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Editor’s Notebook

Fin-de-siécle

Another Maryland spring is upon us, whether the first of the new millen-
nium or the last of the old matters not to the flowers or the American League
East. Around here, where we read, write, research, archive, exhibit, and other-
wise manage the materials of history, the millennial change means relatively
little, too. A shrug with the passing of the much over-hyped Y2K—“What’d you
expect?” A change in volume number of the magazine. Turning on the air con-
ditioner with the first crocus to cool our stuffy old office, the original publica-
tions room of the MHS, whose windows are locked shut lest a stray drop of
humidity creep inside.

Yet those of us who have managed to live in two centuries, especially
those of us who think about history, should take a moment to reflect upon what
has just happened. We’ve left behind the most remarkable century in measur-
able time—one filled with hope, promise, and measurable progress, and unfor-
tunately, too, with unprecedented carnage, bloodshed, and destruction. One can
argue that it was the best century or the worst, but one cannot make a case that
it was neither.

[ suppose milestones like centuries bring on this kind of thinking, but what
I find striking are the parallels between the beginning of the twentieth century
in the United States and the arrival of the twenty-first. Railroads and burgeon-
ing industries wrought change at what was then a furious pace, but it was noth-
ing like the changes information technology is inflicting on us now. Flight, ra-
dio, and rocket science seem quaint beside the threat of having one’s identity
stolen, cities shut down by the flick of a hacker’s “Enter” key, and nation-states
rendered meaningless to the globally wired corporation. Immigration from east-
ern and southern Europe seemed threatening then, even as Asian and Latin im-
migration frightens many today. At the end of the nineteenth century, Populists
and Progressives protested monopoly and worried about a growing gap between
rich and poor; could they possibly have imagined a Bill Gates? Little wars—the
Boer, Spanish-American, Russo-Japanese—flamed up across the planet; we wit-
ness much the same thing in Somalia, the Persian Gulf, Chechnya, and Kosovo.
A hundred years ago really serious problems were shelved or ignored, things
seemed manageable, progress and prosperity were assured. It was a gay time,
full of discovery and exciting possibility. Many enjoyed the dazzling pace of
change. A few daring souls even bought automobiles.

The Maryland of that day experienced progress unevenly. Baltimore was
a smoky, grimy city, without a sewer system but with regional economic and



cultural leadership. The rest of the state lacked most everything “modern,” be-
ginning with paved roads. Still, few Marylanders were concerned about larger
issues. Progress and growth were good things. Seeing what now looks like a
clear and present danger to the Maryland way of life, Johns Hopkins biologist
William K. Brooks, almost alone, widely read but largely unheeded, warned that
the Chesapeake Bay was in great peril, that progress was causing irreparable
damage. Alas, he was right. A century later Baltimore has a sewer system but has
lost its regional leadership, and much of this once-rural state has been or is
likely soon to be paved over.

If a lesson is to be taken from the last century it is that Maryland cannot
successfully resist larger developments. It is a small state with a relatively small
population. Global and national trends will, more than ever before, dictate what
problems we will face and what successes we will enjoy. On the other hand, we
can take heart from an address Steven Miiller, the president of the Johns Hopkins
University, gave at a commencement ceremony many springs ago. We should
strive for “excellence without bigness,” he said, referring to his university and its
graduates. Commencement addresses are notoriously forgettable, but the crowd
murmured approval long afterward, as well it should have. For the university—
and for Maryland—he had uttered the words of the century.

Not the last one—this one.

R.IC.

Cover
Waverly, Baltimore 1913

Bavarian immigrant Henry Jacob Aull first settled Waverly (then Hunting-
ton) in the early nineteenth century when he bought a gravel pit two miles north
of Baltimore on the York Turnpike next to the tollgate. The village grew quickly
after the Civil War and the citizens of the thirty-acre tract called Huntington,
between the York and Harford turnpikes, applied for their own post office. The
Postmaster General’s office replied that there were already “too many
Huntingtons” and the villagers would have to choose another name. Local resi-
dent Henry Tyson suggested Waverly, taken from the popular novels of Sir Walter
Scott. By the early twentieth century, Waverly had grown into a bustling family
community, idyllically depicted in Lizette Woodworth Reese’s nostalgic local
classic, A Victorian Village (1929). (Maryland Historical Society.)

P.INA.
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“Such a Banditty You Never See
Collected!”: Frederick Town and the
American Revolution

ANDREW KRUG

pendence movement in Maryland. Samuel Chase excitedly wrote to John

Adams on June 21, “be assured that Frederick speaks the sense of many
counties.” On June 28, with Frederick’s help, the Maryland Convention decided
to formally endorse separation from the mother country. Yet by 1782, in the
county seat of Frederick Town, Revolutionary leadership could find so few guards
to watch British prisoners that they arranged to employ invalids as a garrison.
Frederick had experienced a sea change in attitude toward the war effort—from
enthusiasm to what might best be called fatigue.'

Frederick Town, located just east of the mountain foothills in western Mary-
land, was a young urban area that served as a hub for the grain trade, a center
for artisans and craftsmen, and a political center in that part of the frontier. The
town’s origin corresponded to a larger growth in back country grain towns that
took place between 1730 and 1760. Founded in 1745, Frederick Town was by
1790 one of just four cities in Maryland, Virginia, or the Carolinas with more
than five hundred houses. Frederick’s early development came during a period
when Maryland began to move down the path of revolution. Economic diversi-
fication, disputes with the proprietary government, and economic and political
disenfranchisement all led the colony toward independence.

Assessing where Frederick—town and county—fit into Maryland’s move
toward revolution is very difficult, given the limited writing on the subject.
Obviously, the diversification of the economy away from tobacco culture dis-
cussed by Charles A. Barker was in large measure due to the Germans and En-
glish who settled Western Maryland during the eighteenth century. Other trends,
though widely recognized elsewhere, are much more difficult to find. Much has
been made of friction between tidewater and frontier, but in Maryland, Barker
explicitly wrote, “there is only a little evidence of protest of resentment in the
‘old west’ against the institutions, the officialdom and the speculation which
reached out from lower Maryland.” David Curtis Skaggs’ discussion of social,
political, and economic disenfranchisement does not fit well either. Ralph Le-

I n June 1776, Frederick County appeared to be in the forefront of the inde-

Mr. Krug was a co-winner of the 1999 MHS Undergraduate Essay Prize. This is an
abridgement of his article.

Left: Muster Roll, March 3, 1777, 33rd Battalion of
Maryland Militia recruited in Frederick and Washington
Counties.
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Map of Frederick and Washington Counties by Charles Varle, 1808. Maryland’s western counties
supplied men as well as local goods and services to the Revolution. (Maryland Historical Society.)

vering claims that “Western Marylanders, had less need to fear divisive social
and economic conflicts” than other parts of Maryland. While Germans were
indeed politically disenfranchised, Dieter Cunz calls into question why this dis-
enfranchisement would manifest itself as revolutionary behavior when Germans
“had no more representation in Annapolis than in the Parliament in London.”

Historians seem to agree that Western Maryland was a patriotic region. When
in 1765 Parliament imposed the Stamp Act, stipulating (among other things)
that court business was only to be carried out with stamped paper, local officials
in Frederick Town rejected it. Rather than close court for a lack of stamps,
Frederick County judges used unstamped paper in full defiance of Parliament,
an act the recently formed Sons of Liberty followed with an elaborate mock
funeral. The procession included a coffin representing the Stamp Act and an
effigy of Maryland stamp distributor Zachariah Hood, both of which were bur-
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ied.’ A few years later, in response to the Coercive Acts leveled against Boston,
Western Marylanders held a series of meetings that resolved to “[stop] all com-
mercial intercourse with Great Britain” and demanded that “every other act
oppressive to American liberty be repealed.” After war had broken out, Western
Maryland still occupied a central role in the push toward independence, its del-
egates unanimous in their desire for nationhood.*

The Early War: 1775-76

Actual fighting began in April 1775 at Lexington and Concord in Massa-
chusetts, but the war did not begin in Frederick Town until later that summer.
Following the requests of the Continental Congress, Annapolis asked the coun-
ties to supply forty companies of minutemen for service (Frederick County was
to supply eight) and to register all eligible men for militia service. To execute
this and other orders, each county was to organize a Committee of Observation
to act as a government. Because of its huge size, Frederick was split into three
districts, with Frederick Town designated as the capital of the middle district.
Town gentlemen Thomas Schley and Charles Beatty, the latter a member of the
Committee of Observation, were appointed to register all eligible men as mem-
bers of the militia. The committee then asked a number of citizens to form
minute companies.” The next year, 1776, Frederick Town men had still more
options for military service, as state and national forces including the Flying
Camp and the German Regiment formed.

Jean B. Lee and others have identified the concept of rage militaire, demon-
strating that early in the war men were swept up in revolutionary fever and
enlisted for military service in very high numbers, a pattern seen in Frederick
Town.” As war fever surged, most units filled up quickly, and in one case a com-
mander had to ask special permission to expand his company to eighty men. Of
four hundred men sampled from Frederick Town, eighty-five participated in
military service at some time during the war, all but six having signed up by the
summer of 1776.%

The concept of rage militaire sometimes obscures the true landscape. The
eighty-five men who served at some point during the eight-year war constitute
only 22 percent of the sample. Anecdotal evidence from the period reveals that
many men were less than enthusiastic about military service. In September 1775,
the Committee of Observation asked Frederick Town resident Jacob Young to
recruit a company of militia. On three separate occasions, Young asked the com-
mittee for extra time, because he could not find enough men. Finally, on Octo-
ber 31, he reported that he had successfully filled his company. Some months
later, in January 1776, Thomas Johnson wrote to the government in Annapolis
complaining of recruiting difficulties and suggesting that one hundred pounds
be disbursed to aid in the recruiting efforts, presumably for bounties.’
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Military service, of course, is not the only way of measuring the extent to
which people supported revolution. Frederick Town citizens were also asked to
give of their time and possessions to aid the cause of independence. In Decem-
ber 1775 several men who had been asked to raise money reported back to the
committee. Breeches maker Ludwick Weltner collected £27, committee mem-
ber Baker Johnson collected £36, committee member Philip Thomas got £20,
and Peter Hoffman got £12. These totals seem fairly impressive in light of the
smaller amounts received from other areas, but one must remember that
Frederick Town’s revolutionary leadership was quite wealthy. The larger sums
may have reflected the elite’s support more than popular feeling. A letter from
John Hanson indicates that the former position may be the correct one. In Janu-
ary 1776 Hanson and several others had been ordered to collect as much gold
and silver as they could from throughout Frederick County. In March he re-
ported that he had had little success because citizens were unwilling to part with
their money unless they were immediately compensated with paper money."

One should not assume that that attitude implied a widespread dissatisfac-
tion with the revolutionary cause. Very few members (sixteen) of the sample of
four hundred were charged with failing to enroll as eligible for militia duty.
Those charged were leniently dealt with; fines ranged from five to six pounds
and were often reduced after appeal. In October 1775 Jacob Houser attempted
to exploit potential fears of loyalism to get others in trouble by claiming that
three men, including Committee of Observation member Christopher Edelin,
were plotting to blow up the gunpowder then being stored in Frederick Town.
The committee did not believe him and ordered Houser to “acknowledge his
fault, promise better conduct in future and beg pardon of the Gentlemen of-
fended.” When James Higginson was heard to “talk very disrespectfully of the
Americans, ridiculed them and their warlike preparations, and asserted that 50
British soldiers would drive out all the Inhabitants in Frederick Town,” the chair-
man simply reprimanded him."

The committee took a tougher stance with those who actively opposed revo-
lutionary actions. When Robert Gassaway confessed to having urged revolu-
tionaries to lay down their arms, the committee “being of Opinion that his Of-
fence is of a high and dangerous Nature and that his Behaviour tended as far as
his Influence would extend to disunite the Inhabitants of this province in their
present opposition, Resolved That the said Robert Gassaway be immediately
sent to the Council of Safety at Annapolis under a Guard of four Men and that
Capt Philip Smith and three Men to be procured by him be a Guard for that
purpose.” James Smith, who had not enrolled as an eligible soldier, was ban-
ished from the town because he had become too friendly with some British
soldiers who had been sent to jail in Frederick Town."” The committee subse-
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quently reconsidered their relatively lenient stance towards non-enrollers and
issued an order preventing non-enrollers from talking to prisoners.

More drastic were the committee’s actions against three loyalist plotters sent
to Frederick Town for incarceration. During the summer of 1775 a number of
loyalist partisans joined Lord Dunmore, the royal governor of Virginia, British
general Thomas Gage, and White Eyes, an Indian leader, in an attempt to raise
an army of Ohio Indians to raid the western portions of Virginia and Maryland.
The plan was discovered and three of the plotters, Allen Cameron, John Smith,
and John Connelly, were arrested and brought to Frederick Town. Initially they
were to be confined at a private home, but the committee soon moved them to
Charles Beatty’s house for its greater security. The committee then established
very strict rules: the prisoners were kept under constant guard and forbidden to
talk or write unless a committee member was present. Each was allowed pre-
cisely thirty minutes a day outdoors on the balcony, so long as two guards were
present. Some townspeople did not share the committee’s concerns about secu-
rity. The company that had been guarding the troops “refuse[d] to perform that
Service any longer without reasonable Satisfaction being made them,” that is,
until they were paid. The committee was forced to nominate two new company
officers, town residents Nicholas Hissler and John Goff."

The creation of an army may have alienated portions of the community,
but it certainly benefited one group in this early period, the town gunsmiths.
During the summer of 1775 the revolutionary government in Annapolis looked
for places where supplies could be found or manufactured. They identified four
gunsmith shops in Frederick Town and one near it. A few weeks later, Frederick
Committee of Observation member Charles Beatty was authorized to contract
for the manufacture and delivery of 650 muskets, which Beatty agreed to do. In
December of that year, the legislature authorized the creation of a gunlock manu-
factory in town. In 1776, George Stricker wrote to Annapolis requesting that
someone authorize payment to the town’s arms manufacturers who had offered
to arm his company of light infantry in a few weeks. A day later, Thomas Johnson
made a similar request to Annapolis, saying that “considering the difficulty of
speedily arming our troops I think with them & will [be] advisable to lodge a
sum of money in the hands of somebody here, no body will do more justice to
the public than C. Beatty, to purchase what rifles can be got.” In surprisingly
speedy fashion Annapolis responded, authorizing a total of £160 to Beatty for
the purchase of gun locks and arms for Stricker’s company.'*

These investments by the government were not limited to armaments to be
used by Frederick County soldiers—Frederick Town’s gun industry helped sup-
ply the entire colony. By early 1776, Frederick Town guns had begun to make
their way across the state. On March 10, the committee wrote that they had sent
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Loyalist Jacob Coventry answered a summons to appear before the Committee of Observation on
“suspicion of being unfriendly to America.” The committee deemed his behavior “highly reprehensible”

and a threat to their growing movement toward independence. The date of his appearance was July 4,
1776. (Maryland Historical Society.)
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eighty-four muskets to Annapolis. Five days later, a Captain Nicholson trying to
form a marine rifle company sent to Frederick Town to arm his men. Requests
for arms continued throughout the spring, and soon supply outstripped de-
mand. In August an unarmed Frederick rifle company was simply told to find
their own weapons for which the government would compensate them.”

Frederick Town also served as a distribution center. Powder, much in de-
mand across the region, was stored about town and in the market house. A
western Pennsylvania committee requested some of it, fearing “the savages the
Indians.” Soon after this letter arrived, another came to town leaders from a
man who had been looking for powder in Philadelphia. Just how much war
matériel Frederick town was called upon to distribute throughout the colony is
demonstrated by an order of the Council of Safety in December 1775: “3000 wt
powder be sent to William Lux in Baltimore Town, and 70 muskets, 16 bayo-
nets, 12 bullet molds, 18 pistols, 40 broad swords, and 7 cutlasses be sent to
Samuel Purviance in Baltimore town.”'¢

Gunsmiths were not the only artisans affected by the government’s war ef-
fort. Early in the war, merchants were subjected to strict price controls.” Mer-
chants accused of selling above that price had to appear before the committee to
explain themselves. Despite the potential negative impact of price controls, the
government provided the artisans of Frederick ample opportunities to sell their
goods. In early 1776, a gentleman purchased two hundred French Match Coat
Blankets, and George Stricker wrote Annapolis to ask their permission to buy
them. He also bought cloth at a price higher than was intended, although the
troops he bought it for agreed to take the difference out of their pay. Shoemak-
ers also benefited, as when in December 1776 the Council wrote to a general
saying, “We will send up five hundred or a thousand pair of shoes by the first
waggon we can get to be left at Frederick Town and delivered to you.”'®

Transition: 1777-1780

Not surprisingly, the first part of the war was a period of expansion for
Frederick Town. The little evidence available suggests that the city’s growth rate
“had stagnated in the years leading up to the war. This writer located only four
“land transactions involving town lots in 1776, and one of those was the lot pur-
chased for the gunlock manufactory. The number jumps to thirty-five transac-
tions in 1777 and thirty-eight each in 1778 and 1779." This considerable in-
crease in transactions within the town itself was also accompanied by Daniel
Dulany’s creation of a Frederick Town suburb, Long Acre.
A similar but less dramatic trend occurred in licenses for public houses of
entertainment. Receiving court permission to operate an inn cost forty pounds
and required three people to apply, not a low bar at all. In 1775 sixteen licenses
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were issued to town residents, in 1778 twenty-eight were issued and twenty-five
more in 1779 (data is incomplete for 1776 and 1777).* Economic expansion
occurred in other areas, too. When the state closed down the gunlock manufac-
tory in 1778, they received a total of £765 for the various portions of the shop,
including £383 for the house and grounds, £25 each for two bellows, and about
£30 a piece for several anvils. Most of the men purchasing the equipment were
Frederick Town artisans like Nicholas White and John Shellman, indicating that
they still regarded smithing as a profitable endeavor.”

As recruiting diminished, so did the work for Frederick Town’s gunsmiths,
but government spending in the city continued to be quite substantial. 1n July
1777 the supervisors of the gun lock factory paid out over three hundred pounds
to “Sundry Persons for Materials.” When itemized, the ripple effect gun smithing
had on the Frederick Town economy becomes apparent (columns indicate
pounds, shillings and pence):

To Samuel Boone for Boarding and Overseeing 100 0 0
To Thomas Neill for Sundries thereto 41 0 0
To Robert Moore for Maisoning and Plastering 3l 10, ©
To Nicholas Hower for Steel and Sundries 31 9~0
To Nicholas Hower Ditto for Ditto 115 0
To James Smith 26 18 0
To Peter Meem for Washing and Boarding 520 0
To Valentine Adams for house Rent 10 0 0
To John Hagerty Tailoring 6 0 O
To John Elender (illegible) 10 0 0

Obviously the government-run plant benefited not just those who worked
there but also those who provided support services like tailoring and plaster-
ing.”> However, for unknown reasons, the state decided to sell off the manufac-
tory in 1778.7 The requests for arms dried up at about the same time the manu-
factory was closed, suggesting that government investments did as well. Such
was probably not the case, for as the war went on, a small shift occurred in how
the government did business. Local leaders were increasingly given lump sums
and allowed to spend according to their discretion. The gun industry may not
have fallen off sharply at all—the shift to lump sums simply may have made it
more difficult to discern.

Another sign that the government did not stop spending money in Frederick
Town was the series of huge public building projects undertaken in and around
Frederick Town during the war years. The first was the “Tory” or “log” jail, a
prison built in anticipation of the town’s role in Maryland’s war effort. Not
much is known about the erection of the structure, but what we do know 1is
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interesting. When the idea was first proposed by the legislature, a debate stirred
over where the jail should be located. The local committee argued that if public
funds were used to build the prison, it should benefit the public “after our un-
happy disputes are at an end.” They wanted the jail built on the lot intended for
a school. Though the planned location is uncertain, the jail was built in the
middle of town, at the corner of Second and Market streets, adjacent to the
Market House, a center for commerce in the city. Construction was apparently
easy and inexpensive.”

Another large project with something of a mysterious history was the pow-
der magazine located just outside of town. Early in the war, the powder was held
in the town’s market house. Later, it was removed from the market and distrib-
uted about the town to private citizens. However, there are also references to a
“magazine” in 1775. Perhaps the term “magazine” simply referred to any build-
ing which contained a large amount of powder, rather than denoting a struc-
ture specifically designed to hold powder. Wherever it was, by December 1775
the “magazine” contained almost five thousand pounds of powder along with
thousands of flints and lead bullets.”

In 1777 the state contracted to construct a proper powder magazine. In
August, Abraham Faw reported “Good Success” in building one despite “the
scarcity of Hands and the advance Price Every article is at with us.” He lacked
shingles and sent some men off to Lancaster and Philadelphia to pick up glass,
hinges, and workmen. When completed, the magazine handled fewer but larger
orders for powder from around the state. In 1779, for example, Frederick received
orders for 20,000 and 30,000 wt. of powder.”® Like the jail, the magazine required
a significant guard day and night, which was often very difficult to find.

At the same time Abraham Faw was building the magazine, he was also
engaged in the final and most important project during the war years in Frederick
Town—the barracks. These buildings represented a major investment for the
state, at least £2,500. Built just south of the city, the barracks were originally
designed to prevent the quartering of troops in private homes and did so dur-
ing the winter of 1779-80.

Despite the evident prosperity, it soon became clear that the strains of war
had begun to take a toll on the city’s residents. Court minutes, previously occu-
pied with assaults, bastardy, and other small crimes, saw a marked upturn in
crimes like theft and selling liquors illegally. During the March 1778 court ses-
sion, Nicholas Hower was accused of “engrossing and forestalling a large quan-
tity of Butter.” Thomas Wilkes was charged with stealing gun locks and bacon
and then concealing them in a “Heap of Dung.” Everyday items lifted during
this period included onions and a pocketbook containing eighty pounds. As
licenses for public houses increased, so did indictments for illegal liquor sales.
In 1775 and 1776 there had been no indictments for that crime, but in the March
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1778 session alone there were six. Crimes amongst townspeople were not the
only ones committed; in August 1778, Thomas Taylor and Richard Richardson
were each fined for not allowing government use of their wagons after the latter
had been impressed by town constable Nicholas Hissler.?®

Women whose husbands had gone off to war began to feel the pinch. Peter
Grosh put in an application on behalf of Christianna Grosh, widow of Michael
Grosh, killed at the Battle of Germantown. She was a resident of Frederick Town
with two children, six and three years old. According to the Orphans Court
entry, “they have sustained a very heavy loss by the death of the said Michael
Grosh, though not left in indigent Circumstances but that it is just and neces-
sary an Allowance for their support should be made.” The court granted them
five pounds a month for the next year. Similarly, German Regiment colonel and
Frederick Town breeches-maker Ludwick Weltner requested aid for a number
of women whose husbands were away at war. The court complied, giving out
amounts based on how many children the women had to support.”® The war
had also begun to hurt the city itself, in the form of its roads. A number of men
were accused of failing to keep them up. The court fined Frederick Town roads
overseer George Schertzell fifty shillings for neglecting the streets and replaced
him with Gutlope Miller.”

Wartime pressures helped to shrink interest in the war effort. Abraham Faw,
building the magazine, needed labor.’ Part of his difficulty stemmed from the
fact that about one-quarter of Frederick men were then engaged in military
service, but one could also make the argument that those who were not in the
army were also not particularly interested in aiding the patriotic cause. When a
detachment of British prisoners arrived in Frederick in December 1777, Charles
Beatty could not find sufficient guards to watch over them in the tory prison
and was forced to keep them in the smaller and less adequate public jail. The
decision proved disastrous. On Christmas Day the prisoners set fire to the jail in
an escape attempt. Though the uprising was quashed and the British removed
to the tory jail, Beatty still could not get an adequate guard and was forced to
watch them himself. Desperate, Beatty ordered the four militia captains in town
to send him three men each. He got only six the first night, four the second.
Beatty complained to the governor, “I have already lost the best part of three
nights sleep & cannot stand it much longer” Four days later, Governor Thomas
Johnson urged that a guard of sixty be raised for both the jail and the powder
magazine, though Abraham Faw wearily warned them that men would prob-
ably not enroll without being paid a bounty.*

By February 1778 the prisoners were under control, but adequate help was
no easier to find. Beatty wrote the council, asking them to allow the British
soldiers out on work release so “they could get themselves some little neces-
saries & be of great use in the neighborhood of this place; Then, I could manage
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the turbulent, much better.” Again, he complained of being unable to find a
guard.

the militia of this County refuse to stand guard any longer, knowing
there is no power to compel them, except the Assembly. . .. [The mi-
litia] have resolved to do no more than their share, which has put me
under the disagreeable necessity of being turnkee & guard myself. . ..
I have done the Duty of Town Major, Quarter Master & Waggon Mas-
ter at this place without fee or reward, but my slender fortune will not
admit the continuation thereof. The glorious Cause which we are strug-
gling in, has prompt me on, to greater lengths than I ought in Justice
to my little Family.

He finished his letter by saying that he intended to leave Frederick in the spring,
making Beatty a different sort of war casualty. The problems did not disappear
for Beatty’s successor. In July 1780, Richard Haff complained that the magazine’s
guards daily wanted to leave him, as they thought forty pounds a month was
inadequate pay, given that the price of wheat was then seventy-five pounds per
ct and that they had families to support.”

Much as Beatty and others found it difficult to procure men to guard pris-
oners or build buildings, so too did revolutionary leaders continue to find trouble
getting material goods. Richard Haff wrote in 1779 that he could not get sup-
plies for the magazine guard because the town’s merchants claimed that “they
are kept out of their money so long.” Again the revolutionary minority came to
the rescue. In June 1780, George Scott reported collecting over $55,000 from
sixty-three Frederick Countians, including $10,000 from the Johnson brothers
(Thomas, James, Baker, and Roger, the first three of whom lived in Frederick
Town), and smaller amounts from many other prominent members of Frederick
Town like John Adlum, Christian Stoner, Anthony Stoke, and Thomas Schley.**

Frederick Town’s importance as an urban center profoundly influenced its
development during the early portion of the war, but as yet its largest economic
role, that of grain exporter, had hardly been tapped by the revolutionaries. This
began to change during the summer of 1780. Flooded by requests for wheat,
purchasing commissary Thomas Price began asking Frederick County farmers
to start threshing their wheat earlier than usual, offering them the generous
sums of £67 per hundred for flour and £22 per bushel for wheat. By August he
had contracted for five hundred bushels of wheat and one hundred barrels of
flour. He also noted that he could get more if he could pay in cash instead of
certificates. In September and October he reported that essential transporta-
tion services like wagons and barrels were unavailable without cash.”® Money
had become a problem that would only get worse as the war went on. But an-
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other change was in the offing. The town’s role as a grain exporter was to be
short-lived; the arrival of thousands of prisoners during the next few years would
turn the city into an importer.

The Late Period: 1781-1783

In December 1780, Frederick Town learned that its military barracks would
be used to house the “Convention Troops,” British soldiers who had been sur-
rendered at the American victory of Saratoga. The influx of prisoners, who even-
tually numbered more than seven hundred, meant this town of about seventeen
hundred would have its resources stretched to the limit. Aside from the stan-
dard difficulties in feeding and clothing so many men, the revolutionaries also
had to make the barracks into livable quarters. A shortage of labor was still a
problem for town leaders, and they were forced to use the prisoners to chop
firewood and to finish the barracks. Nor could they find enough men to consti-
tute an adequate guard; they had to call upon officers from surrounding coun-
ties for troops.”

Even when guards were available, townspeople considered them part of the
problem. Fielder Gannt, a sometime patriot, complained that “such a banditty
you never see collected, they have been pilfering & robbing for several miles
round the Town; steers, hogs, beehives & geas. . . . those stationed at the maga-
zines have broak it open, what quantity of lead & powder has been carryed away
is uncertain.” Baker Johnson confirmed Gannt’s accusations, writing “that the
whole neighborhood is continually plundered, owing as it is thought in great
measure to the prisoners & Guards being so badly supplied with provisions.”
Provisions were all the guards lacked; in early January many were without a
place to sleep and spent their nights outside.”

