
dam” has several meanings. It can refer to a small waste dam or weir designed to
spill overflow water from a canal, and it can designate a dam that feeds water into a
canal. It is unclear where waste weirs were located on the Potomac Canal, but it is
possible that the report refers to the Potomac Company’s wing dam, made of loose
rock and located at the head of the Potomac Canal to divert water into it. The rem-
nants of this dam are still visible today.

Twenty-three years later, the records of the successor C&O Canal Company also
refer to Pointer’s house. A flood in mid-September 1843 did considerable damage to
the C&O Canal, and a report cites large breaches near the powder magazine and the
dam “near Pointer’s.”#* A map from an 1825 survey of the Potomac Canal shows the
wing dam reaching from High Island to a much smaller island.#4 On the shore, the
powder magazine built to hold the Potomac Company’s blasting powder, is shown
surrounded by a fence. The ridge on the Maryland shore is also well defined.*s A
map drawn forty years later shows the same reference points, but with more detail
and precision.*® The powder magazine is labeled “U.S. Magazine,” the dam is named
the “Little Falls Dam,” and the Potomac Company’s skirting canal has become the
C&O Canal’s feeder canal.

The Panic of 1819, the economic depression that followed, and the severest
drought in twenty years pushed the Potomac Company further into debt.4” Pointer
asked the board for permission to build fish traps near the entrance of the canal by
his cottage—he had to support his family by selling fish and the corn he grew on the
nearby island at the Georgetown market. According to Pointer’s petition, it took him
eight years and $400 to complete the fish traps, but only three years later workers
building the new Chesapeake and Ohio Canal began dismantling them.*® Pointer
complained to a C&O Canal construction supervisor, who advised him to ask the
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Survey of the Potomac Canal, 1825. The map below shows the Little Falls on the Potomac River and
the Chain Bridge that crosses the River between Maryland on the right and Virginia on the bottom.
The detail of the same map at the top shows the “tumbling dam that reaches from the Maryland shore
to the island upstream. This dam was mentioned in the Company records as being near “Poynters

house.” It also shows two small structures with a fence around them. One is the munitions magazine
that was built to store the blasting powder used to make the Potomac canal. (National Archives,

Record Group 77 Cartographic and Architectural Division.)




Captain George Pointer and the Potomac Company 313

board for restitution. It was this advice that prompted Pointer’s petition to the new
canal company for redress.

[ T]he foregoing fish potts I built that cost me So much labour and money have
been taken down by Mr. McCord’s workmen and the Stone of which has been
put in his wall. . . . also the Shap Spring Island which is no more for me as the
wall that was built opposite Mr. D. Bussards Section shuts me out entirely from

it. I made on the same Island yearly from 12 to 14 Barrells of corn, but alas it is
for me no more at all.4

This passage further helps pinpoint the location of his house. Daniel Bussard,
a Georgetown contractor, had been awarded the work of building sections 2 and
3 of the C&O Canal, which he was finishing the month before Pointer wrote his
letter.>® The wall of the new canal would have cut off Pointer from “Shap Spring
Island.” This island was the northern extension of what is now called High Island,
the only sizable island with enough flat space to plant a crop. If the wall of the canal

was cutting off access to the island, Pointer’s cottage must have been on the inland
edge of the new canal.

Despite the Potomac Company’s financial woes, George Pointer occasionally
continued to perform contract work for them. The final payment to him was recorded
on July 22, 1828, for “clearing away sand bar from the front of the Lower lock gates
at the Little Falls: $13.00.”5* That was two weeks after the inauguration of the Chesa-
peake and Ohio Canal Company, so evidently the Potomac Company was clearing
its books. George Pointer was not only one of the first people hired by the Potomac
Company, he was also one of the last people they employed.

By the time Pointer wrote his petition in 1829, the area surrounding his cottage
had changed considerably. In 1773 when he was born, the area had been sparsely popu-
lated, but twenty-four years later the first Chain Bridge had been built approximately
a mile downstream from Pointer’s house. Floods washed it away periodically, but it
was always rebuilt to encourage northern Virginia farmers to bring their produce to
Georgetown for sale instead of taking it to Alexandria. Between 1800 and 1820, boat
traffic using the Little Falls canal near Pointer’s house more than tripled.s

On aridge above the skirting canal, the Isaac Brooke farm had grown consider-
ably from its nine acres in 1773.5% Isaac’s son, Thomas A. Brooke, inherited the farm,
bought and sold slaves, and was made a justice of the peace in Montgomery County in
1820.>* Although he was ten years younger than Pointer, Brooke died in 1824, leaving
a widow and three sons. His widow, Henrietta, was eventually forced to sell some of
the farm to the C&O Canal Company for the easement of the new canal. She later
regretted it and like Pointer wrote to the company with her grievances.ss

Pointer and his family would have witnessed the ground-breaking ceremony of

the C&O Canal on July 4, 1828, at the mouth of the skirting canal near his cottage.
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The powder magazine, built by the Potomac Company to store blasting powder, is in the foreground.
It is partially buried in two hundred years of silt from river flooding. Remnants of the companys wing

dam can be seen in the background arching across the Potomac River. It fed water into the mouth
of the canal. George Pointers cottage was in this vicinity.

President John Quincy Adams, the members of his cabinet, the diplomatic corps,
the Marine Band, and two companies of riflemen took a steamship as far as the
Little Falls locks and then transferred to canal boats up to the entrance of the old
Potomac Canal at the wing dam. They arrived “just within the bounds of the State
of Maryland,” with hundreds of people watching the ceremony from the eastern
slope where Pointer lived.>°

A vyear later, in August 1829, heavy flooding made the Potomac Company's
Little Falls skirting canal unusable for boat traffic.’” Rather than repairing the old
canal, the C&O’s board of directors accelerated their work on the new canal. As
construction approached George Pointer’s cottage, he sat down to write his letter

to its directors.

The Chesapeake and Ohio Canal is drawing near my little Cottage that I have
occupied for 43 years unmolested with an aged wife and some oftspring but alas
none left to assist us, I do trust in God, the giver of all things, that if the new
Company does Dispossess us from our Little Humble Cottage, that hitherto
has not been a detriment to the old Canal Company nor anybody Living, and

which was given to me, that they will give me Some Little place adjacent to the
new Canal, that they may upon it Support themselves for the few days that they
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have to breathe upon this earth — Which is but few.5
He ended the letter with a personal blessing of the new canal:

God has prospered the old Canal that the father of his Country First brought
into existence and may he favour the new one. My well wishes the Company
has for its future Prosperity.
Gentlemen, I have the honor to be, With the greatest obligations to you all,
your very humble and obedient Servant.
Capt. George Pointer September 5th 182959

In September 1829, several weeks after Pointer wrote his letter, a post office was
established near his house, one of seven set up along the new C&O Canal at the
company’s behest.®°

Pointers letter to the C&O Canal Company’s board of directors has been well

preserved in their files more than 180 years, but there is no mention in their records

that his letter was ever discussed or answered. Like his cottage, he survived for at
least another year, since he is recorded in the District of Columbia decennial census

of 1830 under the category of “Free Colored Persons” between the ages of thirty-six
and fifty-five, although he was actually fifty-six years old. His family included one

woman between the ages of fifty-five and one hundred, and a female child under
ten years of age.®* One of them was listed as blind.

