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Editor’s Notebook

Non compos mentis?

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

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

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



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

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

issue!
E.L.S.

Cover

The Army of the Severn

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

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

ROBERT WILSON TORCHIA

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Fastidious Arrogance

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Smarting with Resentment

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

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

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

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

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

“Equal Partakers with Ourselves”

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

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

Ornament and Accomplishment

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

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

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

From their inception the ornamental accomplishments had incurred the
opprobrium of certain writers. The Reverend John Bennett had associated
them with the evils attendant upon sending girls to boarding schools: “When
they are of an age to discriminate, and lay in a stock of ideas, we send them to
a boarding school to learn what? Music, dancing, accomplishments, dissipa-
tion and intrigue—every thing but solid knowledge—every thing but humil-
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Dr. Benjamin Rush (1745?-1813) of Philadel-
phia. This engraving was made by David Edwin
from a Thomas Sully portrait of 1813. Rush, a
signer of the Declaration of Independence, sug-
gested that European standards of education
were not relevant to American women. (Mary-
land Historical Society.)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Rustics and Grandees

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

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

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

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

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

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




425

Lost in the Lost Cause: The
1st Maryland Infantry Regiment (C.S.)

KEVIN CONLEY RUFFNER

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Choosing Sides

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

The state’s failure to join the Confederacy in the spring of 1861 forced



The 1st Maryland Infantry Regiment 427

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The training of the Maryland regiment proved invaluable on July 21 when
the regiment rushed onto the battlefield at Manassas after forced marches and
a lengthy train ride from the Shenandoah Valley. The 1st Maryland swept the
Union right flank at Chinn House Ridge, enveloping in turn the enemy’s main
line at Henry House Hill. The Yankees fled in panic from the field. In one of
the forgotten moments of the war (compared to the famous appelation earned
by Thomas J. Jackson at Manassas), President Davis hailed Colonel Elzey, in
the presence of Generals Pierre G. T. Beauregard and Joseph E. Johnston, as



430 Maryland Historical Magazine

“the Blucher of the day” [referring to the great Prussian field marshal of the
Napoleonic era]. For his bravery, Davis promoted Elzey to brigadier general
and Steuart took over command of the 1st Maryland.!1

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

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

Terms of Service

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Brothers’ War

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“Could Anything Be More Humiliating?”

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

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

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

The Confederate War Department confronted yet another problem follow-
ing its hasty dismissal of the 1st Maryland. What would the government do
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with so many officers and enlisted men who now had no position in the army?
Cut off from home, these Marylanders had few opportunities to make a living
in the war-torn South. Somerville Sollers for one, who had just re-enlisted
when the regiment disbanded, traveled to visit his family in the deep South. He
recounted his trip in a letter to his mother. “I cannot express to you in words
the kindness with which we were recd, not only by our relatives, but strangers,
being Marylanders, was a sufficient passport, & we were feasted by the old peo-
ple, & so smiled upon by the fair ladies, that the expiration of our furlough was
most unwelcome tidings.”! His reception was probably most uncommon.
Many Marylanders who settled in Richmond found it far less hospitable.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Too Little, Too Late

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

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

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

JOHN G. KESTER

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

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

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

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

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

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

An Eastern Shore Family

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

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

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

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

Trading Post at the North Bend

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

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

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

Whether Polke was present or not, his house at the North Bend appears to
have been a stopping place for travelers and a busy, perhaps rowdy, estab-
lishment. At least it did not receive three stars from German Moravian missionar-
ies who sought shelter. One of them wrote of a visit in March 1747 (n.s. 1748):

In the evening I came to the last house, that of an Indian trader
[Polke], beyond which there was no house for forty miles. It was a
very disorderly house. The man was not at home. I asked the Lamb
to protect me and it was done.

On March 15-26, 1 arose early, being very glad and thankful to the
Lord for having delivered me from this house. The Saviour gave me
grace to speak to several people, who had conducted themselves very
badly the night before.
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George Washington recorded a stop at Polke’s trading post in his journal on March 20, 1747. The
fifteen-year-old Washington traveled with Lord Fairfax’s surveying party as they mapped the Val-
ley of Virginia. (Maryland Historical Society.)

The same author described the traveling conditions in the area:

From Jonathan Haeger to Colonel Chrassop [Cresap], where the
North Branch of the Patowmak is crossed to enter Virginia, is a
distance of some seventy miles, mostly over mountains. In the first
thirty miles to “Charly Poak,” one meets a house now and then, but
for the last forty miles, from Charly Poak’s to Colonel Chrassop’s, no
house nor water can be found. Now if Br. Joseph would start from
Charly Poak’s early at three o’clock and for the first few miles take a
guide along until he had found the only right path, he could then
easily reach Colonel Chrassop’s that day and would not have to
remain over night on the way.

The road is a single narrow path, frequently hardly recognizable,
partly because traveling is not very frequent there, and partly because
the path is blocked with trees and overgrown with grass and weeds.
A person has to be very careful lest he take a cow path. The angels
will certainly do their palt.21
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Another Moravian, Brother Leonhard Schnell, recorded his impressions in
his journal on October 30, 1749:

In the evening we arrived, cheerfully, at the house of Carl Bock
[German rendition of name], with whom we stayed over night. An
English school master was also there who was especially friendly. . . .
Otherwise there was much confusion in the house during the whole
night, because all kinds of young people were there, among whom
whiskey circulated freely.?2

Charles Polke could authentically claim that “George Washington slept here.”
Indeed, Washington, when a youth of fifteen, was a member of a party
surveying the Valley of Virginia for Lord Fairfax. The young Virginian wrote
in his journal for March 20, 1747 (n.s. 1748):

Sonday 20th finding y. River not much abated we in y. Evening
Swam our horses over and carried them to Charles Polks in
Maryland for pasturage till y. next morning.

Monday 21st We went over in a Canoe and travell’d up Maryland
side all y. Day in a Continued Rain to Collo Cresaps right against y.
mouth of y. South Branch about 40 Miles from Polks I believe y.
Worst Road that ever was trod by Man or Beast.?

Polke’s Journeys

Although there are few reports of finding Charles Polke at home, there are
several that spotted him deep in the wilderness. He often traveled to the west
and north, dealing with Indians in the valley of the Monongahela River, which
joins the Allegheny to form the Ohio at what later became Fort Pitt. An ac-
count written just two generations from Polke’s time describes the activity
along the rivers and streams.

Rev. Henry Morgan told this writer that his grandfather, Stephen
Morgan, said that the famous Indian-trader, Charles Poke, told him
that when he was first to the head of the Monongahela, in 1731,
panthers, buffalo, wolves, elk, beaver, deer, and bears, were very
numerous, and that Indians from the lower Allegheny and upper
Ohio rivers were constantly in the woods, except in the dead of
winter, hunting and trapping, and trading “skins with the white
traders at their hunting-camps and meeting-places.” Poke told
Stephen Morgan that the traders took their skins (pelts) from there
to Shannopin’s Town (this Delaware Indian town was located at now
Pittsburgh), and from there by packhorse to Philadelphia, and later
to Croghans’ Post (near present Harrisburg, Pennsylvania), and, still
later (beginning in the 1740’s), to Winchester, Virginia.

>
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Poke told Morgan that the high flat on the west side of the
Monongahela River, just above the mouth of Paw Paw Creek
(Highlawns, Rivesville) was a popular place of rendezvous, where
white traders and Indians met, “frolicked and did their trading.”
This place, according to Poke, was particularly favored by the
Indians because of the fine pawpaws that grew there in abundance.’*

On May 1, 1734, the Shawnee chiefs sent a letter to the governor and Coun-
cil of Pennsylvania complaining about some of the traders who came to their
villages on the Allegheny River. It included a charge that “Charles Poke &
Thos. Hill are very pernicious; for they have abused us, & we gave them a
fathom of white wampum, desiring them by that Token to acquaint You how
they had served us.”2> On the other hand, the Allegheny chief Newcomer, in a
letter to the Governor of Virginia in 1738, mentioned Charles Polke favorably
as a person well acquainted with affairs in that region.26

In 1751, Captain Christopher Gist made the second of his well-known trips
to the west as agent of the Ohio Company. Leaving from Cresap’s in Decem-
ber, he crossed the mountains and descended to the Monongahela Valley,
where he came to the camp of a Delaware named Nemacolin in what later be-
came Fayette County, Pennsylvania. There he encountered Charles Polke.