Provisions for the “Conventioneers” and their guards were almost impos-
sible to obtain. Even before the prisoners had arrived in town, the state council
in Annapolis reported to the General Assembly that “we have not provisions to
feed those Troops.” In response, the council made George Murdock the pur-
chasing agent and ordered a number of men to send what supplies they had to
Frederick Town. Murdock was asked to use his “personal influence” to purchase
what he could on credit. During the next couple of weeks, the town imported
pork from Virginia, beef from southern Maryland and salt from Baltimore.”
This initial scramble to acquire food seems to have worked for a couple of weeks.

In late January, though, Joseph Crockett reported that the troops had “drawn
no meat for 4 days past.” Four days later on February 3, the council described
the situation in Frederick Town as “distressing” and again asked three southern
Maryland counties to forward what they had to Murdock. The council con-
cluded, “this business will not admit of Delay.” These efforts seem to have fallen
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Tory harness maker Caspar Fritchie led a failed conspiracy to capture the town’s arsenal in June 1781.
Fritchie, Yost Blecker, and Peter Sueman were hanged for treason, but Frederick Town’s citizens stood
divided on whether the others should also hang or be granted clemency. (Maryland Historical Society.)
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flat, as two weeks later Baker Johnson reported that the convention troops had
been without meat for fifteen or sixteen days. A week later, Murdock confirmed
the shortage, reporting that he only had enough meat for the guard and that the
prisoners “are 20 to 25 days defficient in meat.”

A number of reasons lay behind the problem of provisioning. Few cities had
infrastructures that could handle such an influx of stomachs. Another problem
was the lack of currency. Murdock claimed that “scarsity of money” was the
primary reason for the lack of food. When money was available it was often
refused, as people would not take paper, only hard money. One could hardly
blame them, given the skyrocketing level of inflation. The revolutionary powers
at times resorted to seizing goods. Furthermore, the cycle of wheat farming meant
that the harvest would not come in for about half a year. A last possible reason,
but one with less evidence, was the provisioning of the southern Continental
army. In March, just before the Convention troops left Frederick, Murdock was -
requested to seize all the fresh and salt provisions he could for Lafayette’s army
and to procure the wagons to transport the food.*

Another crisis hit Frederick in June 1781. Several men reported a conspiracy
led by Frederick Town harness maker Caspar Fritchie (father-in-law of Barbara
Fritchie). The lieutenant of Washington County (immediately west of Frederick
County) was ordered to arrest three conspirators including Fritchie, on June 9.
By the twenty-first they had been captured and were ordered taken to Frederick
Town for a special trial.* Some time in June (the letter is undated), Christian
Orendorff testified against the conspirators, claiming that Fritchie intended to
raise a fleet and six thousand men in New York. To arm them, the conspirators
planned to capture the Frederick Town powder magazine.

Patriots in Washington County were nervous. They complained that the
trial was to be held in Frederick Town, whereas they had “taken uncommon
pains to bring the treacherous to Justice” and feared that they would not be able
to get a right-minded jury in Frederick.* When the case finally came to trial,
seven conspirators were charged with aiding British general Henry Clinton and
the British soldiers, administering oaths of allegiance to the king, and desiring
to bring “destruction and slaughter” to the people of Maryland. According to
historian J. T. Scharf, three men sat in judgment of the conspirators: Alexander
Contee Hanson, James Johnson and Upton Sheredine. The original documents
show that Robert Hanson Harrison, William Murdoch Beall, and Philip Tho-
mas also acted as justices. In addition, each trial had a jury, largely made up of
prominent Frederick Town citizens.

Whoever the judges and jury were, they convicted all seven conspirators
and sentenced each man to be hanged and “thereon that he be cut down to the
Earth alive that his Entrails be taken out and burnt while yet alive that his Head
be cut off and Body be divided into four parts and that his Head and Quarters
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Governor Thomas Sim Lee granted Graves and several others a pardon on the condition that they
serve on board “his most Christian Majesty’s Ships of War.” The reference is to Louis XVI of France.
(Maryland Historical Society.)
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Alexander Contee Hanson wrote to
Governor Thomas Sim Lee opposing
clemency for the traitors. (Maryland
Historical Society.)

be placed where his Excellency the Governor shall direct or appoint,” which was
the standard sentence for treason. Three of the conspirators, Fritchie, Yost Blecker,
and Peter Sueman were killed on August 17. Whether or not they were actually
drawn and quartered remains a mystery, one not likely to be settled definitively.
However, given Alexander Contee Hanson’s characterization of the sentence he
issued as a “dreadful example,” the sentence was probably carried out in full.*’

The other four conspirators were also sentenced to death, but public outcry
soon erupted over their fate. Thirty-eight Frederick town residents, mostly names
of strong patriots like Nicholas Tice, Jacob Steiner, and Jacob Boyer, wrote to
the governor, asking for leniency. They cited the prisoners’ good behavior and
the fact that “this is the first Instance of a Conspiracy being form’d in these
Parts.” Their letter brought a strong reaction from around the region. A group
of about a hundred Washington Countians signed a letter saying,

We highly disapprove of any such petition, as we cannot conceive that
they would ever become of any use to the comm[unit]y but on the
contrary think they would be very dangerous members of society in
any Station, and that it would be the greatest encouragement to
consperation that so small an example should be made as for one
only to be executed out of One hundred apprehended in this co[un]ty,
we humbly hope that your Excy will not be influenced by the Tender-
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ness of the Petitioner, whose humanity in other cases we should
Esteam, but one fully of the opinion that the best cure for high Trea-
son is a Rope.

Alexander Contee Hanson likewise wrote the governor, complaining that
the Frederick Town petition for leniency had not been circulated among all its
citizens, implying some people had a differing opinion. “To extend mercy to all
would hazard the Loyalty and Affection of a considerable Number of valuable
Subjects,” he claimed. “An unreasonable, groundless, Apprehension has been
excited among them, that the Government is inclined to favor the Tories and
disaffected. . . . Shall the Lives of those Men, whom the Law has justly con-
demned, Stand in competition with the Loyalty and Affection of even a Small
Number?” In the end, the governor sided with leniency and pardoned the four
conspirators in exchange for their service on French warships.*

Leniency toward loyalist activity was not confined to the four conspirators.
Daniel Fry, prosecuted for failing to show up for militia duty in 1781, was fined
under a new, less punitive fee structure after it was revealed he was poor and
had eleven children. Similarly, Washington County resident Henry Newcomer,
who was convicted of pledging loyalty to the King, had his fine reduced by the
town court.”” Although the city’s Revolutionary leadership had never been ex-
ceedingly harsh with loyalists, we have seen that at the outset of the war, they
were sometimes very strict. Late in the war, the town was much less fervently
patriotic.

As Frederick Town was dealing with the Tories, the removal of large num-
bers of prisoners meant that the town could once gain export food and other
products. During the summer of 1781, Washington and Lafayette moved their
forces south to confront Cornwallis’s redcoats. Frederick County was called upon
to supply them with four hundred cattle and salt. Two weeks later, Henry Knox
requested that eight tons of powder then held at Frederick Town be sent south
for the troops. At the same time, the city was also asked to transport wheat and
flour to Georgetown and Baltimore. Despite the disappearance of the prisoners
and the fact it was time to harvest winter wheat, Thomas Price had a hard time
complying with all these orders, saying the maintenance of the “guards &c” had
“greatly exhausted” his supplies.*

More requests for cloth, hats, and shirts came to Frederick Town, but state
agents had to deal with two late-war economic developments: inflation and a
lack of hard money. One order for hats demonstrates this trend very well. In
March 1780, Abraham Faw wrote to Governor Thomas Sim Lee: “I have had an
offer of 200 Hatts @ 30 dollars which is the Highest Price I have yet given.”
Then, during the summer prices shot up to between seventy and eighty dollars
per hat. The hatters made other demands: “they must have the cash on the de-



Frederick Town and the American Revolution 23

livery of hats|.] they also will ingage to have five or six hundred more done in
about four or five weeks if wanted[.] money is very scarce here which has in-
duced the hatters to fall ten dollars on each hat[.] some of the shoemakers have
offered to deliver shoes at from eight to seventy five dollars per pare[.]” Run-
away inflation was so great that prices more than doubled in a couple of months,
and it soon caught up with the state agents. In May 1781, John Reed reported
that he was “ashamed” of the “shabby appearance” of the magazine guard but
that he could not get any new clothes, as “as nothing can be purchased here
without Hard money — paper money being generally refused.”* This was not
an isolated development. Court fines also shifted at this point, as fees once
charged in pounds were now to be paid in specie or tobacco.

A few months after Frederick’s brush with loyalist conspiracy, Cornwallis
surrendered his army at Yorktown, Virginia. Many of these prisoners were sent
to Frederick Town, and so began again the process of resupplying and refitting
the town for a huge influx of new people. Food was again short, due in part to a
continuing lack of money but also, this time, for slightly different reasons. Tho-
mas Price identified the earlier period of export as having drained the supplies,
as had the guards and soldiers who had been in the town. Frederick County
farmers were also several months away from harvesting their winter wheat. The
solutions were the same as they had been earlier: the town was forced to import
much of its food from southern Maryland, Virginia, and Pennsylvania. When
Price received cattle that were unfit for slaughter and were unwanted by local
farmers, the need for provisions was so great that he put them out to fatten.

Food was not the only scarcity. Philip Thomas, now in charge of the prepa-
rations for receiving prisoners, was authorized to seize anything he needed from
the people of the town to get the city’s buildings in shape. On November 19,
Thomas reported that he had “with great difficulty” managed to supply both
the guard and prisoners. While they had been supplied with food, the guards
were far from content. Currency problems, labor shortages, and grousing
amongst guards continued to be problematic, as was made clear in a small dis-
pute over wood-chopping. Frederick Town Revolutionary Montjoy Bayly com-
plained that the guards in the city refused to cut wood as “they say they are
soldiers and not wood cutters.” In response, the council in Annapolis recom-
mended that the prisoners be used to chop wood, since the state did not have
money to hire people for that purpose. Almost as soon as Cornwallis’s British
troops had arrived, they departed; on December 26, the state ordered all of the
prisoners removed to Pennsylvania.”

Any reprieve for the town was short-lived. Hessian troops who had also
been captured at Yorktown were brought to Frederick in January 1782. Montjoy
Bayly, the major in charge of the prisoners, issued an order in March declaring
that only the sutler was to be allowed to sell liquor to the prisoners. It also ap-
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pears that Bayly restricted all access to the prisoners without specific permis-
sion and gave Peter Meem the sole right to sell to those jailed in the barracks.
Bayly says he established these restrictions because citizens were coming into
the jail and “stealing” prisoners, presumably to use as workers. In addition, there
was such chaos inside the barracks when multiple sutlers arrived to sell their
goods to the Hessians that Bayly felt he had to reestablish order.”

A populace so desperate for labor that they would stoop to such levels could
not have been expected to take Bayly’s edicts lightly. Indeed, the town became
incensed at his actions and petitioned the governor to investigate. The governor
eventually let Bayly off the hook, undoubtedly to the consternation of the towns-
people.” The problem of stolen prisoners does not seem to have ended here,
though. In June, a more draconian order was issued, stating that anyone caught
supporting or providing quarter for prisoners was subject to a fine of five hun-
dred pounds, three years’ service on a ship, or thirty-nine lashes.”

Just as the storekeepers had increasing difficulty finding workers, the town’s
shrunken labor force and the general disinterest in public service continued to
prevent the formation of an adequate guard. In April the Executive Council
wrote to Continental general William Smallwood asking if he could spare some
soldiers to act as a garrison. Their request resulted from the “great expence” of
having to constantly mobilize the militia and “the Loss of so much useful Labour,
and the great Aversion of our People to this Kind of Duty.”> About two months
later in June, they made a similar request. With the guard’s term of service about
to expire, Montjoy Bayly needed a replacement but felt that he would have little
success finding the requisite numbers in Frederick County, given the complaints
of the militiamen and the impending harvest. Bayly’s problems went unsolved,
as a week later he reported that the prisoners were “almost without a guard.”
These problems led to what can only be termed—given the history of British
prisoners in Frederick Town—a desperate solution: the use of invalid soldiers
as a garrison.™

Prisoners could now escape from the barracks and pillage both the local
countryside and the town, causing locals to be “full of complaints.”” Lack of a
proper guard was not the only problem; prisoners were scattered about the com-
munity. While the bulk of Hessians were kept in the barracks south of town, the
sick lived in the poorhouse, and lawbreakers were placed in the Tory jail down-
town. Usually, when soldiers got loose, they were recaptured and simply taken
to the Tory jail. However, one afternoon an escaping soldier was shot “through
the body” by the garrison. In response to the multitude of escapes, Bayly or-
dered a round-up of soldiers who had escaped, but by that time some of the
Hessians had started families with American women.*

In September the Continental Congress ordered that all prisoners who had
married American women were to be released in exchange for a fixed sum. Any-
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one willing to swear allegiance to the revolutionary government would also be
freed, following payment of a fee. Finally, Germans were offered thirty Spanish
dollars bounty to enlist in the American army. Recruiters came into the bar-
racks, not just with promises of money, but “with music, and [they] also brought
women with them.” The offer applied only to Germans and not British soldiers,
probably because Germans were perceived to be less loyal to Britain. The loos-
ening of restrictions presented an opportunity for town merchants like Nicho-
las Hauer and an unnamed combmaker to purchase freedom for German sol-
diers and then use them as indentured servants in their shops.”’

While some looked at the prison population as a potential economic boon,
others were not so excited about their presence and still considered them a po-
tential threat. In March 1782, revolutionary leader Dr. Adam Fischer and a gang
broke into a house then occupied by a pair of paroled British officers. Fischer
and his men dragged the soldiers about the town, finally leaving them in the
street. Meanwhile, three Hessians who had been visiting the officers were beaten
by a separate band of men. The officers went to magistrate Jacob Young, a former
member of the House of Delegates, who ordered Constable Nicholas Hissler to
put Fischer and his men under arrest. Fischer tried to take his case to people,
placing a public advertisement asking for assistance, as he was “still for the rights
of Maryland in America.” Whether or not his public relations campaign worked
has been lost to history.”

Regardless, the Germans remained a constant presence in town until the
end of the war. Indeed, it is a Hessian diarist who left us a vivid description of
the end of the war. On April 22, 1783, Johann Conrad Dohla wrote:

Today, on orders of the city commandant, General Lincoln, the happy
restoration of peace between England and America was announced,
to the joy of all the residents of the city.

Thereupon a peace-celebration bonfire was built by the regular
troops and the militiamen stationed here, and they paraded behind
the resounding sounds of fifes and drums through all of the streets
and ways of this place with white flags, green caps, and laurel wreaths
on their heads, and firing their weapons. With each volley, old and young
gave an extraordinarily loud cheer: “Hyroh for peace! Hyroh for the
liberty! Hyroh for Washington! Hyroh for Congress! For Hancock! For
Ourselves! God save the General Washington, our Master!”

An 18-pound cannon was brought here also, and this was fired
more than thirty times from a height before the city.

At night a beautiful fireworks display took place, which was pre-
pared for the Americans by our Artillery Captain [Nikolaus Friedrich]
Hoffman and his artificers and cannoneers, for pay. It was very beau-
tiful to see.
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When this was all finished, a splendid ball was held in a large hall,
attended by all the American officers and all of the gentlemen and
rich merchants of the city. They ate, drank, and danced the entire night
to the music of our and the Hessian hautboists. All the officers of the
captive regiments were invited to this dance of joy and celebration of
peace. All the Hessians attended, but from our two regiments, only Lt.
von Ciriacy participated.”

Six days after learning of the Treaty of Paris, the Hessian soldiers were freed,
prompting Dohla to express a sentiment undoubtedly shared by the rest of the
war-weary town: “Now we too believe that peace has been made with England.”
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Laying Claim to Elizabeth Shoemaker:
Family Violence on Baltimore’s
Waterfront, 1808—1812

JAMES D. RICE

From time to time the Maryland Historical Magazine reprints excerpts from
books that pertain to the region. In this issue, we are pleased to present with the
permission of Routledge the following essay from Over the Threshold: Intimate
Violence in Early America, edited by Christine Daniels and Michael V. Kennedy,
published in 1999. James D. Rice is associate professor of history at the State
University of New York, Plattsburgh.

on the brink of economic and social maturity. In 1750 the town had been

merely a sleepy village, but by 1790 it contained over 13,000 residents. Its
population doubled in the next ten years, making it the third most populous
city in the United States behind New York and Philadelphia. Baltimore’s strate-
gic location on a broad tributary of the northern Chesapeake Bay allowed it to
capture much of the trade of America’s first “breadbasket,” the fertile crescent
between Lancaster, Pennsylvania, and Virginia’s Shenandoah Valley. Yet the At-
lantic grain trade, the very source of Baltimore’s explosive growth, also made it
highly vulnerable to changes in international markets. Baltimore’s export-driven
economy suffered terribly when warring France and England took steps to com-
pel American sailing vessels to conform to their strategic goals, and suffered
even more when the Embargo Act of 1807 restricted U.S. shipping to coastal
trade. Lacking a mature, diversified economy, the city was hit hard by the em-
bargo and other mercantile disruptions. The value of goods shipped from the
port dropped by 75 percent between 1805 and 1808, with the consequences rip-
pling outwards from the wharves and warehouses through the rest of the
economy.'

Betsy Shoemaker, like her home town of Baltimore, was also just past the
first bloom of youth in 1811. She too was reaching for maturity, and had been
buffeted and hardened by recent events. Her parents, Catharine (Kitty) and
William Shields, adopted her as an orphaned infant. She turned eighteen just as

I n 1811, Baltimore had just passed the first bloom of youth, and was poised

© 1999 Routledge
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FREQUENCY OF REASONS GIVEN IN PARDON TEXTS AND
SuccEessruL PARDON PETITIONS, 17891837

Years

1789-1810 1811-1837
Reasons N % . N %
Equity (innocent/justifiable) 76 35% 302 28%
Character/connections 68 31 227 21
Reformable/youth 22 10 109 10
Sanity/health 19 9 63 6
Penitence/conduct 6 b 275 25
Dependent family/poverty 21 10 101 9
Informant 7 3 12 1
Total 219 100 1089 100

Source: Pardons database; Governor and Council (Pardon Record and Pardon Papers).
Note: N excludes persons for whom sex is unknown.

William, a mariner, struggled to support his family during the economic slump
that hit their neighborhood of Fells Point, a maritime suburb of Baltimore, with
exceptional severity.” In that neighborhood, full of underemployed sailors and
maritime tradesmen and laborers, Betsy was constantly exposed to the rough
culture of a port city. Kitty and William occasionally immersed themselves in
that rough culture themselves, but attempted to shield Betsy from it. As soon as
Betsy came of age, however, she dived headlong into waterfront society. Her
repeated forays into what her mother called “those sinks of Iniquity where li-
centiousness is order, and Voluptousness is Law” quickly took a toll on Betsy’s
health. Ironically, however, it was her parents’ violent attempt to control her
behavior that killed her.’

The disturbing story of Betsy Shoemaker’s death at the hands of her parents
is a powerful tale of domestic violence. It is also a story about a waterfront com-
munity in which Betsy’s life was not entirely her own, nor even belonging en-
tirely to her parents. Through her rebellious behavior, Betsy tried to lay claim to
her own life. Her parents disputed that claim, as one might expect. More sur-
prisingly, Betsy’s friends, the community and even the United States Navy also
tried to exert their claims. The boundaries between family and community in a
working-class area were thin, porous and contested, as neighbors, friends and
agents of the state and national governments freely intervened in the Shields’
family life. Although only Kitty and William were charged with Betsy’s murder,
their trials were as much about the family’s place in the community and the
community’s place in the family as they were about the Shields’s treatment of

their adopted daughter.
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Accounts of Betsy Shoemaker’s demise were bound to conflict at some points.
Yet all parties agreed on one thing: Betsy suffered a horrible death. According to
the coroner, Betsy died from “Cruel and inhuman” treatment, particularly at
the hands of her mother. “Mrs. Shields,” he asserted, “on the morning which she
[Betsy] died gave and compeld her to drink one pint of Rum after whipping her
overnight and very severely that same morning.” Betsy drank all but a spoonful
of the rum, which was followed by “a spoonful of Wine Drops, then a dose of
Jollop then a dose of Castor or sweet oil then a pint of new milk, then a mixture
of vinegar water and sugar about half pint, the same quantity of salt and water
then three cups of coffee.” Finally, Catharine Shields “made water, about one
pintand made her drink that.” Betsy downed these “several doses” between sun-
rise and noon, at which time she “Languished and Died.”

All who knew about the incident, concluded the coroner, wanted to see
Catharine and William Shields brought to justice.* A grand jury concurred with
his report, indicting William Shields for the severe whipping he was said to have
given Betsy on the night before she died and Kitty for administering the “several
doses” that killed her. When Kitty was tried in January, 1812, the jurors con-
victed her of manslaughter; William had an alibi and was acquitted.

Had the jury been Kitty’s last hope, she might have despaired. But as an-
other pardon-seeker wrote in 1803, “Fortunately for the citizens of this Coun-
try, there is a tribunal of mercy, sitting superior to the tribunal of strict justice,”
namely the governor.” He did not exaggerate the governor’s power to pardon
even convicted criminals; indeed, the pardoning process amounted to a whole
new trial, based on the same considerations as the original—empirical evidence
and testimony of good character—but without the procedural and evidentiary
restrictions required in formal proceedings. Counsel for the prosecution, ju-
rors, members of the bar, complainants, clergymen, family members, local no-
tables and, of course, defendants, also joined in petitions for (and against) par-
dons at their own initiative. The recommendations were collated and discussed
by the governor and his council, which reserved special days for such business.
Three options were possible: they could issue a full pardon, attach an alternative
punishment to the pardon, or allow the sentence to stand.®

Maryland governors pardoned guilty convicts more often than they released
people they deemed innocent (see Table 1). Indeed, over two-thirds of the lucky
convicts were still guilty of capital offenses. In part this was because, before
1811, Maryland law imposed the death penalty for some relatively minor of-
fenses. And penitence on the part of the condemned was considered a sign that
reformation was possible; professed remorse was especially likely to be taken
seriously when the convict seemed conducive to reclamation. The young of-
fender Hanson Barnes, for example, was spared even a trial because “from his
youth and inexperience there may be a prospect of reformation.” Youth, family
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responsibilities and other incentives to reform were among the most frequently
cited reasons for pardoning convicts; 10 percent of all pardons and pardon pe-
titions cited the possibility of reformation.? In addition, over 20 percent of all
successful pardons cited the character of the defendant, his family or his con-
nections—considerations perfectly consistent with standards applied at every
other stage of criminal prosecutions.’

Excessively severe punishments, moreover, eroded respect for the law. Will-
iam Tilghman, member of a prominent planter family, worried that executing a
convict would backfire because “his execution might rather tend to excite com-
passion, than answer the end for which examples of this kind are intended.”
Executions were not meant to arouse sympathy, but terror of the state and its
law. Petitioner George Plater proclaimed that “rogues” should suffer “punish-
ment” as “examples to others.” Ideally, wrote another petitioner, executions cre-
ated examples of “terrible” punishments." Exemplary punishments were par-
ticularly designed to impress the poor and the black, who, it was supposed, com-
prised an identifiable criminal class. “It might seem expedient,” wrote one ob-
server, “that there should be some examples of awful warning to check the atro-
cious wickedness and licentiousness of those poor unhappy black creatures, who
appear to be influenced by no restraining tie but the dread of legal punish-
ment.”"! Governors had to choose between prisoners whose executions would
make good examples and those who would simply gain sympathy if they were-
severely punished.

Successful petitions almost invariably portrayed convicts as fitting certain
psychological profiles. They emphasized the defendant’s good character, social
standing and reformability. Women also stressed their femininity, suggested their
virtue and especially raised the implicit threat that a severe punishment would
arouse sympathy for the convict instead of terror of the law.

Kitty Shields’s own pardon petition was finely crafted. She masterfully re-
plotted the coroner’s story, agreeing with it in most details but placing Betsy’s
death in the context of a long-term struggle for the girl’s soul. The coroner told
a simple and compelling tale, drawing on the archetype of the wicked step-
mother. Kitty rewrote the same events into a tragedy. In her version, a doting
mother attempted to expel the corruption she saw taking root in her daughter’s
soul, but made a single fatal mistake and brought ruin upon the entire family.
As aloving and devoted mother, Kitty implied, she did not need to be reformed,
although in conformity with the conventions of pardons, she displayed her peni-
tence. God help the politician who allowed such a woman to suffer an exem-
plary punishment.

Shields began by artfully portraying herself as the reformer, not the person
in need of reform; as the transmitter of virtue, not its corruptor. When she and
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William took Betsy in as an orphaned infant, she stated, they hoped Betsy would
become “a virtuous member of society and a consolation to them in their de-
clining years.” But they were “fatally deceived.” Betsy left home shortly after her
eighteenth birthday and returned several weeks later “in that deplorable situa-
tion which delicacy forbids your petitioners particularly to describe, but which
your excellency may readily imagine” when he considered that she had wal-
lowed in one of “those sinks of Iniquity . . . from which few ever return less
contaminated in body than in mind.” No one would have blamed the Shields if
they had barred the door to Betsy, but “being still anxiously solicitous for the
welfare of their adopted child” and hoping “by their admonitions to withdraw her
from the evil habits she had contracted during her association with those by whom
she had been lured from the path of rectitude,” they took her in again. On October
19, 1811, however, Betsy once again left and “spent the night in riot and debauch-
ery.” She returned the next morning “in a complete state of intoxication.”

Kitty “hoped” Betsy’s unusual actions were the result of “the wicked arts
and contrivances of others” not “the impulse of an appetite naturally vicious
and depraved.” Betsy’s mother then resolved “by one energetic effort to snatch
her, if possible, from the career of prodigality into which she had so unfortu-
nately hurried.” With that goal in mind, she administered a massive dose of the
hair of the dog (rum) to Betsy, “having been taught to believe that the most
effectual mode of correcting a destructive habit was by creating, if practicable, a
disgust for it.” But this did not work as intended, for Betsy was willing to con-
tinue her drinking spree. Discovering that the alcohol produced “an effect dif-
ferent from what she contemplated,” Kitty tried to undo the first remedy by
purging her daughter of the rum. She tried castor oil, salt water and other rem-
edies calculated to induce vomiting. Unhappily, though, the effect of purgatives
and rum on the “debilitated state” of Betsy’s health “produced by her overnights
debauch” was so deleterious that she soon expired. Her parents, tender and so-
licitous to the end, gave her a decent burial.’

For all the artistry in her version of the story, the allegation that she forced
Betsy to drink urine remained a problem for Kitty. Both the coroner and the
Grand Jury were convinced she had given Betsy a full pint of the liquid. This
accusation impugned Kitty Shields’s motives, suggesting a punitive aspect to
her behavior completely at variance with her account of the episode. Thus in a
second missive to the governor, accompanied by a series of depositions, Shields
took pains to refute this particular charge; in doing so, she revealed the presence
of other witnesses at Betsy’s deathbed. Several people testified that Anne
Spearman and Sally Falkner, (two of Betsy’s tavern friends and corruptors) had
“first suggested the propriety of administering Urine” to Betsy, and did so while
Kitty was out of the room. As she spooned the noxious substance down her
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friend’s throat, Spearman said “if any Thing in the World would make her puke
that would.”**

Catharine Shields, in sum, had not tortured her adopted daughter to death.
If anything, she tormented herself over Betsy’s refusal to stay on the path of
virtue. As a betrayed and bereaved mother she was “rather to be pitied than
condemned.” Her actions on the morning of Betsy’s death proceeded from laud-
able motives; they demanded not exemplary punishment but compassion. In-
stead, Kitty nominated the “unfortunate” child Betsy as an example to others;
“her fate and indiscretion” would serve as “a melancholy example to the young
and credulous to reach them to avoid the snares of voluptousness and the fasci-
nations of vice.”"