George Pointer lived long enough to see much social change in Maryland. Be-
tween 1790 and 1830 the number of free blacks increased five-fold, and the number
of slaves declined from 32 percent to 23 percent of the population.®? The growth in
the number of free blacks in Maryland was a source of increasing concern for whites.
In 1817, Francis Scott Key and others founded the American Colonization Society
with the goal of returning free blacks to Africa.®® Fourteen years later, in 1831, Nat
Turner’s slave uprising in Virginia terrified white Marylanders, and in the spring of
1832, the Maryland House of Delegates chartered the Maryland State Colonization
Board to oversee “the Removal of Coloured People” to Africa. That year, the sheriff
of Montgomery County collected the names of all “Free People of Color” to facilitate
their removal. Elizabeth Pointer was listed as a forty-year-old black woman.54 She was
too young to be Pointer’s wife, Betty, but is an appropriate age for a daughter named
after her mother who was living in the Pointer household in the 1820 census. She
was the only Pointer listed in Maryland in 1832. The next three decennial censuses,
1840-1860, contain no mention of George or Elizabeth Pointer in Maryland or the
District of Columbia. There is, however, in the 1840 Washington, D.C. decennial
census, one W. A. Pointer, a thirty-six-year-old free black man in a household with
a wife and two children

George Pointer’s cottage may have withstood the many floods of the Potomac
and the building of the C&O Canal in the nineteenth century, but it could not survive
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the need for better transportation in the twentieth. Today, the Clara Barton Parkway
passes over the approximate site of his home. All that is left from his life with the
Potomac Company is their powder magazine, the C&O feeder canal, and remnants
of the wing dam that still directs water into the feeder canal. The powder magazine
is a stone structure on the shore next to the wing dam. The boulders of the dam still
stretch out to what was George Pointer’s Fish Pot Island, now called Snake Island,
and the feeder canal, a remnant of the Potomac Canal, is lined with stones, some
perhaps from George Pointer's fish traps. They are rugged witnesses to an era when
the Potomac River symbolized the ambitions of a new country, and when Captain
George Pointer exemplified the promise of that country’s future.

NOTES

1. For a complete history of the Potomac Company, including a discussion of the letter writ-
ten by George Pointer, see Robert ]. Kapsch, The Potomac Canal: George Washington and the
Waterway West (Morgantown: West Virginia University Press: 2007).

2. National Archives, Record Group 79 (hereinafter NA-RG 79), Entry 262, “Petition of
Captain George Pointer to the President and Directors of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal,’
September 5, 1829, 1. Hereinafter the citation is "Petition.” Within the last three years, the
National Archives renumbered the entries of this group of records. All of the cited entry
numbers for this record group are the current numbers. For a full transcript of George
Pointer’s petition see appendix to Robert J. Kapsch in Canal History and Technology Proceed-
ings, 21 (2002): 216-19.

3. 'The payrolls show that many workers signed a receipt of payment with an X. See NA-RG
79, Entry 232, Potomac Company Correspondence and Reports: 1785-1828, box 4.

4. Gaius M. Brumbaugh, Maryland Records: Colonial, Revolutionary, County and Church
(Baltimore: Waverly Press, 1915), 1:187-97. A “hundred” designated a tax and militia district
in colonial Maryland, the equivalent of a township. The word has its origin in its usage in
old England to mean a district that would furnish one hundred soldiers.

5. Richard K. MacMaster and Ray Eldon Hiebert, A Grateful Remembrance: The Story of

Montgomery County, Maryland 1776-1976 (Rockville, Md.: Montgomery County Govern-
ment and the Montgomery County Historical Society, 1976), 18.

6. Barbara Boyle Torrey and Clara Myrick Green, Brookmont, A Neighborhood on the Potomac
(Bethesda, Md.: Signature Book Press, 2008), 210-14.

7. Joel Achenbach, The Grand Idea (New York: Simon and Schuster, 2004).

8. Dan Guzy, “The Potomac Company’s Canal and Locks at Little Falls,” Maryland Historical
Magazine, 96 (2001): 421.

9. NA-RG 79, Entry 230, Potomac Company Proceedings 1785-1828, Volume A, October
18, 1785, 14.

10. Ibid, October 4, 1786, 27. Today these wages would be worth an estimated $100 to
$140.

11. Robert . Kapsch, The Potomac Canal: George Washington and the Waterway West, 70.
12. George Pointer, Petition, 2. On company payrolls there was also a John Smith, a slave
overseer, and at some point Pointer may have worked under him. John Smith, however, was
not involved in the exploration of the canal route that Pointer discusses in his petition.




Captain George Pointer and the Potomac Company 317

13. George Pointer, Petition, 2. A rod was 16.5 feet.

14. Dan Guzy, “The Potomac Company’s Canal and Locks at Little Falls,” Maryland Histori-
cal Magazine, 96 (2001): 430.

15. Letitia Woods Brown, Free Negroes in the District of Columbia: 1790-1846 (New York: Ox-
ford University Press, 1972), 12-17. According to the first U.S. decennial census in 1790, there
were 753,430 blacks in the United States, over half of whom lived in Virginia and Maryland.
More than a third of all free blacks in the United States lived in these two states.

16. Benjamin Quarles, "Freedom Fettered: Blacks in the Constitutional Era in Maryland
1776~1810. An Introduction,” Maryland Historical Magazine, 84 (1989): 300.

17. William L. Calderhead, “Slavery in Maryland in the Age of Revolution, 1775-1790,”
Maryland Historical Magazine, 98 (2003): 306.

18. Robert ]. Brugger, Maryland, A Middle Temperament, 1634-1980 (Baltimore: Johns Hop-
kins University Press and the Maryland Historical Society, 1988), 138. See also Daniel Walker
Howe, What Hath God Wrought (New York: Oxford University Press: 2007), 3.

19. Calderhead, “Slavery in Maryland in the Age of Revolution,” 307-8.

20. Lorena S. Walsh, “Rural African Americans in the Constitutional Era in Maryland,
1776-1810,” Maryland Historical Magazine, 84 (1989): 338.

21. George Pointer, Petition, 1.

22. David Bailie Warden, A Chorographical Description of the District of Columbia (Paris,
1816), 58. Current value was roughly estimated using historical series of wholesale price index

from 1793 to 1890 and the consumer price index in the twentieth century.

23. Quarles, “Freedom Fettered,” 301.

24. Barbara Jeanne Fields, Slavery and Freedom on the Middle Ground: Maryland during the
Nineteenth Century (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985), 2.

25. J. Thomas Schart, History of Maryland from the Earliest Period to the Present Day (Hat-
boro, Pa.: Tradition Press: 1967), 4:319.