Saturday 7.—Set out W 6 M [west six miles] and went to an Indian
Camp and invited them to the Treaty at the Loggs Town at the full
Moon in May next; at this Camp there was a Trader named Charles
Poke who spoke the Indian Tongue well, the Indian to whom this
Camp belonged after much Discourse with Me, complained & said
“my Friend You was sent to Us last Year from the Great Men in
Virginia to inform Us of a Present from the Great King over the
Water, and if You can bring News from the King to Us, why cant
You tell Him something from Me? The Proprietor of Pennsylvania
granted my Father a Tract of Land beginning eight Miles below the
Forks of Brandy Wine Creek and binding on the said Creek to the
Fork and including the West Fork & all its Waters on both Sides to
the Head Fountain—The White People now live on these Lands, and
will neither let Me have Them, nor pay Me any Thing for
Them—My Father’s Name was Chickoconnecon, I am his eldest
Son, and my Name is Nemicotton—I desire that You will let the
Governor and Great Men in Virginia know this—It may be they will
tell the great King of it, and he will make Mr Pen or his People give
Me the Land or pay Me for it—This Trader here Charles Poke knows
the Truth of what I say, that the Land was granted to my Father, &
that He or I never sold it, to which Charles Poke answered that
Chickoconnecon had such a grant of Land, & that the People who
lived on it could get no Titles to it, for that it was now called Mannor
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Polke’s life as an Indian trader kept him on the edge of the wilderness and often beyond the borders
of civilization, yet he also held positions in local government. In 1746 he became constable of Linton
Hundpred in Frederick County. (Maryland State Archives. MdHR 6826-2.)

Lands—This I was obliged to insert in my Journal to please the
Indian.?’

Petitioner and Constable

Distant as he was from organized settlements, Polke was not beyond the
spreading reach of civil government, in which he participated both willingly
and by compulsion. In 1740 Edmund Cartledge died, probably while living
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near or with the Polkes, leaving an estate valued at £107.28 Cartledge’s admin-
istrators soon obtained a summons “against Charles Pock of the said [Prince
George’s] County to show Cause why he Detains and Conceals the Effects of
Edmund Cartledge late of Prince George’s County aforesaid.”?® The sheriff
could not find Charles Polke to serve the order until the following year,30 but
after he succeeded Charles Polke appeared to testify in court on May 12, 1741.
There he denied “that he hath any Effects of the Deceased except an old Saddle
and old Gun which was brought to his House since the Death of the said De-
ceased and sundry Horses which are mentioned in a Deed now produced which
were made over to this Deponent by the Deceased for Services done. . . .”31 Af-
ter two other witnesses>? testified that they had no knowledge of any conceal-
ment, the case was discontinued.?3

In less contentious matters, Charles Polke in 1742 signed a petition to Gov-
ernor Thomas Bladen of Maryland asking to have Frederick County erected
out of the western portion of Prince George’s, as six years later it was.3* In
1749 he was appointed to oversee construction of a road from Fifteen-Mile
Creek to Great Tonoloway Creek.?® Three years later, shortly before his death,
he was appointed to be constable for Linton Hundred of Frederick County.3¢

Locating the Trading Post

Although no trace of Polke’s trading post remains, its location is clearly and
consistently marked on several early maps of the North Bend area. In 1736,
Benjamin Winslow surveyed and mapped the upper Potomac, showing on his
map the settlers living there at that time.>” Winslow was acting on behalf of
Lord Fairfax and a commission appointed for the Crown by Sir William
Gooch, the Governor of Virginia, to establish the boundaries of the enormous
grant held in Virginia by Lord Fairfax, which extended between the Potomac
and Rappahannock Rivers all the way west to the head of the Potomac.3?
Winslow’s is the earliest map of the region to show any inhabitants.3? It shows
“Cha. Poke” living on the west side of Little Tonoloway Creek where it joins
the Potomac.? Very similar is a 1737 map by William Mayo, who was as-
signed by the same commissioners to prepare a map incorporating on a larger
scale the work of Winslow and others who had surveyed parts of the Fairfax
domain.*! Finally, the famous map of Virginia published in 1755 by Joshua
Fry and Peter Jefferson indicates persons who were established on the upper
Potomac. At the North Bend (at Little Tonoloway) the name “Pope,” appears.
This surely was a printer’s error, the location being identical to Polke’s, and
there being no record of a Pope family living in the area.*?

A land sale by Charles Polke, of “Polke’s Meadows” to William Hynes was
recorded for 1750,%% but by its description it almost certainly was not the
Polke dwelling, but rather some other parcel in the area which Polke owned.
His establishment was enough of a landmark that in 1754, the year after
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Polke’s death, a surveyor reported to the governor of Pennsylvania “that he
verily believes the Temporary Line [of the Maryland-Pennsylvania border] if
extended will strike the River Patowmack near the Northern Bend where
Charles Poke did live.”#* Only one person lived farther up the Potomac than
Polke: in a fortified house forty miles to the west, as young Washington noted,
resided Colonel Thomas Cresap, an ambitious entrepreneur, land speculator
and principal of the Ohio Company, called by some Pennsylvanians “the
Maryland Monster.”#>

The motorist gliding on I-70 from Frederick past the North Bend country at
Hancock and on to Cumberland and points west, can little appreciate how
perilous that country was when Charles Polke was there. Historian Dale Van
Every provides an account of the economic and physical dangers that Polke
and his fellow traders faced.

To the man without capital who was bold enough to take great risks
the Indian trade offered the best possible hope swiftly to gain a
fortune. It was a unique commercial institution in that it operated
almost entirely upon credit. Manufacturers and merchants in
England shipped goods on credit to merchants and factors in
Philadelphia who in turn furnished them on credit to the individual
traders who packed them to distant Indian towns to exchange for
skins and furs. In most areas competition was active, making it
necessary to extend this credit system even to the Indian customer.
He was advanced goods in the fall for which he was expected to pay in
the spring by the delivery of furs he had taken during the winter. In
seasons when all went well there were handsome returns to everybody
concerned. The profits to the traders were sometimes enormous. But
the risks were always enormous. The risk to his goods in transit by
storms, forest fires, robbery, and such miscellaneous accidents as an
overturned canoe was constant. Any sudden contraction in the
inflated credit system, due to a threat of war or a shift in Indian
alliances, meant his instant ruin. Beyond every property risk was the
personal risk to his life. By the very nature of his undertaking he must
venture deep into the Indian country where he was completely at the
mercy of his Indian customers. Ordinarily Indians were hospitable to
traders, for they realized that regular visits by many traders meant
more competition and cheaper prices. But international rivalries
often interfered with this self-serving tolerance. Both English and
French traders were forever inciting their Indian friends to pillage or
murder their rivals.*6

Polke’s Descendants

All six of the children of Charles Polke and Christian Cartledge Polke were
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Fragment of Charles Polke’s will of 1753, bequeathing his estate to his widow and five minor chil-
dren. (Maryland State Archives, MdHR 40,285-1.)

still minors, ranging in age from seven to seventeen, when he died at the age of
about fifty in the spring of 1753.47 Exactly how long the Polke family re-
mained based at the North Bend after that is not certain. By the mid-1760s, af-
ter the French and Indian War had ended in 1763, at least some of Charles
Polke’s sons had moved farther west and down the Monongahela River to the
area of Fort Pitt (now Pittsburgh). Charles Polke’s widow apparently was re-
married within three years to Ralph Matson, probably a neighbor,*® who had
been appointed with her to be executor of Charles Polke’s will.4° The exact
date of her remarriage, whether she ever moved away, and where she died
have not been discovered. An account of an Indian raid in 1756 reported that
“we found Ralph Matson’s house burnt down, and several hogs and sheep
killed.”? She and Matson remained in the area until at least 1765. A June 23,
1758 letter from Maryland Governor Horatio Sharpe to General Sir John St.
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Clair, discussing the building of a road from Fort Frederick to Cumberland,
complained that “Had Ralph Matson of whom you take not the least notice
been prevailed on to come hither much time would have been saved for you
well know I am not in the least acquainted with the Road proposed.”! Both
that Christian Polke was married to Matson and that they continued living in
Maryland is evidenced by a statement witnessed at Linton Hundred December
2, 1765 by Thomas Polk—one of her sons—which describes a violent alterca-
tion in which participants later “came to the House of Ralph Matson” where
“Christian Matson asked” about the welfare of a child whose paternity had
been the focus of the dispute.>?

Many years later, in a deed dated March 3, 1779, Christian Matson and Ed-
mund Polke, another son, together conveyed to George Brent one hundred
acres along the Potomac called “Hawthorne’s Rest,” lying about 210 poles
from the mouth of Tonoloway Creek. By that date some of the Polke sons al-
ready were living on Cross Creek, a tributary of the Ohio River in the south-
western corner of present-day Pennsylvania; it was an area claimed by both
Pennsylvania and Virginia, which had established rival county boundaries and
governments.”> The deed was recorded in Maryland three months after execu-
tion, and the payment was stated to be £250 “current money of Pennsylva-
nia.””* Not long afterward, about 1782, most of Charles Polke’s children once
more gave up their homes, and journeyed down the Ohio River on a flatboat
to a new, alluring and dangerous land. There is no record that their mother
went with them.>>

Charles Polke and Christian Cartledge Polke are known to have had six chil-
dren, all born at the North Bend of the Potomac, of whom at least four emi-
grated down the Ohio River to the West.

Sarah Polke Piety (b. 1736) was married about 1769 to Austin Piety, a Brit-
ish army officer stationed at Fort Pitt. In 1770 he took her along with his de-
tachment on a mission to Kaskaskia, on the Mississippi River opposite St.
Louis. There in 1770 their son Thomas Piety was born; the child has been
claimed to have been the first white American child born in the vast region
that became the Northwest Territory.’® But when the Revolution came in
1776, Piety abandoned his wife and family and returned to England.’” She
then lived with her brothers and traveled with them to Kentucky, where she
died near Bardstown in 1835 at the age of ninety-nine.

