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Editor’s Notebook

Non compos mentis?

Recently a member of the Maryland Historical Society confided to the director
of the Society her suspicion that the editor of this magazine is incompetent
because he requires such a large supporting staff. I've assayed my faculties and
concluded that I ought to be good for at least a few more issues. But, more
important, this incident prompts me to tell you why this magazine’s masthead
lists fifteen names and, incidentally, a little about how we put this publication
together. When I took the helm as a semi-volunteer at the beginning of this year
I felt that all of the individuals who help with the magazine (some for many
years) should be recognized publicly. Robert Cottom, who holds a Ph.D. in
history from the Johns Hopkins University and who writes and publishes books
in Baltimore, handles our typography, design, and production and coordinates
with our printer, Sheridan Press. He devotes an enormous number of hours to
the magazine four times a year—distinguished work for journeyman fees. He is
truly our Mr. Wizard of computer skills. If he did not exist, we would have to
invent him. Patricia Anderson works for the magazine four times a year as a free
lance. She is a student at Towson State University, a professional genealogist, and
a skilled researcher in archives around the state. Patricia’s involvement has made
possible this year a great enlargement of the illustrative content of the magazine
(we hope you've noticed). She receives a small fee for her energetic work with
each issue—well below minimum wage, | fear, given the hours she puts in. Hers
is a true labor of love for the subject.

All others on the masthead are staff members with full-time jobs at MHS or
volunteers. Jessica Pigza is assistant curator of manuscripts. By arrangement
with the chieflibrarian at MHS, Jessica gives a quarter of her time to the magazine
in the key role of managing editor. She keeps our schedules and records, knows
where everything is, and generally acts as a nerve center for internal and external
communications. Jeff Goldman is the full-time staff photographer for MHS, a
busy and demanding post. He assists us four times a year with his high-quality
photographic prints of illustrations that have been selected to accompany our
articles, and occasionally, as his time allows, with the creation of a special picture.
Laura Rice, curator of the MHS Prints and Photographs Division, helps us
continually with advice and searches. She had a strong hand in the pictorial
sections (Portfolios) published this year. As a free lance, that is, outside her
full-time job at MHS, she prepares the annual index for the magazine (viz. pages
517-529 of this issue). Angela Anthony works full time as assistant curator of
prints and photographs at MHS. Her contribution is to research and keep track
of our Maryland Picture Puzzles—no small task considering the popularity of
that feature.

Robin Coblentz, Christopher George, and Jane Lange, all busy with profes-



sional editorial careers, are invaluable volunteers who read and correct our
proofs and offer constructive suggestions. Chris George has been further helpful
in 1995 by arranging for selected bookstores to carry the magazine. The four
regional editors, John Wiseman, Jane Sween, Pegram Johnson, and John Wen-
nersten, are likewise volunteers who act as listening posts in their respective
regions of the state. They refer contributors to the magazine and in a couple of
cases have acted as guest editors for individual issues. Robert Brugger,immediate
past editor of the magazine, has served this year as a volunteer consultant, a happy
circumstance that has been an aid to continuity. So, if our masthead looks to you
like Time's or Newsweek's, you now know that it really just lists some dedicated
individuals who help out as they can when they can.

Wow, I think 1 got all of this about right. Look, Ma, no hands. On to the next

issue!
E.L.S.

Cover

The Army of the Severn

The Just Government League’s Army of the Severn left Baltimore for Annapolis
on a cold January morning in 1914 to petition the Maryland legislature for
women’s voting rights. Led by Edna Story Latimer, the suffragettes’ walking tours
became popular across Maryland, as they fanned out from Baltimore, through
a network of county chapters, to the far corners of the state. This grass-roots
effort attracted press attention, drew crowds of curious onlookers along the tour
routes, and generated support for voting-rights reform. In 1919 Congress ap-
proved, and a year later the states ratified, the Nineteenth Amendment to the
U.S. Constitution, which granted women the right to vote, ending a struggle that
had begun at Seneca Falls, New York, in 1848. In this seventy-fifth anniversary
year the Maryland Historical Magazine honors these Maryland women and their
efforts to bring equal suffrage to the Old Line State. (Maryland Suffrage News,

August 22, 1914.)
PD.A.
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Thomas Sully’s portrait of Eliza Ridgely, painted in 1818. The artist’s idealized expression of femi-
ninity reflects the subject’s social position and education. (Courtesy National Gallery of Art, Wash-
ington, D.C.)
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Eliza Ridgely and the
Ideal of American
Womanhood, 1787-1820

ROBERT WILSON TORCHIA

American portraits of the nineteenth century. Commissioned by Eliza’s

father Nicholas Greenbury Ridgely (1770-1829), a wealthy wine and
grocery merchant whose likeness Sully painted in 1820, this full-length and
over life-size Grand Manner portrait was painted at Philadelphia during the
first three weeks of May 1818 for a fee of five hundred dollars.! Shortly there-
after it was exhibited to the general public at the Pennsylvania Academy of the
Fine Art’s seventh annual exhibition.? The fifteen-year-old Eliza, clad in a
fashionable white short-waisted satin Empire gown,? is shown in the act of
tuning a harp. Her graceful form blends harmoniously with the luxuriously
furnished interior and the background of a panoramic landscape. Seemingly
oblivious to the viewer’s presence, she holds a key in her right hand and plucks
a string with the left while simultaneously depressing a pedal with her foot.
Her remote expression suggests no concentrated musical effort as she pen-
sively listens to the chord reverberating throughout the room.

To most modern viewers, including some art historians, the Lady with a
Harp is a saccharine image. Jules Proun finds it typical of Sully’s “sleek, occa-
sionally sentimental, prettified images of boneless figures,” and to Wayne
Craven it typifies Sully’s female portraiture by being “idealized in the sweet,
peaches-and-cream concept of feminine loveliness and elegance.”” William
Gerdts more accurately writes that it “exemplifies both the style of Sully’s art
and his interpretation of the female subject at its fullest and best,” which he
defines as “true idealization, constructed according to Sully’s own ideal of
femininity which is, in turn, a version of the admired one of the age.”® Wendy
A. Cooper, examining the Lady with a Harp within its sociological context,
views it as one among a number of images and objects that reflect early nine-
teenth-century attitudes toward the education of women.” Her research points
the way to a new interpretation of the painting.

The idealization, ultra-refinement, and exaggerated femininity of this image
were carefully orchestrated to be emblematic of Eliza’s exceptionally high so-

Thomas Sully’s Lady with a Harp: Eliza Ridgely is one of the most famous

Dr. Torchia, a specialist in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century sculpture and
painting, is working on a catalogue of the Maryland Historical Society’s collection.
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icial posmon, and the mec{_ﬁc type of education she received. Eliza’s comely
fiﬁ yre and demure | persona reflect norms of female decorum that had been es-

hshed by late elghteehth’&entury British authorities on the education of
wdmen “Her expenswe but austere dress echoes the Reverend John Bennett’s
adm0n1t10ns s that “ﬁnery"l‘§ seldom graceful,” and “neatness is the natural garb
of a, well o,rdex;ed mmdl‘agd.jlas a near alliance with purity of heart.” To him a
properly attired woman was distinguished by her “elegant simplicity.”®

Sully’s emphasis on Eliza’s red cheeks would have been recognized by early
nineteenth-century viewers as a manifestation of ideal femininity. Bennett ad-
vised young ladies to “let the fairness of your complexion be only that of nature,
and let your rouge be the crimson blush of health, arising from temperance, regu-
larity, exercise, and air.”® Eliza’s aloof quality brings to mind Dr. John Gregory’s
statement that “one of the chiefest beauties in a female character is modest re-
serve, that retiring delicacy, which avoids the public eye, and is disconcerted even
at the gaze of admiration.”1? Sully depicted Eliza as the embodiment of the “ex
traordinary charms” that an early American writer claimed for Philadelphia
womanhood: “A sweet and interesting expression of countenance, a wholesome
ruddiness of complexion, blended with a skin delicately fair, a form graceful and
majestic, with a deportment of the most perfect ease.”!!

A close examination of the social issues behind the Lady with a Harp dem-
onstrates that it conveys an almost propagandistic message. At the time of
Sully’s painting of Eliza American women were the subject of unremitting
abuse from British critics who denounced them for being unsophisticated, ig-
norant, and devoid of the social graces. Although the portrait presents Eliza as
the successful product of a British-influenced boarding school education and
accents her mastery of music, by the time it was painted many Americans had
come to regard those accomplishments as undesirable and inappropriate.

Eliza Eichelberger Ridgely (1803-1867) was the only child born to Ridgely
and his wife Eliza Eichelberger, who died three days after the birth of her
daughter. Eliza’s father spared neither effort nor expense in her education. At
the age of thirteen she was sent to a Philadelphia boarding school for young
women, Miss Lyman’s Institution, where the headmistress later described her
as “amiable, talented, and respectful.”!2 There Eliza studied deportment, natu-
ral history, botany, grammar, literature, French, drawing, singing, dancing,
and took piano and harp lessons. Ridgely carefully monitored his daughter’s
progress, and urged her by letter not to neglect drawing, French, and music.!3
In June 1817 he purchased a harp for Eliza from Sebastian Erard in London,
and among his papers ninety-six bills for music lessons survive, along with
many others for harp repairs and strings.!# The instrument in the portrait is
not the harp Ridgely imported from London, but it is an accurate delineation
of a European single-action pedal harp to which Sully evidently had access in
Philadelphia.l?

Eliza enchanted Lafayette with her virtuosity on the harp and command of
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the French language when the hero visited Baltimore during his triumphal
tour of America in 1824; the two became friends and corresponded regularly
until his death in 1834.16 In 1828 she became the second wife of John Carnan
Ridgely (1790-1867), who later inherited the stately Hampton Mansion from
his father, the former Governor of Maryland Charles Carnan Ridgely-
(1760-1829).17 Thereafter Eliza devoted herself to being the mistress of
Hampton, and accompanied her husband on occasional trips to Europe.!8

Fastidious Arrogance

In 1810, Judge Joseph Hopkinson, Sully’s patron, friend, and president of
the Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts, delivered an address to that or-
ganization in which he observed that “our literature, taste, morals and pro-
gress in the arts, are never failing subjects of the most illiberal sarcasm and
abuse,” and described “the fastidious arrogance with which the reviewers and
magazine makers of Great Britain treat the genius and intellect of this coun-
try.” He took umbrage at how “they undertake to decide, with the most dis-
gusting insolence upon our learning, literature, morals, and manners, or
rather upon our want of all of them.”!® Hopkinson alluded to a number of
widely-read travel books on the United States, and the British literary journals
Edinburgh Review and Quarterly Review.?% After the War of 1812 writers for
these journals escalated their war of words with the new republic, and Ameri-
can women were prime targets for their insults.