26. 'The census taker moved up the river from Georgetown. Pointer’s name appears as the
seventh name after that of Thomas Main, a Scottish immigrant and horticulturist who lived
in the Whitehaven house, where tidewater meets the Little Falls. (The house, greatly altered,
still exists on Reservoir Road above the historic Abner Cloud house.) Main provided plant
cuttings to Thomas Jefterson. He employed five or six young blacks whom he boarded, edu-
cated and paid to work in his nursery. See Warden, A Chorographical Description, 119.

27. George Pointer, Petition, 3-4.

28. NA-RG 79, Entry 240, Potomac Company “Daybook” (Financial Ledger for Georgetown,
February 8, 1800-July 1807), May 10, 1801.

29. Ibid., December 6, 1802.

30. NA-RG 79, Entry 230, Potomac Company Proceedings, Volume A, 20g9.

31. NA-RG 79, Entry 240, Potomac Company “Daybook,” April 10, 1801.

32. NA-RG 79, Entry 230, Potomac Company Proceedings, Volume A, May 11, 1802, 380.
33. NA-RG 79, Entry 240, Potomac Company “Daybook,” December 10, 1804.

34. 1810 United States Federal Census, at Ancestry.com.

35. Pointer recalls: " next went with the Directors and the engineer to the Shenandoah River.
I was left by Mr. Thompson to superintend the navigation of that River such as Removing
dams and fish potts and many time run the risk of loosing my life by the inhabitants in the
absence of the company for having removed the same.” Petition, 5. Pointer’s statement is cor-
roborated in Corra Bacon-Foster, Potomac Route to the West (Washington, D.C.: Columbia
Historical Society, 1912), 108.

36. See W. B. Bryon, "Hotels of Washington Prior to 1814,” Records of the Columbia Historical




318 Maryland Historical Magazine

Society, 7 (1903). This tavern was built in 1776 at the corner of M and 30th Streets.

37. George Pointer, Petition, 6. Englishman Henry Foxall was a wealthy and prominent
citizen of the Georgetown community and owner of a munitions foundry. Over the years
he had freed many of his own slaves. Colonel Williams was Elie Williams, the president of
the Potomac Company’s board from 1815 to 1817.

38. NA-RG Entry 230, Potomac Company Proceedings, Oversize volume, December 20, 1822,
5. The title of the table is: “A Table shewing the Am't of tolls recd by the Potomac Company in
each year from the 1st of August 1799 to the 1 August 1817, together with the number of Boats
and Tonnage employed, and the Produce and Merchandise transported with the estimated
value of the same during that Period.”

39. George Pointer, Petition, 6-7. A history of black labor that helped build the U.S. Capitol
claims that Pointer “regularly brought building materials to the Federal City for the Capitol,
Seneca Sandstone for the flooring and Potomac marble for columns shafts in House and
Senate Chambers.” Pointer does not mention this contribution to the building of the Capitol,
and because the author bases his statement solely on Pointer’s letter, we do not know if this
is true. See William C. Allen, History of Slave Laborers in the Construction of the U.S. Capitol
(Washington: Office of the Architect of the Capitol, 2005).

40. NA-RG 79, Entry 230, Potomac Company Proceedings, Volume B, 380.

41. Ibid., Volume A, 237. A bridge that crossed the canal near Lock 5 was damaged in a flood
in 1832. See Harlan D. Unrau, Historic Resource Study: Chesapeake and Ohio Canal (Hager-
stown, Md.: National Park Service, 2007), 278.

42. NA-RG 79, Entry 232, Potomac Company Correspondence and Reports 1785-1825, box
2, folder “1820-21"

43. Unrau, Historic Resource Study, 283.

44. Kapsch, The Potomac Canal, 85. An 1834 description of the dam says that it reached as
far as “Fishpot Island,” a reference to a small island of rocks in the river, now called Snake
Island. Pointer asked the company’s permission to construct stone fish traps or “pots” near
the entrance of the canal, so it is likely that his traps were near this island.

45. NA-RG 77, Cartographic and Architectural Division, Survey of the Potomac Canal,
1825.

46. Washington Aqueduct Map of the Receiving Canal, 1865, Library of Congress, Geography
and Maps Division G 3842. W3 SVAR. M3.

47. Dan Guzy, Navigation on the Upper Potomac River and its Tributaries (Glen Echo, Md.:
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Association:2008), 23.

48. George Pointer, Petition, 8-9.

49. Ibid, 9~10. “Shap Spring Island” is known today as High Island.

50. NA-RG 79, Entry 253, Proceedings of the President and Directors of the C&O Canal,
Volume A, 304.

s1. NA-RG 79, Entry 250, Potomac Company Miscellaneous Accounts 1785-1828, box 3,
folder 1, July 22, 1828.

52. NA-RG Entry 230, Potomac Company Proceedings, Oversize volume, December 20,
1822, §.

53. Torrey and Green, Brookmont, A Neighborhood on the Potomac, 210.

s4. Montgomery County Land Records Abstracts, liber V4, number 44, 4, 16, Historical
Society of Washington, D.C.

55. NA-RG 79, Entry 266, Volume 1, Copies of Letters Written by the President of the Chesa-
peake and Ohio Canal Company, 175.

56. Adams stated in his memoirs: “I went with my son John to the Union Hotel, at George-




Captain George Pointer and the Potomac Company 319

town, where were assembling the President and Directors of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal
Company; the Mayors and Committees of the corporations of Washington, Georgetown, and
Alexandria; the heads of Departments, foreign Ministers, and a few other invited persons.
About eight oclock a procession was formed, preceded by a band of music, to the wharf,
where we embarked in the steamboat Surprise; followed by two others, we proceeded to the
entrance of the Potomac Canal, and up that in canal-boats to its head—near which, just
within the bounds of the State of Maryland, was the spot selected for breaking the ground.
The President of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Company, with a very short address, de-
livered to me the spade, with which I broke the ground.” From the memoirs of John Quincy
Adams, 8:49-50 as quoted in Unrau, Historic Resource Study, 253.

s7. Guzy, Navigation on the Upper Potomac River, 96.

58. George Pointer, Petition, 10

59. Ibid., 11.

60. Unrau, Historic Resource Study, 189.

61. In the 1830 decennial census, the George Pointer household is listed as being in Tenley-
town, which was two miles from the canal, just inside the District of Columbia boundary.
62. 1790 and 1830 decennial censuses as reproduced in J. Thomas Scharf, History of Mary-
land, 4:319.

63. Brugger, Middle Temperament, 212.

64. “List of the Free People of Color in Montgomery County as Enumerated by Wm. O’Neale
Jr., Sheriff in the Year 1832,” reprinted in Jerry M. Hynson, Free African-Americans of Mary-
land 1830s: including: Allegany, Anne Arundel, Calvert, Caroline, Cecil, Charles, Dorchester,
Frederick, Kent, Montgomery, Queen Anns, and St. Mary’s Counties (Westminster, Md.: Family
Line Publications: 1998), 108.