The Shields’s correspondence with the governor demonstrates their atten-
tiveness to conventions of pardon-seeking—the requisite remorse, while ad-
mitting no guilt, and the semblance of familial concern and good moral char-
acter. They were no less attuned to the conventions of family life, particularly to
the acceptable use of violence within the family. In Kitty Shields’s case, three
distinct understandings about family life came together to make it possible for
her to claim to have loved her daughter to death: traditional notions about the
sweeping power of parents over their households, complex republican notions
about innately virtuous yet corruptible women, and the increasingly intimate
ideal of household relations.

During the mid- to late eighteenth century, middle-class families became
increasingly sentimental as parents began to perceive children as “inherently
good and pleasurable creatures” who occupied center stage in the family."”
Accordingly, Kitty cast aside all subtlety as she portrayed herself as a doting
mother who lived only for her child and would gladly sacrifice herself in order
to attend to Betsy’s needs. By the Shields’s account, they acted out of the “purest
motives of Humanity” from the moment they adopted Betsy until the day they
buried her. Her death left them “afflicted with the keenest anguish that ever
tortured the human breast.” They asserted that parenthood gave them common
ground with the governor, and appealed to him to “apply their unhappy case to
yourself and to mete out to them, the same measure of mercy as you would
think they ought to mete out to you were you in their situation and you in
theirs.” The Shields spoke the language of domesticity with impressive fluency.

The search for a new social and political order in the wake of the Revolution
created a uniquely American variant of the intimate family. A post-Revolutionary
uncertainty about the ability of ordinary people to play an active political role
in society was often expressed in republican language, which in turn shaped
ideas about how “republican” citizens ought to behave. The republican experi-
ment raised parental stakes and placed new demands on children; despite their
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concern for their children, republican parents expected more emotional and
behavioral conformity from them than had been expected from the parents them-
selves. Betsy’s failure to live up to parental expectations had serious consequences
in the milieu of the new Republic; her parents’ violent reaction was partly rooted,
at least in their representation, in their sense of failure according to the stan-
dards against which republican parents and children measured themselves.'®

Although the Enlightenment thought of the eighteenth century and the new
romanticism of the nineteenth both undermined traditional notions about origi-
nal sin and the innate depravity of man, republican ideology also emphasized
the ease with which corruption fastened itself upon the soul. For the United
States to survive, its ordinary citizens would have to be worthy of their expanded
powers. They needed to resist the many temptations of corruption and remain
on a virtuous path. If citizens became corrupt, the Republic would fail, or even
become malevolent. If they lived virtuous lives, however, the United States would
serve as a “cynosure of nations” leading the rest of the world by the force of its
example. Or so argued the most ideological writers of the early Republic in
their most breathless moments.”

Republican ideology imposed upon the Shields a more mundane and messier
task: shaping Betsy into a woman capable of inculcating virtue in her own (pro-
spective) husband and children. While the Shields did not live up to middle-class
standards of republican morality themselves (more of that later), they spoke the
language. Their petitions are shot through with the keywords of republican dis-
course, most notably “virtue” and “corruption.” The first sentence of their first
petition sets the tone: they had hoped when they adopted her that Betsy would
become “a virtuous member of society.” But to their infinite sorrow she instead
chose a path which led to “iniquity,” “licentiousness,” “spoil,” “voluptuousness,”
“contamination,” “contagion,” “degenerance,” “indulgence,” “excess,” “vice” and
similar destinations.

Betsy’s behavior suggested a propensity for immoderation and vice which
would affect her marital prospects. And to the extent to which she passed on
these tendencies to her spouse and children, her behavior would have deleteri-
ous consequences for society as a whole. Because of the enthusiasm with which
she threw herself into the rough culture of Fells Point’s waterfront taverns, the
Shields—particularly Kitty, who would bear most of the credit or blame for
Betsy’s development—appear to have felt acutely their impending failure as
parents. Their extravagantly violent reaction to Betsy’s last “debauch” may have
seemed proportionate to the danger she faced from herself.

These two new phenomena of Euro-American family life in Baltimore in
1811—the increasingly child-centered climate of households and the particu-
larly high moral stakes in the new Republic—coincided in the Shields-Shoe-
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maker case with an older aspect of family life: the almost unlimited authority
granted to heads of households by both law and custom.

Maryland statutory law provided no special protection for children against
their parents, nor was the common law much help. William Blackstone, whose
Commentaries on the Laws of England had achieved wide circulation in Mary-
land by 1812 and was often cited in briefs and decisions, included “Wife, [or
Children] battery of” in his volume not in the section on “Public Wrongs” but
under the heading of “Private Wrongs,” along with divorce and other domestic
concerns. Children merited attention mostly as servants and orphans, though
Blackstone highlighted “Children, their duties” in his volume on “The Rights of
Persons.”"®

By custom, even these legal barriers against domestic violence were rarely
enforced. An examination of over 7,000 criminal prosecutions, in Maryland’s
courts between 1748 and 1837 reveals only a handful of cases of violence be-
tween family members. (Prosecutions involving violence between unrelated
householders were more common, but differing surnames make it difficult to
pinpoint the exact number of cases.) The silence speaks more clearly of public
attitudes than household behavior.”” This low prosecution rate certainly did not
result from an absence of domestic violence, but from an unwillingness or in-
ability to prosecute or convict most offenders. And although relatively few
well-documented cases of domestic violence have survived from Elizabeth
Shoemaker’s Maryland, those that do reinforce the impression of a widespread
and deep-seated reluctance to use legal sanctions against perpetrators of do-
mestic violence. The law limited violence within the household, but also justi-
fied its existence—it recognized the right of a household governor to enforce
discipline through violence—and Marylanders took the justifications more se-
riously than the limitations.”” In the case of the Shields, the sweeping power
granted to parents by law and custom, coupled with the raised stakes in the
intimate household in the new Republic, made it possible for Kitty Shields to
claim plausibly to have loved her daughter to death.

Moreover, the Shields’s treatment of their adopted daughter was of a piece
with everyday life on the waterfront. The Shields did not have to peek into neigh-
bors” houses to witness violence; they could see it in their neighborhood streets,
wharves and inns.” Baltimore itself was in the process of winning the nickname
of “mobtown” for its periodic episodes of collective violence over political is-
sues and rivalries between fire companies. And within Baltimore, Fells Point
contained a remarkably high concentration of crime-prone single men, sailors
and taverns—a potent combination that created a volatile, exuberantly mascu-
line and rough society.

The Shields, then, moved in crude circles—particularly William, who as a
sailor experienced the brutality of shipboard life. They also encountered the
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illness and death that stalked large port cities in the early nineteenth century,
and the aggressive and often fatal practice of medicine of that era. Yellow fever
pursued denizens of port cities especially aggressively; when it visited Baltimore
it struck first and hardest in Fells Point and surrounding neighborhoods.?? Un-
less the Shields stood apart from their tough seaport milieu, the correctives they
used to reform Betsy—the beatings, rum and purgatives—were drawn from
their everyday experiences of personal violence, illness and medical practice.

But of course they had never stood aloof from their neighbors. While schol-
ars are much more likely to shape questions in terms of the family’s place in the
community than in terms of the community’s place in the family, the corre-
spondence generated in Shield’s search for a pardon reveals a very thin and in-
distinct line between family and community. Their household formed but one
of several nodes of its inhabitants’ social lives. Kitty’s connections with her neigh-
bors unraveled the intimate circle surrounding the Shields family, as did William’s
business relations and Betsy’s socializing with her young friends.

At first glance, the Shields’s correspondence comports with the ideal of a
highly private family life. Their portrayal of themselves as devoted parents, ever
focused on their poor orphan child, systematically obscured the presence of
other onlookers. Their first and fullest pardon petition gave the impression that
only three family members set foot in the house during Betsy’s troubles, and
that only Kitty was present on the morning of her death. Kitty’s second petition
introduced Anna Spearman and Sarah Falkner to the deathbed scene, but only
for the limited purpose of demonstrating that “the Urine, that is to say about a
Table Spoon full thereof was administered by them to the deceased and not by
your petitioner.” Spearman and Falkner had initiated prosecution against Kitty
and William Shields, testifying that Kitty had administered the urine; it was,
therefore, necessary to place them at the scene in the second petition.

But the room was still more crowded than the Shields let on; a justice of the
peace recorded depositions when several other onlookers entered the debate
over who gave Betsy urine. Mary Anne Fischer, a neighbor woman aged at least
seventy years, swore she was present in Betsy’s room when Spearman and Falkner
fed Betsy their urine, and implied that Elizabeth Downing, another of Betsy’s
friends, was at the scene. Frances Wilson, a 36-year-old neighbor, also witnessed
the scene and corroborated Kitty’s story.”” Thus, at least five people who were
not kin surrounded Betsy’s deathbed.

Other nonrelatives, moreover, lived under the Shields’s roof. Contrary to
the impression created by their correspondence, the Shields household num-
bered not three but eight. William had apparently taken up shoemaking during
the hard times of the Embargo Act. At least two apprentices lived with him in
1812 and other nonrelatives may have joined the household. The Shields’s cor-
respondence mentions no children besides Betsy, but the 1810, census-taker
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Plan of the town of Baltimore by A. P. Folie. The Shoemaker family lived in Fells Point, the boot-
shaped peninsula at left center. (Maryland Historical Society.)

counted one boy aged 10 to 16, one aged 16 to 26 and William (aged at least 45),
as well as one girl under 10 years old, one aged 10 to 16, Betsy and one other
woman aged 16 to 26 and Kitty (less than 45 years old). Some of those aged 16
to 26 may have been boarders; others, employees or older apprentices. It seems
unlikely that the Shields had any other children. They took such pains to docu-
ment their doting, child-centered ethic of family life, and understood the par-
doning process so well, that they would never have passed up the opportunity
to showcase other children as examples of parental fitness.

The Shields household, therefore, was thoroughly infiltrated by unrelated
members of the community. Betsy’s friends, neighbor women, and as many as
five live-in nonrelatives freely penetrated the inner sanctum of the Shields house-
hold. The privatization of family life, a staple of historical writing on the
middle-class family in this period, had not yet arrived in the Shields’s Fells Point,
although it doubtless had in the homes of the governor and his councillors.*
Perhaps this disjuncture between the Shields’s well-peopled world and that of
the gentlemen to whom they appealed accounts for their reluctance to mention
the presence of nonfamily members in their home; they knew their audience.

The Shields family possessed no private “inner sanctum.” The family was



Family Violence on Baltimore’s Waterfront, 1808—1812 39

but one axis of their social existence, thoroughly intersected by other vectors of
social life: the network of friends around Betsy (or her favorite haunts), a clus-
ter of neighborhood women who included Kitty, and the mariners’ world to
which William still belonged. Before Betsy’s death, her friends and her parents
competed for her allegiance, although all groups generally deferred to the Shields
when they disciplined her. The contest continued after her death, but because of
the allegation of homicide the controversy spread through the community to
include ever more people.

The events leading up to Betsy’s death reveal the community’s place in the
Shields’s household, but the events unfolding afterward speak more to the
IShields’s place in the community. Although the family had apparently moved
to Baltimore only four years before Betsy’s death, they compiled quite a history
in their brief stay. Every year between 1808 and 1812, William, or Kitty, or Wil-
liam and Kitty together, went before the Baltimore City Court of Oyer and Ter-
miner to answer assault charges. In 1808, their first year in Baltimore, William
was charged along with two other men with having assaulted one John Karnes.
In 1809 William and Kitty were both indicted and convicted for an assault on
William McKee. The court fined each $20, plus costs. In 1810 William again
paid a $20 fine plus fees, this time for assaulting George Rogers. Later in 1810,
both Kitty and William were convicted on still another assault charge. The next
time they faced the court, Betsy was dead.

Two of the cases are particularly revealing. When Kitty and William faced
assault charges in the summer of 1809, they stood shoulder to shoulder with
some familiar figures. Their codefendants included Anne Spearman, the woman
later named as one of Betsy’s corruptors and charged with giving her urine to
drink. Charges against Anne and another defendant were dropped before trial,
but she testified for Kitty in her trial. So did Betsy Shoemaker herself, along with
Fanny Wilson, who would later attend Betsy’s deathbed. A year later, when the
Shields again made their annual pilgrimage to the criminal court, they called
Mary Fischer as a defense witness, another attendant at Betsy’s deathbed. Justice
of the Peace Henry Fischer—probably Mary’s son—took the recognizance
(bond) that ensured the Shields’s presence at court, then testified at their trial.
Prosecution witnesses included George Rogers of Back River, an agricultural
and watermen’s district east of Fells Point, the victim of the assault. Jacob Mull,
a Sailing Master in the U.S. Navy, also testified against Shields; he lived in Fells
Point but patrolled the Back River. Captain Alexander Murray of the U.S. Navy,
a powerful and well-known officer of national stature, also weighed in.”

Several patterns emerged from this series of complaints against the Shields.
First, for better or worse, the Shields had made a name for themselves in local
society. Given their well-established propensity for violence, the coroner who
examined Betsy’s corpse could with some justification assert that “no two can
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be under worse characters than they are, and every body is wishing them to be
brought to punishment.” The Shields’s brief but notable history of encounters
with the legal system surely created a presumption of malevolence against them.

Second, an examination of the people involved as complainants, defendants,
witnesses and justices of the peace in the Shields’s several trials revealed that the
couple was very much enmeshed in the world from which they claimed to be
trying to save Betsy. Anne Spearman, a villain in the Shields’s pardon petitions,
had been an ally in an earlier fight. Similarly, Mary Fisher and Fanny Wilson played
some part in the Shields’s earlier violent episodes, then gave exculpatory testi-
mony regarding Betsy’s death. Had the Shields genuinely wished to protect Betsy
from the rough waterfront society of Fells Point, they would have had to disown
their own experiences and behaviors: virtually all of the complainants, codefen-
dants and witnesses in the Shields’s prosecutions lived in or near Fells Point.

Third, a clear majority of litigants and witnesses whose occupations can be
identified depended upon the sea for their livelihood: William Shields, mariner,
William Hill, rigger, James Hooper, waterfront innkeeper and Mull and Murray
of the U.S. Navy. Only a tailor and a painter disturb this pattern, consistent with
Fells Point’s specialized function as a maritime district concerned with ship-
building and long-distance trade.”® Mariners, artisans and laborers dominated
this “distinctly plebian” neighborhood, for merchants, capitalists and profes-
sionals preferred to live west of Fells Point at the mouth of Jones Falls, near the
inner harbor.”

The Shields moved into a crude milieu when they settled in Fells Point. Far
from avoiding rough characters, they routinely roughed up other people. But
eventually they went too far, exceeding even the loose bounds of propriety in
live-and-let-live Fells Point. When Betsy died, the Shields discovered neighbor-
hood limits for tolerance in cases of domestic violence. Taken individually, their
previous encounters with the law would not have effected long-term damage to
their reputations. Even after Betsy’s death, given the widespread reluctance to
convict anyone of domestic violence, and given the plausibility of Kitty’s claim
that Betsy’s death was an accident, it seems likely that most cases would have
ended with a generous ruling by the coroner or the Grand Jury. But through
sheer repetition of violent acts the Shields had established a reputation that
predisposed the coroner and others to believe the worst. Thus the coroner, the
state’s attorney, the Grand Jury, and ultimately the trial jury agreed that Kitty
was capable of killing her daughter. On January 11, 1812, a trial jury huddled
without leaving the courtroom. Its members accepted William Shields’s alibi
(the nature of which went unrecorded) and acquitted him of having beaten
Betsy the night before she died. Kitty, however, charged with beating Betsy and
feeding her a deadly mixture of potions, was convicted of manslaughter.
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With the trials, the state encroached upon the domestic affairs of the Shields,
but the definition of unacceptable violence remained very local. While partici-
pants in the trials acted on behalf of the state, according to rules laid down by
central political and legal authorities, the coroner, the jurors and the witnesses
were residents of the same city, often of the same neighborhood, and acted ac-
cording to local understandings of who the Shields were and how they fit into
society.

But with their petitions to the governor, the Shields invited the highest offi-
cials in the state into their home. By crafting an effective letter according to
conventions that political elites found compelling, they sought connection with
still another node of social existence. The state, in the persons of the governor
and his councillors, therefore, also had a claim on Betsy Shoemaker. Her post-
humous fate and the fate of her mother became entwined with considerations
of public policy. This was particularly true in 1812, as concern over criminality
and public order in the city of Baltimore mounted. The governor and council’s
deliberations in Betsy Shoemaker’s case followed a watershed decision to com-
bat a perceived crime wave in Baltimore City by transforming the criminal jus-
tice system. The number of pardons granted dipped sharply in 1812, as the open-
ing of a new penitentiary raised hopes that prisoners who once might have been
hung or perished on a chain gang might instead rehabilitate themselves. This
perceived crisis doubtless shaped discussions of Kitty Shields’s pardon petition,
which received particularly close scrutiny because of its timing, amplifying the
intrusion of the state into the Shields household.*

One final twist to the story suggests the extent to which Betsy’s, Kitty’s and
William’s social lives intersected multiple, even competing levels of social exis-
tence, of which the household was but one. William, a mariner by trade and
resident in one of the early Republic’s major ports, enjoyed especially good con-
nections in the U.S. Navy. At least two high-ranking naval officers testified at his
earlier trials: Captain Alexander Murray and Sailing Master Jacob Mull. Within
weeks of Kitty’s manslaughter conviction, Commodore Stephen Decatur, the
celebrated hero of Tripoli, offered William a position as a naval recruiter in
Virginia, if only the governor of Maryland would make it possible for him to
move by pardoning Kitty. The governor acceded to this request, and by March
the Shields had packed up and were selling their belongings to prepare for the
move. After all the uproar, after numerous. court appearances and one terrible
tragedy, after all the struggles and negotiations between Betsy, her parents, their
neighbors, the legal system and the state over Betsy’s fare, the U.S. Navy authored
the end to the story. William knew the waterfront, and the Navy needed sailors in
the looming war against the British. The navy got William; Kitty got her pardon.

During their years in Baltimore, the Shields left an unusually wide paper
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trail through public records. After 1812 they disappear, and we are left to spec-
ulate about their fortunes. It is possible that the struggle over Betsy’s legacy was
definitively won by the navy; when it engineered a pardon for the person con-
victed of her murder, the navy effectively wrote the posthumous conclusion to
the tale of Betsy Shoemaker. The matter was almost certainly not settled so eas-
ily, however. The Shields could not have shed all the rough ways that contrib-
uted to Betsy’s death, especially in another maritime milieu. Betsy’s story was
ultimately shaped as much by Fells Point as it was by the internal dynamics of
the Shields family.
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Native-born prizefighter Tom Hyer fought Irishman James “Yankee” Sullivan in a spectacular,
illegal, and highly publicized match in Kent County during the winter of 1849. This fight gave
the once outlawed ritual its place in the modern sporting world. (Maryland Historical Society.)
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“This Great Test of Man’s Brutality”:
The Sullivan-Hyer Prizefight at Still
Pond Heights, Maryland, in 1849

WALLACE SHUGG

n February 7, 1849, two hundred mostly top-hatted spectators gath-
ered in the bitter cold around a hastily constructed ring on an isolated

farm eight miles northwest of Chestertown to witness a bare knuckle,
illegal fight between Irish immigrant James (“Yankee”) Sullivan and native-born
Tom (“Young America”) Hyer for a prize of $10,000. All but forgotten today,
this prizefight is worth a closer look because it was the greatest match of its time
and helped give rise to modern boxing in America. It also provides a vivid pic-
ture of ethnic rivalries as well as social and cultural tensions in the young re-
public.

Boxing originated in ancient Greece as an event in the Olympiad. The par-
ticipants wore leather straps to protect their hands, and it was a bloody specta-
tor sport. But it also celebrated physical prowess and moral and spiritual values
and was considered an important preparation for warfare. Taken up by the Ro-
mans, boxing became even bloodier, when gladiators wore heavy leather straps
embedded with metal spikes. With the decline of the Roman Empire and the
coming of the Christian Era, boxing disappeared until revived in England along
with other rough amusements, such as bullbaiting and cockfighting, during the
1560s. It continued thereafter in its crude form until it was refined and system-
atized in the early eighteenth century by the founding of boxing schools by men
like James Fig and Jack Broughton. The latter gave the sport its first rules in
1743, prohibiting strangling holds, low blows, striking a fallen opponent, and
introducing rounds, with pauses for the fighters in between and seconds to as-
sist, umpires for disputes, and referees to render final decisions. By the end of
the century, supported by the gentry and working-class men, pugilism became
England’s most popular sport.!

English pugilism did not begin to take root in America until the 1830s.> The
young republic resented the power of the mother country and despised much
of her social life as being corrupt. In particular, the puritanical Northeast frowned

Wallace Shugg is the author of A Monument to Good Intentions: The Story of
the Maryland Penitentiary, 1804-1995, published by the Press at the Maryland
Historical Society.
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James “Yankee” Sullivan weai
hat, the badge of an Irish str
“Plug Uglies,” from New Yor
Five Points slum. (From Ellioti
Manly Art: Bare-Knuckle Pr
in America [Ithaca: Corne
Press, 1986].)

on “riotous” amusements and the associated gambling and drinkin
prizefighting was illegal in most areas, the few staged pugilistic event
be clandestine to avoid police interference, and went unreported by t
pers. But along with the growth of cities, industries, and the working
its increasing proportion of immigrants, came the demand for amu
all kinds, including boxing.’

The first full coverage of an American prizefight appeared in th
Post on July 30, 1823, of a match between a native-born butcher :
eigner,” probably an Irish immigrant from another neighborhood. Th
important fights of the 1820s also involved ethnic rivalry. Both the f
on October 14, 1824, and the rematch two years later were fought in
the law by two immigrants, Ned Hammond, from Dublin, and Geor
from Liverpool, and drew crowds inflamed by Anglo-Irish enmity.
round-by-round reports of prizefights became common. Without .
racy to support it, however, prizefighting in the young republic en
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Native-born, working-class Tom Hyer
dressed as an urban dandy. (From Gorn,
The Manly Art: Bare-Knuckle Prize
Fighting in America.)

The man known to the American public as “Yankee” Sullivan was probably
born James Ambrose on April 12, 1813, near Cork, Ireland. As a youth he sparred
to develop his boxing skills and fought prize matches in England, but he also
associated with criminals. Charged with burglary or murder, he was sent to the
penal colony in Botany Bay, Australia, before his twenty-fifth year. He escaped
to America and returned to the London prize ring under the name of “Yankee”
Sullivan (probably to capitalize on national and ethnic rivalry as much as to
conceal his past). Back in America once more, he ran a saloon in the Bowery
popular with working-class boxing fans and—urged on by Irish patrons—re-
sumed prizefighting. He also remained loyal to his Irish heritage by joining the
Spartan fire brigade made up of Irish volunteers and serving as a “shoulder
hitter” at election time for Tammany’s Empire Club.’

While a fighter of undeniable courage, Sullivan often used trickery and dirty
tactics to make up for his modest build (five feet, nine and three-quarters inches,
156 pounds). When overmatched in London, he defeated the Englishman Ham-
mer Lane by aiming his blows at his opponent’s broken arm. In a fight near
Philadelphia with English fighter Vincent Hammond on September 7, 1841,
Sullivan swallowed blood from a cut inside his mouth long enough to split his
opponent’s cheek in order to win for his friends the money they had bet on
“first blood.” On January 24, 1842, he defeated native-born Tom Secor in a sixty-
five-round match lasting one hour, Sullivan peppering his opponent and then
falling to the ground at the slightest blow to end round after round, all the while
taunting and laughing at him. He won his match with the English immigrant
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William Bell on August 29, 1842, by feigning fatigue, then surprising him with a
counterattack. By now Sullivan was the darling of Irish-immigrant boxing fans,
who celebrated his victories with rowdy behavior in the streets and saloons of
the largest cities.®

His future opponent, native-born Tom Hyer, was six years younger, stood
six feet, one inch, and weighed 180 pounds. A butcher by trade, he took after his
father, Jacob, also a butcher and renowned as one of America’s pioneer pugilists.
Like his father, Hyer entered the ring to uphold native honor.” His nickname,
“Young America™® came from a slogan of the nativist Know-Nothing move-
ment forming at this time, which—among other aims—opposed the increasing
political influence of “idolatrous” Catholic immigrants (German and Irish, es-
pecially the latter) swarming to these shores and posing the economic threat of
cheap labor.” Like Sullivan, Hyer was active in local politics, joining a rival neigh-
borhood fire brigade made up of nativists and working for the Know-Nothings
at election time.'

Challenged in September 1841 by Sullivan’s friend John McCleester, Hyer
won a 101-round battle lasting almost three hours and became champion of the
nativist sporting crowd, who looked on him as the man to beat Sullivan. The
expected match with Sullivan was long delayed, however, principally by the death
of Thomas McCoy in a fight against Christopher Lilly on September 13, 1842, at
Hastings, New York: the first fatality in the American ring. Lilly fled the country.
Sullivan, who had served as one of Lilly’s seconds, was tried along with his friends
George Kensett and John McCleester, convicted of fourth-degree manslaughter,
and sentenced to two years in the penitentiary at Ossining. He was pardoned
out within a few months on condition he give up the ring, but McCoy’s death
dampened prizefighting for the next five years."

Then Sullivan’s victory over former English champion Benjamin Caunt be-
fore a large crowd at Harper’s Ferry, Virginia, on May 11, 1847, rekindled the
desire of boxing fans—especially among the new wave of Irish immigrants—
for a match between Sullivan and Hyer, considered the best of their day. Matters
came to a head one evening in April 1848, when Hyer pummeled the half-drunk
Sullivan in an impromptu brawl in a New York saloon at Broadway and Park
Place (on the west side of the present City Hall Park). Hyer was persuaded by a
policeman to leave the scene before the arrival of a mob of Sullivan’s friends,
intent on revenge. In the weeks following, streetfights broke out between their
partisans. On July 1, 1848, Sullivan issued a challenge in the New York Herald, in
which he made Hyer out to be a liar, coward, and poor boxer and sportsman. In
turn, Hyer advertised his readiness to settle their quarrel in the ring."

On August 7 the friends of both fighters initialed the articles of agreement
stipulating, among other things, that each side would put up $5,000 and that
the fight would take place within six months in Virginia or Maryland (presum-
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ably making it easier to avoid interference by the authorities). New rules pub-
lished in American Fistiana (1848) would govern the fight, prohibiting foul blows
(but not wrestling throws) and falling without receiving a blow (to end a round).
The rules meticulously spelled out the construction of the ring and behavior of
the fighters, referee, umpires, seconds, and bottleholders. As boxing historian
Elliott J. Gorn points out, “The rules were concerned, in sum, not only with
safety and fairness but with ritual. They prescribed stylized actions, demanded
patterned behavior, emphasized ordered procedures. In this way they made a
fight into a special expressive event, a dramatization of larger social events.” At
the time the National Police Gazette argued this fight would serve as “a safety
valve” for neighborhood and ethnic tensions."

According to the New York Herald, the upcoming prizefight generated an
anticipation “similar in some respects to the agitation produced in the public
mind by the first accounts of the Mexican War.” The National Police Gazette
“estimated that three hundred thousand dollars in wagers hinged on the out-
come, and for a halfyear a man could scarcely enter a saloon without being
asked his opinion of the two gladiators.”**

Two months before the fight Sullivan and Hyer began intensive training,
following similar regimens: rising at dawn, running a half-dozen miles, then
sparring and punching the heavy bag, followed by a high protein breakfast (lean
beef, mutton, or chicken—no vegetables or starches) with a little ale or wine,
rest, followed by another long run, then the second and last meal of the day
(same as breakfast), rest, more sparring and punching the bag, a long walk, and
retiring to bed by 9:00. No tobacco, liquor, or sex.”” By mid-January 1849 both
men were at the peak of their fighting form and agreed on the time and place of
the match.'