William Polke (b. 1738), although living at the time of his father’s death in
1753, may have died as a young man. He does not appear in later records, and
Edmund, his younger brother, signed the 1779 deed of the Maryland property.

Edmund Polke (b. 1740) by 1765 was living near Fort Pitt, where he was
married to Mary Fultz. By 1776, before the frontier was open, he and his
brother Thomas already were staking claims in Kentucky.’® During the Revo-
lution he served as major and second in command of the Fourth Battalion,
Washington County (Pennsylvania) Militia.”® About 1782, after earlier visits,
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he, his sister Sarah Piety, and his brothers Thomas and Charles went west per-
manently. They traveled by flatboat down the Ohio River to the Falls of the
Ohio (Louisville), settling near Bardstown in what later became Nelson
County, Kentucky. Edmund Polke died in 1825 near Smithville, Kentucky. He
and his wife had ten children, some of whom moved on to settle and hold
public offices in the new state of Indiana.®?

Thomas Polke (b. 1742) settled with his brothers in Nelson County, Ken-
tucky, at Polke’s Station (later called Burnt Station after Indians destroyed it),
where he was married to Lucy Abell, a widow with children from a previous
marriage. It is believed that he had no children. He held many positions of
leadership in Nelson County, Kentucky, where he died in 1807.

Captain Charles Polke (b. 1744), a figure at least as prominent as his father,
was actively involved for many years in warfare with the Indians and in civil
offices on the frontier in the Midwest. A certificate he provided to Thomas Jef-
ferson on the origins of Dunmore’s War of 1774 was included by Jefferson in
his Notes on the State of Virginia.5? In the Revolution he commanded a com-
pany of militia in General George Rogers Clark’s Illinois Regiment of Virginia
troops, who conquered the Northwest Territory for the new republic.%® He
was married to Delilah Tyler of Virginia. In 1782, soon after they arrived in
Kentucky, his wife and four of their children were carried off by Indians, and
eventually taken to the English headquarters at Fort Detroit. With the coop-
eration of the English he was able to obtain their release the following year.%*
He served as a judge and a member of the Kentucky House of Representatives,
then moved in 1806 to Knox County, Indiana, near Vincennes, where he died
in 1823 leaving many descendants.% )

John Polke (b. 1746) received a grant on Raccoon Creek in Washington
County, Pennsylvania, in 1774.% It is likely he was the John Polke who served
in Captain James O’Hara’s Independent Company of regulars stationed at
Fort Pitt, and was killed September 27, 1777, in the Indian ambush called
Foreman’s Defeat.5”

By the time the village of Hancock, Maryland, was established at the North
Bend about 1789,58 memories of Charles Polke and his trading post were al-
ready fading. He and his wife and children lived at the leading edge of the
frontier, and, as the frontier moved westward, they preceded it. Eventually
some of his grandchildren put down permanent roots, but when they did so it
was far on the other side of the Appalachians. Charles Polke left no physical
monuments. But by reaching into the interior of the continent when there
were no roads and little safety, he and a few others set the stage for permanent
settlers who soon followed and filled the boundaries of Maryland. It was he
who first brought the beginnings of commerce and hospitality to the North
Bend of the Potomac, where the less adventurous could later take up what he
had begun.
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phy and Map Division of the Library of Congress, and to the National Park Service.
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Baltimore women offered water and refreshment to Union soldiers en route through Baltimore in
the early days of the Civil War. (From The Soldier in Our Civil War (New York: G. W. Dilling-

ham, Co., 1885.)
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A Fair to Remember: Maryland
Women in Aid of the Union

ROBERT W. SCHOEBERLEIN

Volunteer Infantry on Pratt Street in the heart of Baltimore. Four sol-

diers died and scores were seriously wounded. In reaction, many
northern newspapers called for martial retribution against the apparently se-
cessionist populace of Maryland’s largest and most important city. Sarah
Mills, a Baltimore resident, was moved to write to a relative in the North. Her
letter subsequently appeared in the Boston Transcript. Addressing head-on the
negative perception of Baltimoreans, the Massachusetts-born Mills wrote:!

On April 19, 1861, civilians savagely attacked the 6th Massachusetts

I assure you there are many more loyal men and women in this city
than many at the North are willing to believe. . . . When this war for
Constitutional government against anarchy and violence, is ended in
triumph, and end it will, then you will find that Baltimore will have a
record of heroism to show that may serve to hide in part at least her
blushes for the crimes of her unworthy sons.?

Baltimoreans loyal to the Union rallied to the aid and comfort of United
States troops within their city throughout the Civil War. Often it was women,
prompted by compassion, benevolence, and patriotism, who led soldier relief
activities. Their efforts achieved their fullest expression in 1864 in the Mary-
land State Fair for U.S. Soldier Relief, or as it is more commonly known, the
Baltimore Sanitary Fair.

The role of Maryland’s Unionist women in the planning, fund-raising, and
execution of this event has been insufficiently recognized. The downplaying of
the benevolent efforts of Baltimore Unionists, and of women Unionists in par-
ticular, in the historiography of the Civil War is based on three factors that
have prevented a balanced presentation of Baltimore’s war-time societal dy-
namics. First, Confederate bias flawed the narratives of most nineteenth-cen-
tury local histories that depicted Baltimore in the Civil War. The narratives of
J. Thomas Scharf, the Baltimore journalist who as a Confederate soldier had
been captured and was awaiting trial as a spy when the war ended, greatly
shaped subsequent local and general histories of the city. A recent appraisal of
Scharf’s Civil War writings points out that his “logic twisted” as his work re-

M. Schoeberlein is a Baltimore writer and a manuscripts archivist at the Maryland
Historical Society.
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Two views of the U.S. Army General Hospital at Camden Station, 1864. Above, the south side of
Camden Street. The hospital building at far left flies the Union flag. President Lincoln entered Balti-
more at the B&O terminal, center right, to attend the Sanitary Fair. (Maryland Historical Society.)

flected “the bitterness [he] carried with him after the defeat of the South.”3
Scharf often minimized details of Unionist activities or omitted them alto-
gether.

A second factor is the lack of comprehensive research into Baltimore’s com-
plex social history during this period. Scholars tend to overlook the Monu-
mental City” or to concentrate only on the April 19 riot and its aftermath. Too
often the riot provides to general historians a shorthand for characterizing the
population as favorable to secession and marginalizing the wartime activities
of Baltimore Unionists.

Last, there is the general problem of archival research into the contributions
of women in our history through the nineteenth century. Most archival hold-
ings over-represent the papers of upper-class native males and traditionally
exclude less socially prominent, immigrant, and minority women. Through
careful study of scarce primary resources, however, including period newspa-
pers and organizational reports, Unionist women’s roles begin to emerge from
the milieu of a divided citizenry that was Civil War Baltimore.

Wounds, Water, and “Little Necessaries”

The benevolent actions of female Baltimore Unionists at the outbreak of the
Civil War were mostly individual small-scale efforts. Women readily drew
upon their domestic skills in providing compassionate gestures to U.S. volun-
teers destined for Southern battlefields. Nursing care, the sewing of useful
clothing articles, and the provision of food and refreshment were immediate
concerns. In the aftermath of the April riot, Adeline Tyler, an Episcopalian
deaconess, aided two injured Massachusetts volunteers. “These wounded men
remained under Mrs. Tyler’s hospitableness for a number of weeks, — fully a
month . . . receiving tender and judicious nursing.”® In May, as the first Mary-
land Union regiments started to enlist, “ladies began their efforts by making
[h]avelocks and other little necessaries.”” Unitarian women of the First Inde-
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The north side of Camden Street opposite the B&-O terminal. The army hospital. also known as the
National Hospital, is at right. (Maryland Historical Society.)

pendent Church gathered to sew articles and produce bandages for the U.S.
military hospitals; their sewing circle had constructed clothing for the city’s
destitute for the previous twenty-two years.® Sometimes thirsty Union volun-
teers changing railroad stations were greeted and offered water by women. In
one such incident, at Franklin Square in west Baltimore, “some of the neigh-
bors supplied [members of an unnamed New York Regiment] with cold water,
and after drinking hugely they re-formed and took up the line of march.”® On
another occasion, one soldier noted, “in several places women, generally Ne-
groes, came out with pails of water.”10

During the summer of 1861 Baltimoreans inaugurated their first formalized
relief efforts for U.S. soldiers. On June 28 thirty-two gentlemen banded to-
gether and pledged their own funds to create the Union Relief Association.!!
While men were nominally in charge, the inspiration for the effort “had its
origin among a few [unnamed] benevolent ladies.”!? The association’s first
task was distribution of bread and cold drinking water to regiments on the
march between city railroad stations. By September 2, with private donations
solicited from Baltimoreans, the organizers had rented two warehouses and
fitted them with kitchen and dining facilities. Women volunteers assisted in
the organization’s efforts by, “preparing delicacies and clothing for the sol-
diers.”!? Three years later, in April 1864, “upwards of one million” individu-
als, including captured Confederate prisoners of war and refugees from the
South, had been fed by the organization.!*