The one book that offended Americans above all others was Henry Brad-
shaw Fearon’s Sketches of America. Published in 1818, the same year that Sully
painted Eliza’s portrait, the text contains extremely unflattering appraisals of
American females. Fearon wrote that the women of Philadelphia did not pos-
sess “the English standard of health—a rosy cheek . . . their color is produced
by art, but for which disgusting practice, many of them might pass for beauti-
ful.” Scandalized to discover that even Quaker women indulged in “rouge-
ing,”2! he reported that although American women averred that they “combine
the excellencies of the French and English character, without the defects of
either,” he detected neither influence. With obvious condescension he asked,
“Could American ladies be content to despise instead of copying the vanity of
their countrymen, and take a few practical lessons from the English female in
the management of domestic concerns, and the cultivation of their minds,
then, indeed, their fine forms might become peculiarly interesting,—at least to
a man of sense.”?? In his summation of the “American female character”
Fearon wrote that “in mental pursuits it would appear at present but little ad-
vanced,” and he lamented “the extreme attention to mere personal ornament,
and the universal neglect of either mental or domestic knowledge.”??

Other British writers had reached much the same conclusions. Charles Wil-
liam Janson allowed that American women were chaste, but displayed “the
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Sketches of America (1818) by Henry Bradshaw Fearon, one of many British writers who criticized
American women as lacking gentility. (Maryland Historical Society.)

pertness of republican principles” that made them devoid of “the blushing
modesty of the country girls of Europe, that will answer a familiar question
from the other sex with the confidence of a French Mademoiselle.”>* Thomas
Ashe, who favorably compared the indigenous Indians to “the fallen race who
now inhabit America,” condemned the women of Lexington, Kentucky, for
not having “any pretensions to that chaste and elegant form of person and
countenance which distinguishes our countrywomen and other ladies of
Europe. The absence of that irresistible grace and expression may be attributed
to their distance from improved society, and the savage taste and vulgarity of
the men.”?>

Lieutenant Francis Hall observed that women in the New World were
“scarce in proportion to the demand, in a country, where all men marry, and
marry young, consequently they are not called upon to make great exertions to
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captivate.” He noted that “female accomplishments . . . are cultivated upon a
principle of vanity, to imitate the ladies of Europe; but they seldom enrich the
understanding, or give elegance to the manners. . . . The ladies fall into the

mistake of confounding fashions with manners, and think they import Pari-
sian graces with Parisian bonnets.” Hall attributed their lack of charm to the
predominant religion “of that sour Calvinistick kind which would damn St.
Cecilia for a ‘pianoforte playing strumpet.””2

The agriculturalist Richard Parkinson, who had been a friend and frequent
guest of Eliza’s future father-in-law Charles Carnan Ridgely, approvingly
quoted the words of an unidentified Canadian traveler who found “every-
where the want of education and hypocrisy . . . the women only studying, not
how to please, but how to rule, to be applauded as political oracles, or rever-
enced as religious saints.”?” The former Quaker Morris Birkbeck described
American women as “not remarkable for sprightliness of manners. Intellectual
culture has not yet made much progress among the generality of either sex.”28

In 1816 the American literary magazine Port Folio, which now had an
avowed editorial priority “to repel, with becoming indignation and scorn, the
impudent and unfounded assertions of foreigners, touching the supposed in-
feriority of Americans,”?? published a translation of a Latin play that had been
performed by the senior students at London’s elite Westminster School. In a
work that was unusually abusive even by British standards, one of the charac-
ters claimed that “bundling”—an obscure New England custom—was univer-
sally practiced in America, and with mocking credulity described that it
occurred “without any infraction of female modesty; and the chaste maiden,
without any deception, but with right good will, ventures to share the bed
with her chaste swain.”3!

Smarting with Resentment

Educated Americans were acutely aware of the insults heaped upon their
national character and womanhood. One can estimate the effect such writings
had by reviewing the content of a fictitious conversation from Robert Waln
Jr.’s The Hermit in America on a Visit to Philadelphia. The author induced one
Mr. Atall to embark on a lengthy and vehement denunciation of the slander-
ous statements “book-making travellers” had made about women. With obvi-
ous sarcasm he sought to explain the Abbe Rolin’s claim that “at twenty years
old, the women lose the color and complexion of youth; at thirty-five and
forty, they are wrinkled and decrepid,” by quoting Hall’s observation that
American women regularly indulged in the “odd habit of taking a small quan-
tity of opium every morning.” Before singling out Charles William Janson and
other English writers for criticism, Mr. Atall took issue with a Frenchman,
specifically Jean Pierre Brissot de Warville and his contention that American
women were prone to consumption because they were “fond of excessive
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This unattributed nineteenth-century American
portrait of Nicholas Greenbury Ridgely hangs at
Hampton National Historic Site. Ridgely believed
a boarding school education would provide his
daughter Eliza with the skills for social success.
(Photograph by Jeff Goldman.)

dancing; heated with this they drink cold water, eat cold unripe fruits, drink
boiling tea, go thinly clad in winter, and give no attention to sudden changes
of weather.”3!

Even in 1819, when Waln’s book was published, Americans were still smart-
ing with resentment at comments French authors had made some thirty years
earlier. No wonder that when the New York attorney John Bristed sought to
refute the opinions of these writers, he categorically stated that “in no country
under the canopy of heaven do female virtue and purity hold a higher rank
than in the Union. . . . Our American ladies make virtuous and affectionate
wives, kind and indulgent mothers; are, in general, easy, affable, intelligent,
and well bred; their manners presenting a happy medium between the too dis-
tant reserve and coldness of the English, and the too obvious, too obtrusive
behaviour of the French women.”32 When Sully’s early patron Robert Walsh
published a meticulously researched and argued rebuttal to British misrepre-
sentations about the United States in 1819, the book was praised by Thomas
Jefferson, John Adams, and John Quincy Adams, and Walsh received an offi-
cial vote of thanks from the Pennsylvania legislature.?? In the same year Wash-
ington Irving wrote a brief and eloquent essay devoted to the same subject.>4

One curious manifestation of Ridgely’s parental concern for his daughter’s
personal habits can also be viewed within the context of this pervasive Ameri-
can defensiveness in the face of British asperity. Throughout the spring of
1818 he constantly admonished Eliza to have her teeth cleaned. Two years ear-
lier “Benevolus” had published an article in Port Folio advocating the impor-
tance of maintaining good teeth. After reciting all of the hygienic and cosmetic
reasons for dental care, he wrote: “If any thing else is wanting to inculcate at-
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Nicholas Greenbury Ridgely wrote to his daughter Eliza on November 24, 1817, encouraging her to
succeed in music, art, and language. (Maryland Historical Society, MS. 1127.)

tention to the teeth, it is that certain European Travellers have considered bad
teeth as a national defect in the United States.”3?

“Equal Partakers with Ourselves”

The question of instituting systems of female education and establishing
norms of deportment were great national concerns. The issue was especially
crucial to Americans who were considered intellectually—and even biologi-
cally—inferior to Europeans by their British detractors. The successful cultiva-
tion of well-bred and properly educated women was critical to the future of
the developing nation, one in which it was recognized, as Hopkinson had
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pointed out in his address, that “woman is inseparably connected with every
thing that civilizes, refines, and sublimates man.”*® Concerned Americans
turned to British writers for advice. This emulation of the mother culture’s
educational system was noticed by Fearon who, in his usual disparaging tone,
ridiculed the American penchant for imitating the practices of his country,
and observed that “the theory of education is British, at least so far as that
name can be given to mere externals; the plans of public schools, mode of
study, and the authors used, being taken from English practice, but without
the solidity of enquiry, and variety of assistance derived from writers and pro-
fessors, which characterize our present establishments.”3”

Female education was a relatively new concern in England, one that had
been stimulated in part by the publication of Philip Dormer Stanhope, the
Earl of Chesterfield’s Letters to His Son (1774). In 1793 the Reverend John
Bennett wrote of the “contemptuous neglect” of educating women in England,
“as if they were not gifted with reason and understanding, but were only to be
valued for the beauty of their persons, for the elegance of their manners, or the
symmetry of their forms.”>® Bennett viewed Enlightenment Britain as the ideal
locus for a more rational and democratic attitude toward women: “In an
happy, and enviable temperature of climate, in riches of commerce, in the im-
provement of the arts, in the blessings of liberty, and of a religion purified
from bigotry on one hand, and fanaticism on the other, they are, doubtless,
equal partakers with ourselves.”3® Thomas Gisborne enunciated “three par-
ticulars, each of which is of extreme and never-ceasing concern to the welfare of
mankind, [on which] the effect of the female character is most important.” In
addition to “contributing daily and hourly to the comfort of husbands,” family
members, and friends, women were instrumental “in forming and improving
the general manners, dispositions, and conduct of the other sex, by society and
example,” and “in modelling the human mind during the early stages of its
growth, and fixing, while it is yet ductile, its growing principles of action.”?