“This great test of man’s brutality,” the Baltimore Sun told its readers on
Monday February 5, 1849, “is publicly announced on our streets as to come off
on Wednesday next, at Pool’s Island, near the mouth of the Gunpowder river.”
While obliged to report the upcoming event as part of the daily news, the
newspaper’s language made clear its distaste: it noted that three steamboats had
been chartered to carry the fight crowd to the island, referring to them as “these
violators of the laws of God and man,” and expressed the hope that state au-
thorities would prevent “so great an outrage” from taking place. Its condemna-
tion of the fight, shared by most non-sporting newspapers in the nation, showed
through its coverage of unfolding events in the following week.

Hyer was already in “Govanstown” outside the city, sparring to stay in shape
for the fight. This same issue of the Baltimore Sun warned readers to steer clear
of “rowdies . . . following the fortunes of the prize fighters,” who had already
assaulted and robbed “an old citizen” one evening on their way home from watch-
ing Hyer train. Its long excerpt from the New York Express also revealed that a
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Sullivan, Hyer, their entourages, and fans intended the fight to be held on Poole’s Island, in the
bay. (Maryland Historical Society.)

large delegation of “New York Loaferdom” was expected to attend the fight, most
of them from the immigrant-heavy Lower East Side (Corlear’s Hook, Park Row,
and the infamous Five Points!”) as well as some of the “swell mob” from New
York’s suburbs. The weather was bitter cold, and the ice-clogged Susquehanna
had stopped the train ferry for a while, a possible delay for those fight fans trav-
elling by rail. But those who arrived in time would have found the city in a
rising pitch of fight fever, with Sullivan heavily favored to win."* On the evening
before the fight, the Philadelphia boat arrived, according to a warning notice in
the Baltimore Sun (February 7), with “a great number of blackguards to attend
the prize fight. . . . Look out for incendiaries [rowdies], pick-pockets, and all
sorts of thieves.” Indeed, a subsequent item noted that “two or three gentlemen”
on this steamer “were lightened of their pocket books, by some of the crowd
who came on to witness the fight” (February 8).

As the early stories in the Baltimore Sun make clear, the authorities took
prompt measures to repel this invasion of undesirables. A bench warrant was
issued on Monday for the arrest of Sullivan and Hyer (February 6). On Tuesday,
at the governor’s direction, Attorney General George R. Richardson alerted po-
lice and militia companies to hold themselves in readiness. The city court for-
bade the owner of the steamboat Boston, one of the three chartered, to carry
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fans to the fight. Instead, the state itself hired his boat to carry the militia, the
sheriff, and a posse to Poole’s Island to arrest the principals and prevent the
fight from taking place (February 7).

The result, according to Jacob Frey, a schoolboy at the time, was “a laugh-
able fiasco, the talk of Baltimore.”" The loading of the steamer Boston proceeded
that evening: two militia companies (the Independent Blues and Greys) with
their officers, a surgeon with instruments in case of need, plus the sheriff of
Baltimore County and a posse—in all about one hundred and ten men. The
steamer would also tow a scow loaded with “bateaux,” rowboats to land the
troops. From the deck of a schooner moored nearby, a reporter from the Phila-
delphia Times and Keystone watched the scene with amusement as the Boston
finally set forth bravely at a quarter to midnight, “with all the soldiers, police,
drums, fifes, shooting irons, batons, maces, &c. &c.” Through bad [uck or poor
seamanship, the scow swamped, casting adrift several batteaux, and the steamer
lost an hour in retrieving them.”

Meanwhile, according to the Baltimore Sun (February 8 and 9), fight fans
crowded the taverns and streets of the city that Tuesday evening, and rumors
were “thick as blackberries,” raising “a feverish anxiety.” Hyer and several of his
friends had been sighted at Carroll’s Island near the mouth of the Gunpowder
River, sixteen miles east of Baltimore. A police force of thirteen men under the
command of Captain Gifford arrived by land conveyance at 2:00 A.M. and found
“their bird had flown.” They commandeered a boat, set forth for Poole’s Island
and “had a bitter time of it, the wind . . . from the northwest, and the spray
occasionally dashing over their persons and glittering in the bright moonlight
as if they were . . . armored and their whiskers adorned with diamonds.” Near-
ing the island, they were almost run down by the steamer Boston, which ignored
their hails. Gifford and his party reached shore at about 3:00 A.M. and went
directly to the lighthouse.

At about this time, the schooner bearing the Philadelphia reporter arrived
off the lighthouse and dropped anchor. Hitching a ride ashore in a small boat,
the reporter was on the scene when the police knocked on the door of the keeper’s
house and “demanded the body of Hyer aforesaid, in the name of the Common-
wealth of Maryland and so on.” Told that Hyer was in bed upstairs and would
need time to dress, the police waited, and were then admitted and introduced to
Hyer’s trainer, George Thompson, as “the identical chap.” Hearing the commo-
tion, Hyer, who was on the first floor, opened a rear window and departed, “with-
out leaving his card.” A similar escape was then enacted at a nearby farmhouse,
the island’s only other dwelling, with the police mistakenly arresting Sullivan’s
second, Thomas O’Donnell, dressed in Sullivan’s clothes.?

The steamer Boston, still at anchor with the militia and posse aboard, saw
another anchored steamer, the Cumberland, loaded with fight fans from Phila-
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Panoramic view of the fight scene looking south and east. Rock Point lies just to the right of the
treeless patch on shore in the left photograph.

delphia, suddenly get underway, even cutting adrift a small boat in tow. Believ-
ing Sullivan and Hyer to be aboard her, the Boston started in pursuit and over-
took her off North Point, then stopped and searched her without success. Real-
izing the vessel had acted as a decoy, the Boston turned back to the island to
search the two schooners that had brought the fighters but managed to run
firmly aground near the lighthouse, thus leaving the schooners free to cruise
about the bay looking for a new site for the match. For a time it was rumored
the fight would take place near Dover, Delaware. “If this be correct,” the Balti-
more Sun told its readers scathingly, “Maryland has the gratification of having
prevented her soil from being desecrated by so foul and brutal [an] exhibition,
which had drawn together the scum and villainy of all the Northern cities, as
principals, participants, and spectators.”*

But matters turned out otherwise. Around 8:00 Wednesday morning, the
two schooners bearing the fighters and their entourages came within hailing
distance, according to the Philadelphia reporter now aboard Hyer’s boat:

One of Sullivan’s friends appeared on the deck of the latter [boat] and
in a tantalizing manner said, “Show us Hyer and we’ll show you
Sullivan.” . . . In a moment after, Hyer showed himself on our deck.
Presently Sullivan appeared on the deck of his own boat, and shouted
to Hyer, “You big lubber! I'll knock out of you, before
I've done with you.” Hyer merely smiled, but said nothing. He went
down again, and while lying down on bed, said to his friends: “I want




The Sullivan-Hyer Prize Fight, 1849 55

Plum Point (above) and Poole’s Island barely visible in the distance. (Photographs taken by the
author, courtesy of Walter B. Harris.)

to have this fight come off to-day. If you fail in that, to-night is a beau-
tiful moonlight night, and let it come off then. If not, why to-morrow.
Here, there, or anywhere—wherever they say, agree to it.”

They cruised along the heavily wooded eastern shoreline for a suitable landing
place until, around 2:00 pM., they found Rock Point, a convenient ledge at the
mouth of Still Pond Creek. Here the parties landed in small boats, ten at a time.*

From Rock Point they marched inland about three quarters of a mile until
they came to a large green yard in front of a log farmhouse belonging to one W.
A. Gibson, who was then absent. “It was certainly a pretty place,” the Philadel-
phia reporter wrote, “but as it was right on the point was very much exposed
and bleak—the wind all the time blowing away, keen, cutting, and ill-natured.”
The spectators hastily constructed a ring, using stakes cut from the nearby pine
woods roped off with topgallant halyards from the schooners.

At 4 o’clock precisely, Sullivan was brought in on the back of his sec-
ond. In about four minutes after Hyer was brought in like manner.
They tossed up for choice of positions, and Sullivan won. The win-
ning party chose a position which threw the rays of the setting sun
directly in Hyer’s face. Time being called, both men appeared and
touched hands—it was such a quick motion it could not be called
shaking—then instantly stood back in position. They both looked, I
thought, remarkably well.
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Rock Point, where the fighters came ashore, has considerably eroded. Long-time residents recall
it being approximately eight feet high. (Photograph by the author.)

The long-awaited grudge fight, on which the passions and money of so many
people were riding, was about to begin.*

Let us pause here for a close look at the lithograph of the whole scene, fa-
mous in its day, by the artist James Baillie.”® In the background on the bay are
two schooners that apparently carried the fighters and entourages and specta-
tors to the piney knoll, then the farmhouse with an aproned female domestic
keeping a discreet distance from the violence about to erupt. The ring is brack-
eted by two carts that bore the fighters part of the way, the ground swept clear of
snow for the ring to be erected. At ring corner left a fan points his finger to close
a last-minute wager with a bookie. The many top-hatted spectators surround-
ing the ring are drawn in stiff poses, some with faces disproportionately large
and turned unnaturally toward the viewer, as in a picture gallery. The more
important people are numbered and include some of the most famous fight
figures in early American boxing: #4—“McCluskey” (John McCleester, defeated
by Hyer September 8, 1841, in a one-hundred-and-one-round fight lasting three
hours); #12—-George Kensett (fought the two most important battles of the 1820s
with Ned Hammond); and #14—“G.B. Over” (immigrant boxer, George Overs,
the “Manchester Pet,” an early mentor of Sullivan). Kneeling in each corner is a
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James Baillie’s lithograph of the great fight shows the taller “Young America” Tom Hyer squaring
off against James “Yankee” Sullivan on windswept Still Pond Heights, February 7, 1849.
(Maryland Historical Society.)

bottleholder wearing his fighter’s colors—emerald green with white spots for
Sullivan and stars and stripe for Hyer—with a knee extended for his man to rest
on between rounds. And facing us ring center, the easily recognizable “Yankee”
Sullivan, “heavy-jawed, beetle-browed,” squaring up to the much taller (by three
and a quarter inches) and heavier (by twenty-four pounds) “Young America”
Hyer, with his “immensely long reach.” Both men wear their hair close cropped,
to deprive the other of a handhold during combat.*

The wily Sullivan expected to defeat his taller, heavier, and younger oppo-
nent through superior ring craft and wrestling ability, by which he could throw
Hyer to the ground and fall upon him heavily, thus weakening him.*” Indeed,
Sullivan was favored to win, not just by fans on the streets of Baltimore, but
elsewhere, as shown by this piece of mock-heroic verse from the sporting news-
paper Spirit of the Times:*

The “Yankee” ’tis true, was a great deal the smaller,
Tom Hyer being heavier, stouter, and taller,

But still it was thought, and asserted by many,

The odds were in favor of “Yankee”—if any;
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That what with his dodging and practiced tricks,
His cunning and funning, the terrible “licks,”
That he’d soon whip the Gothamite hero “like bricks.”

It was not to be.

The fight began at 4:20 p.M., both men at first trading blows without much
damage. Then Sullivan ducked under Hyer’s guard, grasped him with an
underhold, and strove mightily to throw him to the ground—in vain. Hyer then
caught Sullivan in an upperhold, threw him down, and fell upon him heavily,
ending round one.

Thereafter, the fight proceeded in a rapid succession of rounds as one man
or the other was knocked or thrown to the ground. One time Hyer was struck in
the throat and knocked down. Another time Sullivan caught a rabbit punch on
the back of his head “with such violence that it was thought his skull was frac-
tured as he dropped apparently lifeless to the ground.” Sullivan nearly closed
Hyer’s right eye with his fist, but the swelling was lanced during the half-minute
break, allowing Hyer to see again. With his “immensely long reach,” Hyer pun-
ished Sullivan almost at will, hitting him over the left eye, “lacerating the scalp
and so lifting it from the bone of the forehead that it fell over his eye and ob-
scured his sight. This caused a minute’s delay, while it was fastened up with
sticking plaster.” By now both men were covered with blood, most of it Sullivan’s.*

After a severe knockdown in the fifteenth round, Sullivan came out groggily
for the sixteenth, walked up to the scratch line” in a “limpsey” manner, and
raised his left arm feebly. Hyer “struck down Sullivan’s guard, caught his head
under his left arm, and dealt him with his huge right fist a torrent of blows on
the face, and over the head, until as Hyer released his hold, he dropped senseless
and bleeding to the earth.” So ended the great prizefight in seventeen minutes
and eighteen seconds, with actual fighting time less than ten minutes.”

While Sullivan’s seconds looked after him, no time was lost in unthreading
the halyards from the stakes in order to hoist sail for their departure. When the
sheriff and his posse arrived from Chestertown, he found his quarry had “made
tracks.” Hyer’s boat proceeded northward to Philadelphia by way of Delaware.
Sullivan and his party turned back to Baltimore and, passing the grounded
steamer Boston at Poole’s Island, cheered the soldiers aboard “as compensation
... for neither arresting the principals nor getting a peep at the fight.”*

The battered Sullivan spent that night resting and lying low in Fells Point.
The next day, while his second, Thomas O’Donnell, and Hyer’s trainer, George
Thompson—both arrested on Poole’s island through mistaken identity—were
arraigned in court for their involvement in the prizefight, Sullivan evaded the
authorities, journeying to York, Pennsylvania, and eventually to New York.*

In Philadelphia, Hyer was arrested Saturday morning at the telegraphed re-
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quest of Maryland’s attorney general George R. Richardson. Examined by the
judge, he admitted to his part in the affair, but added:

He had been followed from city to city by Sullivan, for the purpose of
provoking a fight. Insult upon insult had been heaped upon him; his
family had been injured by that man, and even his old mother in-
sulted and abused by him, and the privacy of his house invaded. His
acts had been those of self-defense, after repeated insults and injuries.
He asked to be admitted to bail.

The judge was impressed by “the manly admissions of Hyer, and statements he
had made in extenuation of his conduct in engaging in this fight,” but was obliged
to detain him. As he was led to a hack waiting in the street, a crowd “made the
welkin ring with their repeated huzzas for Hyer. The excitement in the mob was
intense; but no attempt at rescue was made, as Hyer was as cool as a man could
be, and would not have permitted it. He was then driven to prison.” He was
released the following Monday when the Maryland authorities did not follow
through with his extradition.” Perhaps, given the fiasco that characterized their
efforts to prevent the fight, they preferred to forget the whole matter.

Meanwhile, the Baltimore Sun (February 10) was trying to put the best face
on the failed expedition. It saluted the “daring band” of police headed by Cap-
tain Gifford, who on Tuesday night had rowed the seven miles to Poole’s Island
in bitter cold and “the raging wind which blew almost a hurricane, to arrest
Sullivan and Hyer in the presence of at least two hundred desperate characters,
armed to the teeth.”

The same issue carried a long and turgid editorial, whose pious-sounding
writer took some comfort in the “very general denunciation” of prizefighting by
the citizens of Baltimore, in contrast to the attitude in England where “the odi-
ous practice” originated. There, he said, it flourished during the eighteenth cen-
tury with the connivance of the gentry and nobility—to keep the working class
in a degraded state—and grew so popular as to become a national sport. There
is no reason, he said complacently, to fear that the system of sparring and prize-
fighting could attain the same popularity “in a really civilized and enlightened
country,” despite the fully attended sparring exhibitions given in Baltimore be-
fore the fight that included “many” socially prominent citizens. “We have before
us,” he said, “the names of several persons whose presence at Washington Hall
on the occasions referred to, was observed and commented upon by the lowest
blackguards in the room, with profound astonishment but with infinite relish.”
If by their presence these respectable citizens expected to encourage this de-
grading amusement in the manner of the English aristocracy, without them-
selves being besmirched, they were mistaken: “There is no rank with us by which
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to delude the popular mind and redeem the individual [for his] depravity of taste.”
The socially prominent spectator becomes “a participator in its degradation.”

Be that as it may, we have no evidence that any socially prominent fight fans
of Baltimore ever heeded the Sun writer’s warning about moral contamination
or risking their reputations. But if they felt secure enough about their position
on the social ladder, they doubtless continued to show up at ringside. Working-
class patrons, of course, had less reason to be concerned about loss of social
status and therefore continued to make up the majority of spectators, here and
elsewhere in the country.”

News of Hyer’s victory had reached his favorite saloon in New York, the
Fountain House in Park Row, on the evening of the fight, thanks to the wonder-
ful invention of the telegraph. There fireworks were set off, “culminating with
the hanging of a brilliantly lighted transparency displaying the words, “Tom Hyer,
the Champion of America,” something new, a single, unified title owned by the
one man who unequivocally could best all others.” More important for the fu-
ture of boxing, the fight received more coverage in the popular press than any
previous match. “From the time of the Hyer and Sullivan match,” according to
one sporting editor, “may be dated the actual rise of pugilism in America, into
anything like importance.” “As a grudge fight barely sublimating profound
economic and ethnic tensions between rival urban factions,” wrote boxing his-
torian Elliott J. Gorn in aptly summarizing the great fight’s cultural significance,
“the contest focused amorphous social conflicts into the crystal clear image of
two great fighters battling for an enormous amount of money.” And despite
increasing interest in pugilism and ringside attendance by more or less respect-
able men, “boxing really belonged to working-class males who rejected bour-
geois standards of value, laborers dispossessed by new economic alignments,
and men who lived in the netherworld of gambling, bootlegging, and petty
crifne.”

After losing to John Morrissey on a technicality in October 1853, Sullivan
never entered the prize ring again. He migrated to San Francisco where on May
26, 1856, he was captured by a group of vigilante businessmen and charged with
disturbing the peace and interfering with local elections. Convicted and sentenced
to deportation, he was found in his cell on May 31, having bled to death from a
gash in his forearm. He was forty-five years old. The vigilantes called it a suicide,
but the newspapers believed it to be a forced suicide or outright murder.”

Less dramatic, but no doubt painful to watch, was the slow decline of Tom
Hyer. Never again did he fight in the prize ring. For a while he remained active in
local politics and ran a saloon in New York, but it failed financially. The tempta-
tion to drink with his customers while reliving past glory must have been irresist-
ible. The early 1860s found him destitute and on crutches, with a diseased liver
and enlarged spleen. He died of heart failure in June 1864, at forty-five.*’
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The people of Maryland would not soon forget all the excitement of the
sudden invasion of fight fans from the North, the frantic and failed attempts by
land and sea to arrest Sullivan and Hyer, the brief ritual of violence enacted in
bitter cold on a remote farm on Still Pond Heights, and the sudden exodus of
the invaders, leaving the streets and saloons of Baltimore relatively quiet once
more.

And though the great fight was overshadowed by more important matches
in America during the next half-century, “Sullivan and Hyer continued to square
off in lithographs that hung from the walls of working-class taverns.” In the late
1950s this writer saw James Baillie’s famous lithograph of the great fight hang-
ing in McSorley’s (est. 1854), New York’s oldest saloon. It is still there.*!
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Whose Cause Shall We Embrace?
Maryland and the Fort Sumter Crisis

CHARLES W. MITCHELL

our federal forts ringed Charleston harbor in 1860. In keeping with the
F general state of the nation’s military readiness, none was battle ready. Castle

Pinckney, occupied by Sergeant Skillen and his wife and fifteen-year-old
daughter Kate, lay less than a mile offshore from the city proper. The sergeant
was charged with oiling the post equipment so it wouldn’t rust. Fort Moultrie
sat on Sullivan’s Island, five miles due east, on the north side of the harbor, and
housed a small contingent of soldiers, regimental musicians and workmen. Across
the harbor from Moultrie, almost due south of Castle Pinckney, was Fort
Johnson, a small, decrepit Revolutionary-era fort that had been abandoned. In
the middle of the harbor loomed the behemoth Fort Sumter, unfinished despite
construction that had begun in 1829.

South Carolina cared little for the idea of a network of U.S. forts surround-
ing its capital and controlling access to its harbor. For decades the state had long
challenged federal power. In 1828, Palmetto men reacted strongly to the third in
a rapid burst of federal tariffs on imported goods, levied by a national govern-
ment needing to raise money in a pre-income tax era. ( The first tariff had come
in 1816, the second in 1824.) The 1828 levy of 50 percent became known as the
Tariff of Abomination. South Carolinians had been outraged: Where in the U.S.
Constitution, they demanded, lay the power to declare such taxes on the states?
In Article One, Section Eight, parried federalists, wherein Congress had the right
to “lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and
provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States.”
Indignant Carolinians, led by native son and vice president John C. Calhoun,
retorted by appointing a state convention to nullify this malignant tariff before
it could grow.

Their Nullification Doctrine, Calhoun and others theorized, would enable
the minority to thwart the enactment of unfair laws. More important, it would
prevent “some future northern majority from abolishing slavery by giving the
southern minority power to veto Yankee fanaticism.” Following four years of
congressional debate, the abominable tariff became law in 1832, though at the
lesser rate of 25 percent. In November of that year, South Carolina’s convention
voted to nullify it as unconstitutional. Radicals screamed for secession. The state’s
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legislature began to raise a military force and arms to equip it. Calhoun re-
signed the vice presidency. On March 1, 1833, President Andrew Jackson re-
ceived congressional approval for both the reduced tariff and the use of military
force to collect tariff revenue from South Carolina. Later that month the Caro-
linians’ Nullification Convention rescinded its original action and, as it did so,
took smug satisfaction in nullifying Jackson’s “Force Bill.”"!

But a secession notion had taken life in South Carolina, and by the end of
1860 it had reached feisty adolescence. Carolinians had been chafing under the
federal yoke for decades, and now an antislavery “Black Republican” had been
elected to the White House. Some Charleston citizens even had cheered Abraham
Lincoln’s November election—*“Lincoln was elected & our fate sealed,” wrote
Charleston socialite Mary Boykin Chesnut in her diary—for secession at last
seemed within their grasp. The undermanned Fort Sumter, the noxious symbol
of federal power s0 easily seen from Charleston’s Battery promenade, had people
of the Palmetto state gleefully rubbing their hands. Minute Men marched in
Charleston and Columbia. On November 7, the day after Lincoln’s victory, a
Charleston grand jury announced its withdrawal from a federal court proceed-
ing. The presiding federal judge removed his black robe and, tossing it aside,
seceded from his federal job.? His state would follow suit on December 20.

In the autumn of 1860, Captain John Foster arrived in Charleston to over-
see fortification of Forts Moultrie and Sumter. In short order he sent for a group
of skilled workmen from Baltimore who had worked for him at Fort Carroll, at
the entrance to Baltimore’s harbor. There was plenty of work to do, despite the
fact that more than $1 million had already been spent on Sumter, built to ac-
commodate 650 men and 146 guns. Foster, a West Pointer and Mexican War
veteran, believed his Baltimore men to be good unionists, but wondered if they
could be trusted to bear arms in defense of the forts.

Lincoln’s election and close Carolina scrutiny of the U.S. arsenal in Charles-
ton made the tension more palpable. (The new president would not be inaugu-
rated until March.) Late in November, Major Robert Anderson assumed com-
mand of U.S. forces in Charleston Harbor. Anderson, a West Point graduate and
thirty-five-year army officer, had served with distinction in the Mexican War.
He counted Jefferson Davis among his friends and had sworn Abraham Lincoln
into the army in 1832 to fight in the Black Hawk War. His father had fought the
British from Fort Moultrie, and after Charleston fell, served nine months in
prison for his trouble. On December 11 President James Buchanan’s War De-
partment instructed Anderson

to avoid every act which would needlessly tend to provoke aggression
... but you are to hold possession of the forts in this harbor, and if
attacked you are to defend yourself to the last extremity. The small-
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ness of your force will not permit you, perhaps, to occupy more than
one of the three forts, but an attack on or attempt to take possession
of any one of them will be regarded as an act of hostility, and you may
then put your command into either of them which you deem most
proper to increase its power of resistance. You are also authorized to
take similar steps whenever you have tangible evidence of a decision
to proceed to a hostile act.

It was left to the Major to figure out how to defend three forts—two of which
were under construction, each separated from the others by at least a mile of
water—with a total of sixty-five trained military men and their musicians and a
ragtag bunch of day laborers, some of whose loyalty he suspected. Anderson
had his doubts about the Baltimore workmen: “Some days ago the command-
ing officer at Fort Sumter inquired of the laborers lately brought from Balti-
more if they would defend the place in case of attack? They answered unani-
mously that they came to work, not to fight, and rather than oppose the South
they would immediately return to Baltimore.” Just before Christmas Anderson
received further orders from Secretary of War John Floyd:

You are directed to hold possession of the forts in the harbor of
Charleston, and if attacked to defend yourself to the last extremity.
Under these instructions, you might infer that you are required to
make a vain and useless sacrifice of your own life and the lives of the
men under your command upon a mere point of honor. This is far
from the President’s intention. . . . It is neither expected nor desired
that you should expose your own life or that of your men in a hope-
less conflict in defence of these forts. If they are invested or attacked
by a force so superior that resistance would in your judgment be a
useless waste of life it will be your duty to yield to necessity and make
the best terms in your power. This will be the conduct of an honor-
able brave and humane officer and you will be fully justified in such
action.’

It was left to Anderson to determine exactly how to “hold possession” of three
forts simultaneously while defending himself “to the last extremity” without
making a “vain and useless sacrifice” of himself and his undermanned force.

Whose Cause Shall Maryland Embrace?

As the news of Lincoln’s election spread, South Carolinians began arming
themselves, much to the benefit of Baltimore hardware firm Magruder, Taylor
& Roberts. In November a resident of the town of Sumter sent a check for $226
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South Carolinians ordered weapons from Baltimore’s MacGruder, Taylor, and Roberts hardware
firm after receiving news of Lincoln’s election. (Maryland Historical Society.)

for a package of pistols, flasks for “Colts Navy” pistols, and caps. Another or-
dered “a Dirk knife with six-inch blade & belt & scabbard” and requested prices
of “good short guns” and “Colts Pistols,” though he later cancelled his knife
order: “Some time ago I ordered a Bowie knife with belt . .. please inform [Adams
Express] that it has not been received and request them to pay for it. The gentle-
man for whom it was ordered was shot dead in the court house square the other
day in a street fight.” A third buyer beseeched the Baltimoreans to “please for-
ward the above (four) Pistols in haste.” A South Carolina firm ordered “three
double barrel shot guns . . . for shooting birds,” adding a postscript: “Send us six
Colts Repeaters six shooters at as low figgers as you can.” Other fortifications
were also sought: “You will please send us one Pound strong essence Jamaica
Rum by Adams Express Co. as we . .. can not get it in Charleston nor Columbia.”
Banking difficulties in the south reverberated in Baltimore: “We received your|s]
this morning and are indeed quite sorry that things have run to the point they
have,” wrote a small firm to Magruder. “We had invested in cotton just ready to
draw it and pay it, when the banks closed down and even could not get our own.
In two weeks we will be able to remit.”™

Sympathetic Marylanders rushed to aid the Carolinians. “We desire to have
some Palmetto flags made here. Please send us immediately a copy of one drawn
in colors, or a small flag. We appreciate the pluck of the gallant little South
Carolina. Send us her flag—we are ready to defend it!” pleaded Baltimoreans in
mid-November. The Maryland supplicants were obliged when the Charleston
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Courier announced that “a Palmetto tree, drawn in colors by Col. E. B. White,
was sent to Baltimore on Thursday . .. this handsome token of amity and friend-
ship . . . will be placed, as we understand, alongside the Colonial flag of Mary-
land.” South Carolina reciprocated with praise of Maryland footware: “Balti-
more made boots and shoes are noted in the Charleston papers as superceding
similar Northern manufactures.” Marylander Washington Yellott, brother of
southern-leaning state senator Coleman Yellott, resolved on November 23 that,
though his organization, the National Volunteers, favored a complete Union,
any southern state should be able “to absolve herself from all governmental as-
sociation with the other members of the Federal union,” and that the Volun-
teers stood ready to send any aggrieved state at least a thousand soldiers. Philip
Harry Lee, claiming descent from Light Horse Harry Lee of “revolutionary
memory,” offered the governor of South Carolina 1,300 Light Horse National
Volunteers from Baltimore: “We promise to show, like the old and famous Mary-
land Line, that our soil can produce a few more men whose metal will prove too
hard for the digestion of a certain class of people.”