¥oas bomaie wead Hee Bagon foe Ly - wis swnill B ol D.rosm om

o whas sbhall be booorver Sroeen Yo PENIAN suan & baalh sees
Fram Frats sose whe boar th s g— e )l & ; j £ 3 : 3 ¢ Lhe ewawy 3! B Basiias e
e wemnta chess shall sess e s ri ££u y’ I D }j .u , DJ heone mnd Lghe s wfeal foes

B ¥ owe pamerald e abal be Rad swesi v wm ik b g J huan
| e Baw i Fovs-dhomin i e St ﬂ# ; punboins wl i 't‘__g —

e X R s R e R

Irish and Irish-American nationalists frequently employed images of Irish harps, shamrocks, and
the female personification of Erin in their public and private literature. (c. 1850-1900, Courier and
Ives, Library of Congress.)




Michael J. Redding and Irish-
American Patriotism

TRACY MATTHEW MELTON

“Dante had two brushes in her press. The brush with the maroon velvet back was

for Michael Davitt and the brush with the green velvet back was for Parnell”
—James Joyce, A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man (1916)

y the fall of 1884, nineteen-year-old Daniel O’Neill had become adamant on
B the subject of dynamite. The young man, the son of Irish immigrants, his
father a famine refugee from County Armagh, already had a reputation for
curious behavior. He aimlessly wandered the countryside around his family’s house
in the mill town of Hampden, just north of Baltimore, in the Jones Falls Valley. His
Hampden neighbors considered his mannerisms and rambling thoughts to be those

of "a crank.” Recently, he had focused those thoughts on the sensational dynamite
campaign launched by more radical members of the Irish-American community
who sought to terrorize the British government into releasing their homeland from
its clutches. Over the previous weeks and months, local newspapers had carried

numerous accounts of explosions and scares, and the sharp response of British
authorities. These accounts, and conversations about them, had apparently led his
troubled mind to conceive that he was a dynamiter.

On October 20, O'Neill entered Michael J. Redding’s saloon at 8 Tyson Street
in a bustling neighborhood on the north side of Baltimore. Redding, tall and thin,
with fair skin and hair and bright, ready eyes, doubtless donned the long dark frock
coat and tall top hat that he deemed proper for the proprietor of a business establish-
ment. He perhaps read a book, something he often did when business allowed. Like
O'Neill, Redding was an Irish-American. His parents had migrated from County
Clare to Limerick during the famine and later had moved their growing family to
Baltimore. Redding concerned himself with Irish affairs and, though only thirty-one,
had gained a prominent role in several local societies devoted to alleviating suffering
among Ireland’s peasantry and reforming its current status within the British Em-
pire. He also actively involved himself in Catholic organizations. The two men were
acquainted but were not very close. The conversation quickly turned to dynamite,

Iracy Matthew Melton is author of Hanging Henry Gambrill and a frequent contribu-
tor to the Maryland Historical Magazine.
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O’Neill somehow feeling that Redding had spoken about him as an English spy and
a traitor. An agitated O’Neill drew a revolver and fired multiple shots, one striking
Redding in the shoulder. The injured saloonkeeper pulled out his own weapon and
chased his assailant down the street. Passionate emotions, generated by the conten-
tious Irish question, and the resort to terrorism, had seemingly turned troubled
thoughts into violent behavior.! |

The incident put O’Neill on a tragic course. Police arrested him, and the Baltimore
Criminal Court found him guilty of assault with intent to kill. After his attorney
had the verdict overturned on grounds that he was insane, he attacked his advocate
for characterizing him in such a way. At his retrial, the court accepted the insanity
defense and had him committed to the Mount Hope Retreat. Shortly after, turther
violence forced a move to the more restrictive Spring Grove Asylum for the Insane.
Within fifteen years, O'Neill was dead.

Mike Redding, though, survived his wound and continued his rise among the
ranks of Irish nationalists. Over the next four decades, he participated in many of
the numerous Baltimore societies devoted to Irish and Catholic causes. These societ-
ies operated within a larger associational culture that frequently brought the city’s
male citizens together in a web of civic, cultural, religious, political, and benevolent
organizations. Redding became well acquainted with many of the leading political
and religious figures in the city and state. He counted several of the most illustri-
ous Irish nationalists—like Michael Davitt, John Dillon, John Redmond, and Maud
Gonne—as friends and associates. His career eventually encompassed most of the
key developments in the evolution of the Irish-American community from the
post-Civil War decade through the Great Depression, making it a valuable vehicle
for understanding this process and the larger culture where it occurred.

The Making of an Irish-American Patriot

Michael John Redding’s childhood unfolded in the shadow of the Great Irish Famine

(1845-1849). His parents John and Ann Redding were natives of County Clare in
the ancient province of Munster in far western Ireland. Remote from Dublin and

the regions most securely under control of the Anglo-Irish Ascendancy, County
Clare and the surrounding lands remained most deeply attached to traditional Irish
language and culture, and the Roman Catholic faith. In the first half of the nine-
teenth century, the windswept western county, like most of the island, was densely
settled but still largely rural, most of the population living on small, leased lots
where they relied on potatoes and other crops for subsistence. Families most often
lived in simple stone houses, scattered across the countryside or huddled together
in small villages. Reliance on potatoes made the peasant population vulnerable to
any significant failure of that crop. When blight destroyed much of the Irish potato
crop in 1845 and successive years, famine ravaged the peasantry and caused many
to flee to nearby cities and oversea lands. The result was an almost unprecedented
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depopulation, the total number of people residing in County Clare, for example,
falling by close to half.

Among those abandoning the Clare countryside was the young Redding family.
John Redding had been born in March 1814 and his wife Ann in April 1817. In 1847,
the couple moved to the city of Limerick, just south of County Clare, on the River
Shannon. Here Ann gave birth to at least four children (in order): Margaret, Michael,
Andrew, and Mary. Michael was born July 14, 1853. The family worshipped at St.
Mary's Catholic Church and sent Michael, and perhaps the other children, to school
from 1858 to 1864, when the family relocated again, this time joining the continuing
flow of Irish across the Atlantic, to Baltimore. According to a much later account,
given by Michael, in Ireland his father John had made a living as a farmer. Michael’s
account suggested that a landlord had evicted his father, who then directly brought
his family to Baltimore. The account’s vagueness, and the possibility that Michael,
or the reporter recording it, had confused events, left the exact sequence unclear,
specifically whether the alleged eviction had occurred in Clare or Limerick.3

In Baltimore, the Reddings lived among tens of thousands of others only recently
transplanted from the Old World. Most had come from Ireland or the German

states. During the previous decade, this large-scale immigration, and the response
to it, had had a dramatic impact on the city’s politics as neighborhood associations
and party organizations coalesced on the basis of ethnicity, language, and culture.
Most importantly, local politicians had involved nativist and ethnic street gangs in
party politics, bringing their hostility and violence into the sharp rivalry between
the nascent American Party and rival Democracy. Only on the eve of the Civil War
had Democrats decisively routed the nativist Americans, and not until the North-
South military conflict itself had the significance of ethnic politics been considerably
diminished, though not eliminated. At the Reddings’ 1864 arrival, the Civil War was
grinding toward its conclusion, which eventually created more normalized condi-
tions and allowed the orderly integration of these Irish and German immigrants,
and their children, into the larger American culture.*

John and Ann Redding, like most of their fellow Irish immigrants, became mem-
bers of Baltimore's working class. The city’s adult male immigrants most often earned
an hourly wage as laborers, teamsters, hucksters, or in construction. Women usually
remained at home or worked as domestic servants. Not a few were prostitutes, often
entertaining sailors and laboring men in shabby houses in waterfront neighborhoods.
John invariably appeared in census records and city directories as a laborer. Mike,
as he was popularly known, later recalled that his father sold produce at Lexington
Market. Ann herself appeared in the 1867 directory, the first that definitely included
the Reddings, as a huckstress, an occupation she would continue after her husband’s
death. Likely the couple worked together at the market. The family lived on Pierce
and Saratoga Streets in West Baltimore, betfore moving more permanently just a
few blocks farther west to Rock Street and the adjacent Baker and Jackson Courts.
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The Redding family neighborhood, from O. W. Gray ¢ Son, Gray’s New Map of Baltimore, 1876.
(Maryland Historical Society.)