Ornament and Accomplishment

The presence of the harp in Eliza’s portrait, its most prominent iconog-
raphic feature, had important antecedents in British aristocratic portraiture.
In 1801 Lawrence had tried, unsuccessfully, to dissuade a woman from having
one in her full-length portrait on the grounds that “the Harp—tis so com-
monplace. There’s an inundation of them in the Exhibition all strumming St.
Cecilias disgracing themselves and the Painters all for the love of Mr. Erard.”4!
Sully may have been familiar with similar portraits by the two British artists he
had met during his year of study in London, namely Sir Thomas Lawrence’s
Queen Caroline and the Princess Charlotte (1802, The Royal Collection, St.
James Palace, London), and Sir William Beechey’s Miss Jane Reade (ca. 1813,
Spencer Museum of Art, University of Kansas).4? Like Eliza Ridgely, the sub-
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jects of these paintings are shown standing and tuning their instruments.
Harpists perform seated, however, as in John Singleton Copley’s allegorical
Mrs. Richard Crowninshield Derby as St. Cecilia (1803-04, private collection).
Sully had already used the harp in his half-length of Angelica Livingston (1815,
Senate House State Historic Site, Kingston, New York), and again in the Mlle.
Adele Sigoigne (1829, Julliard School of Music, New York); the latter sitter was
both a musician and the mistress of a Philadelphia school for women.*3

In 1820 an American writer opined that the harp was “the finest of all—the
grand enchanter—the Prospero among these imprisoned spirits of sweet
sound. Its richness, expressiveness, comparative facility of execution, capabil-
ity of being kept in order by oneself, extreme portability, and, though last not
least, in woman’s eyes, its grace of form, raise it to unapproachable supe-
riority.” For a woman “to appear at advantage at the harp, a certain appear-
ance is indispensable. . . . no where does a good figure look better, nor a bad
one worse.”** Sully was well aware of the necessity of maintaining propriety in
such images whose appeal came dangerously close to being sensual. While visit-
ing London to paint the young Queen Victoria in 1837, he saw Lawrence’s Mrs.
Francis Robertson (ca. 1800, Tate Gallery, London), and made a note of his re-
action to it: “One of Lawrence’s early pictures of a lady at full length, resting on
a harp. A discredit to his name. She looks like a vulgar loose person.”#

Beyond being a decorative device, the harp serves as a direct allusion to
Eliza’s mastery of music, and her pose may have been derived from an illustra-
tion of the Muse Erato in George Richardson’s Iconology (London, 1779).46 In
the British system of female education music was an “elegant” or “ornamental
accomplishment” along with needlework, the study of foreign languages, and
drawing, the areas in which Eliza’s father urged her to excel. The harp’s pres-
ence thus indicates that she was the successful product of Miss Lyman’s Insti-
tution, a type of boarding school based on British models that had begun to
proliferate in the United States during the early nineteenth century.4’ Al-
though society belles were expected to attain proficiency in these subjects,
some social critics on both sides of the Atlantic thought them frivolous. This
ambivalent attitude manifested itself in a conversation from Jane Austen’s
Pride and Prejudice (1813), when Miss. Bingley remarked that “a woman must
have a thorough knowledge of music, singing, drawing, dancing, and all the
modern languages, to deserve the world,” to which the stern Mr. Darcy re-
plied, “and to all this she must add something more substantial, in the im-
provement of her mind by extensive reading.”*®

From their inception the ornamental accomplishments had incurred the
opprobrium of certain writers. The Reverend John Bennett had associated
them with the evils attendant upon sending girls to boarding schools: “When
they are of an age to discriminate, and lay in a stock of ideas, we send them to
a boarding school to learn what? Music, dancing, accomplishments, dissipa-
tion and intrigue—every thing but solid knowledge—every thing but humil-



414 Maryland Historical Magazine

Dr. Benjamin Rush (1745?-1813) of Philadel-
phia. This engraving was made by David Edwin
from a Thomas Sully portrait of 1813. Rush, a
signer of the Declaration of Independence, sug-
gested that European standards of education
were not relevant to American women. (Mary-
land Historical Society.)

ity—every thing but piety—every thing but virtue!”*? Bennett later changed
his mind and opined that the ability to play a musical instrument was “a very
desirable acquisition in any woman, who has the time and money enough to
devote to the purpose, for it requires no inconsiderable portion of both.” Pro-
vided that she had the time and money to play, advantages were to be gained
from entertaining and inspiring tranquility in friends, and to “harmonize your
mind and spirits, in many of those ruffled or lonely hours, which in almost
every situation will be your lot.”>°

Thomas Gisborne complained that the “ornamental accomplishments oc-
cupy the rank and estimation which ought to have been assigned to objects of
infinitely greater importance.” Owing to the “natural peculiarities of the fe-
male character,” the accomplishments were often “a source of formidable
temptations” and permissible only when restrained by reason and Christian
moderation. They should only be studied when the pupil was “thoroughly im-
pressed with a conviction of the real end and use of all such attainments;
namely that they are designed, in the first place, to supply her hours of leisure
with innocent and amusing occupations; occupations which may prevent the
languor and snares of idleness, render home attractive, refresh the wearied fac-
ulties, and contribute to preserve the mind in a state of placid cheerfulness.”
Second, these skills enabled a young woman to “communicate a kindred
pleasure . . . to her family and friends.”>! A more prohibitive Thomas Broad-
hurst took a dim view of the accomplishments because “an exclusive cultiva-
tion of the fine arts, as those of music, painting, and poetry, has a tendency to
generate vanity, and to call forth and inflame the selfish passions.” He la-
mented that the prevailing system of female education was “too much calcu-
lated to kindle a spirit of self-love and vanity in the juvenile bosom,” and that
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emphasis on such studies would “feed immoderately the love of applause in
the breasts of their respective votaries.”>?

The same issue was debated in the United States. In 1787 Philadelphia’s
eminent Dr. Benjamin Rush wrote a pamphlet to endorse the “Young Ladies’
Academy,” an institution based on the concept that “the education of young
ladies, in this country, should be conducted upon principles very different
from what it is in Great Britain, and in some respects different than from what
it was when we were part of a monarchical empire.”>> One of the main re-
forming features of the new academy was that it was not a boarding school,
which many viewed as a stimulus to immorality, and students remained living
with their parents. Rush was convinced that emphasis on ornamental accom-
plishments inevitably led to decadence and moral laxity. Although he ap-
proved of singing, some of his harshest strictures were devoted to
instrumental music, which he dismissed as being “by no means accommo-
dated to the present state of society and manners in America.”

Furthermore, instruments were expensive, the tuition charged by teachers
extravagant, and countless hours were wasted by the necessity to practice.
Such wastefulness led Rush to speculate on “how many useful ideas might be
picked up in these hours from history, philosophy, poetry, and the numerous
moral essays in which our language abounds, and how much more would the
knowledge acquired upon these subjects add to the consequence of a lady,
with her husband and with society, than the best performed pieces of music
upon a harpsichord or a guitar!” After marriage women had no time for such
frivolities, and “their harpsichords serve only as side-boards for their parlours,
and prove by their silence, that necessity and circumstances, will always prevail
over fashion, and false maxims of education.” Rush did allow that a woman of
exceptional talent and wealth, who was unencumbered with domestic duties,
could pursue the study of an instrument.”*

Eliza’s proficiency in French would also have met with Rush’s disapproba-
tion for many of the same reasons that he rejected instrumental music. Most
“truly valuable” French books had already been translated, and “the English
language certainly contains many more books of real utility and useful infor-
mation than can be read, without neglecting other duties, by the daughter, or
wife of an American citizen.” Teaching young American women to speak for-
eign languages would lead to a situation where “our language and pronuncia-
tion [would] be enfeebled and corrupted by a flood of French and Italian
words.”> The education of women was a serious matter with important social
ramifications. Rush predicted a time in the future when America would suc-
cumb to European manners and vices, when woman’s “idleness, ignorance,
and profligacy will be the harbingers of our ruin,” from which “a train of do-
mestic and political calamities” was certain to follow.>® Thus “the cultivation
of reason in women, is alike friendly to the order of nature, and to private as
well as public happiness.”’
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Americans were reluctant to abandon their efforts to emulate the British
system of female education, so Rush’s anglophobic essay had little immediate
effect. In the middle of the second decade of the nineteenth century, they, like
their British predecessors, began to reevaluate the situation. In 1816 “Flore-
pha” wrote to Port Folio to suggest that “if young ladies, instead of being flat-
tered for their personal beauty, their musical voices, and their skill in dancing,
or in beating the keys of a piano, were praised and admired in proportion as
they excelled in the modest and affectionate duties of daughter, and sister, they
would make better wives and mothers, and the world would have less reason
to complain of female frivolity.”>8

In 1818 a writer for Analectic Magazine reviewed Major General Pillet’s con-
troversial Views of England (1818). He quoted the French officer’s opinion that
even though English females “are destitute of grace, of taste, of style,” and “it
may be said that an English woman has two left hands,” he preferred the sim-
plicity of their attire to “all the gorgeous flowing finery of the Parisian girls.”
This statement prompted the reviewer to indulge in a brief diatribe aimed at
the women of his own country. Females “who are above the necessity of la-
bouring, are, for the most part, brought up among us in America, with an ut-
ter ignorance and disregard to every species of domestic usefulness and
economy. The true reason why there are such swarms of our blooming dam-
sels withering in the streets of our cities, and such an alarming crop of old
maids by brevet,” was that prospective husbands were scared away by the
prospect of having to support their extravagant habits. The reviewer urged
American women “to begin the study and practice of a well regulated econ-
omy—to think sometimes of saving as well as spending—and, above all, to
dress according to their means and situation.” By doing so they would attract
“prudent and reflecting young men” and “bring and receive blessings in the
state to which reason and nature have assigned the performance of woman’s
duties, and the enjoyment of her happiness.”>

A month later a response to these strictures appeared in Port Folio. Accus-
tomed to having her sex “traduced and misrepresented by foreigners,” “Con-
stantia” was indignant that these criticisms had been written by an American
and published in an American literary magazine, but was stimulated to offer
some observations: first, after completing their studies at age fifteen girls were
so burdened with domestic duties that they had no time to read and continue
to improve themselves; second, it was a “great error” that “without regard to
taste, talents, or circumstances, they must learn drawing, dancing, and music.”
Conceding that these were “agreeable accomplishments” for the wealthy and
talented, she posed a rhetorical question: “Are the most favored ever compen-
sated for the enormous expense of time and money that must be consumed to
obtain but a moderate degree of skill, in music especially?” Like Rush, “Con-
stantia” concluded that these ornate accomplishments were “absolutely use-
less,” because after marriage women had no leisure time to pursue them, and
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Wash drawing from a sketchbook, ca. 1825, Maryland Historical Society, presented by Ellen Gilmor
Buchanan.

that grammar, geography, and history were more practical subjects.®

In 1817 a writer for Analectic Magazine summarized the current state of fe-
male education in America when he observed how “many useful schools, un-
der the tuition of well educated ladies, have been established in our cities: but
we have to repeat the standing complaint, that they are devoted in too many
instances, to the mere ornamental parts of education. . . . Mere ornament is a
thing of nought; and if the system of female education goes on the course it
has now taken, the daughters of our fair countrywomen may make good mu-
sicians, good dancers, and good frolickers,—but we are afraid they will never
make good wives,”®!