The association did not limit its efforts solely to providing meals; the dining
hall connected to a fifty-bed hospital. Women, in their traditional care-giving
role, spearheaded the organization’s nursing aid effort. In the fall of 1861, the
Baltimore American reported that “the ladies of the Union Relief Association
are assiduous in their attentions to the invalids, and they cheer their bedsides
with many nice little dishes.”!>

The Ladies Union Relief Association, a formally organized auxiliary, first
appeared on October 1, 1861. Mary Johnson, the fifty-nine-year-old wife of
Reverdy Johnson, U.S. senator from Maryland, served as its first head. Emily
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Streeter, whose husband Sebastian F. Streeter later led the State of Maryland’s
soldier relief efforts, performed the duty of supervisor of rooms. While this as-
sociation primarily focused its activities at the National Hospital near Camden
Station, similar women’s groups eventually formed at all seven Baltimore U.S.
military care facilities.!®

Women ran the site kitchen, assisted the nursing staff, fulfilled special re-
quests for soldiers, sewed hospital garments, distributed reading and writing
material, and, occasionally, organized concerts and other recreational activi-
ties. Annual reports of the association show that the women became increas-
ingly proficient in their duties as time progressed, but success did not
necessarily bring clinical detachment. Late in 1862, reflecting upon her ward
experiences, association executive Sallie P. Cushing wrote: “It makes me so sad
to go to the hospitals, and also see the soldiers going around on crutches — it
is a melancholy sight, we will be a nation of cripples before this war is over.”!”

Some women chose not to confine themselves purely to relief and nursing
work. They organized and orchestrated patriotic activities within Baltimore.
Historian Jeanie Attie points out that “denied masculine means of political ex-
pression, women everywhere turned to public, symbolic ways of demonstrat-
ing their nationalism.”!® Flag presentations to Union volunteers, often
prompted by neighborhood women’s groups, took place frequently during
1861. Newspaper stories tell of gifts of silk U.S. flags to military units from
Maryland as well as other states of the Union.!? “The ladies of South Balti-
more” placed “a splendid National flag” into the hands of the 2nd Maryland
on June 26; on September 10 women from East Baltimore presented a flag to
the 7th Maine before a crowd of over three thousand.?? On a later occasion,
thirty-four young women (representing the number of states in the Union be-
fore the war), each dressed in white, replete with red, white and blue sashes,
added to the pageantry of a presentation ceremony.?!

This pattern of benevolence and patriotism was reflected in the actions of
Baltimore Unionist women throughout the Civil War period. The organiza-
tional skills engendered by women’s pre-war benevolent efforts in their
churches, previously focused on providing food, clothing, and nursing care to
the destitute, were easily redirected to the Union cause. Soldier relief activities
provided a socially acceptable outlet for the female in her accustomed role of
care provider and expressed, and perhaps expanded on, the Christian virtue of
charitable work. On the other hand, patriotic displays to Union volunteers,
such as flag presentations, served as the loyal women’s response to the insults
directed to U.S. soldiers by secessionist sympathizers in the city. These symbolic
political expressions by women stretched the boundaries of the traditional “do-
mestic sphere” propounded in Godey’s Ladies’ Book and other popular publica-
tions of the day. Drawn inexorably into the political landscape of the time,
Maryland’s Unionist women expressed their philosophical stance unequivo-
cally by meaningful acts of benevolence rather than by the thrust of swords.
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A Fair in Baltimore

The 1864 Baltimore Sanitary Fair provided a large-scale means for Unionist
women to combine their benevolent and patriotic impulses. Other cities
across the Union, such as Chicago and Boston, had successfully produced such
events. Proceeds from urban fairs had swelled the coffers of the U.S. Christian
and the U.S. Sanitary Commissions, the two major national relief organiza-
tions for the Union armed forces. The idea of holding a Maryland fair to raise
funds for these organizations first arose in Baltimore in the fall of 1863. Two
members of the Ladies Union Relief Association, Ann Bowen and Fanny
Turnbull, are credited with the initial promotion of the event.22 Ann Bowen,
the thirty-six-year-old recording secretary, “a South Carolinian & yet a very
strong Union Person,” proposed the idea.?? Her spouse, a Unitarian minister,
served as chaplain of the National Hospital where he “devote[d] all his leisure
time, in fact all his time to the soldiers.”?4 Discussing the possibility of a fair
with association vice-president Fanny Turnbull, the Maryland-born wife of a
city dry goods merchant, Bowen initially wanted the proceeds from the event
to be earmarked solely for the Sanitary Commission. But further deliberation
among these women, joined by Harriet Hyatt, who was active in the U.S.
Christian Commission’s local branch, enlarged the focus of the fair to include
the latter organization. Hyatt, a native Marylander and “a whole-souled Union
lady, who ever since the breaking out of the rebellion has given her whole ef-
forts to the cause of loyalty,” had devoted herself to relief efforts at military
camps in Baltimore as well as nearby battlefields.2”

A series of women’s organizational meetings occurred in December 1863.
Evidently no minutes have survived so only scant details of the proceedings
are available. For the first meeting on December 3, the organizers “invit[ed] all
Union Ladies in Baltimore” to gather at the Baltimore residence of Fanny
Turnbull. Nothing is known of these initial deliberations. We do know, how-
ever, that prior to a second meeting that occurred on December 10 attendance
by county women was encouraged. At this second gathering the group
adopted three recommendations that subsequently appeared in the Baltimore
American: first, that Maryland counties and towns set up committees to define
and organize local participation in the Baltimore Fair; second, that the event
be held during Easter week 1864 (it was later scheduled to begin on April 19);
and third, that a list of items wanted for sale at the fair be made up so that the
public might be solicited for donations. Men were encouraged to assist in
gathering the articles but evidently had no active involvement in these initial
organizational steps. By the third meeting on December 19, seventy-six
women had banded together to shape and promote the relief fair.

The members of the initial fair committee were drawn primarily from
white, upper middle class, merchant households of the Baltimore area.2®
Wives of lawyer’s composed the second largest group. A sample of over half of
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Augusta Chambers Eccleston Shoemaker
(1833-1907) sought donations for the Sani-
tary Fair from Harford County businessmen.
(Courtesy of Sally Shoemaker Robinson.)

the women revealed their median age to be forty-five years. Most were Mary-
land-born; however, a few came from states both north and south. Few for-
eign-born women participated in the early planning stage. No African-
American women have been discerned. Numerous Unitarians and Quakers,
Episcopalians, and Methodists have been identified as organizers. The large
Unitarian participation may stem from the presence of many northern immi-
grants within the congregation and the local church’s own progressive stance
regarding women’s rights and duties.?” Only two single women appeared on
the committee. E. E. Rice, age unknown, served as the president of the
women’s association connected with the Newton University [military] Hospi-
tal. A number of other women had similarly been involved in soldier relief
work. Elizabeth Bradford, the governor’s wife and later fair committee chair,
would frequently go by carriage from her Cross Keys home to visit soldiers at
Camp Tyler on Charles Street. Mary Pancoast already served as the treasurer
of the Ladies Union Relief Association. Both Sarah Ball and Sarah Applegarth
had nursed wounded soldiers on western Maryland battlefields.

The organizers embraced both promotion and fund-raising measures used
by earlier sanitary fairs. At some point in December 1863, Ann Bowen, Harriet
Hyatt, and Abbey Wright attended Boston’s fair, presumably to gather ideas
on which to model Baltimore’s event.?®

Early popular appeals sought to generate widespread publicity while build-
ing momentum for the women’ efforts. Fair solicitations ranged from circular
leaflets to newspaper advertisements. On December 18, one day before the
third organizational meeting, thousands of circulars went out to newspapers
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and individuals. “Fancy articles” were requested but “even an ironing-holder,
quilted of old calico will be acceptable to us.”® Notices in the Baltimore
American provide evidence of neighborhood organizational appeals to fellow
citizens. Both the “Loyal Ladies of North Baltimore” and the “Ladies West
End Union Association” asked for “donations of money” and “useful, fancy or
ornamental articles” for sale at the fair.3! The fair committee also actively
sought donations of money and contributions of salable items from through-
out the United States. Adams Express, a transfer company, generously gave
free transport for all goods coming to Baltimore.