Like many poorer residents, they frequently changed addresses, though their lives
remained centered on these latter streets and alleys.>

The Redding children attended school and started their careers in West Balti-
more. According to later accounts, Mike studied at either the neighborhood public
school or at the Catholic school in St. Peter the Apostle parish. St. Peter’s, at the corner
of Hollins and Poppleton Streets, was the primary parish in West Baltimore. It had
been established two decades earlier to serve the growing working-class Catholic
population in the neighborhoods around the Baltimore & Ohio's Mount Clare shops.
In either case, the experience had an important influence. Mike later summed up
his education: “My schooling ended when I was 17. Though I knew how to read and

write, [ suppose I was poorly educated according to the standards of the present
day. But, all the same, I learned to love books, which is a great deal more than most

school-children do now.” Indeed, words, for him, would serve as a cherished means
of relishing the mysteries and improbable flights of the Irish soul, and expressing
his own romanticism.°

After leaving school, Mike apprenticed as a carpenter. In 1871, when he was
eighteen, his name first appeared in the city directory with that occupation listed.
Over the next ten years, city directories connected him with the same occupation.
His brother Andrew’s name also was published in the 1871 directory, his occupation
given as laborer. Over subsequent years, directories described Andrew as a horse-
shoer or blacksmith. The Redding family suffered a sad loss on February 26, 1874,
when the patriarch died from undisclosed causes. For several years, Mike and his

brother Andrew remained in the same neighborhood, residing at different addresses
on Jackson Court and Rock and Ryan Streets.”
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Wood’s Baltimore City Directory, 1871.

Like many other working men, Mike Redding involved himself in the city’s per-
vasive political culture. In the tumultuous summer of 1877, he represented the Thir-
teenth Ward in the Workingmen’s City Convention. The Workingmen’s movement
occurred in the immediate aftermath of the Great Railroad Strike that had resulted
in deadly rioting on Baltimore streets. Among its demands were an eight-hour day,
child-labor laws, safe working conditions, prohibition on prison labor, and public

ownership of transportation and industrial enterprises. The movement nominated
blacksmith Joseph Thompson for mayor and a full slate for the city council. On the

stump, Thompson had a popular, homespun, but highly articulate style that charmed
and entranced his working-class following. More than three decades later, Mike
would praise a blacksmith he heard at a political rally at Broadford in County Clare
as being as finely spoken as “our own ‘Honest Joe’ Thompson.” Despite Thompson’s
memorable speeches, the movement could not unseat the entrenched Democratic
machine. This brief foray into working-class politics served as the twenty-four-year-
old Irish immigrant’s entrance into the city’s dynamic associational culture. It also
coincided with the reinvigoration and extension of the movement to free Ireland

from British domination, a movement in which the Irish in America would play an
integral role.®

[n his upbringing, Mike certainly had opportunity to develop a strong sense of
[rish patriotism. Circumstances, whether eviction or a general lack of opportunity,
had forced his family to depart Limerick, the city of his birth. He would naturally have
developed nostalgic feelings for his boyhood home. Indeed, he always remembered
these years and strongly felt their influence. He later proudly recalled that both his
grandfathers spoke Irish, and not English, “the bartering trademark of the bargain
counter, fit only to shop with.” His own “hint o’ the brogue” was, to him, a living
emblem of his Limerick boyhood, an outward sign of Ireland’s deep influence on
his personality. This nostalgia was likely intensified by his family.

The Reddings’ Ireland had been under British domination since the twelfth cen-
tury. Over the centuries, the British had confiscated land from the native Irish lords
and established plantations (colonies) populated primarily by immigrants recruited
from England and Scotland. British intervention had been especially brutal in the
seventeenth century when Oliver Cromwell and William of Orange had conducted
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bloody military campaigns against the Irish population. Under William and Mary
and their successors, Anglo-Irish owned most of the land, which they leased to the
Irish Catholic peasantry. The British governed the island from Dublin Castle. The
Church of Ireland (Anglican) was the state religion.

John and Ann Redding had been born only a generation after the revolutionary
decades of the late eighteenth century had briefly brought the prospect of self-rule
in Ireland. Anglo-Irish leader Henry Grattan had gained recognition of an Irish
Parliament, popularly known as Grattan’s Parliament, in 1782. The following decade,
revolutionary fervor, spreading from France, agitated Ireland. Theobald Wolte Tone
and the United Irishmen collaborated with the French revolutionaries to create a
nationalist movement, uniting Irish of all creeds behind the cause of an Irish re-
public. For the French revolutionaries, the Irish movement potentially undermined
the military capacity of their British enemy. The British, though, thwarted a French
invasion and cracked down on the United Irishmen, arresting many and, most
notoriously, hanging William Orr in October 1797. The Crown finally crushed the
United Irishmen following a rebellion and failed French invasions in 1798. Wolte
Tone killed himself in prison rather than allowing his oppressors to hang him. Five
years later, young United Irishman veteran Robert Emmet led another armed revolt
against British rule. Like Orr, Emmet died on the gallows. The United Irishmen—
most especially Orr, Tone, and Emmet—became martyrs to the cause of freedom,
their lives, and deaths, serving as inspiration to later generations of Irish nationalists,
like Mike Redding.

John and Ann had resided in an Ireland stirred by Daniel O’'Connell’s great
campaigns for Catholic emancipation and repeal of the Acts of Union (1800), which,
in the aftermath of the United Irish rebellion, had created the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Ireland and fully established the nation as an integral component
of the British Crown. After gaining Catholic emancipation in 1829, O'Connell turned

to repeal of the Acts of Union. These legislative acts had not only politically erased
Ireland as a separate nation but had also eliminated Grattan's Parliament. Irish in-
terests were instead represented in the British Parliament at Westminster. O'Connell

orchestrated a series of mass meetings across Ireland, but in 1843 a nervous Dublin
Castle banned a planned meeting in Clontarf and arrested O’Connell. The Eman-
cipator never regained the initiative and died in 1847, the same year that John and
Ann moved to Limerick.