On December 26, Anderson broke the stalemate in Charleston harbor. His
men spiked Fort Moultrie’s guns and burned its gun carriages, then abandoned
the unfinished fort and slipped into Sumter under the noses of South Carolina
militiamen, whose vigilance was at low holiday ebb. According to a fanciful dis-
patch in the Charleston Mercury, Anderson had dined ashore that evening with
Charleston dignitaries and “was duly carried back to Fort Moultrie by early
moonlight, apparently very much overcome by the good things drinkable set
before him. Those in charge of the steamer posted in the channel to watch his
movements in the fort, therefore, thought it would be safe for them to relax
their vigilance and themselves take a Christmas night frolic. . . . the apparent
intoxication of Anderson was but a feint to have the very effect it did have.® The
major, with little direction from an indecisive and inexperienced administra-
tion, had acted on his own, intoxicated or not, and for the moment controlled
the harbor and its other forts.

Charlestonians fumed. Anderson’s move into Sumter violated a pledge they
thought they had from President Buchanan not to alter the status quo in the
forts around their city. And South Carolina’s commissioners were furious.
Anderson’s action, they wrote to Buchanan, “was not a peaceful change from
one fort to another; it was a hostile act in the highest sense . . . by your course
you have probably rendered civil war inevitable. Be it s0.”’

An uneasy quiet hung over Fort Sumter and the harbor. Both Anderson’s
men and the Carolina militia encircling the fort sought target practice, in readi-
ness for the day that the stalemate would turn to war. Bruce Catton described
how the sides
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maintained polite relations while they got ready to kill each other . ..
Anderson’s men mounted a ten-inch Columbiad as a mortar in the
parade ground, pointing it at Charleston’s fabled park The Battery; to
see if the alignment was correct, they got Major Anderson’s permis-
sion to fire one shot with a greatly reduced charge. The reduction in
the charge was insufficient; the gun threw its projectile in a soaring
parabola that almost landed it in downtown Charleston, and there
was a flurry of intense excitement, with officers coming out under
flag of truce to ask the major if he was really starting the war. Explana-
tions and an apology followed, and the excitement died down.*

Throughout the autumn Marylanders had been closely watching events in
South Carolina. “In the political world I regard the aspect of things very squally
indeed,” wrote Daniel M. Thomas in November. “I look upon a general break
up, as pretty nearly inevitable and I cannot see what will be the end of it all. I can
scarcely hope that it will be anything but disastrous, but we must trust to Provi-
dence and hope for the best.” The Frederick Herald noted that “While (Mary-
landers) do not think that the election of Lincoln to the Presidency is sufficient
cause for any Southern State to secede, they will oppose the use of measures to
coerce a State into the Union . . . though Maryland should assume a position of
neutrality, it should be one of armed neutrality.” A Baltimorean expressed anger
over the refusal of Maryland’s governor, Thomas Hicks, to convene his legisla-
ture, then not in session. “The exciting news by telegraph has just reached here
of the burning of Fort Moultrie by the U.S. troops to their occupation of Fort
Sumpter . . . what this will lead to God only knows. . . . We have a wicked Know
nothing Gov. in this state, who refuses all solicitations to call our legislature
together.”

John D. Roberts of Magruder, Taylor & Roberts, travelling in the south, ad-
vised his colleagues not to expect the good business of the early autumn to
continue. On December 9 he wrote from Marietta, Georgia, that “things look
very gloomy out here selling goods is out of the question but I will do my very
best and send you every dollar that can be had . . . as our banks have suspended
I have thought it best to take notes. I am refusing orders for pistols except for
cash.” The next day he wrote that “business is almost entirely suspended nearly
every man is for secession and a fight.” Two weeks later he described the reac-
tion in Atlanta to Anderson’s move: “Men are forming around all seem anxious
for a fight. I am sorry.” The situation was not entirely bleak, however, for though
“business is at a ‘perfect stand still’ no person wants goods except Colts and
other pistols which I am [placing] orders for daily.”*

Elizabeth Blair Lee was the daughter of prominent Maryland unionist and
Lincoln confidante Francis Preston Blair, and sister of Lincoln’s Postmaster Gen-
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eral, Montgomery Blair. In a letter to her husband, naval officer Samuel Phillips
Lee, she exalted in the union sentiment around her: “South Carolina ordained
herself on the 20th out of the Union whereupon the stocks rise. Patriotism is
now above par,” she wrote on Christmas Day of 1860. “The Union Flag streams
from nearly every house top—Father returned home from the [Washington]
City last night singing & happier about politics than Ive seen him since the
election—Still he & all thinking men are sure that peaceable secession is a fal-
lacy.” In Baltimore Captain Thomas Bowers organized a Union Zouave com-
pany called the Law Grays, whose members “have been undergoing a severe
drilling. . . . A gray uniform, pretty much after the style of the Zouave uniform,
is being proposed, and the company expect to make their first parade in ten
days or two weeks.” Daniel Thomas had determined that Maryland should move
in a southerly direction. “Matters are frightening here—at one time I thought
we were sold to the North, but the feeling which has manifested itself here re-
cently makes me hope everything is not lost yet,” he wrote to his sister in Febru-
ary. “We are going on now to stir the matter in the wards by ward meetings &
speeches and so forth. Nearly Everybody here has given up all hope of compro-
mise, and the only question is, whose cause shall Maryland embrace, that of the
North or that of the south. I am satisfied that not only our sympathies and
honor but also our material interests require us to side with the south. If Mary-
land does go North I for one go south.” Baltimorean William Welch entrusted
matters to Providence. “I do not know what will become of us but hope and
pray that God will bring all things wright,” he wrote to Father John Hershey of
the Jarrettsville Methodist Church, in Baltimore County. “There is a consider-
able commotion in our church at this time and how it will terminate the Lord
only knows.”!!

Marylanders were calling for Governor Hicks to convene the state legisla-
ture into special session. St. Mary’s County citizens met on November 20 in
Leonardtown, in southern Maryland, and petitioned him to summon the law-
makers “at an early day to consider what steps it is right, proper and necessary
for Maryland to take in the present position of affairs.” Hicks’s reply, to a similar
plea from state legislator John Contee of Prince George’s County, called for the
sanctity of southern rights and repeal of the Personal Liberty Laws enacted by
northern states to counteract the Fugitive Slave Law. Just before Christmas Gov-
ernor Hicks told five visitors that he would await action by the legislatures of
Missouri, Tennessee, Kentucky, and Virginia before convening Maryland’s law-
makers. His action was endorsed by the “Friends of the Union.”"

Hicks disapproved of secession in principle, and he opposed South Carolina’s.
“Should I be compelled to witness the downfall of that Government inherited
from our fathers, established, as it were, by the special favor of God?” he won-
dered. “I will at least have the consolation, in my dying hour, that I neither by
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Elizabeth Blair Lee, sister of
Postmaster-General Montgomery
Blair, rejoiced in Maryland’s
strong union stance. (Courtesy, J.
Wayne Lee.)

word or deed assisted in hastening its disruption.” The governor’s strategy was
endorsed by the Episcopal Bishop of Maryland, William Whittingham, who ex-
plained that he had recently met with leaders of ten Maryland counties and
“without any exception, I have found convictions of the present duty and policy
of Maryland, in the main agreeing with those expressed by your address. . .. may
I be allowed to say that in my own opinion your forcible, frank, manly and true-
hearted statement of your policy, and the grounds on which it has been adopted
and will be maintained, cannot but be attended (under the Divine blessing)
with the happiest results?” Hicks’s friend Anna Ella Carroll, a prominent East-
ern Shore woman who would later advise Lincoln’s War Department, reminded
him that “although you were opposed to the election of Mr. Lincoln, you are for
maintaining this Union.” A newspaper correspondent applauded the governor
‘s “firmness in not consenting to call an extra session of the Legislature. To do so
at this particular time . . . would not be in accordance with the wishes of the
People . . . and, in all probability, [would] in the end bring ruin upon us all.”*
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South Carolina governor Francis W. Pickens,
who maintained pressure against Fort
Sumter while delaying an attack against it,
urged Maryland and Virginia to seize
Washington. (From Battles and Leaders of
the Civil War.)

Citizens of Maryland and South Carolina were not the only ones unnerved
by Major Anderson’s Sumter gambit. Buchanan had been negotiating with South
Carolina representatives to avoid war, or at the least put it off until inaugura-
tion day on March 4, when the whole Charleston mess would slide into Lincoln’s
lap. The president considered ordering Anderson back to Fort Moultrie but stift-
ened when news came that Carolina militiamen had seized the empty federal
forts in the harbor. Had South Carolina’s Governor Francis W. Pickens left the
forts alone, Buchanan likely would have so ordered Anderson, and the Carolin-
ians could have sailed unmolested into Sumter. Now they would have to fight
for it."

Buchanan and Pickens both wished to postpone decisions that could trig-
ger war. Old Buck, only weeks from the sanctity of his Pennsylvania farm, was
not about to enter history as the man who started an American civil war. Daily
he prayed for the congressional committees working feverishly for a rapproche-
ment with the Deep South, and he gave thanks when he heard Virginia calling
for a peace conference to convene in February. Pickens, who now fancied him-
self head of a sovereign state, was simultaneously being pushed to attack Sumter
immediately and delay until the other seceded states could organize themselves
sufficiently to negotiate with the U.S. government. The governor had another
reason to play for time: South Carolina’s fortifications around the harbor were
incapable of mounting much challenge against Sumter; though engineers and
slaves were working around the clock, time was needed to get them battle-ready.
But the hopes of both men evaporated as the winter days passed, and reinforc-
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ing or resupplying Anderson’s Spartan crew became an increasingly difficult
and dangerous proposition.'®

In Washington, committees from the House and Senate were devising ways
to keep the other Deep South and border states from going over the edge. An ad
hoc group of fourteen border-state congressmen—including Maryland’s J.
Morrison Harris of Baltimore, a leading southern unionist who served as secre-
tary and kept its notes—met three times, on December 28 and January 3 and 4.
This “border-state” plan attempted to reassure the south on slavery by strength-
ening the Fugitive Slave Law and prohibiting Congress from interfering with
slavery where it existed.'® Tempers of the times led to fisticuffs between a U.S.
Senator and the nation’s top military official. “Mr. [Robert] Tombs & Genl Scott
had a bout at No. 4 (John R’s),” recounted Elizabeth Blair Lee. “The first called
the Old Hero a liar—whereupon the Genl rushed into him—but they were
promptly parted—it was at a dinner party—Civil War seems inevitable—even
at friendly dinner parties.”"” It was no doubt fortunate for the good senator that
the dispute went no further, for the aging General Scott tipped the scales at
close to three hundred pounds.

Major Anderson was becoming a hero of mythic stature in the north. “We
must own that the news of the transaction in Charleston harbor was learned by
us yesterday with a prouder beating of the heart. We could not but feel once more
that we had a country. . . . It is a decisive act, calculated to rally the national
heart,” exalted the Boston Courier over the move to Sumter. “This rapid, unex-
pected manoeuvre has disconcerted treason, and received the highest military
commendation in the country,” waxed the Boston Atlas and Bee in late Decem-
ber. “Brave Major of Artillery, true servant of your country, soldier of penetrat-
ing and far-seeing genius, when right is endangered by fraud or force, at the
proper time the needed man is always provided. The spirit of the age provides
him . . . WASHINGTON, GARIBALDI, ANDERSON.” Baltimore newspapers
joined the chorus: “The announcement of the evacuation of Fort Moultrie and
the occupation of Fort Sumter, was received with various expressions of opin-
ion; but the predominant one was a feeling of admiration for the determined
conduct and military skill of Col. Anderson in abandoning an indefensible po-
sition . . . which has reversed the whole position of affairs,” praised the Balti-
more American and Commercial Advertiser. The Exchange endorsed Anderson’s
move, knowing he could not defend both Sumter and Moultrie: “We can, as at
present, say little. But whether he acted in pursuance of orders from head-quar-
ters, or consulted merely his own judgment, the step he has taken must be con-
ceded to have been a wise and prudent one.” The Sun was more cautious: “The
news from Charleston yesterday caused somewhat of a sensation even in Balti-
more. It seems an initial movement, but of its necessity and propriety we can-
not judge. That it will tend to excite the people of the South is very certain, but
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to what result we must wait to learn.” The paper reported three days later that
the Baltimore bricklayers and carpenters, having refused to take up arms against
South Carolina, were departing Charleston aboard the steamer Keystone, though
“the commander refused to pay their passage, notwithstanding the agreement to
do so when they left home.” Some remained, however, and were “of inestimable
value,” reported Captain Abner Doubleday, a company commander at Sumter, in
his memoir. “They did an immense amount of labor in the way of mounting
guns, and moving weighty materials from one part of the work to another.”"®

The Stars and Stripes Ain’t Doing Their Duty

As calendars turned to 1861, signs of Maryland unionism seemed to grow
stronger. From a meeting of all Maryland counties early in January came a reso-
lution that “Maryland is this day, as she ever has been, true to the American
Union; that she will exert all her influence for its peaceful preservation . . . the
people of Maryland will accept the proposed constitutional and legislative guar-
antees known as the Crittenden compromise, as a fair and proper settlement of
the fatal controversy which is now distracting the republic.” A meeting in
Frederick resolved to prevent any effort “to commit ‘noble old Maryland’ to any
sectional issue” that would expel the state from the “broad aegis of the Consti-
tution and the laws.””

Congressman Harris announced that “the movement in some of the south-
ern States . . . has none of my sympathy, and no particle of my approval.” Ad-
dressing the U.S. House, he allied himself with the southern unionists who were
becoming critical in the border states such as Maryland. “I stand here as a south-
ern man; and my State, a southern State, hangs upon the brink of a precipice . . .
because of the intemperate, the unnecessary action of an extreme southern State,
that has chosen to realize her dream of thirty years in this matter of secession.”
His congressional colleague, George W. Hughes of West River, took issue: “I
have no objection to my colleague speaking for his own district; but 1 must
dissent, when he undertakes to speak for the State of Maryland, and especially
the district I represent.” Harris’s retort drew great applause from the galleries: “I
repeat my declaration; and say now, that at this moment, according to my hon-
est, and I believe well-informed judgment upon the subject, the doctrine of
secession cannot, in the State of Maryland, to-day raise more friends than would
make up a corporal’s guard.” A correspondent in the American covered Gover-
nor Hicks in reflected glory. “The determined stand taken by the Governor of
Maryland, in his resistance of the pressure made on him to involve his state in
the disunion programme, has coupled his name with that of the gallant Major
Anderson.”” The reputation of the gallant Anderson grew when it became known
that on January 11 he had refused a demand to surrender Sumter.
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Maryland Governor Thomas Holliday Hicks. (Maryland Historical Society.)
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Men were hopeful as the Washington Peace Conference opened on Febru-
ary 4 in Washington. One hundred and thirty-two of them had made their way
into Willard’s Hall amid rumors of conspiracies to seize the capital. Former
president John Tyler, a slaveholder, sat in the chair. Some of the seven Maryland
delegates appointed by Governor Hicks—who collectively gave the state’s pres-
ence a unionist mien—believed Maryland could mediate the crisis. Former sena-
tor and attorney general Reverdy Johnson of Baltimore opposed secession, but
cautioned against “any effort by the Federal Government to coerce in any form
the said States to reunion or submission, as tending to irreparable breach, and
leading to incalculable ills.” John Crisfield, a moderate Eastern Shore congress-
man, announced that “we wish to stay the hand of the extremists on both sides.
We wish to stand by the Union.” The conference proposed a thirteenth amend-
ment to the constitution that would have permanently left slavery’s future to
the states, and the Maryland men voted unanimously for all seven sections. But
this last struggle for compromise was crushed on the floor of the U.S. Senate in
the early dawn of March 4, the day of Lincoln’s inauguration.”

Scott is strengthening Washington by pouring in federal troops under
circumstances of the deepest degradation of Maryland and Virginia. ...
I am sure the only way to secure fort McHenry and Fort Monroe is for
Maryland and Virginia . . . to seize immediately Washington, and . . .
to get possession of Fort Monroe and Fort McHenry in the convulsion.
This would force Lincoln to seek another point for the inauguration,
and thus throw the Northern states into apparent revolution. . . . I sin-
cerely believe it would be the most certain mode of saving the coun-
try from a permanent, bloody and civil war.

Others pressed Maryland to collaborate with the rebels. “Can there not be
found men bold and brave enough in Maryland to unite with Virginians in
seizing the Capitol at Washington?” wondered the Richmond Enquirer. “The States
of Virginia and Maryland having grown together in prosperity, they should cling
together in adversity,” proclaimed a St. Mary’s County speaker at a celebration
of Washington’s birthday. “Like the Siamese Twins to divide them, would be to
kill them both.” A Bladensburg doctor opined that “Noble South Carolina has
done her duty bravely. Now Virginia and Maryland must immediately raise an
armed force sufficient to control the district, and never allow Abe Lincoln to set
foot on its soil.”*

But Lincoln was ready to put his foot down firmly on Washington soil. By
refusing to receive South Carolina’s commissioners, he thereby removed the le-
gitimacy Buchanan had so graciously granted the Confederacy by seeing them.
The new president had troubles at home, too. Secretary of State William Henry
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Seward, a former governor and senator from New York, had decided he was
better qualified than the prairie lawyer to run the nation’s affairs. Seward began
quietly assuring the Carolina commissioners that the Sumter garrison would be
withdrawn, his claim bolstered by the assent of most of the Cabinet and Gen-
eral Scott himself. But Lincoln would not be pushed. He began to consider rein-
forcing Sumter as an alternative to evacuating it.”

Public opinion fortified Lincoln’s instinct to make a stand at Sumter. His
inaugural address had, after all, promised to “hold, occupy and possess” the
federal forts, and its original draft had been even stronger on this score, pledg-
ing also to “reclaim the public property and places which have fallen.” The presi-
dent received plenty of advice about what do to in Charleston harbor. Letters
poured in to the White House. One suggested that Sumter be resupplied via a
“submarine vessel”; another thought balloons the ideal vehicle for dropping
supplies. A fellow Republican from New York advised Lincoln to hold firm: to
“give up Sumpter, Sir, & you are as dead politically as John Brown is physically.
You have got to fight.” Another correspondent advised him to hold Fort Pickens,
on Santa Rosa Island in Pensacola Bay, and “if it be possible (no matter what the
cost of money or life)—Fort Sumpter should be supplied with provision . . . after-
wards, it could be re-enforced with troops. But it will be better, thousand times,
that the Fort be attacked, Captured, and Anderson and his men be made prison-
ers of war, or all killed—than that it be evacuated” A fellow Springfield citizen
wrote of his

pain and regret that you are debating about Evacuating Sumter low-
ering our Glorious old Flag that Washington through so many trials
and Privations unfurled and sustained to be trampled on by traitors
and to be made the hiss and scoff of the World . . . say the word By the
Eternal, Fort Sumter shall be reinforced and that glorious old Flag
sustained and my word for it 100,000 good and true men with Jim
Hill amongst them will at once respond to the call.**

As Lincoln weighed his options in Charleston harbor, southern rights men
made themselves known in Maryland. In late February, Captain John C. Robinson
took command of Fort McHenry and recounted that “the officers at the post
were on friendly and visiting terms with some of the leading families of Balti-
more, but when secession became the harbinger of war, they found many of
these acquaintances were intensely Southern in their feelings, and ready to unite
with the seceding States in their efforts to destroy the Union.” Texas senator
Louis T. Wigfall abandoned his far-fetched idea of kidnapping Buchanan and
began openly recruiting in Baltimore for the Confederacy. “The Union of the
South for the sake of the South,” intoned Captain Edwin J. Coad of the Clifton
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Guards, at that St. Mary’s County celebration of Washington’s birthday. Attend-
ing the same event, Major John Milburn expressed the attitude of many a south-
ern-rights Marylander: “Our rights in the Union, if we can, but our rights in or
out of the Union.” The National Rifles of Washington was made up largely of
Maryland men itching to protect their state from Yankees passing through to
fight the south. “We Southerners are settled in the belief that the North will do
nothing and it is time for us to help ourselves. ‘Self preservation is the first law
of nature,” wrote a member of the Shriver family of Union Mills. “The Stars
and Stripes ain’t doing their duty and we must disown them.””

The times pushed one Maryland unionist into the abyss. On February 8,
navy captain Edward G. Tilton retired to an upper floor of his home and shot
himself in the head. His wife, Josephine, and their five children heard the shot
one floor below. “I was grieved to the heart to learn by the city papers that Capt
Tilton had committed suicide yesterday,” Elizabeth Blair Lee confided to her
husband. “The paper says it was owing to the Countrys troubles—forgetting
that there is a ‘better country’ for which we ought to work. . . . oh the bitter pang
to his wife . . . the amount of unhappiness to result in such a deed is fearful to
think of].] May God be more merciful to him than he has been to himself. . . .
His State was still in the Union & all prospect of Md. seceding is given up by the
frantic fire eaters.””

In Washington Seward remained certain that Lincoln would order Fort
Sumter evacuated, and he so advised the southerners. “I myself, my brothers
and sisters, have been all secessionists,” he proclaimed in late March. “We se-
ceded from home when we were young, but we all went back to it sooner or
later. These states will all come back in the same way.” In Charleston, Mary
Chesnut took the secretary at his word. “They say positively Fort Sumter is to be
relieved. Too good to be true,” she wrote on March 12. Chesnut would seem to
know. Her husband James, who had resigned his U.S. Senate seat upon South
Carolina’s secession, knew all the important people. “There will be no war, it
will all be arranged,” he explained confidently. “I will drink all the blood shed in
the war.””

Lincoln continued to grapple with the dilemma at Sumter. On March 15 he
posed a question to his Cabinet: “Assuming it to be possible to now provision
Fort Sumter, under all the circumstances is it wise to attempt it?” He asked for
written replies. Most advised withdrawal. Surrender was inevitable, said Seward,
and a peaceful evacuation would stoke southern unionism and hold the upper
south and border states while avoiding bloodshed. “Every one is tired of the
long-bandied assertions about the evacuation of Fort Sumter,” opined the Bal-
timore Sun on April 4. “Now that the spring elections in the republican States
are over, Fort Sumter will, no doubt, be evacuated.” The Philadelphia Bulletin
predicted in mid-March that “in a week’s time. .. Fort Sumter is to be given up.”
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There were pockets of serenity in Baltimore. “We are very quiet here at present,”
wrote Daniel Thomas. “Business is pretty much as usual. Political excitements
have died out. Mr. Dent and myself have exhausted that subject and are looking
around for something new.” Another man reported his distaste for politicians
and that he would “cling to the hope, that all will be well when the people are
allowed to speak instead of politicians. . . . I have never yet been hopeless of a
settlement of the question on honorable terms. . . . A higher destiny awaits our
country—when the fanatics are silenced—=& the extremists of both sections are
controlled.” Elizabeth Patterson Bonaparte, who had briefly been the wife of
Emperor Napoleon’s younger brother, Jerome, received a letter early in March
from her property manager in Baltimore, venting frustration at collecting her
rents. He had “never experienced such difficulty as at present. Our Country is in
such a state that it is almost impossible to get money, owing to the fact that no
business is doing. I have been compelled to take dribs on account . .. and in
some instances to take Virginia money which is at 6 per cent discount, for fear I
should get none if I refused, the discount being more than my commission.”*

Late in March President Lincoln received a letter that must have warmed his
heart:

I take the liberty of writing to you & making the following request for
my little daughter, now about seven years old, which is, that you will
send her your likeness. She is a very strong supporter of yours & has
been ever since your nomination. Although all her little playmates are
Democrats & almost every inducement has been used to make her
turn she holds firm. . . . one gentlemen offered her a pound of Candy
if she would only hurra once for Bell & Everette or Douglas, it was a
great temptation but it was of no use . . . [she] takes every occasion to
defend you against all attacks from every source. A good many have
tried to make her opposed to you but she sticks to you and tells them
it will be all right now you are President. She has always been very
anxious to have a Lincoln Medal but as I was unable to get her a good
one here I have taken the liberty to make this request of you. . . . En-
closed I send you Two Dollars to defray the expense.”

To the men trapped in Fort Sumter the silence from Washington was deaf-
ening. The garrison had been subsisting on a barren diet of salt pork and stale
bread, leavened only by an occasional shipment of fresh vegetables and fruit
from Charleston. Loud grumbling was heard when the tobacco supply ran out
and the men had to chew spun yarn. Precious shirts and wool socks were being
made into cartridge bags. As the men dismantled Sumter’s wooden structures
for fuel, they had no inkling that the administration in Washington was giving
their plight great attention, nor that Anderson’s southern roots were giving rise
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to suspicions about his loyalty. The major continued dutifully sending his re-
ports north to Colonel Samuel Cooper, the army’s adjutant general-—unaware
that Cooper had gone south to join the Confederate army. Rumors of a federal
departure from Sumter were given life by headlines in Charleston newspapers.
On March 8 a Carolinia cannon boomed, landing a shot close to the fort’s wharf.
“The garrison was immediately alive with excitement. The guns facing the point
were readied, and the men itched to blaze away at the enemy responsible for
their troubles.” Their hopes sank, however, when a black-bearded major was
rowed to the fort to apologize for the accidental firing.”

The Carolinians were pressing Seward hard now on his promises of a Sumter
evacuation. By All Fool’s Day Lincoln had the secretary off-balance, and he now
could offer little beyond a pledge that Governor Pickens would be notified of
any plan to resupply Sumter. Neither side was budging, and it seemed that the
dwindling supply of food in the fort would determine if there would be war,
and when. Marylanders rushed to the ramparts. Steamships from Baltimore
laden with Confederate recruits departed for Charleston in early spring. Sixty-
four Baltimoreans arrived in Charleston on March 23, followed by twenty-eight
more on April 5, aboard the Thomas Swann, and a third batch on April 11—
though some failed their physical examinations and were sent home. Two New
York papers sent the nation’s first war correspondents to take Charleston’s tem-
perature, which they quickly found to be well above normal.”

Sustain Yourself

On April 8 Lincoln advised Governor Pickens that Fort Sumter would be
reprovisioned. The president promised to send no troops or arms as long as Pickens
did not resist, placing the burden squarely upon South Carolina to permit the
supplies through or start a war by resisting a humanitarian effort to keep men
from starving. And the new secretary of war, Simon Cameron, at last took a mo-
ment to introduce himself to his beleaguered commander in Charleston harbor:

Your letter of the 1st instant occasions some anxiety to the President.
... he had supposed you could hold out till the 15th instant without
any great inconvenience; and had prepared an expedition to relieve
you before that period.

Hoping still that you will be able to sustain yourself till the 11th
or 12th instant, the expedition will go forward; and, finding your flag
flying, will attempt to provision you, and, in case the effort is resisted,
will endeavor also to re-inforce you.