Rustics and Grandees

Images almost exactly contemporary with Sully’s Lady with a Harp provide
visual manifestations of each side of the debate. Disillusionment with board-
ing schools and the accomplishments were the subjects of two engravings after
aquatints by John Lewis Krimmel that appeared in Analectic Magazine in 1820,
accompanied by lengthy explanatory texts by James Maxwell, the magazine’s
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Departure for a Boarding School, engraving by Charles Goodman and Robert Piggot after John
Lewis Krimmel, published in Anectic Magazine, 2 (November 1820).

editor. The Departure for a Boarding School represents a “young damsel in un-
adorned and rustic simplicity, but in the moment of departure for the board-
ing school, to which she is destined by the mistaken pride and foolishness of
her parents—for the purpose of refinements of a city education.” The Return
from a Boarding School represents the “metamorphosis effected by the ill-ad-
vised experiment”: seated before her new piano, attired in an Empire dress,
with drawings scattered about her feet, the former country lass has been con-
verted by her education into a grandee who spurns her former suitor. Maxwell
noted how “Her foot on the overturned spinning-wheel, indicates her con-
tempt for the morning occupations of former days, now laid aside in favor of
the piano.”®? These two illustrations demonstrate the effects of a boarding
school education on a rustic middle class family who, unlike Ridgely, could ill
afford the tuition, but the newly instilled airs and pretensions of the pupil
were insufferable in any class of female.

Quite a different perspective on the accomplishments appears in a water-
color and pencil drawing from a sketchbook (ca. 1825, Maryland Historical
Society) that probably once belonged to the noted Baltimore art collector
Robert Gilmor Jr. %% At a genteel social gathering in an elegantly appointed
European salon, a harpist sits before her instrument, while another woman to
her right plays a piano. Although not deliberately polemical like Krimmel’s il-
lustrations, the way these ladies harmonize perfectly with their fashionable, re-
fined environment, indicates a tacit approval of their musical skills.

Despite the raging debate over the suitability of having a young woman
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Return from a Boarding School, line engraving by unknown engraver after John Lewis Krimmel,
published in Analectic Magazine, 2 (December 1820).

learn to play a musical instrument, the harp continued to appear in portraits
of accomplished American women, most notably in James Peale’s Ann
Thompson (1819, private collection), Charles Bird King’s Mrs. John Quincy
Adams (ca. 1822, National Museum of American Art, Washington, D.C.),
George Cook’s Mrs. Robert Donaldson (1832, The Brooklyn Museum), and
two decades later in James and Robert Boyle’s Jane Ball Shoolbred (ca. 1840,
Gibbes Art Gallery, Charleston, South Carolina).

Nicholas Greenbury Ridgely must have been cognizant of the debates con-
cerning the important social issue of female education, and the fact that he
sent Eliza to a Philadelphia boarding school and personally encouraged her to
perfect the ornamental accomplishments, especially music, indicates his ap-
proval of values that were rapidly becoming outmoded in his time. Little is
known about Ridgely except that he was a civic-minded individual who in
1810 served on the board of managers that supervised the erection of Balti-
more’s Washington Monument.%* His immense fortune made him the Ameri-
can equivalent of a European aristocrat; the British critics had made a point of
noting that the population of the United States mostly comprised European
immigrants from the middle or lower classes who were in desperate financial
circumstances, and that the consequent absence of a titled class was yet an-
other sign of our inferiority. This portrait can be interpreted as a visual refuta-
tion to the multitude of foreign criticisms against American womanhood, and
all the negative qualities about American culture that such slights implied. It
represents the successful transplantation of the greatest European refinements,
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both cultural and material, to the New World. The benign appearance of the
landscape in the background of Eliza’s portrait, with its quaint village and ver-
dant trees, constitutes a visual refutation to British aspersions cast on the
American landscape. In his Appeal, Robert Walsh had singled out a particu-
larly offensive passage that typifies such comments: “Even their wildernesses
and deserts, their mountains, lakes, and forests, will produce nothing roman-
tic or pastoral; no ‘native wood-note wild’ will ever be heard from their prai-
ries or savannahs; for these remote regions are only relinquished by pagan
savages to receive into their deep recesses hoards of discontented democrats,
mad, unnatural enthusiasts, and needy or desperate adventurers.”® Given the
portrait’s symbolic implications, it was both ironic and appropriate that it was
painted by Thomas Sully, “the American Lawrence,” in the romantic style
then fashionable in London.
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Brigadier General Bradley T. Johnson, principal organizer of Maryland troops in Confederate serv-
ice. After the Civil War he served as a leader of veterans’ organizations and monument commis-
sions, perpetuating the ideals of the Lost Cause. (Maryland Historical Society.)
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Lost in the Lost Cause: The
1st Maryland Infantry Regiment (C.S.)

KEVIN CONLEY RUFFNER

decades after the Civil War. While the exact number of Marylanders in

the Confederate military is uncertain, estimates range up to 25,000 men
who took up the Southern cause in the years between 1861 and 1865. On the
other hand, the number of Union Marylanders was easily double that figure,
even excluding conscripts, foreigners, and black soldiers.! The role of Union
Marylanders tends to be discounted today, however, while that of Confeder-
ates is perhaps overdramatized. One thinks of Confederate Marylanders in a
romantic sense; the elite of the state, representing the first families of Mary-
land, driven from their homes by hostile invaders. These men dedicated their
lives and fortunes for the South, embellishing the ideals of the Lost Cause.

In part, Confederate veterans themselves fostered this perception after the
war in an effort to recast the state’s role in what they spoke of as the War for
Southern Independence. Southern veterans groups in Maryland, for example,
far outnumbered their Union counterparts. These veterans ensured that pos-
terity would remember their efforts and not that of the Union Marylanders.
There are far more Confederate monuments and statues in Maryland today
than Union memorials. Bradley T. Johnson, one of Maryland’s best known
Confederate generals, served as the state’s most influential proponent both
during the war and after. In addition to Johnson’s volume on Maryland for
Clement A. Evans’s Confederate Military History, W. W. Goldsborough’s The
Maryland Line in the Confederate Army (originally published in 1869 and ex-
panded in 1900) continues to influence readers interested in Maryland’s role
in the Confederacy.? The artifice of the Lost Cause, as portrayed by Allen C.
Redwood (a veteran of a Maryland unit) and William Ludwell Sheppard, also
spurred public awareness of the “Maryland Line,” a term which by 1900 had
assumed almost mythic connotations.?

The historical record is less kind to the Maryland Line. The term itself
harkens to the hallowed days of the American Revolution, but, unlike the
Continental Army, the Maryland Line fulfilled little purpose as a tactical ele-
ment in the Confederate Army of Northern Virginia. Even its proponents
were more concerned about the Maryland Line as a symbol to rally Marylan-

The image of Confederate soldiers from Maryland grew in stature in the

Dr. Ruffner is a staff historian with a federal agency. His study of Maryland junior
officers in the Civil War will be published by the Louisiana State University Press.
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ders to the Confederate banner than as an actual troop unit. Only briefly in
late 1863 and early 1864 did soldiers of the Maryland Line ever serve together
and that was in winter camp. By the end of the Civil War, the Maryland Line
consisted of a small force of one infantry battalion, two cavalry battalions, and
four artillery batteries.

The failure of the Maryland Line, as a tactical element and as a symbol, can
be directly attributed to a series of events that transpired at the beginning of
the war. The bitter dissolution of the 1st Maryland Infantry Regiment (C.S.) in
1862 marred Maryland-Confederate relations, destroyed the state’s premier
military formation, and cast a shadow over Maryland’s true devotion to the
South’s struggle for independence. The failure of Marylanders to rise en masse
against the North during Lee’s first invasion of the state in September 1862 oc-
curred virtually on the heels of the disbandment of Maryland’s largest military
body. Just as the regiment fell apart, many southerners reconsidered their hos-
pitality to the large Maryland refugee population in Virginia in the face of
dwindling resources and increasing hardships. While other Confederate
Maryland units later organized, Southern enthusiasm for the state and its af-
fairs ebbed after 1862 and never fully recovered.

What were the causes of the disbandment of the 1st Maryland and what im-
pact did this action have on the nascent Maryland Line?” The disbandment, as
will be seen, resulted from disagreements within the organization and did not
reflect any intrinsic dissatisfaction on the part of Confederate officials. Ironi-
cally, Maryland Confederates proved their own worst enemies in their efforts
to form a Maryland Line, despite gallant conduct on such battlefields as First
Manassas, the Shenandoah Valley campaign, and the Seven Days battles
around Richmond.

Choosing Sides

The attack on Federal troops at Fort Sumter in Charleston harbor in April
1861 ignited the war that few Marylanders wanted. With the secession of the
upper South, the U.S. government could ill afford to let Maryland slip into the
hands of Confederate sympathizers. Control of the state by the Union army
was fundamental to the security of Washington, D.C., and the importance of
the state’s railroads forced Marylanders, however ambivalent they were about
the war’s causes, to choose sides. Within days after Fort Sumter’s surrender,
Union troops entered Baltimore, where they met a violent reception. It ap-
peared that Maryland would join its Southern sisters in the new Confederate
States of America. The Maryland legislature soon dashed these hopes as Union
forces, under Benjamin Butler, occupied Baltimore in full force in early May.
Maryland’s window of opportunity to leave the Union effectively closed as
soon as it opened.

The state’s failure to join the Confederacy in the spring of 1861 forced
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Harper’s Ferry, Virginia, 1861. Bradley T. Johnson assembled eight companies of Maryland soldiers
here and at Point of Rocks, Maryland, a month after the Confederate attack on Fort Sumter. (Bat-
tles and Leaders of the Civil War, 1883.)