During the couple’s years in Limerick, Irish opposition to British rule continued.
Following the collapse of O’Connell’s repeal campaign, and his subsequent death, a
brilliant, inspiring Young Ireland movement briefly emerged but crumpled follow-
ing an aborted uprising that collapsed following a farcical confrontation between
nationalists and police at Ballingarry in County Tipperary in July 1848. That sum-
mer, Young Ireland leader Thomas Meagher was briefly imprisoned in Limerick for
a seditious speech in a nearby town, and other prominent nationalists prowled the
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Limerick countryside in search of support. Ten years later, Young Ireland veteran
James Stephens founded the Irish Revolutionary Brotherhood, later the Irish Repub-
lican Brotherhood (IRB), in Ireland and John O’Mahony the Fenian Brotherhood
in the United States. The Fenian name eventually became popularly associated with
both groups, whose joint aim was the establishment of an Irish republic.

Over the next decade, Stephens’s IRB struggled through controversy and govern-
ment suppression, many of the organizations leading figures going to prison. During
the same period, American Fenianism suffered from factional infighting and public
embarrassment following seemingly preposterous military raids on Canadian ter-
ritory in 1866 and 1870. The raids were misguided attempts to strike at British colo-
nial interests where they presumably could be injured. The IRB, though weakened,
survived, but American Fenianism fell apart following the failed Canadian raids.
Leadership of the American movement for Irish freedom came under the control
of the more secretive Clan na Gael, founded by Jerome Collins in New York in 1867.
Only a single record hinted at John's and Ann’s opinions regarding these rousing

developments survived, an inscription in pink granite on a West Baltimore hillside,
under John's name: “By Birth an Irishman. By Choice an American. By Nature a
Lover of Freedom.™°

Mike Redding’s education and religious life occurred in an environment imbued
with warm feelings toward the Irish nation. In Limerick, he very likely studied under
the Christian Brothers, a Catholic educational congregation with a reputation for
instilling its students with a strong sense of Irish nationalism. St. Peter’, in Balti-
more, where the family worshipped, and where Mike may have attended the parish
school, was under the charge of Reverend Edward McColgan, who, like Redding, had
been born in Ireland and emigrated to America. Reverend McColgan remained an
unabashed supporter of Irish national aspirations over his entire career. His concern
with Irish affairs conformed closely with the interests of his congregation, which
included numerous immigrant families from that country. Reverend James Dolan, a
native of County Tipperary, Reverend John T. Gaitley, a native of County Galway, and
Reverend James McDevitt, born in County Donegal, as well as many other members
of the local clergy, also energetically supported Irish nationalism."

Moreover, in young Mike Redding’s Baltimore a broad array of Irish and Catholic
societies brought together Irish families in a variety of associational activities that
promoted patriotism and created a dense network of personally and politically useful
connections. By the time his family had arrived in Baltimore, the Hibernian Society
of Baltimore had been active for a half century. The Hibernians were a social and
benevolent society whose most important responsibility was management of the
Oliver Hibernian Free School. The Hibernians celebrated the students’ accomplish-
ments with a well-attended awards ceremony at the school every St. Patrick’s Day.
After the ceremony, the Hibernians hosted a lavish dinner with numerous toasts to
[reland and the United States, and their republican heroes. Prior to the Civil War,
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the Hibernian awards ceremony and dinner, together with another dinner hosted
by the Irish Social and Benevolent Society, an association formed in 1852 to aid Irish
immigrants and promote Irish culture, were the chief events of the day’s celebrations
in Baltimore."

As early as 1860, Irish-American patriots had organized a Fenian Brotherhood
circle in Baltimore. Like the Irish Social and Benevolent Society, the Brotherhood
faced serious disruption with the Civil War’s outbreak. American issues obviously
stood at the fore, and many local relationships felt the impact of war and dislocation.
At the close of the war, however, the Brotherhood reinvigorated or reestablished
circles in the city and surrounding towns. In November 1865 it held a public meeting
at the Maryland Institute. A Fenian speaker called for Irish freedom from British
rule and threatened the use of dynamite to achieve this goal. The following spring
it hosted two more meetings at the Front Street Theatre, one addressed by IRB
founder James Stephens. Other public events drew large numbers of supporters and,
inevitably, politicians, even Governor Thomas Swann, who, as mayor of Baltimore
from 1856 to 1860, had headed the city’s nativist American Party. At the time, the
governor was running for Congress and sought support from the Irish-Americans
of West Baltimore. Despite the public events, the Baltimore Fenians mostly operated
in semi-secrecy, the names of Brotherhood officers and members rarely appearing in
newspaper accounts of their activities. Some leaders, though, left at least something
of a public record.?

The leading Irish organizer in post-Civil War Baltimore was Colonel Eugene T.
Joyce, a native of County Galway whose family had fled Ireland for Canada during
the Great Famine. Joyce eventually made his way to Baltimore where he established a
restaurant and then a hotel, the Niagara House, on Camden Street, near the Baltimore
& Ohio’s Camden Station. The occupation, and location, well suited someone meeting
frequently with traveling agents and provocateurs seeking to garner local support for
different Irish causes. Joyce played a prominent role in Democratic politics in South

Baltimore and won election to the city council and state legislature. Because of the
Brotherhood’s semi-secrecy, Joyce's precise connection remained veiled, but he gave

a firm indication of his Fenianism in August 1868 when he addressed a reception
given him upon his return from a visit to Ireland. According to a newspaper report,
Joyce told his friends “that every Irishman should be a Fenian; that in Ireland the
word meant national Irishman.” He awaited Britain's next conflict, which would
offer Ireland an opportunity to take its freedom. The following year Joyce presided
over a meeting at the Maryland Institute, which featured a speech by General John
O’Neill, the head of one of the Fenian national factions.'4

In 1867, Joyce took a leading role in organizing the Ninth Regiment of the Mary-
land National Guard and gained his military title from his command of the unit.
The Ninth’s membership was predominantly Irish-American, and the four hundred
officers and soldiers identified themselves as the Emmet Guards, a reference to the
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" TRIAL OF ROBERT EMMET

Irish patriot Robert Emmet was barbarously executed in 1803. The concluding words of his final
speech became inspiration for Irish nationalists: “When my country takes her place among the na-
tions of the earth, then shall my character be vindicated, then may my epitaph be written.” (Library
of Congress.)

United Irishmen martyr. Officers included Irish businessmen and well-known Bal-
timore Democrats like Daniel Constantine, Thomas W. Campbell, and Dr. George
W. Benson; Reverend James Dolan was chaplain. In October 1867, Colonel Joyce’s
[rish-American militiamen joined the other eight regiments and cavalry and artil-
lery units of the First Division of the Maryland National Guard in a grand military
parade through the streets of Baltimore. The Emmet Guards wore gray uniforms
trimmed in green. “The officers wore black slouch hats with a green feather, the ef-
fect being very fine.” A link between Fenianism and creation of the Emmet Guards

is not clear, but Joyce’s involvement in both suggests that the Guards may have been
conceived as a useful vehicle for Fenian recruitment and training."