The women did not shrink from direct written appeals. Ann Bowen wrote
to William Whittingham, Maryland’s Episcopal bishop and a staunch Union-
ist, to request six of his autographs and photographs to be raffled off at the
fair. When his pictures did not arrive, she asked if he would sit for his portrait,
explaining that “in my ardent zeal for the cause which you love so much, I
dare to do [what] at other times would simply be impertinence.”3? Augusta
Shoemaker addressed a Harford County businessman in a more temperate
tone: “The women of Maryland, intend holding a fair . . . and I now write to
ask for a contribution. . . . 1 ought not to be surprised at an unfavorable re-
sponse . . . but nevertheless think it my duty, to make every exertion in every
way to further this object.”?3

Items for sale and monetary donations soon began to flow into the fair of-
fices. Women involved in relief activities at military hospitals around Balti-
more gathered to prepare items for their respective tables. “The Ladies of these
societies, to the number of fifty to seventy each, meet weekly . . . at an early
hour in the evening and go to work in earnest — some in cutting out clothes,
silks and other goods . . . others, preparing the work, and many diligently en-
gaged in plying the needle.3*

“Ladies of the Baltimore County Association for State Fair” regularly pub-
lished lists of donors in the city newspapers. Money, along with random gifts
of goods, such as cloth or china, was soon forthcoming. Harriet Archer Wil-
liams, a coordinator for the Harford County effort, received from friends and
neighbors hand-made steel garden hoes, a box of hams, donations of money
and foodstuffs. In addition, she forwarded “one box contain[ing] $47 worth of
fancy articles” and three others which held “eatables for the lunch tables.”?”
Unusual items also found places on the fair tables. A Mr. Kennedy from Hag-
erstown in Washington County offered “a whole parcel of little trifles made of
Antietam Battlefield wood—some from the little church so famous on that
terrible day.”3¢ Kennedy and his wife had ministered to Union soldiers after
the battle and had hosted the wounded Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., in their
home for several days.

Publications served as fund-raising supplements to the organizing effort.
Elmira Lincoln Phelps, the driving force behind one project, solicited short
stories and poetry from noted authors and personalities throughout the Un-
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ion. The persistence of the fair’s corresponding secretary was quite formidable.
On one occasion, having received a check in lieu of a manuscript, she respect-
fully expressed shock and remarked that “it deemed like asking for bread and
receiving a stone.”3’ She politely reaffirmed her request, even suggesting a cer-
tain item from the prospective male contributor. Phelps, the seventy-one-
year-old former principal of the Patapsco Female Institute and a noted author
in her own right, served as the editor of Our Country — In Its Relations To The
Past, Present and Future: A National Book. This volume, dedicated “to the
Mothers, Wives and Sisters of the Loyal States” contained works that cele-
brated the Union as well as two essays that advocated a wider sphere for
women. A second book, entitled Autographed Leaves of Our Country’s Authors,
contained facsimile reproductions of autographed manuscripts that included
Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address. Baltimorean John Pendleton Kennedy, whose
introduction appeared within, purchased five copies “as I may find occasion to
distribute them.”*® Even low-priced pulp works were produced for additional
revenue. The anonymous Incidents in Dixie, which detailed life in Confederate
military prisons evoked sympathy for Union prisoner-of-war relief efforts.®
Benefit performances, lectures, and other activities in Baltimore and else-
where helped to boost the association’s coffers. John T. Ford, the Washington
theater owner, donated the entire proceeds of one night’s entertainment from
his Holliday Street location in Baltimore.*? Speaker of the House Schuyler
Colfax traveled to Baltimore to deliver a lecture on the “Duties of Life” with all
profits going toward the state fair effort.4! A “Tableaux Vivant” was scheduled
for the last three nights of the fair’s final week; these tableaux, depicting scenes
from historical and literary works such as “Henry the VIII,” were performed
by costumed members of the fair committee with reserved seating at one dol-
lar per person.4? Out in western Maryland, Allegheny County citizens held a
band concert which netted over 500 dollars for the women’s effort. In Harford
County, a lecture on “Books” brought an additional forty dollars. Successful
fund-raising proved essential to the overall success of the fair effort.

Portents and Trepidation

Unfortunately, the Baltimore organizers faced great competition from other
cities holding similar events. The New York Metropolitan Fair partially over-
lapped Baltimore’s while Philadelphia’s gathering was slated for just weeks
later in June. John H. Eccleston, a former Marylander living in Philadelphia,
commented in writing on Baltimore’s chances for soliciting donations from
that city: “Touching the matter of subscription . . . here, for your fair — I
don’t think you will succeed very well; for they are getting one up [here] . . .
the beggars are out in all directions, and men are buttonholed and made to lis-
ten to speeches so long, that the donations come as a sort of ‘ransom money’
for being let go.”43 Nevertheless, donation lists in various periodicals attest to
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the generosity of a limited numbers of non-Marylanders, even some Philadel-
phians. %4

From the beginning the fair organizers had guarded expectations for the
overall financial success of their event. There were three cautionary factors.
Committee members feared that the women’s household responsibilities,
combined with the scarcity of goods in a wartime economy, would keep
women from extending themselves. Thinking of the tasks involved, the organ-
izers perceived that “many domestic women may hesitate . . . their own do-
mestic duties demand all their attention; and that, moreover they have
nothing to spare in these ‘hard times’.”*> As one woman confided to her
spouse: “[the fair] is a secondary consideration with me I assure you. I must
first attend to home duties & all that calls upon me here. Whatever 1 can do
that will not interfere in the least with them will be cheerfully done.”#® The
anxiety over the possible lack of female participation brought the active solici-
tation of men to supplement the cause. “Lady officers were at first selected,
but as the enterprise appeared too formidable for their unassisted labors, it
was agreed that a number of gentlemen should be chosen” to provide aid.4”
Actually, the true extent to which men lent their labor is unclear. William J.
Albert, a leader of the Unconditional Union Party in the city, eventually served
with Elizabeth Bradford in co-chairing the event. There is some evidence of
active fund-raising by men.*® Members of Baltimore’s all-male Union Club
volunteered as honorary marshals and traffic coordinators at the fair site. Yet,
a review of the club minutes for the several months prior to the event reveals
no evidence of planning for the fair.*” While newspaper listings show the ex-
istence of parallel committees, the women alone received the final plaudits in
the local press.*

Another reason for the women’s conservative expectations was fear that the
organizations that would benefit from the fair’s proceeds might not elicit sym-
pathy from all loyal Marylanders. The financial allegiance of many might rest
more with local soldier relief efforts—those geared specifically to Maryland
volunteers and their families, rather than with the seemingly impersonal bu-
reaucratic agencies outside the state. Referring to the Sanitary Commission,
the historian Lori Ginzberg observes that “people were suspicious of an or-
ganization that seemed to absorb enormous amounts of money and still cried
out for more.”>! The Baltimore American opined that the combination of inef-
fective workers and “occasional waste and loss” had unfairly caused “censori-
ous persons [to] disparagle] the efforts of these noble institutions.”>? Yet,
even the editor of the fair’s privately printed souvenir newspaper, The New
Era, in his closing issues, featured a lengthy column of suggestions for improv-
ing both national relief organizations.

The greatest danger to the success of the fair was simply the division of
Maryland’s citizenry into loyalist and secessionist factions. Several southern
counties with large secessionist populations, namely St. Mary’s, Charles, Som-
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William ]. Albert (1816—1879) was a founder
and later president of the Union Club. As co-
chairman of the Sanitary Fair he hosted Presi-
dent Lincoln and other dignitaries at his
Mount Vernon Place townhouse (Maryland
Historical Society).

erset, Caroline, Wicomico, and Queen Anne’s, sent no official delegations. As
the Eastern Shore diarist Samuel Harrison wrote, “Sentiment in this state is so
divided — and so many of those who are accustomed to spend money are dis-
loyal . .. it can not be reasonably expected that this fair should produce near as
much as it would [if] this state [was] united in sentiment.”> Union military
administrators, as well as Baltimoreans themselves, long recognized the alli-
ance of their city’s wealthy with the Confederate cause. General John Adams
Dix commented on this situation in Baltimore in the summer of 1861: “The
Secessionists [are] sustained by a large majority of the wealthy and aristo-
cratic.” Now in 1864, neither years of restrictive military measures nor the
acerbic effects of war could induce renewed loyalty. On the very eve of the fair,
the Baltimore Clipper made a dire prediction: “It is not expected that the pro-
ceeds of this fair will equal those of the Northern cities . . . whose society is not
thronged with enemies of the Government.”>4

Despite lowered expectations, the fair remained for loyal Maryland women a
spectacular means for expressing their Unionist devotion. They appear to have
relished the opportunity. Channeling their energies, the women successfully
mobilized thousands of fellow Marylanders, as well as sympathetic out-of-state
parties, behind the cause of U.S. soldier relief. Remarkably, they accomplished
their organizational task in just over four months. As the April 18 opening
ceremonies approached, hundreds of women converged upon Baltimore to
prepare their display stands. For some fifteen days, until the closing speeches
on May 2, the city witnessed a welcome diversion from the gray drudgery of
wartime life. The Baltimore Sanitary Fair brought color, pomp, and gaiety to
city streets as it provided a splendid occasion for expressing patriotism.
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This view greeted visitors as they entered the main entrance of the Maryland Institute. Crowds were
directed through the hall by beribboned members of Baltimore’s Union Club. (Maryland Historical
Society.)

The Long-awaited Event

Acting on a resolution of the City Council, Mayor John Chapman issued a
proclamation asking businesses to close at noon on April 18. Tradesmen, ex-
cepting a few ardent secessionists, generally complied. The fortunate pupils at
the city’s public schools likewise enjoyed a half-day off. The frenetic pace of
city life came virtually to a stand-still as a grand military parade with over
three thousand soldiers commenced at 2:00 P.M. Starting at Monument
Square, the column, nearly a mile long, wended its way through the heart of
the business district as the 8th New York and 2nd U.S. Artillery bands played
for an estimated 30,000 persons lining the streets. Over four hundred of the
original members of the 1st Maryland Cavalry, which had included four com-
panies of Baltimoreans, veterans of Stoneman’s Raid, Brandy Station, and Get-
tysburg, rode proudly in formation.