Southern sympathizers to flee in the face of growing Union forces. Bradley T.
Johnson led the first group of Marylanders from Frederick to Virginia on May
8. He established a camp of rendezvous for exiled Marylanders who wished to
join the Confederate service. Johnson, formerly the chairman of the state’s
Breckinridge Democratic faction, intended that his volunteer company of
western Marylanders gather “around it such Maryland men as could be col-
lected together, to form a body which should try to represent the ancestral
honor of that old Line, which before them, in another Revolution, had illus-
trated the fame of the State.” Others indeed followed and by May 18 Johnson
had eight Maryland companies at Point of Rocks and Harper’s Ferry.®
Meanwhile, J. Alden Weston, a Baltimore merchant, recruited Marylanders
in Richmond as a skeletal battalion composed of pre-war Baltimore militia
and volunteer veterans. The companies in Richmond and northern Virginia
provided the foundation of the 1st Maryland Infantry Regiment (C.S.) which
the Confederate government formed on June 16. Prior to the regiment’s or-
ganization, however, the separate companies needed to elect officers and mus-
ter into Confederate service. As with virtually every Confederate unit at the
commencement of the war, this was an uneven process, but the mustering of
the Marylanders into Confederate service proved even more divisive than
most other Southern volunteer companies. Lieutenant Colonel George Deas
swore the men of Companies A and B, commanded by Captains Bradley T.
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Arnold Elzey was commissioned colonel of the 1st
Maryland Infantry by Jefferson Davis in 1861.

Johnson and Charles C. Edelin, into Confederate service for the period of one
year at Point of Rocks on May 21. The following day at Harper’s Ferry, Deas
mustered the remaining companies into Confederate service for the duration
of the war. That Deas enrolled the various companies of the 1st Maryland for
different terms quickly became a bone of contention. Many of the soldiers at
Harper’s Ferry believed that they too had enlisted for only twelve months de-
spite the fact that they had signed their names beside the statement “for the
war” on various muster rolls and enlistment papers.

The confusion over enlistment terms increased after the disbandment of
three of the Harper’s Ferry companies and the drafting of additional compa-
nies. Three original companies, under Captains Frank S. Price (the original
Company C), Thomas H. Holbrook (the original Company F), and Henry
Wellmore (the original Company H), disbanded for lack of personnel by mid-
June. In their place Captain ]. Louis Smith formed a new Company F at Har-
per’s Ferry while three companies from Richmond under the commands of
Captains Edward R. Dorsey, William H. Murray, and Michael S. Robertson,
joined the 1st Maryland as Companies C, H, and I, respectively. Dorsey and
Murray’s men arrived in Winchester, the regiment’s temporary camp, on June
25 while Robertson’s company remained in Richmond until late August. This
gave the new regiment a total strength of eleven companies—one shy of the
regulation twelve—while Captain J. Lyle Clarke’s Maryland company in Rich-
mond ended up in the 21st Virginia Infantry Regiment.” To confuse matters
even further, the three Richmond companies had also enlisted for just one
year, the standard enlistment period for all state volunteers in 1861.
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Governor John Letcher of Virginia initially appointed a Marylander and
Regular Army officer, Francis J. Thomas, as colonel and adjutant general of
the Maryland volunteers in Virginia on May 17. His appointment, however,
met resistance from the Maryland officers at Harper’s Ferry who preferred to
elect their own chain of command and serve under Maryland’s, not Virginia’s,
flag.® By June 8, the Virginia governor relented and transferred control of the
Maryland troops to the new central government. President Jefferson Davis, in
turn, commissioned Arnold Elzey as colonel of the 1st Maryland, George H.
Steuart as lieutenant colonel, and Bradley T. Johnson as major on June 16.
Unlike most Confederate regiments, the 1st Maryland had two field grade offi-
cers, Elzey and Steuart, with West Point training and Regular Army service.

The officers of the 1st Maryland imbued the unit with a sense of discipline
and perfected its training in the manual of arms. Randolph H. McKim, a pri-
vate in Company H, told his mother in the summer of 1861 about his unit’s
activities:

You would like to know how I spend a day here. The bugle sounds at
half past four and then we go out and drill till six. Then we get
breakfast, wash and get ready for drill again at nine o’clock. Then we
drill an hour and a half or two hours. Then sleep, or write a letter, or
clean up camp, or wash clothes, or put the tents in order. Then get
dinner ready — drill again in the evening (the whole regiment
together, battalion drill) at five o’clock. Dress parade at 6.30 P.M.
Then supper. Soon after, at nine o’clock, the tattoo sounds and roll is
called; then at 9.30 come three taps on the drum and all lights must
instantly be extinguished.’

The experience of many Marylanders in the pre-war Regular Army, militia,
or volunteer companies attracted attention on the parade field. When a drill-
master from the Virginia Military Institute tried to put Company C through
the School of the Soldier, Captain Edward Dorsey said to the cadet, “let me
give you a sample drill of my company.” Dorsey began to issue commands to
his company, many of whom had been members of various Baltimore volun-
teer units. The young drillmaster was so impressed that he went to the camp’s
commandant and reported, “I cannot teach those Baltimore boys anything,”10

The training of the Maryland regiment proved invaluable on July 21 when
the regiment rushed onto the battlefield at Manassas after forced marches and
a lengthy train ride from the Shenandoah Valley. The 1st Maryland swept the
Union right flank at Chinn House Ridge, enveloping in turn the enemy’s main
line at Henry House Hill. The Yankees fled in panic from the field. In one of
the forgotten moments of the war (compared to the famous appelation earned
by Thomas J. Jackson at Manassas), President Davis hailed Colonel Elzey, in
the presence of Generals Pierre G. T. Beauregard and Joseph E. Johnston, as
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“the Blucher of the day” [referring to the great Prussian field marshal of the
Napoleonic era]. For his bravery, Davis promoted Elzey to brigadier general
and Steuart took over command of the 1st Maryland.!1

The battle boosted the morale of the Marylanders. Private Somerville Sollers
described the mood in a letter from Company H’s camp at Fairfax Court
House:

We are in fine spirits & look upon the recognition of the
Confederacy & the redemption of Md. as a Sure thing. We are still
encamped here expecting orders every day to march. We have
nothing to complain of, but our rations, which are miserable, driving
us very often to the Hotel to eat by which our funds are nearly all
gone. This is evidently something wrong in the Commissary
Department of our Reg. Our Colonel has promised to took into the
matter & I hope this will be a change for the better. . . . We received
our uniforms a few days ago, gray pants & jackets & we look as gay as
you please. Our’s (Capt. Murray’s Company) is the best in the Reg.
numbering now 90 men — all gentlemen. '2

Terms of Service

Fighting the Yankees proved an infrequent experience in the fall and winter
of 1861. The 1st Maryland, like all Confederate units in northern Virginia,
battled other enemies: disease, boredom, and the elements. The long winter
generated unrest in an army that had not yet developed its own esprit de corps.
The high caliber of the Maryland enlisted personnel, ironically, contributed to
unrest within the regiment. One mess section in Captain Murray’s Company
H provides a glimpse as to the social standing of the regiment’s soldiers. Ran-
dolph McKim, a private, graduate of the University of Virginia, and a candi-
date for the ministry in the Episcopal Church, shared duties with several other
enlisted men with laudatory backgrounds: McHenry Howard, a Princeton
graduate; Wilson Carr, a Baltimore lawyer; John Bolling, also a graduate of the
University of Virginia; William Duncan McKim, a Harvard graduate; and
George Williamson, a gentleman educated in Europe.!3

All of these men joined the Confederate army as privates for a short war.
When victory proved elusive, they grew weary of enlisted life, with its many
menial tasks. Marylanders, both officers and soldiers, soon agitated for pro-
motions, transfers to other companies where duties were supposedly better, or
for discharges from the army completely. To compound the problem of these
frustrated volunteers, the terms of service for several of the companies would
expire as soon as the spring of 1862. Faced with the utter disintegration of the
army just as Union forces prepared to attack Richmond, the Confederate gov-
ernment instituted the Bounty and Furlough Act in December 1861 to en-
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McHenry Howard, grandson of James McHenry
and John Eager Howard, served with the Ist
Maryland Infantry during its short term in Stone-
wall Jackson’s Shenandoah Valley campaign of
1862. (Maryland Historical Society.)

courage soldiers to reenlist for two more years in exchange for a bonus of $50
and sixty days’ leave.l4

The act, rather than helping to preserve the army, fomented rivalry and dis-
order in the ranks. In the case of the 1st Maryland, the Bounty and Furlough
Act raised a number of questions as to which soldiers were eligible to reenlist
and, if signed up again, whether they could organize new companies and
transfer to different branches of the service. Frank S. Price, who commanded
the first Company C when he was dropped in the summer of 1861, protested
in March 1862 about the inequalities of the new act in a letter to the secretary
of war:

If any one among those who were mustered in at Harper’s Ferry, as
members of the Ist Maryland Regiment, has the right to re-enlist
and become entitled to the $50 bounty, has not every one, who
enlisted on the same conditions, the same right? This has been
practically denied. Some have been re-enlisted while others have
been retained on having enlisted for the war. Again, can those who
are refused the privilege of reenlisting claim and obtain the $50
bounty, and if they cannot, is not a manifest injustice done them? If
they are provided with the $50 bounty without the form of
re-enlistment, are they not recognized, according to the act
controlling the cases as re-enlisting, and entitled to join other
companies, or another arm of service than that which they were? My
simple object is to see the rights of all protected?!”
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Lieutenant Colonel Johnson (his new rank after Colonel Elzey’s promotion
to brigadier general) raised the issue of the period of enlistment of Companies
A and B with officials in Richmond. In January 1862 he wrote to Lieutenant
Colonel Deas at the Adjutant and Inspector General’s Office, reminding Deas
(who had enlisted the companies of the 1st Maryland into service the previous
May) that both Companies A and B had joined the army for only one year. At
some point after the two companies prepared their rolls, the Confederate War
Department inadvertently changed the enlistment terms to three years’ total
service. Johnson asked that army authorities correct this oversight, a move
which would have a good effect on the Maryland regiment.!6

The two companies, indeed, accepted the terms of the act as did a handful
of men from other companies.!” Company B’s reenlistees took their leaves
while Captain Edelin, their commander, proceeded to Richmond for addi-
tional recruits in early February 1862. At the end of his leave, Edelin refused to
return to the 1st Maryland and took his company to North Carolina to serve
as heavy artillery. Now faced with a new predicament, Johnson protested Ede-
lin’s actions in a letter to the War Department and commented that the 1st
Maryland was “the only nucleus for a Maryland force in the army. All the men
[who] belong to it are doubly precious for we have no resources to recruit
from—thus to scatter it, must destroy it.”!8 Though Edelin’s company finally
returned to the regiment later, in June 1862, his actions foreshadowed further
troubles in the 1st Maryland.