The Emmet Guards soon established the St. Patrick’s Day Parade as the central
event in the holiday's celebration in Baltimore. The previous year, as in the recent
past, the day’s events had largely been confined to the Oliver Hibernian Free School,
Catholic pulpits, and a few banquet halls. At the Guards’ first St. Patrick’s Day in
1868, the entire regiment assembled at its downtown armory on North Street, near
Saratoga, and, accompanied by several Catholic societies, paraded to St. Patrick’s
Catholic Church in East Baltimore where the Right Reverend James Gibbons, who
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had just recently been appointed Apostolic Vicar of North Carolina, celebrated a
High Mass. A delegation of Baltimore women then presented a Maryland flag to
Colonel Joyce, who made a speech on the freedom the flag represented and the brave
fight made by generations of Irishmen for that same freedom. The following year,
the Emmet Guards and the Catholic societies again paraded from the armory to St.
Patrick’s. Over the next few years, the St. Patrick’s Day Parade became an established
institution in the city.*®

In August 1875, Baltimore’s Irish-Americans celebrated the centennial of Daniel
O’Connell’s birth. The main event was a grand parade from Mount Vernon Place
to Druid Hill Park. Many of those marching belonged to the Catholic knighthood
societies that had been organizing over the previous few years. These were afhliated
with the Catholic churches in the city and intended to serve as the physical repre-
sentation of the worldly power of their faith at civic demonstrations. Included in the
line were the Knights of St. Patrick, Knights of St. Peter, Knights of St. Martin, and
Knights of St. Augustine, the last an African American association. Also included
were several Catholic beneficial and temperance societies. Marching bands accom-
panied the religious formations. The Knights of St. Patrick were the most impressive
group. Numbering over one hundred and wearing long black frock coats, green
belts, and black slouch hats looped with an Irish harp and flashing a green feather,
each knight displayed a sword at his side. The Knights had only organized in 1872
but had already established themselves as a prominent Catholic association. They
also espoused Irish patriotism. At a Saint Patrick’s Day banquet two years before,
they had toasted Robert Emmet and “The Heroes of Ninety-Eight.” Quite naturally
Colonel Joyce had been one of the organizers. Within a few years, several other
Catholic knighthoods were parading on Baltimore streets."”

More shadowy was the Clan na Gael, which in the 1870s overtook the Fenian
Brotherhood as the chief organizing vehicle for the more strident Irish-Americans

who sought an Irish republic and were willing to use force to achieve their purpose.

The Clan expanded under the leadership of John Devoy and Dr. William Carroll.
[rishman Devoy had served five years in British prisons for Fenian activities before

arriving in New York in January 1871. Carroll was an Irish-born Philadelphia physi-
cian who traveled widely organizing Clans in American cities. The Clan's greatest
achievement in this period was the sensational rescue of several Irish prisoners the
British had exiled to Australia by smuggling them away on the sailing ship Catalpa
in 1875-1876. Given the Clan’s secretive nature, little evidence of its Baltimore exis-
tence, let alone activities, survive, but Mike Redding much later attended a reunion
of the local Clan and presided at another Clan meeting. And he would also leave
behind a clue to his membership on the same pink granite marker that proclaimed
his father’s love of freedom.*®

The Irish political situation continually stoked the natural nostalgia one has for
a lost childhood home. Unlike other immigrant groups, Irish-Americans remained
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closely engaged with a homeland that was both far and near. Ireland remained under
the same foreign rule that had allowed the Great Famine to cause such appalling
death and destruction, and forced so many to flee their homeland. Irish nationalists
actively fighting for an Irish republic eagerly appealed to the Irish in America for
support. As a result, many Irish in America, like Mike Redding, were becoming more
American, but without losing the zeal to square past and present wrongs inflicted
upon their nation and their culture.

Irish-American Patriotism in Baltimore

Renewed famine reinvigorated the movement for an Irish republic after a relatively
quiet decade. During the 1870s, in the wake of the IRB’s suppression, Sir Isaac Butt’s
Home Rule League emerged as the primary Irish political movement, pushing for
an Irish parliament under a federal system that would allow the Irish to legislate on
domestic affairs while leaving imperial matters to Westminster. One of Butt’s more
aggressive Home Rule associates was Charles Stewart Parnell, a young, enigmatic
Protestant Anglo-Irish landowner who pushed the Home Rulers toward a more
obstructionist attitude at Westminster and eventually established himself as a rival
for the organizations leadership. After Butt died in 1879, Parnell aligned himself
with a developing land agitation movement that united a broad spectrum of Irish
nationalists.'

Spurring the nationalist movement in the late 1870s was the looming specter
of another famine. Severe competition from midwestern American wheat reduced
the market price of this commodity, and another potato blight struck the harvest.
Potato shortages and declining prices for market crops, together with poor weather,
made it difhcult for Irish peasants to pay land rents, resulting in impoverishment
and a wave of evictions across the countryside.?°

Released Irish Fenian prisoner Michael Davitt took up the peasants’ cause. Davitt
seemingly embodied Ireland’s suffering. Hed been born in County Mayo during
the Great Famine, and the local landlord had evicted his family, driving it out of
[reland to the English mill town of Haslingden, where work might be found. While
he was employed in a textile mill there, the young Davitt’s right arm had caught in a
machine and been ripped away. He became a Fenian and, like so many others, went
to an English prison, which further embittered him. “I was immediately stripped
naked,” he later wrote, “and compelled to undergo the indignity of being searched in
a manner almost too disgusting to describe.” All the evils of English domination—
landlessness, famine, exile, poverty, exploitation, violence, and humiliation—had
been personally visited upon Davitt.*

Plans for an organized land agitation came together during Davitt’s 1878 trip to
the United States. The British had released Davitt on a ticket of leave the previous
December. On the trip to reunite with his mother and sisters, who had moved to

Pennsylvania, Davitt gave lectures and met with Irish nationalists, among them Clan
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na Gael leader John Devoy. The two Fenians made common cause, and together
with their associates, put together a “New Departure” program designed to create an
opportunity for Irish nationalists to step out of the shadows and participate openly
in politics. Nationalists would unite with the Parnellite Home Rulers over the land
question and aggressively but non-violently pursue land reform and a vaguely de-
fined “self-government.” The Davitt-Devoy program of agitation aimed at winning
the Irish land for the Irish people brought nationalists and Home Rulers together
over an issue on which they both could agree. According to Davitt, nationalists
would support:

A demand for the immediate improvement of the land system by such a thor-
ongh change as would prevent the peasantry of Ireland from being its victims
in the future. This change to take the form of a system of small proprietorships,
similar to what at present obtains in France, Belgium, and Prussia. Such land
to be purchased or held directly from the State.**

Davitt and Devoy traveled to France and then to Ireland, where they negotiated
with the IRB and Parnell and reached an agreement largely conforming to the New
Departure proposal. Davitt then took the argument to the Irish peasantry. During
1879, as crisis engulfed the countryside, Davitt moved from meeting to meeting, ral-
lying peasants behind the New Departure land proposal. To organize the agitation, he
created the National Land League of Mayo in the summer and expanded it into the
Irish National Land League in October. The Land League pressed for transfer of the
land to the peasants who farmed it and worked during the existing crisis to relieve
those evicted. To ensure success, Davitt turned to Parnell to head the Land League.
[ronically, agitation against Anglo-Irish landlordism was headed by an Anglo-Irish
landlord. Parnell, though, won over the Irish population and emerged as the most
influential national leader since O’Connell. Over the next two years, a “land war”
raged in Ireland as the peasantry and its allies struggled to keep hold of their land and
avoid starvation. Violence occurred more than occasionally, but the most frequent
instrument of resistance was the boycott, a term coined following the treatment of
one land agent, Charles Boycott, by the renters he managed.?3