The throngs of spectators “not only repeatedly cheered . . . but from the
windows of residences ladies crowded all the available space, waving their
handkerchiefs and display[ing] the National Banner.”> A second parade fea-
tured three thousand black soldiers in new blue uniforms, their gold buttons
glinting in the brilliant sunshine of the temperate day. Constituting a portion of
Maryland’s volunteer “Colored” regiments, the new enlistees were “huzzahed
on their way to the front by the white population.”®
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The fair register was presented to visitors by Mrs. Caroline Tome of Port Deposit. President Abra-
ham Lincoln entered his name on April 18, 1864. His wife’s signature and those of foreign ambassa-
dors appear beneath the president’s. (Courtesy Milton S. Eisenhower Library, the Johns Hopkins

University, MS.328.)
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At the invitation of the women organizers, President Lincoln agreed to pre-
side over the opening ceremonies at the fair. His appearance in Baltimore held
symbolic importance for city Unionists, and perhaps, to himself. For loyal citi-
zens it offered both a chance to display their devotion to the man who embod-
ied the Union and to cast off doubts about Baltimore’s predominant political
sympathy. For the president, coming to Baltimore offered an opportunity to
make amends for a past indiscretion. In March 1861, en route to his inaugura-
tion, Lincoln had secreted himself through Baltimore’s dark streets in re-
sponse to rumors of an assassination plot. He was already held in low regard
by many for his affiliation with the Republican Party, which was perceived as
antithetical to the South, and some residents regarded the president-elect’s
furtive action as an affront to their city’s honor; even some Unionists ex-
pressed bewilderment. Later, the president “was convinced that he had com-
mitted a great mistake.”>’ By opening the Maryland fair, Lincoln had an
opportunity to mitigate his earlier slight and express his confidence in the
city’s national loyalty.

Upon his arrival at Camden Station at 6:00 P.M. on April 18, the president
was “loudly cheered by the people” at the depot.®® After a stop at co-chairman
William J. Albert’s home in Mount Vernon Place, a short carriage ride con-
veyed the honored guest to the fair site, the freshly painted and refurbished
great hall of the Maryland Institute on East Baltimore Street at Market Place.>”

Taking his arm, Elizabeth Bradford led the president to the speaker’s plat-
form amid the “waving of handkerchiefs and continuous cheers.”®® His speech
concerned the tragic massacre of black U.S. troops at Fort Pillow, but the chief ex-
ecutive’s presence was clearly more significant than his words. Surveying the
audience of three thousand Baltimoreans, and, perhaps, reflecting on the city’s
past hostility toward him and Union soldiers, Lincoln remarked that “the world
moves. . . . Blessings upon those men who have wrought this great change, and
the fair women who have sustained them.”®! The Unionists’ enthusiasm, Mary-
land’s recent movement toward emancipation, and the remarkable setting of
the relief fair provided ample evidence for the president’s perception of change.
At the ceremony’s conclusion, “large numbers of ladies and gentlemen made a
rush for the privilege of shaking hands with the President.”®?

The fair site appeared at its peak of splendor on the night of Lincoln’s visit.
A thousand flickering gas lamps made the great hall’s rectangular space “one
grand flood of light.”®3 In the center, just behind the speaker’s platform, rose
the Floral Temple. Trimmed with wreaths, festoons of evergreens, and flowers
of every hue, this octagonal, domed structure rose over thirty feet in height.
Inside the temple a gently cascading fountain held numerous varieties of fra-
grant water flowers within its basin. The White House gardens in Washington,
through the good offices of Mrs. Lincoln, furnished a continual supply of fresh
flowers.%* At either end of the building stood large ornamental arches “gaily
decorated with national flags, and surmounted by jets of gaslight.”®> The arch
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just inside the main entrance was literally emblazoned with “the word ‘Union’
in large letters of fire” while another featured a five-pointed star. The remain-
ing space, around the perimeter and in the center, housed the lavish display
tables of the participants. With red, white, and blue a favored color scheme,
U.S. flags, carved eagles, framed portraits of Union heroes, and evergreens
predominated the decor. Suspended above the Baltimore County tables, op-
posite the main entrance, an allegorical depiction of “the Goddess of Liberty”
vied for the fair-goer’s first attention. Elsewhere, war relics, including items
made by Union prisoners of war held at Richmond’s Libby Prison, were
prominently exhibited.

Displays and activities of a non-patriotic nature, as well as refreshments, of-
fered light-hearted diversion. The German Ladies Relief Association featured a
tableau from the Grimm Brothers’ fairy tale “Old Woman in the Shoe.” Just
left of the main entrance, a masked fortune teller tempted the milling crowds
with her mystical powers. The Fish Pond, with mirrors for “water” and potted
ferns lining its “bank,” captivated anglers of all ages with the chance to haul in
“a big one.” With a rustic fishing pole one could hook a small prize package
containing, perhaps, a knitting needle, a ring, or a small doll.%

Refreshments of cold mineral water or iced lemonade could be purchased at
Jacob’s Well, a source that never went dry, where false painted flagstones and
potted palms harkened to its biblical antecedent. Famished fair-goers could
enjoy a hot meal in the New England Kitchen where capped women, garbed in
the style of their grandmothers, cooked over an open hearth. A writer for the
Baltimore Sun thought that “to the younger generation it will be an object of
curiosity.”®” At 4:00 P.M. each day Aunt Mary’s kitchen corner featured a chil-
dren’s tea party with plenty of fresh-baked cookies.

For the more culturally inclined, and those whose wallets escaped the temp-
tations of the main hall, a fee-for-admission fine arts gallery on the third floor
featured paintings culled from local and northern private collections, with
subjects ranging from the poetic to the patriotic. Yet, amidst the gold-leaf
frames of the tasteful room, the prominent display of a large silk United States
flag served as a reminder of a secondary purpose of the event: Baltimore Un-
ionists sought to expunge the black memory of the riot in 1861 by replacing it
with an outpouring of Unionist devotion on its third anniversary. Embroi-
dered in the flag’s field were the words “April 19th, 1864 — May the Union
and Friendship of the Future obliterate the anguish of the Past.” The flag’s
seamstress, Christie Johnson, offered an explanation of her work. “We have
wrought this field in needle-work in weaving paternal love with every silken
thread, and writing out our fidelity to the whole Union, with every stitch,”%8
she said. Miss Johnson later presented the flag to the people of Massachusetts.

Lincoln toured the main hall for two hours with an entourage of fair offi-
cials and Washington dignitaries. An association member at the “German La-
dies” stand, costumed as “the Old Woman in the Shoe,” presented a beautiful
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bouquet to the president and “was kissed by him in return.”®” Though most
tables also offered gifts of flowers, the Baltimore County contingent proffered
an expensive vase. The Central Relief Association bestowed a prize afghan, val-
ued at a hundred dollars, as a gift for Mrs. Lincoln. While viewing the Fish
Pond, “the president seemed half inclined to bait a line and try his skill.””?

The president’s party left the fair around 11:00 P.M. and returned to the Al-
bert mansion, where the president was feted with “a handsome supper at mid-
night.”’! The Chief Executive boarded a train for Washington the next
morning, this time departing from Baltimore’s Camden Station in full daylight.
Speaker Schuyler Colfax, who had accompanied the chief executive to the fair,
believed Lincoln “was delighted with his visit & really wants to come again.””?

Though the press of the war prevented the president from returning, other
special guests frequented the Maryland fair throughout its term. On April 20,
Mary Todd Lincoln visited the hall, accompanied by Robert Garrett, president
of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad. Garrett presented the First Lady with a
“magnificently worked sofa cushion” and the Knitting and Sewing Circle gave
her “a very handsome vase of wax flowers.””> A number of foreign ambassa-
dors also made the trip to Baltimore with Mrs. Lincoln. Treasury Secretary
Salmon P. Chase, with his son-in-law, Senator William Sprague of Rhode Is-
land, toured the fair three days later. Secretary of State William Seward, with
some thirty diplomats in tow, enjoyed a baked bean supper in the New Eng-
land Kitchen before wandering about the displays on April 28. Perhaps the
most special guests were recently released Union prisoners of war brought in
from the city’s military hospitals. Their emaciated condition, on daily view in
the New England Kitchen, was a stark reminder of the importance of relief ef-
forts. The kitchen staff, “fed and comforted . . . those martyrs to our great
cause, and monuments of Rebel inhumanity.””#

The attendance of ordinary Marylanders ultimately determined the overall
success of the two-week event. To facilitate the movement of citizens, railroads
and steamship companies offered reduced rates to Baltimore. The Baltimore
American reported that “hundreds were present from the counties and many
will arrive this week.””? Henry Shriver, a Carroll County farmer, noted that
“Mrs. Zimmerman, sis Kate & Louis started for Baltimore to go to the fair” on
April 19.76 In the fair’s opening days the city dailies wrote of the presence of
immense numbers. The Sun suggested to its readers that the curious visit dur-
ing the day since “at night the crowd is so dense that it is impossible to see any-
thing to say nothing of the discomfort of passing through the throng.” Though
some no doubt heeded this advice, one fair-goer still noticed “a great many per-
sons” on the night of April 21. The fair organizers increased the regular ticket
price from twenty-five to fifty cents because “the immense multitude . . . dem-
onstrated the necessity as well as the propriety of the measure.”””