In the meantime, the Confederate Congress, under pressure from Maryland
politicians and military officers, relented and passed “An Act to Authorize and
Provide for the Organization of the Maryland Line” on February 15, 1862. The
act called for the voluntary enrollment of all Marylanders now scattered
throughout the army “into one or more brigades.” After Colonel Steuart pro-
tested that the new act had little effect without an order from the War Depart-
ment authorizing commanders to transfer Marylanders to the Maryland Line,
the army issued General Orders Number 8 on February 26. This order stipu-
lated that Marylanders in other Confederate units throughout the South had
permission to transfer to the 1st Maryland, which would serve as the cadre for
the Maryland Line. The government also promoted Colonel Steuart to briga-
dier general to command the Maryland Line, a move which elevated Bradley
T. Johnson to colonel.!®

Two months later, General Steuart reported to George W. Randolph, the
secretary of war, that the formation of the Maryland Line had met with “very
little success” due to the reluctance of commanders to release Marylanders
from their units to the new organization. Steuart remained hopeful, however,
that “within a few weeks all can be assembled and ready to take the field. The
First Maryland Regiment, being the largest body of Marylanders, could serve
as the nucleus, and all the rest be ordered to report there immediately.” De-
spite the fact that Marylanders were not subject to conscription, the general
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Confederate Secretary of War Judah P. Ben-
jamin received a high volume of letters from
Maryland soldiers protesting enlistment poli-
cies. (Battles and Leaders of the Civil War,
1883.)

observed that “they are, almost to a man, anxious to serve the Confederate
States.” Steuart then cited the psychological importance of the Maryland Line:

As Maryland is not represented in Congress nor an acknowledged
State of the Confederacy, one great object which will be attained in
forming the Maryland Line will be its representing the State. It will
serve as a rallying point for all Marylanders, and will be constantly
increased by men coming over from Maryland. It will serve also to
keep up the spirits of our friends in Maryland by letting them know
the State is represented by an organized and constantly increasing
military body in the Confederacy.?

In mid-April, only days before General Steuart wrote to Randolph about the
status of the Maryland Line, the Confederate Congress passed the First Con-
scription Act. While the government called for the draft of white males be-
tween the ages of eighteen and thirty-five, the same legislation permitted the
army to discharge non-residents of the Confederacy—a clause that allowed
many Marylanders to demand their release from the Southern army or to
avoid military service altogether.?! Realizing that the government’s conflicting
orders affected the well-being of the Maryland Line, the Adjutant and Inspec-
tor General’s Office issued new orders in early May that strengthened the
army’s implementation of the Maryland Line act. General Steuart, in turn, es-
tablished a special recruiting depot in Richmond to facilitate the arrival of new
recruits for the 1st Maryland.22

Colonel Johnson still faced the problem of reorganizing the four other com-
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panies in the regiment which had also enlisted for only one year. In late April,
he ordered Companies A, C, H, and I to hold elections and reorganize for the
war. Company B, Edelin’s command, was still absent in North Carolina at this
point. While Company A elected new officers, the other units refused to reor-
ganize under any circumstances, claiming exemption from military service un-
der various clauses of the Bounty and Furlough Act and the new conscription
law. Colonel Johnson communicated this imbroglio to the War Department
and warned that “there are now I think, ten thousand Marylanders in service,
certainly from six to eight thousand. If any of them are exempt, all are, & they
will everywhere claim their discharge, & thus the Government lose valuable
soldiers at the crisis of the war, disorganizing many companies & Regts whose
soldiers will fail to perceive the justice of exempting Marylanders from mili-
tary service, when they are held.”??

Despite the regimental commander’s protests about releasing Marylanders
from the army, the Confederate government allowed Company C to disband
at the expiration of its term of service in mid-May. Colonel Johnson, deeply
frustrated at this event, formed the regiment on May 17 and emphatically
pointed in the direction of the enemy as the company fell out from formation.
A member of the company, Private George H. Weston, recorded the scene in
his diary:

Our muskets all stacked. Our knapsacks, cartridge boxes etc. etc. etc.
all lying on the ground in order, ready to be delivered up when
called for. Groups of our former companions in arms are around us,
b'dding a last adieu. Here & there can be seen men going to & fro
with cooking utensils & blankets that we have thrown away. We are
about to be mustered out in an hour when we will take the turnpike
for Gordonsville. Happy are we, of our release, for as a company we
have seen as hard, yes even harder service than any co. in the 1st Md.
Regt.

1/2 past 9 The regt ordered into line to move off but before doing
so, Col. Johnston [sic] read our Muster rolls & discharged us from
service. Never did I feel so glad as when I stacked my gun on the
parade ground of the 1st Md. Regt. for the last time. Not because of
my hatred of the corps, nor the men (for I intend going into the
service again), but from the utter hatred & dislike I have for our field
& staff officers.”*

When Colonel Johnson released Company C, he appealed to the men of the
other companies to stay in the army while he tried to clarify the situation with
the War Department. His appeal notwithstanding, the Maryland regiment suf-
fered from a spate of desertions. Other soldiers who refused to perform duty
had to be arrested. Many soldiers apparently disliked Colonel Johnson and
distrusted him. Private Weston even complained that the commutation
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money for his clothing “had been stopped by our mean Col Bradley T.
Johnson & Lt. Col. E. R. Dorsey.?>

The Brothers’ War

At the opening of the spring campaign in the Shenandoah Valley, Johnson
found his regiment “sullen and unhappy.”® In the midst of this demoraliza-
tion, the 1st Maryland (C.S.) engaged the 1st Maryland Infantry Regiment
(U.S.) at Front Royal on May 23, 1862. In a battle that has come to symbolize
“the brothers” war,” the Confederate Marylanders drove the Union Marylan-
ders from the town, resulting in the capture of nearly all of the Federal troops.
It was a quick and easy victory for the Marylanders in gray, although Colonel
Johnson had doubted whether his troops would follow him into action. When
he received orders from Stonewall Jackson to advance his regiment, Johnson
told his men that he would refuse to lead dissatisfied troops. He then beckoned
his men to return to Maryland. “Boast of it when you meet your fathers and
mothers, brothers, sisters, and sweethearts. Tell them it was you who, when
brought face to face with the enemy proved yourselves . . . to be cowards.”?’

Johnson’s impromptu speech rallied his regiment. Men pleaded to be
thrown into the fight. One Maryland soldier wrote, “Col. Johnson made us a
very inspiring speech, in which he reminded us of our friends confined in the
dungeons of Fort Warren. When he finished a shout rent the air and off we
went under the impression that Baltimore was our destination.”?8

The Shenandoah Valley campaign proved to be the highpoint of the 1st Mary-
land’s short military career. The Maryland troops participated in the liberation of
Winchester, where, an enlisted man wrote, “our regiment was the first in town,
and such wild demonstrations of joy and delight was depicted on the faces of
every one, especially the ladies is inconceivable.” John Eager Post, a private in
Company H told his mother, “I really thought they were going to hug us.”%’

After heavy fighting at Cross Keys, the 1st Maryland rejoined the Army of
Northern Virginia with Jackson’s men and participated in the engagements
around Richmond.3 Despite the problems that he had encountered earlier in
the spring, Colonel Johnson grew optimistic when he learned that new com-
panies of Maryland volunteers would soon join the 1st Maryland. While he
discharged the men of Companies H and I upon the expiration of their enlist-
ments in June, fresh volunteers in the form of Captain Edmund Barry’s com-
pany arrived to replenish the ranks. Assigned as the 1st Maryland’s third
Company C, Barry’s men joined the regiment just as Captain Edelin’s Com-
pany B trickled back following its sojourn in North Carolina. Captain Murray,
whose Company H had just disbanded, also appeared to be quickly recruiting
for a new unit. Altogether, Johnson still had seven companies in his regiment
at the time of the fighting around Richmond.

Colonel Johnson’s hopes were quickly dashed after the defeat of General
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George B. McClellan’s army on the Peninsula. With the conclusion of active
campaigning, the old complaints of the enlisted men of the regiment came to a
head. After moving his camp from Richmond to Charlottesville, Johnson
planned to recruit new members for the regiment and to establish the head-
quarters of the Maryland Line. Soldiers of the four remaining “war compa-
nies,” however, were in no mood to remain as a part of the 1st Maryland.
Twelve men from Companies D, E, F, and G petitioned the secretary of war
for their release on July 18. They maintained that they had enlisted for only a
year’s service and, having performed their duty, they desired their discharge.’!

The beleaguered regimental commander once again refuted these claims
and provided the War Department with testimonials from company officers in
early August that substantiated the fact that the disaffected companies had en-
listed for the war. Colonel Johnson, quite upset with the conduct of his men,
also railed against the intrigues of Maryland refugees in Richmond and the
Confederate government’s overall unsupportive stance of Maryland’s troops
in Confederate service. “The four new companies [D, E, F, and G] all re-
mained conten[t]ed as far as I know until the period of re-enlistment & fur-
lough,” Johnson told Secretary Randolph.3‘2 The Bounty and Furlough Act,
however, spurred great consternation as many officers and men sought to
raise new units. One of these men, J. Alden Weston, had actually commanded
the ad hoc Maryland Battalion in Richmond at the outbreak of the war.