You will therefore hold out, if possible, till the arrival of the expe-
dition.
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Lincoln did not wish Anderson and his men undue hardship, explained Cameron.
“Whenever, if at all, in your judgment, to save yourself and command, a capitu-
lation becomes a necessity, you are authorized to make it.” Anderson was stunned
at this turn of events, given Seward’s very public assurances to the South Caro-
lina commissioners that Sumter would be evacuated. “I fear that its result can-
not fail to be disastrous to all concerned,” he replied the next day. “Even with his
boat at our walls the loss of life . . . in unloading her will more than pay for the
good to be accomplished by the expedition. . . . We have not oil enough to keep
a light in the lantern for one night. The boats will have, therefore, to rely at night
entirely upon other marks. . . . We shall strive to do our duty, though I frankly
say that my heart is not in the war which I see is to be thus commenced.” This
first correspondence from Anderson to Cameron landed on the desk of General
Pierre G. T. Beauregard, commanding the shore batteries trained on Sumter,
who—having stopped Anderson’s mail on April 8— intercepted the reply. On
April 12 the Baltimore Sun took Anderson’s view of the situation, noting that
the resupply effort was doomed to fail.*

Conflict now appeared inevitable and imminent. Pickens countered Lincoln’s
resupply notice by demanding that the fort be evacuated or surrendered out-
right. On April 11 the last of Sumter’s bread was eaten; only salt pork and a
handful of broken crackers remained. Blankets and clothing were requisitioned
for cartridge bags, though with but six needles in the fort, the going was slow. A
February 22 cannon salute to George Washington had thrown glass fragments
from broken windows into the rice stocks; the glass had been sifted out but the
rice, lain out to dry, was moldy. “D [Doubleday?] found a potatoe today, and
put it away,” noted a Sumter diarist. “He said somebody had tramped on it, but
had not hurt it much.”

Lincoln had other worries. Threats that spring against him and the capital
had been mounting. A man in the know wrote to him from Baltimore. “Dear
Friend I take this method of informing you that you better prepair yourself for
an asailing mob that is organizing in Baltimore as far as i can inform myself is
about 12000 m. strong they intend to seize the Capitol and yourself and as they
say that they will tar & put cotton on your head and ride you and Gen Scot on a
rail this secret organization is about 70000 m members in Maryland and Vir-
ginia.” Governor Hicks was also being told of intrigues against Maryland:

I take the liberty of apprising you . . . that the Disunion leaders in this
city intend to make Maryland the basis of their operations during the
next two months. . . . they hope to bring Maryland into the line of the
“seceding States” before the 4th of March next. To this end they will
stimulate your people by every variety of appeal calculated to under-
mine their Joyalty to the Constitution; will, if necessary, resort to threats
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Major Robert Anderson, commander
of the federal troops in Charleston
Harbor. (From Battles and Leaders of
the Civil War.)

of violence . . . if they can succeed in bringing Maryland out of the
Union, they will inaugurate the new “Southern Confederacy” in the
present Capitol of the United States . . . [by] divesting the North of the
seat of Government, and by retaining in their possession the public
buildings and the public archives.

The writer urged him to stand firm, but the Sun continued to profess little faith
in Lincoln. “We have very little to hope from the wisdom, sagacity or forbear-
ance of the administration. In its hesitation and vacillation there is either the
confession of weakness, or trickery.” The president did receive an obliging, if
impractical, offer from New York: “In the present crisis, and distracted state of
the country,” wrote Levin Tilman, “if your Honor wishes colored volunteers,
you have only to signify by answering the above note at 70 E. 13 St. N.Y.C,, with
instructions, and the above will meet with prompt attention, whenever your
honor wishes them.”*

For Baltimorean John Pendleton Kennedy, a former Maryland congress-
man and secretary of the navy, the Sumter situation threatened his state’s Union
ties. In March he wrote to a friend that Maryland “is as true to the Union today,
as she was to the cause of the colonies in 1776. Three fourths of our people are
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against secession in any event—anine tenths against it in the present state of the
question.” Early in April he wrote to another that “we, of the Border States, are
drifting southward, and it may soon be too late to arrest that movement.” He
confided in his journal his worry over Lincoln’s Sumter strategy, which “strength-
ens the secession men and may end in driving us all out of the Union. I learn,
however, that our Union majority in this state is still strong.” With conflict loom-
ing, men from seventeen Maryland counties gathered on April 9 at Barnum’s
Hotel in Baltimore and agreed to send delegates to a Union meeting there on
May 21—by which time circumstances would have gone far beyond anyone’s
imagination.’

If We Never Meet in This World Again

On April 11 General Beauregard sent two aides out to the fort to demand
that Major Anderson vacate it immediately. (Anderson had taught the art of
artillery to Beauregard at West Point, a delicious irony of many to come.)
Beauregard offered his former teacher and his men surrender terms that in-
cluded safe passage to any destination in the United States and permission to
salute the U.S. flag as it was lowered. The major, under orders to hold the fort,
refused. Courteous letters were exchanged, and Beauregard’s aides—not know-
ing how much food the Sumter men had and unwilling to risk a resupply by
Yankee warships thought to be lurking outside the harbor—crossed the Rubicon.
In the polite, chivalrous language of that time and place, they announced the
start of the Civil War: “By authority of Brigadier General Beauregard, com-
manding the Provisional Forces of the Confederate States,” they intoned, “we
have the honor to notify you that he will open the fire of his batteries on Fort
Sumter in one hour from this time.” Anderson, wrote one of the Beauregard
aides, “seemed to realize the full import of the consequences, and the great re-
sponsibility of his position. Escorting us to the boat at the wharf, he cordially
pressed our hands in farewell, remarking, ‘If we never meet in this world again,
God grant that we may meet in the next.”” It was 3:20 on the morning of April
12, 1861.%¢

“The republican press of the North is engaged in whetting the appetites of
their party for blood and spoils,” blared the Baltimore Sun in editorial overstate-
ment the next day. “No great difficulty do they seem to find in preparing the
Northern mind for war . . . their enemy consists of quiet citizens, old men, as
well as young, of women and school boys, clergymen and physicians, and faith-
ful domestic slaves—for such is the character of the force which is engaged in
the defense of Charleston, and against which the United States government send
the boasted veterans of its army and navy.” For days Charleston had been abuzz
over a surrender of or attack against Sumter. Anderson’s men anxiously studied
their watches and awaited the 4:30 A.M. bombardment. At that moment a ten-
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General Pierre Gustav Toutant Beauregard,
commander of South Carolina troops in
Charleston Harbor. (From Battles and
Leaders of the Civil War.)

inch signal mortar was fired from Fort Johnson, and guns on all sides of the
harbor opened fire on the old fort. Many of Charleston’s finest took to the Bat-
tery, wharves, and rooftops to watch. Mary Chesnut clambered with friends onto
the roof of the Mills House and, finding her dress on fire, discovered that she
was sitting atop a chimney. Out in Sumter, Captain Doubleday “showed his
contempt for the slave oligarchy by staying right in bed,” despite a shell frag-
ment that bore into the masonry barely a foot from his head.”

Anderson had but forty-eight guns (of 140) ready for use. He conserved
ammunition by awaiting first light to return fire, by which time his men had
been shelled for more than two hours. Early that afternoon excitement spread
amongst the embattled federals when two U.S. warships were spotted in the
mouth of the harbor—though as the mere vanguard of a seven-vessel expedi-
tion whose vital four never arrived, they did no good. The next morning, April
13, Confederate cannons set Sumter’s barracks afire, and as the conflagration
grew it threatened the magazine. The garrison frantically tried moving barrels
of powder to higher ground, but the hail of burning debris grew so intense that
the remaining powder was left to the mercies of Providence. Thick smoke at one
point forced the Union men off their guns. The Confederates poured more fury
into Sumter and cheered the mettle of men who would fire out of a burning
fort. The workmen from Baltimore eased any doubts about their loyalty by leap-
ing into the fray; they “had been watching our motions, and had thus learned
the duties of a cannoneer,” related Doubleday, who was amazed to hear blasts
from a battery ordered abandoned because of its exposure to withering Caro-
lina fire. “They could not resist the fun of trying their hand at one of the guns. It
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was already accurately pointed, and the ball struck the mark in the centre. The
men attributed it to their own skill and when I entered they were fairly in con-

vulsions of laughter . . . after this first attempt, each of them was desirous of
trying his skill at aiming. The result was, that we soon had them organized into
a firing party.”*

On the afternoon of April 13 the men of Fort Sumter surrendered. The thirty-
four-hour bombardment ended on a comic note, as a Sumter cannoneer “going
to the muzzle of his piece to reload, saw a strange fellow looking in the embra-
sure—a burly civilian with a swarthy, piratical face, red sash and sword belt
incongruously belted about his middle, a naked sword with a white flag knotted
about the blade gripped in one hand.” It was Louis Wigfall, just returned from
Baltimore, and he demanded to be hauled into the fort to see Major Anderson,
to whom he offered terms. Anderson accepted them. Shortly thereafter
Beauregard, seeing a hospital sheet flying from the remnants of Sumter’s flag-
pole, dispatched three aides to the fort. The incredulous Southerners explained
that Wigfall had no authority to offer terms, whereupon Anderson, considering
his surrender invalid, announced “very well, gentlemen, you can return to your
batteries.” The stalwart federal commander was persuaded not to resume the
battle. As the situation was being discussed, former Virginia congressman and
Beauregard aide Roger Pryor gulped from a bottle and discovered that he had
downed iodide of potassium in a likely fatal dose. Sumter’s surgeon pumped his
stomach—“Some of us questioned the doctor’s right to interpose in a case of
this kind,” chortled Doubleday. “It was argued that if any rebel leader chose to
come over to Fort Sumter and poison himself, the Medical Department had no
business to interfere with such a laudable intention. The doctor, however, claimed,
with some show of reason, that he himself was held responsible to the United
States for the medicine in the hospital, and therefore he could not permit Pryor

to carry any of it away.”*

We Declare War Against the War Spirit

The next day Major Anderson and his weary men sailed out of Charleston
harbor, bound for New York, unaware that their valor had spurred passions in
the north. “Their desperate battle for a doomed fortress had performed a mass
miracle, unified overnight a formerly divided North, made Sumter a new Lex-
ington, transformed Anderson’s name into a rallying cry of fierce Union inspi-
ration that blew down doubters and peacemakers in a surge of unanimity from
‘Penobscot’s waters to San Francisco’s Bay’ that meant one thing: War.” Anderson’s
heroics also breathed life into Maryland unionism. Southern unionist William
Wilkins Glenn of Baltimore related that “Fort Sumter fell, after nearly two days
bombardment. There was great excitement in Baltimore. The general feeling
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The interior of Fort Sumter after Anderson’s surrender. (From Battles and Leaders of the Civil
War. )

however was against the action of South Carolina.” William T. Walters, a Balti-
more liquor dealer who would flee to Europe to avoid arrest, marked the occa-
sion by “collecting subscriptions for the purpose of firing a salute in honor of
the occasion,” reported Glenn. “No man in Maryland can lay his hand upon his
heart and say that this Government of ours has ever done him wrong,” wrote
John P. Kennedy. “Maryland . . . must soon become a Free State, and she will
then be found to be wholly ungenial to the principle upon which the Southern
Confederacy is established.”*

The reaction to Sumter’s fall also brought forth feelings of caution and res-
ignation. “It is enough to say that we are on the Border, where all experience
proves that the greatest aggravations of war’s evils do congregate,” warned the
Baltimore American and Commercial Advertiser.

We are in favor of fighting to the death in defense of our rights and
liberties. Life loses its value if we are in bondage, and no form of tyr-
anny is more galling that a military despotism. This is precisely what
we are drifting into, and here we should take our stand. We declare
war against the war spirit . . . we will not fight in this senseless quarrel
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except in defense of our firesides . . . the tone of public sentiment all
over the Union, it is decidedly against bloodletting.*'

Allen Bowie Davis of Montgomery County wrote to his son William to tell him
that Sumter had fallen, and with it Maryland’s chances of avoiding the inevi-
table war. “A Southern army will meet no resistance in Virginia as they have too
many Sympathizers in Maryland—Washington would therefore be an easy pray
... I think as Marylanders we should if possible keep out of the contest—but
this may not be practicable.” He closed with fatherly advice for young William
to not let these events interfere with his studies. Bravado, however, ruled the day
at the Maryland Club in Baltimore, where many members were said to be “elated
at the news” of Sumter’s fall. A visiting London newspaperman described an
April 14 dinner at the club as a “secessionist evening.”*

The battle for Sumter stirred some Southern feeling in the all-important
border states. Kennedy wrote in his pamphlet, The Great Drama, that “the un-
necessary bombardment of the starving garrison of Sumter was intended to
stimulate the reluctant mind of Virginia to secession.” The assault against the
fort, he believed, was part of a campaign to sever the border states from the
Union, with the seceded states actively “spreading panic .. .and thus stirring the
population of the Border into sudden revolt against the Government.” Kennedy
saw this plan playing into the hands of Maryland secessionists, “an active, intel-
ligent and ardent minority in the State who are bent upon forcing her into the
Southern confederacy.” He suggested the state legislature convene a convention
to consider putting the question before Maryland’s citizens. Baltimore hard-
ware merchant Augustus J. Albert pronounced the Sumter campaign a success
at stoking pro-southern sentiment. “Notwithstanding the John Brown raid, the
people in both states [Maryland and Virginia], the best of them especially were
enthusiastically in favor of the Union, and in Baltimore were parading the streets
with Union flags . . . then came the first gun at Sumter, then the change.” The
Baltimore Sun went further, casting the aggrieved Palmetto State in the role of
the American colonies at the outbreak of the Revolutionary War:

Now is the time for every good citizen to use all his influence to stay
the onset, push back the advancing and furious contestants, and insist
upon a peaceful adjustment of the cause of the strife . . . the war spirit
of the North, that war spirit which it is so difficult to arouse against a
foreign foe, is instantly inflamed versus the members of our national
household. . .. And for what? . . . because they have captured a fortress
within their own territory. . . . In the attack upon Sumter they have
done just what the United States would have done with respect to
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England at the opening of the revolutionary war, just what any nation
would do under the same circumstances.*

There was no unanimity on Baltimore’s streets and sidewalks. “The excite-
ment consequent upon the stirring news from Charleston Harbor was, until
about noon of Saturday, much more intense than demonstrative,” related the
Baltimore American and Commercial Advertiser, attributing the popularity of its
April 15 edition to “sadness and gloomy apprehension . . . which the news of
war, and of a probably bitter civil war, appears to have created even among the
sober people of the north.” The day following the surrender was “marked with
alarming exhibitions of personal feeling or of partisan rancor. The predomi-
nant sentiment was, however, unmistakably one of devotion to the Union.” A
workman home from Sumter was “beset by eager listeners,” who peppered him
with questions about the fort and its commander’s loyalty. A crowd seeking
news at Baltimore and South streets encountered “a large, knatty looking indi-
vidual, dressed in an orange colored jumpsuit, and hailing, it was said, from
North Carolina. . . a secession cockade conspicuously displayed in his hat.” The
man “was bent on proselytism, and, running counter to the excited sympathies
of the Unionists, soon provoked an ebullition of dislike . . . which, but for the
prompt interference of the police, who escorted the stranger to his hotel, fol-
lowed by a shouting throng, might have led to a serious collision.” Similar inci-
dents occurred during the day, but thanks to the police and afternoon hail the
size of “well-formed peas,” nothing “more serious than curses loud and deep”
was heard. Crowds abated about midnight, when “earnest Union loving men
returned to their [h]jomes, many of whom doubtless vainly sought to ‘draw
around an aching breast the curtain of repose.”” A large American flag unfurled
across a street in Havre-de-Grace proclaimed: “By the Eternal, the Union must
and shall be preserved,” while “fifteen guns were fired by the lovers of equal
rights and the South at Funkstown, last night, in honor of the southern victory
at Fort Sumter,” reported the Sun on April 18. “The Sumter business is no suffi-
cient cause for war. . . . We trust our readers will consider this subject dispas-
sionately, even in the midst of great provocation. We are all doubtless for the
Union, but the cry of Union is a barren, worthless thing.” Citizens of St. Mary’s
County exalted at the fall of the fort. “The wildest enthusiasm broke forth among
our people . .. the bells rang out a merry peal and [Riley’s| ‘Rifles’ fired several
volleys in honor of the event,” related the St. Mary’s Beacon. “We have never
witnessed an excitement more general and intense . . . it indicates in the most
unmistakable manner that the sympathies of our people are exclusively with
the South.”*

Capt. Doubleday praised the loyalty and courage of the Baltimoreans in
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Raising the Union flag once again over Fort Sumter in 1865. (From J. Clement French, The
Trip of the Steamer Oceanus to Fort Sumter and Charleston, S.C. [Brooklyn, 1865.])
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Fort Sumter. “The Baltimore workmen were, at first, rather reluctant to take
hold. But before long they were, if anything, more determined than any of the
garrison to fight for their flag,” he told the New York Commercial aboard the
steamer Baltic. “We had abandoned one of our guns owing to the close fire kept
upon it. Hearing a gun fired from that direction, I hastened to the spot and
found the abandoned gun in active service; a party of the Baltimore men were
serving it with good effect.”*

Major Anderson returned to Sumter four years later to the day, on April 14,
1865, as the guest of honor at a ceremony in which the American flag was raised
over the fort. He had not favored the militaristic tone of the event marking the
defeat of the Confederacy and was present under order of the secretary of war.
Lincoln had declined the invitation to attend. At dinner that evening Major
Anderson offered a toast to the president:

I beg you, now, that you will join me in drinking the health . . . of the
man who, when elected President of the United States, was compelled
to reach the seat of government without an escort, but a man who
now could travel all over our country with millions of hands and hearts
to sustain him. I give you the good, the great, the honest man, Abraham
Lincoln.*

In Washington the President and Mrs. Lincoln were at that moment setting off
for an evening at Ford’s theater.
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Book Reviews

Many Thousands Gone: The First Two Centuries of Slavery in North America. By
Ira Berlin. (Cambridge, Mass.: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press,
1998. 507 pages. Tables, notes, index. $29.95 cloth.)

Ira Berlin’s 1980 article in the American Historical Review (85:44-78), “Time,
Space, and the Evolution of Afro-American Society on British Mainland North
America,” fundamentally reshaped the framework by which contemporary his-
torians have characterized the variety of forms that slavery assumed in
pre-Revolutionary British America. In his excellent new book, Berlin elaborates
on his own now-familiar perspective that the development of slave societies
during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was a complicated process, rife
with conflict, and necessarily conditioned by the temporal and geographic space
inhabited by European and African peoples alike. This impressive synthesis re-
minds us all that although slavery may appear on the surface to have been an
ever-expanding, all-encompassing, oppressive institution, it was also challenged
and reshaped by those very people it sought to exploit. In Berlin’s hands, the
story of early American slavery is not simply a saga of labor and physical domi-
nation, it is a thoroughly human tale of the emergence of an African-American
people and culture characterized by self-assertion, social consciousness, and
political activism.

American slavery was a constantly changing and remarkably adaptive insti-
tution. At root, however, much of the story of American slavery was conditioned
by the transformation of the early colonies from “societies with slaves” to
full-fledged “slave societies.” As Berlin rightly emphasizes, slavery existed in ev-
ery American colony, regardless of region, religion, or national origin. Yet, not
all colonies became slave societies, where “slavery stood at the center of eco-
nomic production, and the master-slave relationship provided the model for all
social relations” (8). This transition question is at the heart of Berlin’s work, but
the author also adheres to his own emphasis on time and space by avoiding
both a simple chronological framework and a crude North-South dichotomy.
Rather, Berlin argues that the most productive way to imagine early North
American slavery is to envisage the continent as four broad, admittedly general-
ized, regions—the North, the Chesapeake, the Lowcountry, and the Lower Mis-
sissippi Valley—during three distinct periods.

The first stage of slavery in North America was characterized by the experi-
ences of the charter generations, or those who slipped into North America be-
fore large-scale plantations were normative. Many of these people were “Atlan-
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tic creoles,” or highly skilled, multi-lingual, cross-cultural mediators who al-
ready had some knowledge of the Atlantic world and were therefore able to use
their expertise to achieve some measure of success after their enslavement. The
most famous example of this kind of individual was Anthony Johnson, the former
Virginia slave who, in the course of a lifetime, married, gained his freedom,
established a freehold on the Eastern Shore, and left a significant legacy to sub-
sequent generations of free blacks. In the North, many “Atlantic creoles” were
able to establish firm roots in port cities, where they managed to “incorporate
themselves into the mainstream of northern life and enjoy many of the rights of
free people” (54). Members of the charter generations were able to conduct their
lives with a degree of dignity that would diminish in later years.

With the exception of the American North, charter generations were suc-
ceeded by the plantation generations. This transition was conditioned by the
development of staple crop agriculture. Thus, tobacco cultivation fundamen-
tally altered the nature of slavery in the Chesapeake during the final decades of
the seventeenth century, while rice and indigo had the same effect on the Lower
South and sugar and cotton in the Lower Mississippi Valley at different times
during the eighteenth century. The growth of plantations degraded the life of
slaves as their world was increasingly ordered by commercial production for the
benefit of the newly emergent planter class. The results were catastrophic: manu-
mission became more difficult to attain, violence increasingly typified
master-slave relations, and racial ideologies began to support the construction
of social castes that elevated all whites, regardless of class, at the expense of all
black people, regardless of status. At the same time, the emergence of planta-
tions signaled the rapid expansion of the African populations, particularly in
the Chesapeake and Lowcountry. The new African arrivals were often the en-
gine of cultural change, what Berlin refers to as the “reafricanization” of
African-American culture, which often resulted in increased levels of resistance,
a new solidarity, and a more fulfilling independent social life.

Finally, slavery was defined by the emergence of revolutionary generations,
or those who shaped, and were shaped by, the ideological forces of freedom and
liberty in the era of Atlantic revolutions—the American, French, and Haitian. If
the strength of slavery during the eighteenth century rested on the unbridled
power of the planter class, the American Revolution, and radical ideas like uni-
versal equality, gave slaves a new weapon in their ongoing struggle against their
supposed masters. In the North, this spelled doom for the institution, albeit
gradually. Slavery may not have perished in the Chesapeake or Lower South, but
the war also modified these two core slave societies, although in different ways.
For example, African-American society cohered in the Chesapeake while it frac-
tured in the Lowcountry, where a small group of free blacks recognized that
their fate hinged on the degree to which they assimilated the values of white
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society. Also, Lowcountry planters chose to reopen the transatlantic slave trade
after the war, introducing thousands of new African slaves into the region. Thus,
while the Chesapeake continued to rely solely on American-born blacks after
the war, the Carolinas and Georgia experienced another era of “reafricanization,”
which encouraged the development of a regionally-specific variant of
African-American culture in the nineteenth century.

Much of this work is synthetic in nature, drawing together the various strands
of scholarship that have reinvented the study of early American slavery during
the last few decades. Berlin’s most original argument—the existence of a gen-
eration of people most usefully imagined as “Atlantic creoles”™—is an ingenious
example of the way historical considerations of culture can usefully be refor-
mulated within the confines of the Atlantic world. Nonetheless, Berlin generally
maintains that African-American culture was primarily shaped by the new plan-
tation economies and their unique labor requirements in the New World. This
perspective contrasts with other recent studies, such as those of John Thornton,
Africa and Africans in the Making of the Atlantic World, 1400-1800 (Cambridge
University Press, 1998), and Michael Gomez, Exchanging our Country Marks:
The Transformation of African Identities in the Colonial and Antebellum South
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1998), that emphasize the per-
severance of African cultural precedents, including the vitality of specific West
African ethnic and national groups, in the formation and articulation of
African-American cultural identity. While Berlin’s notion of “Atlantic creoles”
remains open to further questions (i.e., Did they really characterize the major-
ity experience of the charter generations?), the concept adds some welcome
subtlety to the often overly-polarized characterizations of creolization that typify
modern scholarship.

Berlin’s synthesis is at once highly structured yet deeply informed by the
innumerable variations on his predominant themes. More than once the au-
thor emphasizes that the social processes and transformations that bind this
work together were “neither automatic nor unreflective, neither uniform nor
unilinear” (105). Yet, Berlin’s greatest achievement may be in the way he has
provided a manageable structure for the variety of forms that slavery and Afri-
can-American life assumed in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. At the
same time, by placing equal emphasis on marginal regions and exceptional in-
dividuals the work may actually underestimate the shared, and broadly similar,
experiences of the vast majority of slaves who lived, worked, and died in core
plantation areas during the eighteenth century. We should not ignore the story
of slavery in the northern colonies and Lower Mississippi Valley, but it should
also be remembered that roughly 90 percent of all Africans and African-Ameri-
cans in the period under study could be found in either the Chesapeake or the
Lowcountry.
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It would be unfair to ask this already impressive work to do more than the
author intended. Nonetheless, scholars may hunger for a comparative dimen-
sion reaching more broadly into other parts of the Atlantic world. Berlin’s work
provides an orderly and structured developmental model of racial slavery and
plantation regimes in disparate settlements, initially controlled by different Eu-
ropean nations, over a long duration of time. But for Berlin’s thesis to have even
greater significance beyond the parochial confines of “United States History,”
we still need to know whether or not “Atlantic creoles” played similar roles on
Hispaniola, coastal Brazil, and the central valley of Mexico. Too, will it be pos-
sible to map a similar evolutionary process from charter through revolutionary
generations, or is there something unique about the geography of mainland
North America that warrants limiting this framework to the four regions Berlin
details? These, of course, are questions for the rest of us to ponder. Ira Berlin has
done quite enough. His work will be, and should be, required reading for spe-
cialists and nonspecialists alike for years to come.

MicHAEL ]. Guasco
Oberlin College

Migration and the Origins of the English Atlantic World. By Alison Games.
(Harvard Historical Studies, 133. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1999.
335 pages. Tables, maps, illustrations, appendices, notes, index. $45.)

In 1635, 7,507 people sailed from the port of London for England’s Ameri-
can colonies or for the European continent. Port officials recorded the names of
all who left, creating the largest record of embarkation from one English port
during the colonial period. Almost 5,000 of these voyagers (along with another
5,000 who left from other English ports) were destined for the American colo-
nies of Providence, Henrietta, Tortuga, Barbados, Bermuda, Nevis, Antigua, St.
Kitts, Virginia, Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Plymouth. In Migration and
the Origins of the English Atlantic World, Alison Games has undertaken the monu-
mental task of attempting to trace each of these port of London travelers in the
colonies as far as the records allow. She read archival and printed sources for all
early-seventeenth century English colonies, and in so doing, found information
about 1,360 of the 1635 travelers, about 27 percent of those who left from the
port of London for America that year.

Games uses the information she has gathered to compare various aspects of
migration to England’s early-seventeenth century colonies; to compare the ex-
periences of travelers in various locations; and, most importantly, to “measure
the scope of the emerging English Atlantic world in the seventeenth century”
(9). Because the records of her travelers are most numerous for the years imme-
diately following their 1635 voyage, her focus is on the 1630s and 1640s, though
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her information about these individuals spans the period from the 1610s to the
1680s.

By examining one cohort of travelers in such detail, Games is able to draw
new comparisons between colonial experiences. She does an excellent job pre-
senting the comparisons in numerous clear tables, covering topics ranging from
age structure and sex ratio to persistence rates and material successes. One of
Games’ challenges certainly must have been organizational, and creating a co-
herent book out of a project such as this must have required leaving out a great
deal. It is unfortunate that she did not supply fuller notes that would have pro-
vided her readers with further elaboration of evidence she could not include in
the text.

While her information about New England and the Chesapeake is often
familiar, what Games can tell us about other colonies is frequently new, and her
ability to put the more familiar evidence in a broader Atlantic context com-
monly forces readers to reconsider its significance or representativeness. For
example, her depiction of New England puritanism would not, if read alone,
appear new, but by placing it in an Atlantic context that includes not only En-
gland but also the puritan colonies of Providence Island and Bermuda, she ar-
gues convincingly that New Englanders’ attempts to form gathered churches
were unusual even among American colonizing puritans. By exploring contro-
versies over the definitions of puritan societies in all three places as well as in
England, she suggests that the debates in New England during the 1630s were
not unique, but that the outcomes of these debates in New England, when viewed
in an Atlantic context, were indeed unusual. In other words, Games’ broad At-
lantic perspective is important not just because it insists that places like Ber-
muda and Providence Island were part of the seventeenth-century English colo-
nists’ world, but also because it forces us to change the way we need to think
about seemingly familiar events in better-studied colonies.