Though daily attendance figures were not published, presumably the
number of fair-goers decreased as purchases depleted goods available in the
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exhibits. Harriet Archer Williams brought back to her Harford County home,
for the astonishing sum of nine dollars, two canes “made from a tree shattered
by a shell at Gettysburg, a lamp shade for [the] parlour, a pretty little picture
of Liberty, a book [Phelps’s National Book] . . . a needle case & a Fayal bas-
ket.”’® Donations of money and goods of all kinds continued to arrive
throughout the fair’s run. Thirty-six residents of Carroll County signed a sub-
scriber’s sheet pledging amounts that ranged from a dime to five dollars.”®
Some Maryland concerns, as well as out-of-state companies with branch of-
fices in the city, contributed considerable sums. The Oyster Packers of Balti-
more donated $1,150 to the cause; the Northern Central Railroad, Adams
Express Company, and the Norfolk Steamboat Company gave $1,000, $500,
and $300, respectively. The City Passenger Railway Company pledged an
amount equal to the proceeds of April 20, a mid-week workday, a gesture that
added $1,190.13 to the coffers.3% The editor of The New Era donated $1,000 of
his paper’s proceeds. City craftsmen proffered their handiwork. Shyrock &
Sons, cabinet makers, gave furniture valued at $200 while A. McComas do-
nated an elaborately worked rifle; a vote by fair-goers, at fifty cents per ballot,
determined which Union general would win that prize. Hugh Sisson’s marble
works provided eleven pieces of statuary for raffle. Clearly, loyal Marylanders
gave whatever they could. The “Ladies of Howard County” auctioned a cord
and a half of firewood with a pledge of personal delivery by the donor. The
New England Kitchen brought in about $500 in sales each day of the fair.

Success, Modest but Respectable

Despite the apparent solidarity of the state’s loyalist population, the Mary-
land Fair can be termed only a modest financial success compared with similar
events in 1864. The net proceeds were just over eighty thousand dollars.81 In
contrast, the New York and Philadelphia fairs each cleared over a million dol-
lars. Yet, when compared to all similar soldier relief fairs, the Maryland total
was respectable. Chicago’s fair in December 1863 “netted between $86,000 and
$100,000”; Boston’s, held in the state whose militia first answered Lincoln’s call
to put down the rebellion, garnered but $146,000.8? Both Illinois and Massa-
chusetts possessed larger and much less philosophically divided populations.®
Competition for donations from other cities clearly affected Baltimore’s net re-
sult, but economic realities in a city that had practically been under martial law
since 1861 aud divisions among Maryland’s citizens were probably the largest
factors in limiting the financial success of the Baltimore fair. Maryland Union-
ists, nonetheless, regarded their efforts to be fruitful. At the closing ceremonies
on May 2, Governor Augustus Bradford stated that “success is not to be esti-
mated merely by its financial results, but by the wholesome moral influences it
has exerted . . . it has brought together loyal women . . . and served to show
that American patriotism is confined to no climate, nor indigenous to any
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Almira Hart Lincoln Phelps (1793-1884) con-
tacted leading personalities in the North for liter-
ary contributions to her fund-raising book.
(Maryland Historical Society.)

particular soil.”8 The press singled out the organizer and participants for
their devotion. The Baltimore American lauded “the noble women of Mary-
land who have labored so long and so well . . . [they] deserve all praise and
honor.”#

Unfortunately, few documents exist to help us assess the women’s own per-
ception of their efforts. A reminiscence by Elizabeth Blanchard Randall pro-
vides a rare illuminating example. Randall, who supervised the Anne Arundel
County effort, spent several days away from her husband, children, and other
responsibilities to prepare her stands. Upon his arrival in Baltimore on April
24, her husband “found her very happy as she had been the whole week taking
charge of two tables.”8 Mrs. Randall received both the approval and encour-
agement of her spouse in her soldier relief activities. Apparently supportive of
her volunteer work in Annapolis, as she recalled years later, “he insisted on my
taking part in an immense fair to raise funds for the Sanitary commission, to
which the Ann Arundel table, of which I had the management, was able to
contribute $1000.”87 Mrs. Randall’s reluctance to take more personal credit
for her actions may stem from the fact that her memories were included in her
complimentary biographical sketch of her deceased husband, a successful
Maryland politician. Yet, even in her modest comments, one can detect the
pride of her accomplishment at the fair.

The Maryland fair did succeed in fostering both a benevolent and patriotic
spirit within the state’s loyal populace. Even before the event ended, Balti-
more’s African American community expressed an interest in holding a simi-
lar fair for the sake of their own sons in uniform. “We have heard them
express impatience at being held in dependence on their white brethren, in
this matter” The New Era reported.®® Fanny Turnbull and Elizabeth Albert,
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the wife of the fair’s co-chairman, went on to found the women’s Baltimore
branch of the U.S. Sanitary Commission, serving as president and treasurer,
respectively. Each also served later as an officer in organizations caring for the
orphans of Union soldiers. Maryland Fair organizers accounted for two of the
seven officers of the Shelter for the Orphans of Colored Soldiers as well as six
of eight of the Union Orphan Asylum. To the latter organization, which was
“under the management of ladies exclusively,” many women connected with
wartime relief efforts continued contributing their time and money, even
holding small-scale fund-raising fairs throughout the 1870s.%° The moral in-
fluence and organizational example of the women who organized the 1864 fair
permeated Baltimore’s Unionist society. As perhaps the ultimate compliment
to them, a group of Baltimore’s formerly secessionist women, renowned in
wartime for both open and clandestine devotion to the Confederacy, organ-
ized their own large-scale fair for general relief in the South in 1866. With the
sanitary fair as their model, they also held their event in the great hall of the
Maryland Institute—with an art gallery and some stands bearing the same
names as had appeared at the Unionist fair in 1864.

An article in the book Our Country, edited by Elmira Lincoln Phelps,
summed up the motives and hopes of the women who organized the Mary-
land State Fair for U.S. Soldier Relief.

Never again during our life can such opportunities for noble deeds
present themselves for women. . . . The female who administers to
the dying necessities of the soldier . . . does she not, through her
sympathetic nature, expose herself to heart-wounds more cruel to be
borne than the sabre’s gash or the fatal shell? If, therefore, there are
women sighing to distinguish themselves and seeking for ambitions
worthy their abilities,— to-day they have abundant opportunity for
both, and history is waiting to write out their meritorious record.*

The women of the sanitary fair were barred in their time from the formal
political process but managed nevertheless to adapt their traditional domestic
skills to meet a large-scale organizational challenge and to make a profound
statement of moral and benevolent import in a time of crisis—a political act of
no small measure. Enhanced societal and political roles for women lay years
ahead in the lives of their granddaughters, but for their own era their great sol-
dier relief fair was indeed a triumph of women’s spirit and ability.
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Oral History (World War II)

Bill Moore and the
Last Enemy Plane

DONALD T. FRITZ

with Air Group 31, operating from the USS Belleau Wood, shot down

the last enemy plane of World War II. Organized in May 1943 at the
Naval Air Station at Atlantic City, New Jersey, Air Group 31 made naval avia-
tion history both for its outstanding military record overall and Moore’s deci-
sive action on August 15, 1945. The young pilots of Air Group 31 saw their
first action in January 1944 in an attack on Roi Island in the Marshalls. The
group was then attached to the USS Cabot CVL-28,2 part of Task Force 58. By
the autumn of 1944, when Ensign Moore joined the unit, Air Group 31 had al-
ready established an impressive record among carrier groups, having de-
stroyed 147 enemy planes in the air and sunk 46,000 tons of Japanese ships.

Late in 1944, the group was detached from the Cabot and, after completion
of additional training for new pilots, was reformed under the leadership of
Commander Bruce S. Weber and attached to the USS Belleau Wood CVL-24.
The torpedo squadron of the group was under the command of Lieutenant
John Bowen. During World War II the Belleau Wood accumulated as heroic a
record as a light aircraft carrier could achieve. She took a direct hit from a ka-
mikaze, which resulted in ninety-two deaths and many other casualties, sur-
vived a vicious typhoon that split an accompanying cruiser in half, and
launched thousands of raids at such historic battles as Iwo Jima, Okinawa,
Leyte Gulf, and the Philippine Sea. Stationed in Japanese waters in June 1945,
the Belleau Wood, by then part of Task Force 38 under Admiral William F.
(Bull) Halsey, began operations in July against the mainland of Japan.