Weston’s command was broken up to provide companies for the 1st Mary-
land. Colonel Johnson believed that Weston harbored resentment against him
over this. “There a small discontent was sedulously nurtured by parties in
Richmond, of whom a man named Weston who kept a store in Pearl St. actu-
ally sent up a Muster Roll to prevent re-enlistments in the Regt. & to secure
the men after their present term.”33 Weston, in fact, had received permission
from the secretary of war in April 1862 to raise his own cavalry battalion.3*
But in the eyes of the colonel of the 1st Maryland, Weston tried to raise a unit
by drawing recruits from the members of his regiment.

Colonel Johnson vehemently denied that his officers had committed any
fraud when the various companies mustered into service. He informed the
secretary of war that he had convened a general court-martial to try those
cases where soldiers of the 1st Maryland had refused to perform their duty.
Johnson expressed the outlook that the legal proceedings would determine the
validity of the claims presented by the soldiers in their petition to the secretary
of war. “I hope in a few weeks,” Johnson informed Randolph, “to go into the
field with at least 300 men & could do it easily but for the disgraceful intrigues
& discontent of the Md refugees in & about Richmond.”*>

Despite the promise of the secretary of war to dispatch an officer to conduct
an inquiry into the peculiar state of affairs in the 1st Maryland, the War De-
partment in Richmond continued to receive appeals from individual soldiers
of the regiment for discharge. Private John O’Neill of Company D, for exam-
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ple, asked the adjutant general on August 4 for his release from the army to
take care of his family in Baltimore. The enemy threatened to confiscate his
house for back taxes and other debts. Unable to offer a rebuttal to these claims
because his attorney sat in a Federal prison, the Maryland soldier faced uncer-
tain prospects. “If I can gain a discharge,” O’Neill wrote, “I could obtain a
situation & relieve the wants of my relatives.”3¢

“Could Anything Be More Humiliating?”

As the litany of complaints and requests for discharge from the 1st Mary-
land mounted, the Confederate government lost patience with the Marylan-
ders. On August 11, 1862, the Adjutant and Inspector General’s Office issued
special orders to do away with the regiment. Then, because “doubts have
arisen with reference to the terms of service of the men of the First Maryland
Regiment,” the War Department “ordered that the said regiment be dis-
banded, and members thereof, with all other natives and adopted citizens of
Maryland desirous of enlisting into the service of the Confederate States, are
invited to enroll and organize themselves into companies, squadrons, battal-
ions, and regiments, the officers of which are to be elected. The organization
will hereby be known as the Maryland Line.”3” With a couple of pen strokes,
the Confederate government eliminated Maryland’s largest military organiza-
tion in its army—two days after the bloody engagement at Cedar Mountain
and a little over two weeks before Second Manassas (Bull Run).

The haste in which the Confederate government cast the regiment aside dis-
heartened many Marylanders. Corporal Washington Hands of Company D
commented that the order caught the regiment by surprise. “Could anything
be more humiliating?” he asked.’® An article in a Richmond newspaper also
expressed shock at the fate of the 1st Maryland. “The Regiment is disbanded,”
wrote a columnist in the Daily Enquirer in late August. “The work of twelve
months, of ‘our Friends at Richmond,” has succeeded! The only organized,
recognized body in the Southern Confederacy is wiped out; and now Mary-
land stands—unrepresented.”3® This argument emphasized the effect of out-
side agitators on the disbandment of the regiment as opposed to the unit’s
own internal discord.4?

The loss of the 1st Maryland was a bitter blow to the proponents of the
Maryland Line in the Confederate army. The state now had only four small ar-
tillery batteries in military service with the South and it would be months be-
fore two new units, the 1st Maryland Cavalry Battalion and the 1st (later 2nd)
Maryland Infantry Battalion, could be raised from new volunteers and veter-
ans of the old 1st Maryland Infantry Regiment. The concept of the Maryland
Line quickly became infeasible and, in fact, remained dormant for over a year.

The Confederate War Department confronted yet another problem follow-
ing its hasty dismissal of the 1st Maryland. What would the government do



438 Maryland Historical Magazine

with so many officers and enlisted men who now had no position in the army?
Cut off from home, these Marylanders had few opportunities to make a living
in the war-torn South. Somerville Sollers for one, who had just re-enlisted
when the regiment disbanded, traveled to visit his family in the deep South. He
recounted his trip in a letter to his mother. “I cannot express to you in words
the kindness with which we were recd, not only by our relatives, but strangers,
being Marylanders, was a sufficient passport, & we were feasted by the old peo-
ple, & so smiled upon by the fair ladies, that the expiration of our furlough was
most unwelcome tidings.”! His reception was probably most uncommon.
Many Marylanders who settled in Richmond found it far less hospitable.

Most of the regiment’s enlisted men eventually rejoined the army in the new
Maryland units that formed in the fall of 1862 or with other companies al-
ready in the service. The officers of the 1st Maryland, however, had a more
difficult time getting reestablished after the regiment’s disbandment. Colonel
Johnson, Captain William W. Goldsborough of Company A, and the acting
adjutant, Lieutenant George W. Booth, followed the main army and served as
volunteer officers during the Second Manassas and Sharpsburg (Antietam)
campaigns. Colonel Johnson, however, did not receive a formal assignment
with the Army of Northern Virginia until the summer of 1863 when he as-
sumed temporary command of an infantry brigade whose commander had
been wounded at Gettysburg.

Junior officers also experienced problems after the release of the 1st Mary-
land. Second Lieutenant William Key Howard of Company D eventually en-
listed as a private in the 4th Virginia Cavalry Regiment. Several months later,
Howard began a letter-writing campaign with the secretary of war to be rein-
stated as an officer because he claimed that his company had been illegally dis-
banded. Howard even had his wife and mother urge the Confederate army to
promote him, but these efforts failed and he remained in the ranks until the
end of the war.*? Likewise, Edward C. Deppish, a lieutenant in the 1st Mary-
land’s Company G, rejoined the army as a substitute in 1862 and served with
the 1st Virginia Cavalry Regiment until his capture two years later.43

The Confederate War Department continued to receive pleas from officers
of the 1st Maryland until the last year of the war. For example, Second Lieu-
tenant Joseph H. Stewart bombarded the government for a commission in the
Confederate Regular Army after he had enlisted in the 1st (later 2nd) Mary-
land Infantry Battalion in 1862. A former cadet at West Point (dismissed for
poor grades and “deficient conduct™), Stewart eventually received a lieuten-
ancy in the army in 1864 although the army failed to assign him to a com-
mand. He eventually resigned in order to accept a clerkship in the Treasury
Department in Richmond, claiming that he could not live in the capital on a
lieutenant’s salary.44

Prompted by the numerous letters from unhappy officers of the 1st Mary-
land, the War Department issued new regulations and admitted that the regi-
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The 2nd Maryland Infantry Battalion (C.S.), successors to the disbanded 1st Maryland Infantry
Regiment (C.S.), charged Culp’s Hill at Gettysburg, July 3, 1863. (Maryland Historical Society.)

ment had been improperly disbanded. The special orders directed that the
regiment’s officers “will remain in commission and reassemble and recruit
their company without delay.” While several former officers of the 1st Mary-
land attempted to rejoin the army under this guise, the order was clearly un-
enforceable and had no impact on the leadership structure of the successor
Maryland organizations. It simply represented a futile measure on the part of
the Confederate government to soothe the hurt feelings of the Maryland offi-
cers left in the lurch after the 1st Maryland’s disappearance.*

The loss of the 1st Maryland affected more than just the officers and enlisted
men who were thrown out of the army. The Confederate army experienced a
massive reorganization in the spring and summer of 1862 with unit elections,
transfers, and re-enlistments. Through all of this, which was traumatic for
commanders and troops alike, the War Department refused to drop units
from the rolls. In the Army of Northern Virginia, the 1st Maryland Infantry
Regiment proved to be the most notable exception when it broke up in August
1862. In addition to the 1st Maryland, several Maryland companies in Virginia
regiments also refused to reconstitute during the spring of 1862. Conse-
quently, the War Department also permitted these units to leave the service. 0
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So, at a crucial point in the war, Maryland troops appeared to be inconsistent
allies just as the Confederate government forced other southerners to remain
in the service.#’

The disbandment of the 1st Maryland destroyed the core of the nascent
Maryland Line, which did not recover until late 1863 when the 1st Maryland
Cavalry Battalion and 1st Maryland Infantry Battalion (later the 2nd Mary-
land) had fully organized. All of these units and others, such as Harry Gilmor’s
Partisan Rangers (the 2nd Maryland Cavalry Battalion) suffered from the
same teething problems in 1863 and 1864 as the 1st Maryland Infantry Regi-
ment did in 1861 and 1862.48 Other units, such as the 1st Maryland Battery,
underwent a divisive civil case in 1864 when unit members sued their com-
mander, Captain William F. Dement, for their discharge at the completion of
three-year enlistments. After a lengthy trial, the court granted virtually all of
Dement’s men discharges from the army on the grounds that they had com-
pleted their military obligation and could not be retained for service without
their permission on the basis of their pre-war domicile.*> Slowly but surely,
Maryland’s units in Confederate service dwindled as much from their own in-
ternal disharmony as from Yankee bullets or the abundant diseases that ran
rampant in the war.

Too Little, Too Late

Much more than their Southern brethren, Marylanders in Confederate serv-
ice were troublesome. Considering their small numbers, the War Department
invested considerable time in matters pertaining to the 1st Maryland and the
Maryland Line. At the behest of Colonel Johnson, the Confederate govern-
ment finally reconstituted the Maryland Line in October 1863. Six months
later, the army again authorized the transfer of Marylanders from other units
to the revived Maryland Line. George P. Kane, Baltimore’s former police mar-
shal and a friend of the Maryland Line, supported the Confederate govern-
ment’s action. “This would secure,” Kane said, “the three great elements
which a Maryland organization has always lacked so far—viz.: concentration,
harmony, and an esprit de corps of purpose and principle.”>? Kane’s hope, alas,
proved infeasible—a case of too little, too late. The time for a Maryland Line,
which appeared most fortuitous in 1862, was no longer realistic in 1864. The
failure of Maryland to rise up against the Federal occupying force during the
Sharpsburg (Antietam) campaign bitterly disappointed the state’s Southern
advocates. Colonel Johnson, who served briefly as provost marshal of
Frederick in September 1862, realized that the loss of his regiment affected
more than just the army’s order of battle. He believed that “had the First
Maryland regiment been with Jackson in Frederick during the three days he
was there it would have filled up to two thousand men.” According to
Johnson, “thousands wished to enlist. Every one asked ‘Where is the First
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Veterans of the 2nd Maryland Infantry at the dedication of the Confederate monument on Culp’s
Hill, Gettysburg, 1884. (Maryland Historical Society.)