Throughout the book, Games does an excellent job placing the 1635 travel-
ers’ transatlantic migrations within the context of other English migrations in
England and Europe, reminding her readers that travelers to American main-
land and island colonies faced an array of choices and were likely to have expe-
rienced migration already. They were not likely to consider their 1635 voyage as
final, and in fact often did move on within or between colonies. In assessing the
processes of migration and remigration, Games concludes that multiple migra-
tions created a colonial populace that was not as provincial as we commonly
imagine, and that this process of migration not only populated England’s Ameri-
can colonies but created the English Atlantic world.

Migration and the Origins of the English Atlantic World, then, makes the point
indisputably that individuals involved in colonial migration and remigration
created a broadly conceived English Atlantic world, and suggests that that At-
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lantic world provides a necessary context for understanding any more particu-
lar questions of early-seventeenth century English American colonization.

ApriL L. HATFIELD

Texas Ae-M University

Chevy Chase, A Home Suburb for the Nation’s Capital. By Elizabeth Lampl and
Kimberly Protho Williams. (Crownsville, Md.: Montgomery County Preserva-
tion Commission, Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission,
Maryland Historical Trust Press, 1998. 168 pages. Appendix, notes, index. $25.00
paper.)

Chevy Chase began as a streetcar suburb on the city limits of Washington,
D.C., in 1893 when the capital’s northern fringes were still woods and farmland.
Chevy Chase is not only the name of a Scottish Ballad but also means a chase or
a hunt in the Cheviot Hills. The project was the brainchild of Francis Griffith
Newlands, who had married into a Nevada gold and silver fortune. Newlands
developed late Victorian suburbs in both Reno, Nevada, and Montgomery
County, Maryland. With more than 1,700 acres just outside the city limits of
Washington, the Chevy Chase development was intended to be top of the line.
Newlands envisioned a clientele drawn from “the leisure class,” and the antici-
pated dwellings were to be on a very large scale on multi-acre lots. There was
room for three golf courses and plenty of space for fox hunting based at the
country club. Chevy Chase was not an Olmsted project but its actual designers
were admirers of Olmsted the Elder; eventually, the fourth stage of planning
was performed by the second generation of the Olmsted firm, who were the
planners of Baltimore’s Roland Park, another suburb started in a sparsely popu-
lated county adjoining a major city.

Development of Chevy Chase proceeded at a leisurely pace thanks to its
comfortable capitalization backed up by Newland’s fortune. The “leisure class”
client pool proved to be less populous than imagined by the founders of this
project, but lot buyers appeared from the start in the form of professionals and
government administrators.

The authors trace the growth of the community from its origin when only
electric streetcar service made the neighborhood accessible, down through the
early age of the automobile, and on through the two world wars and their spurts
of prosperity. Much of Chevy Chase was unmapped for subdivision when the
affordable and reliable automobile appeared; the later sections of the suburb
were laid out specifically to serve the automobile and its drivers. Such subdivi-
sions have been undergoing alteration to suit the motor car for almost ninety
years now.

House types in Chevy Chase gradually became more modest, and the last



104 Maryland Historical Magazine

sections platted in the decade after World War 11 included some unimaginative
straight-line streets relieved by an occasional cul-de-sac. This community had
sewer and water supply from its very beginning. Quality of life and aesthetics
came before business, even before groceries. The company provided almost no
space for commerce. Residents had to patronize stores on other developers’ prop-
erty across the line in the nation’s capital.

The appendix presents biographies of architects who fleshed out the plan
with comfortable and handsome houses. These architects seem to have con-
fined their practice to the sphere of Washington, some of them credited with
notable public structures, such as the Vice President’s house, but they are little
known to persons studying the careers of notable architects in Baltimore.

This is an informative and splendidly illustrated book in the tradition of the
Maryland Historical Trust, with numerous street plans and plats, and some large
blocks of sidebar text on interesting points. Trust books now cover most of the
Maryland counties; individual volumes are not slavishly alike in format or style
but are uniformly useful for historians, architectural historians, planners, and
preservationists.

JoHN McGRAIN
Towson, Maryland

Down the Ocean: Postcards from Maryland and Delaware Beaches. By Bert Smith,
with a Foreword by Jacques Kelly. (Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1999. 96 pages. $29.95 cloth.)

On opening this book the reviewer was immediately transported back in
time to the summers when he and his family would go to the ocean, to the
“other” Ocean City, in New Jersey. The views of brown shingle and white clap-
board houses and hotels, and scenes of the boardwalk, beach, and piers, evoked
a sense of nostalgia. Anyone who has ever gone “down-y-ocean” will find this
book a delight to read and a treasure to hold.

Bert Smith, who is the compiler of Greetings from Baltimore: Postcard Views
of the City, teaches in the School of Communications Design at the University
of Baltimore, and collects postcards. He has combined his professional and per-
sonal interests to produce a delightful volume of text and pictures that Mary-
landers and postcard collectors will want to have. The book’s short chapters
deal with topics such as major hotels, bathing rituals, vacation humor, boating,
views up and down Baltimore Avenue, and with Fenwick Island, and Bethany
and Rehoboth Beaches.

The cards pictured in the book are from Mr. Smith’s own collection, and
from the collection of Roland Forster. Each card is slightly enlarged and num-
bered so that serious collectors can study the details of the cards (type of card,
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publisher, and date) as given in a chart in the back of the book. The text is

informative without being intrusive, and helps to capture the spirit of days gone

by. The combination of pictures and text presents a slice of local history that

makes the book an excellent addition to anyone’s library of books about Mary-
land or postcard design.

ROBERT BARNES

Perry Hall, Maryland

Marylanders in Blue: The Artillery and the Cavalry. By Daniel Carroll Toomey
and Charles Albert Earp. (Linthicum, Md.: Toomey Press, 1999. 170pages.
Endnotes, bibliography, index, illustrations. $34.95.)

This is the first of a projected multi-volume study that will cover every regi-
ment raised in Maryland during the Civil War. As the authors point out in the
preface, Maryland contributed more white troops to the Union cause (46,672)
than New Hampshire or Vermont. In addition, the state is rivaled only by Ken-
tucky in the number of African-American soldiers (23,763) raised for “Mr.
Lincoln’s Army.” Maryland Union units saw action in most of the major battles
of the Eastern Theater of the war.

Despite an impressive combat record, very little has been written about these
units. What has been written has generally remained out-of-print. The publica-
tion of the two-volume History and Roster of Maryland Volunteers of 1861-65 in
1898 provided students of Maryland’s martial deeds both rosters and thumb-
nail profiles of all the units raised in “The Old Line State” for union service. This
cumbersome reference work, which may be found in some libraries, went through
a limited reprint in 1997.

Even harder to find are C. Armour Newcomer’s Cole’s Cavalry or Three Years
in the Shenandoah Valley (Baltimore, 1895) and Frederick Wild’s Memories and
History of Captain F. W. Alexander’s Baltimore Battery of Light Artillery U.S.A.
(Baltimore, 1912). These stand as the only book length studies of any Maryland
Union artillery and cavalry.

Toomey and Earp begin their book with a chapter on the mobilization of
troops in Maryland. Sensitive to the state’s ties with the rest of the South and
still reeling from the Baltimore riots, Governor Thomas H. Hicks wrote a letter
to President Abraham Lincoln requesting that recruitment for the Union army
in Maryland be postponed. Thus, no three-month regiments were raised, forc-
ing pro-Union citizens to go to neighboring states such as Delaware and

Pennsylvania if they desired to enlist.

Lincoln’s second call for troops, this time for three years’ service, resulted in
the enlistment of 9,355 men. These soldiers formed the backbone of Maryland’s
three-year regiments. They spent the longest time in the field and suffered the
heaviest casualties.
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The authors point out that “with a significant number of its war aged citi-
zens in the Confederate Army (10,000 —15,000), [Maryland] was hard pressed
to fill its quotas.” (2) Although a white soldier’s pay was only $13 a month,
generous bounties were offered in order to stimulate enlistments. For example,
a recruiting advertisement for Alexander’s Baltimore Light Artillery offered fed-
eral and local bounties totaling $502. This was a handsome sum in 1863, when
the typical wage was somewhere in the area of fifty cents to a dollar a day.

The authors have made very good use of primary sources for this work.
Indeed, both the narrative and the endnotes reflect many hours of work at the
National Archives and other repositories. For example, the diary of Captain
Alonzo Snow, Battery B, First Maryland Light Artillery was found in his pen-
sion file at the National Archives. A letter from 1st Lieutenant T. J. Vannerman
to his wife provides a vivid image of Antietam. “Thank God that none of our
battery were killed in the terrible battle of yesterday. . . . The rebels have suffered
heavily. In one place not fifty yards from our right piece in a space not longer
than [the] above are 33 dead rebel . . . and all around their dead bodies lie. You
can not move in any way but what you will see them . . . their mangled forms
look horrible. In one body there were seventeen bullets and others shot in all
shapes and forms imaginable. Such a sight [ never want to see again and I never
want to spend another night on a battlefield.” (37).

Mounted units saw diverse service. The Purnell Legion Cavalry was in the
battle of Gettysburg, and Cole’s Cavalry fought one of the last actions of the war
on Maryland soil at Antietam’s “Middle Bridge” on August 5, 1864. Of all the
Maryland Union units, perhaps the Third Cavalry had the most atypical tour of
duty. Almost half of this command was composed of “Galvanized Yankees” re-
cruited from among the Confederate prisoners at Fort Delaware. Once this regi-
ment was organized, it was shipped off to Louisiana for duty in the bayous of
that state.

One of the strengths of this book is its illustrations, many of which are from
author Toomey’s personal collection. These include rare photographic images
of Maryland soldiers and photos of artifacts such as swords and camp equip-
ment. Earp and Toomey have provided students of Maryland in the Civil War
with a very useful reference book.

TED ALEXANDER
Antietam National Battlefield

Confederate Admiral: The Life and Wars of Franklin Buchanan. By Craig L.
Symonds. (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 1999. 312 pages. Photographs, il-
lustrations, maps, notes, chronology, bibliography, index. $32.95.)

Despite his rich lifetime of accomplishments in both the United States and
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Confederate navies, Franklin Buchanan has remained without a modern biog-
raphy, a seventy-year hole in the literature desperately in need of filling. (The
last and only biography of Buchanan was Charles Lee Lewis, Admiral Franklin
Buchanan, Fearless Man of Action [Baltimore: Norman Remington, 1929]). Craig
L. Symonds marvelously fills this gap with a solid, well-researched, yet enter-
taining account of the life of one of America’s most prominent naval officers
and the Confederacy’s greatest naval hero. Professor Symonds traces Buchanan’s
fifty-year career from his first service in the Mediterranean as a midshipman
aboard the U.S.S. Java at the tender age of fourteen to his final command at
Mobile Bay nearly fifty years later as the sole admiral in the Confederate Navy
aboard his flagship, the ill-fated C.S.S. Tennessee. During those fifty years,
Buchanan served throughout the world—showing the flag in the Mediterra-
nean, chasing pirates in the Caribbean, and playing the role of diplomat in the
Pacific—all the while slowly making his way up the promotion ladder, a diffi-
cult process as the navy had no retirement policy prior to the 1850s. Symonds
pays particular attention to Buchanan’s more notable accomplishments: the first
superintendent of the U.S. Naval Academy; second-in-command during Com-
modore Matthew Perry’s famed mission to Japan in 1853 (Buchanan was the
first American official to set foot on Japanese soil); his controversial actions in
the mid-1850s as a member of the Navy Retirement Board; and, finally, his cen-
tral role during two of the Civil War’s most prominent naval battles—at Hamp-
ton Roads in 1862 aboard the C.S.S. Virginia and at Mobile Bay in 1864.

While his list of accomplishments suggests a career without major contro-
versy, Buchanan did run afoul of both enlisted seamen and his brother officers.
Known as a strict disciplinarian aboard ship with a “very low tolerance” for
anyone under his command who “exhibited evidence of moral weakness” (i.e.
drunkenness), Buchanan frequently applied the lash and criticized those offic-
ers who did not (55). Symonds describes Buchanan’s views on discipline and
moral order as a “curious combination of southern aristocrat and Yankee Puri-
tan,” an ironic blending as Buchanan would come to despise everything “Yan-
kee” in his later years (55). While this comparison seems apt, Symonds does
little to establish its validity, relying on stereotypes of Puritan behavior and us-
ing an extreme example, his father-in-law Edward Lloyd, from Maryland’s East-
ern Shore, as a model for the southern aristocrat.

Here lies the principal problem with Symonds’s analysis—very little effort
has been made to place Buchanan in the larger context of his times, whether in
comparison to the southern aristocracy as a whole (Lloyd probably falls on the
more cruel end of the spectrum of slave owners) or to Buchanan’s fellow offic-
ers. Symonds gives the impression that Buchanan’s maintenance of discipline
was extreme by navy standards, but aside from the testimony of some enlisted
men upset with their punishments, he presents very little evidence placing
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Buchanan’s actions in comparison with his contemporary officers. The same can
be said for Buchanan’s self-declared role as a reformer. Was Buchanan’s effort to
clear out the “indifferent worthless officers” (116) an anomaly among his breth-
ren of the 1850s, or did it reflect a wider feeling within the ranks of the navy?

Along these same lines, Symonds also runs into trouble when it comes to
determining much of Buchanan’s views. “Would have” and “probably” pepper
Symonds’s analysis of Buchanan’s life. Much of this speculation is quite logical
and often supported by secondary evidence, but at times, particularly regarding
Buchanan’s personal views on the institution of slavery and his politics, this
speculation can be problematic. Professor Symonds should not take all the blame
for this situation; as much or more should be placed on Buchanan himself. Be-
cause he did not keep a personal diary or write a memoir and his correspon-
dence with his wife Nannie perished in the fire that destroyed their home in
Eastern Maryland in 1862, the private Franklin Buchanan has been difficult to
uncover. Symonds has done a spectacular amount of research in the Naval Acad-
emy archives, drawing on Buchanan’s journals (which he only kept at sea), his
voluminous contact with the Navy Department, and his rich correspondence
with fellow officer Samuel F. Du Pont.

These minor criticisms aside, Professor Symonds has crafted an enjoyable
account of the life of one of America’s greatest naval figures. The pressing need
for a scholarly biography of Franklin Buchanan has been admirably fulfilled by
this impressive work. Confederate Admiral will aid scholars and the general public
interested in American and Confederate naval history.

WiLLiam B. Morsek 111
University of Virginia

Lift Every Voice: Echoes from the Black Community on Maryland’s Eastern Shore.
(Wye Mill: Chesapeake College Press and Friends of the Talbot County Free
Library, 1999. 180 pages. Appendices, index. $14.95.)

Lift Every Voice is as close to oral history as one can get without doing the
actual interviews; therein lie both its strengths and its weaknesses. Billed as “a
collection of stories, including photographs and poetry, about life in the black
community of Talbot County and surrounding counties on Maryland’s Eastern
Shore” (v), the book comprises residents’ reminiscences of life and tales handed
down through generations. Because most of the authors have retired from their
careers, the stories detail life during an era of racial segregation, before the Su-
preme Court ruling in Brown vs. the Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas.

Kweisi Mfume, in an interview for Maryland Magazine, commented that,
while never defending segregation, he thought that the spirit of community was
greater during the pre-1954 days. “You look also at the communities, which
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were so integrated in terms of class mix that you had black doctors and black
attorneys and black school teachers living in the same neighborhood with black
maids and black street sweepers. There was a different kind of community, and
to some extent, a different sense of value in the community.” The black commu-
nities in the Eastern Shore counties certainly were closely knit individually, while
maintaining bonds with other black communities throughout the other Shore
counties. In reading the book, one can see the same family names recurring,
even when the authors are different with different surnames, and the level of
responsibility adults felt for the children was evident.

In describing her former teacher, Ruth A. Fields Early from the St. Michael’s
Colored High School, Rosella B. Camper noted, “Miss Fields’ interest did not
stop at graduation. She contacted my college professors and checked on my
progress” (30). Miss Fields was not alone. Pamela Bailey remembers Thelma
Jones, also a teacher, who “escorted a bunch of kids to the movies at her own
expense. . .. Mrs. Jones invited us to her house for lunch. . .. Little did we expect
that this was her chance to teach us correct table manners” (31).

Details like these creep into most of the stories, adding substance and depth
to the facts that scholars typically report; surely, they signal a bygone era. Had a
scholar been able to interview the various authors, he or she might have elicited
more such specifics; unfortunately, many questions linger.

The stories allude to events without giving dates, and that can frustrate the
serious researcher, as in the following paragraph: “But efforts continued and
gradually integration came about. Dr. Hudson, owner of Hudson’s Drugstore
(now Thrift) and the owner of another drugstore near the present Acme mar-
ket, agreed to open their lunch counters to blacks, once each proprietor was
assured that his competitor would do likewise” (14).

While the famous sit-ins integrating lunch counters in Greensboro, North
Carolina, occurred in 1960, demonstrations led mostly by the Congress of Ra-
cial Equality (CORE) in Baltimore integrated downtown variety lunch counters
in the mid 1950’s, and in 1955 Morgan State College students staged a sit-in to
integrate the Read’s drugstore lunch counters. It is unclear when, exactly, the
Eastern Shore communities integrated their facilities. Tantalizing bits of infor-
mation appear—NAACP’s Roy Wilkins and Dr. Lillie Mae Jackson show up
among the people discussed—but again, there are few dates to anchor the events.

Lift Every Voice is divided into four sections: “Individuals and Families,”
“Community Life,” “Organizations and Institutions,” and “Poetry”; the organi-
zational structure imposes an artificial order to the reminiscences. Some of the
pieces in “Community Life” were, in fact, about people. Because the same names
recur, the reader invariably flips back and forth through the book to find the
other references to the person in question. As a scholarly work, then, Lifr Every
Voice falls short. Scholarship was never the intention of this book, though, and
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as a charming collection of memories that preserve an era and tightly knit com-
munities that no longer exist, it succeeds very well.
Tracy E. MILLER
Towson University

The Newspaper Indian: Native American Identity in the Press, 1820-90. By John
M. Coward. (Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1999. 244 pages.
Notes, index. $19.95.)

This book covers the treatment of the American Indian in the popular press
in the nineteenth century. The author asserts that the Indian identity during
this period was “circumscribed by an active and powerful ideology of civiliza-
tion and progress, a set of ideas about history and race in which Native Ameri-
cans were understood primarily as obstacles to economic growth and national
development“(228).

In the popular press Indian identity was routinely appropriated to serve
specific needs at specific times. During the Civil War when the nation’s future
was in doubt, the Indian was portrayed as a howling savage, capable of doing as
much damage to the Republic on the Great Plains as the rebel armies were do-
ing in the East. When made powerless and confined to reservations, Indians
were idealized out of their villainous role into potential farmers and citizens of
the West. At other times the theme of the “vanishing Indian” was popular with
newspaper editors who liked to see the Indian as fading before the westward
rush of white settlement. Indian identity was never explained in the press as
something worthy of respect. Rather, the Indian’s identity and role was tied to
specific political and ideological agendas which often had nothing to do with
Native Americans. Thus Indians were mostly treated in the press as essentially
passive objects who had no integrity or selfhood of their own. Only a few news-
papers, such as Baltimore’s Niles’ National Register (1837—49) attempted to
make sense of the Indian as a human being.

The development of the telegraph in mid-century made possible national
transmission of Indian stereotypes and the creation of a standard Indian story
designed more to frighten and excite than inform. While newspapers transmit-
ted the stereotypical Indian story, American images of the Indian were already
fixed in the American mind by novelists, missionaries, and ambitious politi-
cians. No Indian had his identity more misappropriated than the Lakota chief,
Sitting Bull. In the period after Little Big Horn, Sitting Bull’s image in the press
followed an arc that began as the murderer of General Custer to popular enter-
tainer in Buffalo Bill's Wild West Show to savage partisan of Ghost Dances at
the time of his murder in 1890. In his examination of Indian stories in over
seventy-five antebellum and post-Civil War newspapers, Coward provides an
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interesting overview of how the press helped solidify identities for the Native
American that were outside the norms of civilized society.

JouN R. WENNERSTEN

Salisbury, Maryland

Political Terrain: Washington, D.C. from Tidewater Town to Global Metropolis. By
Carl] Abbott. (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1999. 267 pages.
Notes, essay on sources, index. $39.95.)

Two cities most frequently visited by international travelers to the U. S. are
New York and Washington, D.C. The one represents the center of financial and
cultural power, and the other, political power. Neither of them is quite like any
other city in the world, but it is Washington that is the most unique, while at the
same time the one that is most often pointed to as representative of the nation.
Throughout its two-hundred-year history visitors, residents, politicians, histo-
rians, and others have tried to describe Washington’s distinctive character. Carl
Abbott, professor of urban studies and planning at Portland State University,
and himself a frequent visitor and sometime resident of Washington, has writ-
ten a book that continues that effort to capture the development of the city’s
many identities.

“Where’s Washington?” Abbott asks. “How does it fit into America’s regional
mosaic?”(xiv). Is Washington a southern city that has evolved into a modern,
national, and perhaps international metropolist How have the forces of mod-
ernization and northernization affected this formerly southern town that rose
along the banks of the Potomac? He wants to know how the regional character-
istics and identity of Washington have changed through the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries. It is this emphasis on the role of place in Washington’s growth
that makes Abbott’s book different from the many that have preceded it.

Abbott’s somewhat unconventional view of Washington’s history is reflected
in his selection of sources. Building on the research of the many historians before
him, he tries to focus more on the popular or public images of the city. He adds
information from popular literature, travel guides, magazine articles, and direc-
tories, as well as from business records and the papers of groups like the Chamber
of Commerce to capture the regional and national identities of Washington. The
result is a view of the city that breaks away from the conventional perspective.

When the author began his search for Washington’s regional and national
identity he expected to find a place that had gradually lost its southernness and
local flavor as it grew into its prominent world position at the end of the twen-
tieth century. Instead he found a much more complicated history in which new
features and roles were added, without always losing the old ones.
Northernization and globalization developed alongside the regional patterns
and local sense of place that were there earlier.
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The multiple identities that Abbott finds in Washington should be of interest
to students of Maryland history, since the state shares in some of the conflicting
and counter balancing historical events that the city went through. Primarily
southern up through the 1850s, Washington experienced the “northern-izing” ef-
fects of the Civil War and the industrial expansion that followed it in the latter half
of the nineteenth century. The large migration of blacks into Washington at the
end of the century helped to give the city a more northern and national flavor, but
the urban segregation that was strengthened during the Woodrow Wilson admin-
istration and the 1920s helped to maintain its southern characteristics. In the
period after World War 11, Washington not only moved into greater international
prominence but also took on new leading roles in the civil rights and other na-
tional movements.

As Washington enters the next millennium the landscape has clearly changed.
The city that L’Enfant planned, which emphasized the importance of the Potomac
River, now spreads outward to pull together both North and South. The
Baltimore-Washington region has merged into the fourth largest Consolidated
Metropolitan Statistical Area in the U. S. But if Abbott is correct, this latest iden-
tity is just another stage in the city’s response to change. “What emerged each
time was certainly not the old city, for northernization and nationalization
changed the character of the city and its people. But each ‘new’ Washington was
also a city that was southern in important and sometimes new ways” (61). Readers
should enjoy this fresh look at Washington which brings together the importance
of regional values and large-scale urban growth in the national capital.

DEAN ESSLINGER
Towson University

Public History: Essays from the Field. Edited by James Gardner and Peter S.
LaPaglia. (Malabar, Fla.: Krieger Publishing Company, 1999. 438 pages. Appen-
dix, notes, index. $39.50.)

Public history emerged as a distinct academic field in the late 1970s. While
many historians had been practicing public history long before this, it was at
this time, when the first major job crisis hit the historical profession, that aca-
demics and practitioners got together to define a new program of study to pre-
pare young historians to practice their craft outside the walls of the university.
Newly designed graduate programs in public history offered students training
in traditional historical studies coupled with specialized studies in such areas as
community history, historic preservation, documentary editing and publish-
ing, public policy, archives and records management, oral history, and museum
administration.

One of the earliest and most persistent problems faced by practitioners in
this new field was the question of self-definition. Who exactly was a public his-
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torian? Were public historians “real” historians since they worked outside the
academy? What principles guided the practice of public history? Public histori-
ans began to address these questions with the publication of a distinguished jour-
nal, The Public Historian, beginning in 1978, and with the formation of a na-
tional organization, the National Council on Public History in 1980. Another
important step in defining the field occurred six years later with the publication
of Public History: An Introduction, edited by Barbara J. Howe and Emory L. Kemp
(Malabar, Fla.: Krieger Publishing Co., 1986), a collection of thirty-one essays
which explored a variety of careers in public history and the major institutions in
which public historians worked.

More than a decade after the publication of this seminal volume, two new
public historians have edited an updated survey of the field. In Public History:
Essays from the Field, historical consultants James B. Gardner and Peter S. LaPaglia
have gathered twenty-five essays from a new set of contributors to again survey the
field as well as to measure its growth and achievements. Like its predecessor, it
should be required reading for all students and practitioners of public history.

The volume begins with an important essay by aleading public historian on
the issue of historians and professional identity. Patricia Mooney-Melvin traces
the evolution of the historical profession and the emergence of the public history
movement in the late 1970s. Citing the salutary influence of public history on a
profession which had become insulated and aloof from American society, she
bemoans the fact that many in the academy have failed to recognize this new field
as legitimate. Mooney-Melvin harshly criticizes these historians for their rejection
of public history, for in so doing, they have abandoned their professional obliga-
tion to the larger civic culture. Her call for professional “redefinition” to include
public as well as academic history is deserving of serious attention.

Much of the rest of the volume describes various dimensions of public histo-
rians’ training and experience. Constance B. Schultz has contributed a valuable
essay defining the distinctive elements in the academic training of a public histo-
rian. This is followed by a series of essays surveying differing careers in public
history: historical administration, archives and records management, historical
consulting, documentary editing, historical editing and publishing, historical
preservation and cultural resource management, museum education, oral his-
tory, and policy advising. Of special interest among these essays is Nina Gilden
Seavey’s discussion of documentary filmmaking. Seavey, a historian and docu-
mentary filmmaker, writes in a vein similar to that of Patricia Mooney-Melvin
when she warns professional historians that they run the risk of being ignored by
American society unless they begin to incorporate some type of “visual mode of
communication” (118) into their work. Recognizing that there are numerous
problems as well as enormous possibilities involved in presenting history on
film, Seavey urges historians to engage in scholarly debate on the methodologi-
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cal and substantive issues involved in this process in order to enable historians to
“make the jump to the visual media” (128). The stakes are high, Seavey argues,
because “the majority of Americans just do not read history books any more”
(118), but instead acquire their history lessons from television and the movies.
The final section of essays examines public history from the perspective of
historical institutions. These essays provide a fascinating glimpse of the dra-
matic changes which have occurred over the past twenty years in the way his-
tory is presented to the public in such venues as house museums, historical
societies, and historic sites. No longer sanctuaries for only scholars and descen-
dants of the founding fathers, these institutions have opened their doors to the
broader society and encouraged new guests to enter with innovative program-
ming and popular exhibits. Nowhere is this revolution more apparent than at
the Virginia Historical Society which formerly dedicated itself to the needs of
scholars and the Richmond elite, but now, as its director Charles F. Bryan Jr.
explains, devotes its energies to “educational outreach, traveling exhibits, and
electronicaccess” (331). This new approach to the past is also evident at Drayton
Hall, a historic plantation in South Carolina where visitors learn of the experi-
ences of blacks as well as whites, and of women and children as well as men.
Drayton Hall Director George McDaniel observes that museum professionals
are no longer content to simply lecture to visitors. Instead, they seek to inspire
the historical imagination of their audience with the aid of well-trained living
history performers, multi-sensory presentations, and carefully preserved land-
scapes. At the Henry Ford Museum and Greenfield Village in Dearborn, Michi-
gan, William Pretzer, curator of Educational Programs, shares this pedagogical
vision. Public historians, he argues, should facilitate learning by being sensitive
to the needs and desires of the public. They should stimulate historical inquiry
among visitors by providing appropriate “narrative opportunities for historical
discourse” (267). Similar themes of facilitating historical inquiry, opening insti-
tutions to new audiences, and diversifying public programs are reiterated in other
fine essays by Bruce Noble Jr. on historical parks; by Robert B. Patterson Jr. on
local historical museums, and by Barbara Franco on urban historical societies.
The only note of distress sounded in these state-of-the-field reports ema-
nates from historians working in federal offices and museums who, it seems, are
not as attuned to the needs and desires of their audiences as their colleagues
working at the state and local level. Jesse Stiller, historian for the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency, examines the decline of employment opportuni-
ties for historians working in the various agencies of the federal government.
Echoing the views of Patricia Mooney-Melvin, he attributes their shrinking
numbers, in part, to the historical profession’s general “estrangement” from the
American people (359). Lonnie Bunch III, associate director for curatorial af-
fairs at the National Museum of American History, describes a crippling climate of
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uncertainty and fear among historians in federal museums in the wake of a series of
controversial exhibits, most notably, the National Air and Space Museum’s planned
exhibit on the Enola Gay and the end of World War II.