At the beginning of 1880, Parnell arrived in the United States for a speaking
tour to unite Irish-Americans and raise funds for relief and organization. Almost
immediately Baltimore’s Irish- American community began preparations for a Parnell
meeting. They gathered at the hall of the Knights of St. Patrick on West Baltimore
Street. Colonel Joyce presided. A newspaper report paraphrased Joyce's comments,
“His [Parnell’s] mission is not for forcible revolution, but to lay the real facts before
the people of the United States and ask assistance. He [Joyce] wanted the receptions
of Mr. Parnell to be ovations everywhere, so that he will carry back unmistakable
proofs of the fact that Americans expect England to ameliorate the condition of
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the Irish at home.” A committee of arrangements included Joyce and fellow Emmet
Guards officers Daniel Constantine and John Norman. The support of the Catholic
clergy and laity was evident. The committee included the grand commander of the
Catholic Knighthood of Baltimore and the president of the Consolidated Board of
Catholic Societies. Reverends James McDevitt and John T. Gaitley also received
appointments. In Catholic churches, pastors read a letter from Archbishop James
Gibbons (elevated in 1877) recommending donations for the relief of the beleaguered

Irish peasantry. The Catholic hierarchy had generally supported Irish aspirations but
not the secret revolutionary organizations.?4

On February 13, Parnell appeared at the Academy of Music. General admission
tickets sold for fifty cents, reserved seats for seventy-five cents, all the money raised to
go for relief. A large crowd came to hear the Irish leader attack landlordism. Parnell
blamed the Great Famine and current crisis on the land system: “We charge that
the famines and chronic poverty of Ireland are due to the absurd and cruel system
of land tenure. We have there a feudal land tenure, a plant which was brought from
England, but which has flourished more noxiously in Ireland than in any other part
of Europe.” He asserted that a million had died and another million had emigrated
during the earlier famine. Nothing had improved, and famine again haunted the Irish.
After Parnell’s visit, local Irish- Americans continued to raise money for relief. Shortly
betore St. Patrick's Day, Joyce even requested that Baltimore’s Irish associations forego
the annual celebrations and instead donate the money saved for relief.?s

Organization of the Irish-American community soon followed. That May, Da-
vitt arrived in New York to assist in forming the Irish National Land and Industrial
League of the United States. His arrival coincided with the official organization of the
league at Trenor Hall in New York. Over the next six months, Davitt, accompanied
by fellow Land Leaguer John Dillon, traveled across the United States, addressing
[rish-Americans in dozens of cities and encouraging them to organize a league
chapter. According to Davitt, “The best friends of the Land League in these cities
were the members of existing Irish- American organizations, like the Clan-na-Gael
and the Ancient Order of Hibernians.”?

A Baltimore branch of the Irish National Land League formed at the hall of the
Knights of St. Patrick on June 15. It elected Colonel Joyce as president and Reverend
James McDevitt as chaplain. The association proclaimed its purpose was to aid
the Irish in putting “an end to rack-renting, eviction and landlord oppression, and
make such a radical change in the land system in Ireland as will put it in the power
of every Irish farmer to become the owner on fair terms of the land he tills” In
December, Joyce and other Irish-American leaders formed an auxiliary branch in
East Baltimore and also a West End Land League. Reverend Gaitley of St. Patrick’s

addressed the Land Leaguers in East Baltimore at their inaugural meeting in the
hall at his church.?
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MIKE REDDING FIRST CAME to prominence as a member of the West End Land
League, described in one account as the most radical in Baltimore. At an April 1881
meeting at a hall at Baltimore and Poppleton Streets, very near Redding’s house
on Rock, the branch denounced the American government’s failure to protest the
British arrest of an American citizen as an Irish agitator. Redding spoke at the
meeting, and his fellow Land Leaguers appointed him to a committee to arrange an
indignation meeting. His large personality and eloquent speechmaking, together
with his passionate commitment to the cause, made him a natural leader. Redding
would later describe this period as the beginning of his personal association with
Irish-American leaders.?®

Redding’s newly established prominence in Irish-American affairs coincided
with the opening of his saloon at 8 Tyson Street, at the corner of Park Avenue. The
liquor trade eventually earned him a modest fortune and provided him means
of contributing generously to Irish nationalists. Redding not only conducted his
business on Tyson but also lived there with his rapidly expanding family. He had
married Ellen, or Ella, Flaherty in 1878 when he was twenty-five and his “Ellie” not
yet twenty-one. Her parents John and Hannah Flaherty were Irish immigrants who
had lived in Albany before coming to Baltimore. When Mike and Ellie moved to
Tyson Street, they already had a daughter, Catherine, and Ellie was pregnant with

another daughter, Annie, at the time of the move. Over the next four years, the young
couple had two more children, John in November 1884 and Nora in September 188s.
Another child died.?

Redding developed close relationships with numerous friends and neighbors,
most often those also Irish, and those also in the liquor trade. His dearest friends
included Patrick Martin and Bart McAndrews, partners in a wholesale liquor busi-
ness. Martin had been born in County Mayo in 1846, but the Great Famine had
driven his family to England and then Baltimore. In 1873 he had gone into business
with McAndrews, who had likewise been born in Ireland. The liquor wholesalers

participated in the same Irish associations as Redding and donated generously to
[rish causes. Eventually Redding’s friends included Democratic Party bosses like

James Frank Morrison and John J. “Sonny” Mahon. All of these friends, and many
more, had significant influence in Baltimore business and political circles.3°

The literary-minded saloonkeeper took a strong interest in Gaelic culture. Ireland
itself was on the brink of a profound movement that sought to revive Gaelic culture
and overcome British cultural domination. Nationalism undergirded the movement,
in the belief that a culturally accomplished Ireland would have a stronger claim to
freedom. In Ireland, the Young Ireland Society (YIS) coalesced in 1881, the Gaelic
Athletic Association (GAA) in 1884, and the Gaelic League in 1893. Although the
entire movement embraced all aspects of Gaelic culture, the YIS and Gaelic League
emphasized language and literature. A May 1883 newspaper report regarding a do-
nation for relief sent to the Irish Catholic clergy identified Redding as the chairman




Michael ]. Redding and Irish-American Patriotism 335

of a committee of the Robert Emmet Literary Association. Emmet would always
remain an especially heroic figure to Redding.**

That same spring, Redding joined others in establishing the Irish National
League of America. In Ireland, Parnell and his associates had caused a compromise
that ended the land war and sought to consolidate their control over political move-
ments through a new Irish National League. Over the next few years, Parnell and
the League would fight for<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>