Maryland? The disappointment and chagrin at finding it disbanded was ex-
treme. They had no Maryland organization to rally on. . . . they had no time to
get together and organize companies, select captains and choose officers.”>! By
the time the Army of Northern Virginia invaded Pennsylvania in 1863, with
two Maryland battalions and several artillery batteries in its ranks, Maryland
had lost its enthusiasm for the Confederate cause.”?

Colonel Johnson (later promoted to brigadier general in the summer of
1864) continued to blame Maryland schemers in Richmond for the loss of the
1st Maryland. These men, in Johnson’s words, “inflicted a more deadly blow
on the interests and future chances of the State than Hicks, Winter Davis, and
Bradford combined.”? A more circumspect examination of the 1st Maryland
reveals a regiment with divergent personal interests and ambitions which con-
flicted with the Confederacy’s greater national goals. Members of the 1st
Maryland, holding lofty views of individual liberties and states rights, refused
to submit to the loss of their freedom. The embattled Confederate govern-
ment, which could ill afford to entertain such niceties, nonetheless granted
privileges to the Marylanders that it denied to soldiers from other states.
While there is no doubt that many Confederate Marylanders were courageous
and noble soldiers, their efforts and sacrifices on such battlefields as First
Manassas, Cross Keys, Gettysburg, and Cold Harbor ultimately proved espe-
cially barren. The disintegration of the 1st Maryland Infantry Regiment in
1862 had far-reaching consequences, none of which were positive.
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John H. Kester at the dedication of the newly restored C&O Canal in 1992. Kester is a ninth-gen-
eration descendant of Charles Polke, who operated an Indian trading post on this spot in what is
now Hancock, Washington County. (Photograph by Rick Dugan, courtesy Hagerstown Herald-
Mail, September 20, 1992.)
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Charles Polke: Indian
Trader of the Potomac,
1703-1753

JOHN G. KESTER

cock, Maryland, one sunny September morning in 1992 for the first

ceremonial recognition of Charles Polke, whose trading post and base
of operations stood for two decades in the first half of the eighteenth century
at the northernmost bend of the Potomac, where Little Tonoloway Creek
flows into the great river in what is now the city of Hancock. It is Maryland’s
narrowest point, less than three miles from north to south. To open a restored
section of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal at that spot, the National Park
Service in September 1992 invited six-year-old John H. Kester, a ninth-genera-
tion descendant of “the famous Indian trader.”! The site—no remains of
Polke’s building have been discovered—is now part of the Chesapeake & Ohio
Canal National Historic Park.

Such recognition is uncommon because Charles Polke and his family typify
an elusive quarry for historians: the handful of Indian traders who built toe-
holds always a distance beyond the established settlements, and spent most of
their time even deeper in the wilderness, among the Indians with whom they
exchanged manufactured goods and liquor for skins and furs. Early precursors
of settlement, they seldom put enduring roots in any single location, instead
moving farther and farther west, generation by generation, throughout the
eighteenth century. As they moved on their traces faded and memories
dimmed. But they deeply affected the economy and culture of the Appalachian
frontier, and with diligence bits of their active and dangerous lives can be
traced and assembled—in Charles Polke’s case, not only in surviving public
records, but even in the recollections of George Washington.

The markings of Charles Polke’s trail are small and scattered, and tanta-
lizing in what they omit. Reconstruction of his life and his family’s resembles
the task of an archaeologist shaping a prehistoric skull from a few incomplete
pieces of bone. What can be discovered about Polke has not until now been
collected in one place, and some published references to him have contained
serious errors.” The documented fragments allow glimpses of an adventurous
Marylander who has been almost as concealed to history as he must have been
to the eye when moving through dense untraveled forests.

3 fter waiting a quarter of a millennium, history took an hour at Han-

Mr. Kester, a Washington attorney, is a direct descendant of Charles Polke.
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Charles Polke’s life personifies Maryland’s own early-eighteenth-century
movement, from settlements clustered on the protected shores of the Chesapeake
Bay, to a province extending its writ to the distant mountains far to the west.
When he was born in 1703 in Somerset County on the Eastern Shore Maryland
had only one county, Prince George’s, organized west of Anne Arundel County
and Baltimore. By the time of his death, fifty years and many miles later, coloni-
zation was catching up: his will was probated in Frederick County, which had
been erected five years earlier after a petition of which he was one of the signers.
Not long afterwards, in 1776, the Polke settlement came under yet another new
government, Washington County. But by then the Polke family had gone. Wan-
derlust persisted in his children, who left Maryland behind and in their father’s
pattern pressed still farther beyond the edge of civilization, not stopping finally
until a generation later and hundreds of miles away in Indiana.

An Eastern Shore Family

When Charles Polke was born two generations of his family already had
lived on the Eastern Shore. He was the third child and second son of William
Polke? and his first wife Nancy Knox. (Among their descendants was James
Knox Polk, Charles Polke’s great-grandnephew, who in 1845 became the elev-
enth president of the United States.) Charles Polke’s grandparents, Robert
Pollock and Magdalene Tasker, were Ulster Irish of Scottish heritage who
sometime prior to 1680 had sailed from County Donegal or County Derry to
land at Damned Quarter—subsequently bowdlerized to Dame’s Quarter—in
Somerset County on the Eastern Shore. Robert Pollock had served in the army
of Oliver Cromwell, and after the restoration of the Stuarts in 1660 restrictions
on the Presbyterians in Ulster had mounted. Their family, including their
fourth child William, came to America with them.* William received several
grants between 1725 and 1735 in Somerset County from the Lords Baltimore,
proprietors of the Maryland colony.” He inherited the family home, White
Hall, which was still standing in the late nineteenth century.6

Charles Polke was born, probably at White Hall, about 1703. Sometime in
the 1720s his mother died and his father remarried. Soon afterward, Charles
and his older brother William, probably having received an advance of their
inheritance,” left the Eastern Shore and set out for the western frontier, which
at the time was not far west of Philadelphia. It appears that they went to-
gether to the vicinity of Carlisle, and probably stayed there for several years.
Charles Polke’s name appears on the 1724 and 1726 assessment rolls for Con-
estoga Township in Chester County, which in 1729 became part of Lancaster
County, Pennsylvania.? That borderland in those days was claimed by both
Pennsylvania and Maryland, a dispute not settled until the 1760’s with the ac-
ceptance of the Mason-Dixon Line as Maryland’s northern border.® In Char-
les Polke’s mind he may not have left Maryland.
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One of the well established trails leading farther west was the “Conestoga
Path,” an Indian trail which began near Carlisle at the Susquehannock Indian vil-
lage of Conestoga. From there it descended to the Susquehanna River, then
southwesterly through York County, Pennsylvania, and then down to Maryland,
fording the Monocacy River near Frederick, and proceeding westward along the
Potomac.1? Polke very likely traveled along that route to trade with the Indians.

Polke took as his wife the daughter of Edmund Cartledge, who for many
years had been a prominent trader, one of the few of Quaker origin, living in
the Indian village of Conestoga. With his brother John, Edmund Cartledge
was conducting his business farther west in the region of the Potomac’s
North Bend at least as early as 1721.11 1n 1722 Edmund and John Cartledge
were jailed and investigated for murder after John killed a Seneca Indian at
Monocacy in a dispute over how much rum would be paid for some skins.
The brothers claimed self-defense. The incident became a cause célébre. Two
specially appointed commissioners heard testimony of several witnesses, but
before the investigation concluded, a settlement was made and the Cartledge
brothers were pardoned at the request of the Five Indian Nations (Senecas),
who occupied the area until it was purchased from them in 1736.12

His prior legal troubles notwithstanding, Edmund Cartledge in 1733 was
appointed a justice of the peace in Maryland; by that time he probably had es-
tablished himself permanently at the North Bend of the Potomac.!®> On Au-
gust 4, 1734, Charles Polke, who it may be surmised had worked with or in
proximity to Edmund Cartledge, was married to Cartledge’s daughter Chris-
tian at the First Presbyterian Church in Philadelphia.'4

Trading Post at the North Bend

After several years probably spent as a trader moving back and forth be-
tween Conestoga and the west, Charles Polke left the Carlisle area (as would
his brother William many years later'®) and in the early 1730’s set up trading
operations at the northernmost point of the Potomac, at the junction of Little
Tonoloway Creek. The location was well selected. It lay along the route of
travelers on the Conestoga Path and the Potomac, and also was not far from
the subcontinental divide and the Monongahela River, which flowed north-
ward to the Ohio River and the unsettled west. Charles Polke most likely was
located at the North Bend at least by 1734, because a Maryland listing of In-
dian traders that year includes his name. 16 According to one historian, “The
earliest trading carried on by Virginia [sic] traders with the Indians in the up-
per Monongahela Valley of which there seems to be any knowledge was in the
1730’s by Charles Poke.”!”

The occupation of an Indian trader was not to stay at home. He was a trav-
eling dealer and salesman, and Polke’s territory extended far on the other side
of the Appalachians, down the Monongahela valley and probably into what
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A detail from “A Plan of the Upper Part of the Potomack River” by Benjamin Winslow, 1736. Char-
les Polke’s home appears on the Potomac River at Little Tonoloway Creek, at the site of present-day
Hancock, Maryland, (Courtesy of the Earl Gregg Swem Library, College of William and Mary.)

became Ohio and perhaps Kentucky as well.!® In the surviving accounts of
travelers who stopped at Polke’s house, it is striking how many noted that he
was not there when they called. Typical is a deposition by one Nathanial
Springer that referred to a journey in 1747 “to trader Charles Poke’s house,
and finding the trader not there