Despite these setbacks at the federal level, the overall impression conveyed
by these essays is that public history is a thriving and dynamic field. Guided by
innovative historians in creative collaboration with archaeologists, museum
curators, exhibit designers, artists, computer technicians, and filmmakers, this
field has already made great strides in bridging the gap between academic his-
tory and popular history. Readers of this magazine may feel some pride to learn
from several of these essays of the important role of the Maryland Historical
Society’s 1992 Mining the Museum exhibit in revolutionizing the presentation
of the past and stimulating the birth of this exciting era in public history.

Tina H. SHELLER
Towson University

Citizen Soldiers in the War of 1812. By C. Edward Skeen. (Lexington: University
Press of Kentucky, 1999. 229 pages. Maps, illustrations, notes, index. $29.00.)

Why was the numerically superior American force routed at the August 1814
Battle of Bladensburg? Why is the Maryland Army National Guard’s 175th In-
fantry so proud of its lineage to the Fifth Maryland Regiment, which fought in
that engagement? Citizen Soldiers in the War of 1812 answers these and other
questions about the American militia. Author C. Edward Skeen has provided
some long overdue scholarship on this aspect of an often-overlooked conflict.
While the importance of the militia to the development of the United States can
not be disputed, its effectiveness as the primary defense force in the early days of
the republic was largely a myth, and this book competently explains why.

Skeen introduces the reader to his thesis that the militia system, born of a
traditional American fear of standing armies and preference for citizen soldiers,
enjoyed unwarranted confidence. Even George Washington’s well-known “want
of confidence” (4) in militia, and his and others’ recommendations to maintain
a small national force and improve the state militias, went largely unheeded. As
a result, when the United States was faced with mobilization in 1812, the “en-
rolled militia” was not equal to the crisis.

Militia in early nineteenth-century America consisted of three categories:
enrolled, volunteer, and state-raised U.S. volunteers. The enrolled, or “regular,”
militia was composed of all able-bodied male citizens who belonged to geo-
graphically designated units as a matter of civic duty, and is the focus of the
book. Meeting only once or twice annually for a muster that was more social
event than training exercise, most militiamen, through no fault of their own,
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were not very good soldiers, however, they represented most militiamen in this
period. Although many in government sought to correct the system, with political
influence and austere budgets at stake, all attempts at real reform in a system of
divided federal and state responsibility failed. As a result, when enrolled militia-
men were drafted to answer an alarm, there was frequent dispute over the author-
ity of federal versus state officers, lack of cohesive force structures, shortages in
supplies and arms, inadequate training, and a general lack of discipline.

There were some battles in which well-led volunteer militia and state-raised
U.S. volunteers carried the fight and won, such as at Baltimore in September
1814. The “volunteer militia,” unlike its enrolled counterpart, was composed of
men who participated as an avocation, trained regularly, were somewhat profi-
cient at drill, and served in units that often boasted a heritage from the Conti-
nental Army. The state-raised U.S. volunteers were the third militia element,
and consisted of men who enlisted in federally funded units intended to supple-
ment regular forces in periods of national emergency. Drawing largely from the
volunteer militia, they too were usually adequate soldiers. Skeen maintains the
performance of these two components, the predecessors of the National Guard
and what most modern Americans envision as representing the entire militia,
redeemed the reputations tarnished by the ill-trained, undisciplined drafts from
the enrolled militia, who fled the field at Bladensburg and other battles.

Just as the Army was feeling the effects of wartime improvements and learn-
ing how best to use militia, the war ended. Victory at New Orleans and signing
of the Treaty of Ghent prompted many who had been critical to praise the mili-
tia as a political expedient. As a result the “militia myth” persisted in spite of
experience. Following the war, the regular army grew in professionalism, but
not in size. Ironically, even as the militia was allowed to further decline, it was
still viewed by many as a substitute for a standing army. It would take the expe-
rience of the Civil War and the labor unrest of the industrial age before signifi-
cant reforms transformed the volunteer militia into the corps we know today as
the National Guard.

Skeen thoroughly researched his subject and supports his thesis with evi-
dence found in a wealth of primary source materials. Unfortunately, the narra-
tive of the political process is somewhat tedious to read. Without it, however,
one can not appreciate the problems faced by American field commanders who
were required to rely on the drafted levies. The analysis of military operations is
much more readable, and the campaign narratives help to illustrate the prob-
lems the political proceedings were attempting to correct. Because it enables the
reader to understand how the militia system was left largely intact after the War
of 1812 despite its shortcomings, the book accomplishes its purpose.

GLENN WILLIAMS
Catonsville, Maryland
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Books in Brief

Artist James Drake Jams introduces readers to the fundamentals of water-
color painting through a tour of Delmarva’s picturesque and memorable places
in Painting the Eastern Shore: A Guide to Chesapeake and Delaware Places and
How to Capture them in Watercolors. The author gives historical sketches of each
town, park, and beach in this volume. Iams also provides the reader with a list of
the art supplies they will need and step-by-step lessons for learning the art of
watercolor painting.

The Johns Hopkins University Press, $32.95 cloth

James A. Ramage’s Gray Ghost: The Life of Colonel John Singleton Mosby is a
full-length biography of the Confederate officer who forged his reputation on
the most exciting of military activities—the overnight raid. For more than
twenty-seven months, he led daring maneuvers behind Union lines in northern
Virginia and Maryland. Mosby and his men lured the enemy into ambush situ-
ations, pretended to be Union soldiers in order to infiltrate pickets, and fired
pistols and lit fireworks to keep Federal troops awake at night. This book offers
an in-depth look at Mosby’s war years and follows his post war career in Repub-
lican politics; a career that forced him into exile from his native Virginia.

The University Press of Kentucky, $30.00 cloth

Richard E. Princes’ encyclopedic studies Atlantic Coast Line Railroad: Steam
Locomotives, Ships, and History and Seaboard Air Line Railway: Steam Boats Lo-
comotives, and History are back in print. First published by the author in 1966,
these volumes document the story of nineteenth and early twentieth century
transportation, when American people and business moved and traveled by rail
and ship. Each book has dozens of black and white photographs, schematic
drawings, rosters, and manifests.

Indiana University Press, $49.95 cloth
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Letters to the Editor

Editor:

Your Fall 1999 magazine covers the 115th Infantry in France, 1918. Enclosed
are a few items written by my cousin Edward Harvey Rouzer born and raised by
his father Harvey Rouzer, also born and raised in Maryland. Harvey was an
attorney in Baltimore. Edward Harvey Rouzer was with the 1st Battalion, 113th
Infantry. This battalion is mentioned in the above mentioned magazine (intro-
duced by John G. Van Osdell).

Thank you,

William C. Birely

(Letter from Edward Horten Rouzer [b. 1893; d. 1922] to Charles Webster
Rouzer [b. 1873; d. 1930]

Hgq., 1st Battalion, 113th Infantry American E.E.,, A.P.O. 765 Passavant,
Haute Saone, France 4th February 1919

Dear Uncle Sox:

Have been putting off too long writing to you. Please pardon.

Received your letter telling me of Ma-Ma’s illness sometime in the Fall. Can’t
just remember when. Think it was in October. Then not another word from
Home until the 1st of the year when I received one from Uncle Arthur advising
of her death. This news has had me feeling lost ever since. It seems that no mater
how much a fellow roams and roughs it and all, he all the time has someone in
the depths of his heart who is home to him, someone to write to and one who
he knows has a little personal interest in him who cares whether he sinks or
swims and who is sort of an anchor to windward for him. Since the death of my
Mother, especially, Ma-Ma has of course been this to me and now that she has
gone, I feel badly adrift and realize how much she meant to me. You have hit the
wild and free yourself, Uncle Sox and although I have described myself badly,
probably you find in your own experiences a like feeling. If you have and do, I
pity you. It’s a rotten feeling.

I am a damned lucky chap to have come through the War O.K. Anybody
who was through the Argone scraps without a scratch don’t need any insurance.
He is just naturally a lucky bum. My Division landed in France, the 27th of June
1918 and were sent to a Training Area in northeastern France, where we stayed
only three weeks, when we were sent into the trenches in the Alsace Sector about
12 Kilometers from Belfort. We were over the line there fighting in German
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territory at the time. Mulhouse, Alsace, was in reach of our big guns. Belfort,
France, was within reach of theirs. Neither city was bombarded though. They
had a sort of gentlemen’s agreement to lay off. Each city had large munition
factories in it, and so it was to their mutual interest. This was not really War
down there, as I after found out, although at the time it seemed unpleasant
enough. Neither side ever attacked seriously with an idea of gaining any ground.
Just business of laying there in the trenches watching each other, ever-y night
sanding out patrols into No Man’s Land for prisoners, a good bit of sniping,
harassing fire from artillery and towards the last much gas from the Boche, which
they threw over in shells 75’s and 150’s. It became rather warm the last of Au-
gust and the French authorities ordered the evacuation of six of the front line
towns, the inhabitants all moving back around Belfort. The Boche found it out,
of course, right away and shelled and gassed us every night. Never in the day-
time. They were very regular and systematic in their habits, those Boche in the
Alsace Sector, and a fellow knew what to expect. I got so used to the mask that I
would put it on when I hit the blankets at night and sleep for hours with it on.
But this was a war that I expected from what I had read, and although we lost
quite a few from the sniping, on patrols and from gas, I didn’t mind it so much.
However, on the 25th September we got orders to move, and on the night of the
26th were relieved by a Battalion of Blue Devils, entrained at Belfort two days
later and detrained at a place by the name of Reevigny. A day’s march to a large
woods by the National Highway of France leading into Verdun. Here we laid for
four days and three nights. It rained continuously and we couldn’t have any
fires on account of the enemy planes. We were then in Army Reserve.

The last big push of the War was on and at night could see the flashes from
the guns at the Front and could hear the artillery at times. Take it from me they
were putting over some barrage for those boys. However, we were all very anx-
ious to get into it ourselves, and finally on the fourth night got orders to march
towards the Front. We had already been laying out there in the wet for several
days and all were cold and miserable and wet through. A good many went out
with the Flu right here. We marched for five days and nights before we finally
got into position going over to the extreme right of the American Sector, and
finally went over the top on the morning of October 8th at 6:30 A.M. about 15
kilos north of Verdun. The Boche famous Krembhilde line and fortifications were
along the right bank of the Meuse River and, we crossed this at night on pon-
toons and hit em on the jump. The preceding barrage from our guns was hell-
ish. One Brigade of 75’s,one brigade of 150’s and I don’t know how many French
batteries were massed here on a narrow front and they all opened up at once
and put down a two hour barrage. The noise was terrible and the front line
Boche trenches were pulverized. We found only a few still living when we got
into them and lost very few men here, and those few from their counter barrage.
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But the second line, the line of resistance, was an entirely different matter. This
lay along the line of woods on the heights of the Meuse. Concrete “pill boxes” on
the grounds and machine guns in the trees in amazing numbers. Our 1st Battal-
ion had been in the lead on the jump off, but after the first line was taken, the
2nd Battalion (my own) executed a passage of lines and stormed the second.
Well we got Hell all right. They were ready and waiting. They were on the defen-
sive and had the ground covered systematically by machine gun fire. We lost
very heavily before we got to them and then after a short taste of the cold steel
they lost heart and gave up. My Battalion alone took over 700 prisoners here.
The German can’t stand for the bayonet and when be sees a line of cold steel
approaching, he will serve his guns to the last and then if he can’t stop you will
holler “Kamerad” and surrender. Up to this time we had been opposed mainly
by Austrians, but after the second day found ourselves up against Saxons and
Prussians. Their resistance stiffened greatly then and from then on it was ques-
tion of paying dearly for every yard of ground taken. We were in a forest called
the Bois de Consenvoye. Our objective (Divisional) were the heights of Grande
Montange about seven kilos away. It was all up hill and a dense undergrowth
and thick forest. If you will visualize for example, starting at the edge of Thumont
and then working up through the mountains to Chimney Rock with the Boche
in possession of all the ground in between, you will get a pretty close idea of
what it was like. Their artillery was wonderful and I certainly must hand it to
them on their liaison with their auxiliary arms. They had liaison and observa-
tion and used both to good advantage. They had us with our backs to the Meuse
River and had our location spotted exactly and proceeded to shell us systemati-
cally and ceaselessly with everything they had, day and night. I think I feared
this artillery fire worse than anything. There was never a let up and our Division
was in there from the 8th to the 29th of October before relieved. Artillery fire is
Hell on a man’s nerves. It wears him down and after he has been knocked on his
can a few times by the explosion of big ones nearby he is thinking of them all the
time and wondering where the next one is going to hit. To make it a shade more
hellish their planes had absolute mastery of the air in this sector and would
come swooping down low over the tree tops, dropping bombs and giving direc-
tions to their artillery. We slowly pushed them back though and the woods be-
came a shambles.

Their dead and ours lay everywhere. None were buried for about eight days.
Finally burying details were gotten out and buried most of ours. The most of
theirs were still there when I left. We had companies of about 230 men each on
the start of the drive. When we came out, they averaged about 60 to 70. I am
certain that no more terrible places have every existed on this God’s green earth
than that patch of the Argonne Forest during the days of the drive. It was hor-
rible and I would that I could put out of my mind some of the sights that I saw
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there. You have probably seen men blown to pieces from artillery fire and also
most of the other forms of wounds. But do not believe that you have seen any
gas casualties. They kept the woods filled with gas all the time as much as they
could. As it rained all the time, the gas hung close to the ground and each shell
hole was a death trap. Many a poor devil sought shelter in a shell hose from the
shell fire only to get that damned chlorine in his lungs and go out more horri-
bly. I would that I had the power to adequately describe the horrors of that three
weeks of my existence. I would shove it in front of the nose of every Junker in
the world. I am still for a large Army all right but only as a preventative of such
a horrible hellish ghastly war every occuring again. Men were there to be sacri-
ficed and they were, by God. Many of my old friends from the Border and in the
company went “west” up there and those of us who were left were like wild
beasts intent only upon killing before we were killed. I never expected to come
out of it. They were getting it so fast all around me that it seemed the law of
averages made it only a question of time until I got mine too. I had several
miraculous escapes. Narrow escapes were common. My Major went out on the
eighth day with nerves on the fritz, my Adjutant was knocked loco from a big
one and was taken to the rear a raving maniac. Men with slight shrapnel wounds
or with a finger or two torn off were lucky. They were evacuated at once and
considered themselves well out of it. The ambulance drivers did wonderful work
up there, as the roads all the way back to Verdun were under constant artillery
fire and they had to run the guantlet both ways. The times when we actually
advanced I didn’t mind so much as was a relief to go forward. I can’t say that I
enjoy hearing the little bees sing around me but it is preferable to laying still
under shell fire and waiting for orders, or for the unit on the left to come up.

Had we not outnumbered the Boche in this War, it is my opinion that we
would never have beaten him. His organization was too perfect. He is a good
fighter too. The Allies had to pay dear for the ground they gained but they had
the men and they sacrificed them and overwhelmed him.

I am very very glad that it is all over with now, and my thoughts are of
getting home toute suite. As far as I can see by the papers, not a single Combat
Division has yet left France though and I can’t help but think we are being kept
here for a purpose. I do not now expect to get home until after the Peace Con-
ference unless you people home make a kick for it. The squareheads have no
stable government as yet and it is up to the Allies to hold a club over them ready
to make them behave if they start ‘anything again. However, France is demobi-
lizing thousands daily and I see by the London Daily Mail that England has
already demobilized over a million. Uncle Sammie is sending his casuals,
wounded and sick, and S.0.S. organizations home but the Combat Divisions,
nothing doing. I should not be surprised if we were not sent to Russia or Turkey
or some other outlandish place before this damned thing is over with. If we have
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a stay over here, I wish they would send us to the Army of Occupation. These
little provincial cow villages get my goat.

[ expect to go on furlough this next pay day. To London if I can. If not there,
then to Paris and Nice. Everyone that goes to Nice on leave has wonderful tales
to tell of it on returning. It is in southern France near Monte Carlo and the
Italian Border and it is said that man can satisfy his every desire there. Me for
the bright side of life there. I am in excellent health, am getting plenty to eat and
in fairly good spirits but am awfully anxious to hit the States once more.

Well, must close and hit the hay.

Hope that you are getting along as prosperously as ever. Guess you have
been stowing away quite a few shekels.

s / Horten

My Address: Bn. Sgt. Maj. Edw. H. Rouzer 1st Bn. Hgs., 113th Infantry Ameri-
can E.F, France A.P.O. 765

Editor:

In the fall 1999 issue of the “Maryland Historical Magazine” there is an
article on the 119th infantry in France. In that article is a photograph from your
files titled “The trip up to Bayville.” The little girl in that photograph is my
mother, Ann Shirley Carter (Cooke). [ have a similar photograph with my mother
and the man and the dog on the right in your photograph. They are in front of
a camp tent. My mother has since passed away, but I have written on the back of
my photograph what she said about it: “The camp was a few blocks from the
Carter home in Olney, Norfolk, Virginia. I (Ann Shirley) was their little mas-
cot.” She would go for walks to the camp with her older sister, Virginia—the
woman in the large hat in your photograph. Two of her older brothers were also
in the 29th Division, although I don’t know what regiment. They were William
Danbrooke Carter (b. 31 May 1895) and Cecil McLean Carter (b. 30 Aug 1893).
My mother was born 10 sep 1913, and her sister Virginia Lee Carter was born 17
Dec 1900.

I would appreciate finding out how I could get a copy of the photograph in
the article.

Susan C. Soderberg

Germantown, Maryland

Editor:

I would like to respond to the review of my book, The Business of Charity:
The Woman’s Exchange Movement, 1832-1900, in the Winter 1999 issue of Mary-
land Historical Magazine. 1 feel that the reviewer has misrepresented several
important points that are made clear in the book.
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I do not mind that in her brief recap of the founding of the New York Ex-
change in 1878 that she confuses the names, dates, and founders; this is minor.
Of most concern to me are the following points, which undermine the thesis of
the research:

The reviewer questions my findings about the income earned by the con-
signors, thereby throwing into question the whole credibility of the Exchange
movement—and my research. This subject is more than adequately covered in
the subchapter of Chapter 6, “Consignors: Incomes and Identities.” The re-
viewer notes that “most exchanges paid average earnings at levels well below
what women needed to sustain their households” and that “in no instance do
the figures suggest that more than a few women could have used the Exchange
to become self-sufficient.” My analysis of the incomes states precisely the same
and is made very clear in this subchapter, where [ stress that “by comparison to
jobs in the commercial workplace, those who were the highest paid must have
been pleased with their annual incomes, although it is doubtful, even unrealis-
tic, to assume that the majority of consignors did so well” (108). Further, I
make clear that “it is likely that a select number earned an exceptional living” (p.
108). This point is also covered on page 35: “It is likely that a few consignors
earned a respectable amount and the majority’s earnings were below average.” 1
also explained why there might have been discrepancies in interpreting the data
concerning income earned from the Exchanges, since it is not made clear in any
records if the Exchanges kept cumulative or annual lists of consignors (108).
Despite the reviewer’s suspicions that the Exchanges were not a “weapon in a
woman’s battle for financial independence,” the data clearly indicate that some
consignors did quite well, which is more than likely why the Exchanges have
continuously served a place in the female economy since 1832.

The reviewer finds that my use of the term “entrepreneurs” to describe the
consignors is off-mark, for, she states, they “were neither in control of the trans-
action nor did they own any part of the process.” Yet, she finds, “there must
have been some risks involved.” The very definition of entrepreneurship means
to take risks in business. The consignors had much control over the sale of their
items, from the production, pricing, quality, and volume of the items submitted
for sale. I note that “the managers felt that the onus of entrepreneurship—the
responsibility of producing and selling quality merchandise—fell to the con-
signors” (107).

By the very nature of the requirement of anonymity of the consignors, this
history of the Exchange movement is taken from the perspective of the manag-
ers, who left behind the records and reports. This is made abundantly clear
throughout the book, beginning in the introduction: “the story of the Woman’s
Exchange movement, told from the perspective of the founders and managers,
is one-sided. The voice of the consignors, who always remained anonymous, is
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unheard” (p. 8). Although the reviewer finds that I rely on “too-celebratory”
annual reports of the managers, I went to great effort to find the criticism of the
movement in the nineteenth century and wherever annual reports seemed a bit
“too-celebratory” I countered that information with reality. (Check the sub-
chapter “Not Quite Professional” and the numerous references to historian Lucy
Salmon, the most vocal critic of the movement in the nineteenth century.)

The reviewer finds that “Sander does not propose to tie her work into a
larger historiography of women’s philanthropic, political or economic life.” The
whole study is built on the fine work done by Kathleen McCarthy, Lori Ginzberg,
and Anne Scott (who was an editor of the manuscript at the University of Illi-
nois Press from start to finish), among others. All are trailblazers in the study of
women’s philanthropy and are quoted copiously throughout the book. And
women’s economic issues, far from being omitted from the study, are the very
foundation of the research. Certainly, even the title of the book and of the
introduction, “From Ladies to Working Women,” would suggest this.

The reviewer’s concern with the lack of class and race analysis is moot, given
the sources of this study, although I did address this issue in the subchapter
examining the incomes and identities of the consignors.

The reviewer is presumptuous to refute my point about the anonymity re-
quired of the consignors when she states that “not all women desired confiden-
tiality, for patrons could request particular items.” Nowhere in my years of re-
search did I find any evidence of this. All sales were done through an anony-
mous numbering system (“all consignors were known by number and not by
name,” p. 109) and the anonymity requirement was fundamental to the Ex-
change mission.

Additional research on the study of women’s business activities hardly makes
the subject more “uneven,” as the reviewer concludes. Rather, every new bit of
information sheds light on a subject that for too long has been ignored, as his-
torian Eileen Boris has recently pointed out in the December, 1999 issue of
American Quarterly.

Sincerely,

Kathleen Waters Sander
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Notices

Undergraduate Essay Contest

The Education Department and the Press at the Maryland Historical Soci-
ety announce the annual College Undergraduate Essay Contest. Papers must
concern a Maryland subject and make use of primary sources. Deadline for
submissions is June 15, 2000. Please send entries (original and three copies) to
the Education Department, Maryland Historical Society, 201 West Monument
Street, Baltimore Maryland 21201. The winner will receive a $250 prize.

MHS Book Prize

Anthony S. Pitch, The Burning of Washington: The British Invasion of 1814
(Annapolis: The Naval Institute Press, 1998) and James Bready, Baseball in Bal-
timore: The First Hundred Years (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press,
1998) are co-winners of the Maryland Historical Society’s 1999 Book Prize. The
authors will share the $1000 award.

Genealogy Prizes

The Library Committee has announced the 1999 winners of the Sumner A.
Parker prize for the best genealogical work on a Maryland family and the Norris
Harris prize for the best compilation of genealogical source material. Ms. Mar-
garet Isabelle Board Obert won the Parker prize for The Board Family Chronicle:
from Maryland to Bedford County Virginia (Baltimore: by the author, 1997). Jerry
M. Hynson was awarded the Norris Harris prize for Maryland Freedom Papers;
Volume 1, Anne Arundel County and Volume 2, Kent County (Westminster: Fam-
ily Line Publications, 1996,1997).

Museum Day at Historic St. Mary’s City

Historic St. Mary’s City will be open to the public free of charge on Satur-
day May 20 in recognition of International Museum Day. For further informa-
tion call 1-800-SMC-1634 or visit their web site www.smcm.edu.

London Town in Need of Volunteers

Archeologists and historians at Historic London Town in Anne Arundel
County are in need of volunteers who are interested in fieldwork, historical re-
search, and laboratory analysis. Contact the Lost Towns of Anne Arundel Ar-
cheology Project at 410-222-1919.
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AASLH Meeting

The American Association of State and Local History will hold its summer
workshops June 22-24 in Seattle, Washington, July 13-15 in Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia, July 20-22 in Akron Ohio, and July 27-29 in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.
For agendas and presenters contact Lauren Batte, AASLH batte@aaslh.org or

call 1-615-320-3203.
P.D.A.



British
Roots

of Maryland

Families
By Robert Barnes

684 pp., indexed, cloth. 1999. $49.50 plus $3.50 postage & handling. Maryland
residents add 5% sales tax; Michigan residents add 6% sales tax.

Visit our web site at www.GenealogyBookShop.com

VISA & MasterCard orders:
phone toll-free 1-800-296-6687 or FAX 1-410-752-8492

GENEALOGICAL PUBLISHING CO., INC.

1001 N. Calvert St. / Baltimore, Md. 21202

JAMES B. McCURLEY, J.D.
ABC Genealogical Record Searching
8 Charles Plaza #2501
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
(410) 625-5076

Prompt interpretive genealogical research April-November at libraries and ar-
chives in downtown Baltimore; Maryland genealogy consultant; over 40 years
experience. In Who’s Who in Genealogy and Heraldry (2nd edition, 1990); Who’s
Who in American Law (2nd edition, 1977).



GUARDIAN
OF THE

STAR-SPANGLED BANNER

Lt. Colonel George Armistead and the
Fort McHenry Flag

SCOTT SUMPTER SHEADS

Francis Scott Key wrote the “Star-Spangled Banner” and it became our
National Anthem. This is where the story ends, but where did it begin? On
June 27, 1813, a Virginia-born army officer, Major George Armistead, was
ordered to take command at Fort McHenry. Two months later he ordered a
flag to be made “. . . so large that the British will have no difficulty in seeing
it from a distance.” this promise was fulfilled a little more than a year later
when British forces burned Washington and then sailed up the Chesapeake
Bay fully intent on repeating the process at Baltimore. It was Armistead’s
heroic defense of Fort McHenry that gave Francis Scott Key the opportu-
nity to see those “. .. broad stripes and bright stars .. .” after a 25-hour
naval bombardment.

Noted Maryland author Scott Sheads has written the first-ever biography
of this little known American hero who is directly responsible for two of
our most cherished emblems — the Fort McHenry Flag and our National
Anthem. Several appendices expand on Armistead’s military and genea-
logical records. To this work the author has added a separate chapter on
the history of the official Star-Spangled Banner.

Softbound, 5 1/4 x 8 3/4, 96 Pages, 18 Illustrations, 2 Maps, Appendices,
References, Bibliography, ISBN 0-9612670-9-7. Only $9.95 plus $2.50 per
order shipping. MasterCard & Visa accepted.

To Order Write: Toomey Press
P.O. Box 122
Linthicum, MD 21090
Call or fax 410-766-1211
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