Moore and the other pilots of Air Group 31 struck Kumagaya airfield in the
Tokyo area as well as inland airfields, ports, and railroad facilities at Hok-
kaido, Honshu, and Kyushu. Their methods were unorthodox in that the pi-
lots themselves often selected targets to bomb. Flying over much of Japan, they
searched for military and industrial targets, most frequently moving locomo-
tives and large commercial ships. Their attacks included a series of strikes
against the battleship Nagato, docked at the Yokosuka Naval Base, and an-

Clarence A. (Bill) Moore, a native of Baltimore! and a U.S. Navy aviator

M. Fritz, a graduate of the Johns Hopkins University in history, a Navy veteran, and
a retired businessman, is a professional tour guide in Baltimore.
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Ensign C. A. (Bill) Moore in the cockpit of his Grumman Hellcat. (Courtesy Bill Moore.)

other series against the Japanese fleet in Kure Harbor, including the battle-
ships Ise and Hyuga and the carrier Aoba. Multiple direct hits were scored on
these important ships, but even with 500-pound bombs little damage was in-
flicted on the sixteen-inch armor plate of the Ise.

Finally, on August 10, 1945, came the long-awaited announcement by the
United States government of Japanese peace-feelers. In the five days following
the announcement the men of Air Group 31 felt mounting strain and tension
as the end of the war seemed imminent. Just the day before the government’s
announcement, Nagasaki had received the second atomic bomb. On the after-
noon of August 10, the carrier Wasp (the second ship to bear that name) shot
down a Japanese plane that splashed into the sea within sight of the Belleau
Wood. The men of Air Group 31 wondered if this might be the last Japanese
plane to be downed. Then, on August 13, twelve Japanese planes attacked the
fleet and were shot down in the immediate vicinity of the Belleau Wood,
though none by Air Group 31.

Working through a Swiss legation, the Japanese government asked for peace
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terms with certain provisions and reservations. The news spread quickly
throughout the Belleau Wood, where the consensus of the men was that the
defeat of Japan should be decisive, without conditions or qualifications.

Soon orders were issued for organization and training of landing parties for
the anticipated occupation of the Japanese mainland. The Belleau Wood con-
tinued air strikes and sweeps against heavily defended targets, primarily the
electronics industry at Kawasaki, twelve miles south of Tokyo. After these
raids, American pilots reported seeing far more enemy planes on the ground
than was normal. Some burned quickly when strafed, indicating that they had
been fueled and were ready for action. Possibly the Japanese were planning
one last attack. On a single day during the five-day period of anxious waiting,
ninety planes on the ground were damaged or destroyed by pilots from the
Belleau Wood.

Bill Moore’s early training was at Pensacola, Florida, Great Lakes Naval Air
Station in Illinois, and Hollister, California; additional training with Air
Group 31 was provided in Hawaii, Guam, and Manila. By August 1945 Moore
was a division leader with the rank of lieutenant (j.g.). Looking back fifty years
to the events of August 15, 1945, he recalls how the day began.

The morning strike on which we were sent was intended to destroy
the final source of electrical power for the entire Tokyo area.
Sometime after taking off we received orders to return to the carrier.
By that time other pilots in our group had already shot down twelve
enemy planes. Our radio communication informed us that the war
was officially over, and we were instructed to dump our rockets,
bombs, and auxiliary fuel tanks.

After all planes had landed safely on shipboard the carrier’s crew burst into
spontaneous celebration. Many men fired their weapons into the air (fortu-
nately, no passing American aircraft were struck by the happy carrier person-
nel). But less than an hour later, its planes refueled, Bill Moore’s flight of Air
Group 31 was ordered aloft to fly patrol at 10,000 feet as cover for the fleet.
There were doubts that all Japanese units had received word of their govern-
ment’s surrender.

In the afternoon word was received from command center to look out for a
“bogey” (an enemy plane) approaching the fleet at 12,000 feet. His senses
heightened, Bill Moore’s immediate response was to gain altitude so he would
be in position to strike the enemy plane from above. The jubilant mood of the
morning was now forgotten. Moore recalls the moment.

My plane seemed to be the liveliest that day, so I was the first to
reach 12,000 feet and the first to sight and vector in on the single
enemy plane. From all appearances he was preparing to make a
kamikaze attack on the Belleau Wood. Had he received word the war



492 Maryland Historical Magazine

Air Group 31 planes dropping supplies to Allied prisoners-of-war in Japan. At the end of the war,
the Japanese government was instructed to mark POW camps. (Courtesy Bill Moore.)

was over? I had no way of knowing. Admiral Halsey’s instructions
issued following announcement of the end of the war sprang to my
mind. He specifically ordered that all Japanese snooper planes be
shot down “not in a spirit of vengeance but in a friendly fashion.”
Since I was the only pilot within attack range I made my decision
and proceeded as ordered. Flying my Grumman F6F [Hellcat] 1
attacked from above and hit the target with bursts of all four guns.
The enemy’s fuel tanks exploded and it was all over.’

Today, Moore says, he still feels a sense of pride at having played so prominent
a part in protecting his ship.4

After cessation of hostilities Air Group 31 dropped reading materials, medi-
cal supplies, and food to soon-to-be-liberated men at prisoner-of-war camps,
which the Allied command had instructed the Japanese to mark clearly. The
Belleau Wood landed occupation forces after entering Tokyo Bay and later
made three “magic carpet” voyages across the Pacific to bring troops home
from the Pacific theater. For his meritorious service Moore received in the
name of the president of the United States the Gold Star in lieu of a second Air
Medal Citation, signed by Rear Admiral T. L. Sprague, Commander, Carrier
Division Three, U. S. Pacific Fleet.

Forty-four years passed before Bill Moore received information from U.S.
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Navy aviation sources that kamikaze Judy, heading to attack the carrier Belleau
Wood on that long-ago afternoon in August 1945, the last day of the war, was
the last enemy aircraft shot down in World War IL> A lifellong Marylander
thereby holds a unique place in the records of the twentieth century’s mighti-
est conflict.

NOTES

This article is based on the author’s interviews with Bill Moore, starting in June 1990, and
on entries in a published history of Air Group 31 that was privately published after the war
for members of the unit.

1. Moore, raised in Baltimore, is a graduate of Forest Park High School and the University
of Maryland. After the war, he worked for forty-six years as a district plant manager for
the Bell Atlantic Company (then the C&P Telephone Company). He and his wife Betty
have three daughters and six grandchildren and live in the Reisterstown area.

2. The Cabot is now moored at the Riverwalk quay in downtown New Orleans as part of
that city’s Economic Development Project.

3. Moore’s memory of Halsey’s oddly worded order was remarkably good in our inter-
view. In William F. Halsey and Jay Bryan III, Admiral Halsey’s Story (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, 1947), 272, Halsey recalled his order as: “Investigate and shoot down
all snoopers, not vindictively but in a friendly sort of way.”

4. Correspondence between Moore and the editor of The Hook, a naval publication, Octo-
ber 17, 1989.

5. Oral history memoir sponsored by American Airpower Heritage Foundation, May 12,
1990, at the CVC 24 (USS Belleau Wood) reunion in Williamsburg, Virginia.
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April °65: Confederate Covert Action in the American Civil War. By William A.
Tidwell. (Kent, Ohio: Kent State University Press, 1995. 280 pages. Appendix,
notes, bibliography, index. $30.)

The assassination of President Abraham Lincoln in April 1865 is perhaps
one of America’s greatest unresolved mysteries and continues to attract atten-
tion 130 years later. In recent months, a court ruled against exhuming John
Wilkes Booth’s grave in a Baltimore cemetery to determine if the remains bur-
ied in the forgotten plot could be identified as Lincoln’s murderer. Coming on
the heels of this controversy is a new book which raises a host of fascinating
questions about Booth’s role within the framework of clandestine Confederate
operations against the North.

Seven years after the publication of Come Retribution: The Confederate Secret
Service and the Assassination of Lincoln (Jackson: University of Mississippi
Press, 1988), that book’s principal author, William A. Tidwell, expands on the
themes of his earlier work. In April °65: Confederate Covert Action in the Ameri-
can Civil War, Tidwell uses fresh information to elaborate on the funding of
Confederate operations and the overall organization of the secret service in the
South. His research is thorough and sheds further light on this murky aspect
of the Confederacy’s struggle for independence.

Tidwell, a veteran of American intelligence during World War II and the
Cold War, presents the thesis that the Lincoln assassination was the final act in
a series of actions taken by the Confederate government to strike at the upper
echelon of the Lincoln administration. In making this assertion, Tidwell in his
two books runs smack into the concept of a romantic war and “personality
cults” which have built up over the decades after Appomattox. That the Con-
federate government, including such figures as Jefferson Davis, Robert E. Lee,
and John S. Mosby, could undertake such operations runs counter to our im-
ages of these southern archetypes.

While Tidwell’s second book, like his first, relies upon numerous conjec-
tures, they are not unreasonable. He has filled in a number of gaps and his re-
search, with the assistance of James O. Hall (one of the co-authors of Come
Retribution), is an important contribution to our knowledge of Confederate
monetary transactions and budgeting. Likewise, Tidwell explores here in
greater depth the movements of Colonel John S. Mosby’s partisans in north-
ern Virginia and on the Northern Neck during the spring of 1865. The author
places the small skirmish at Burke Station on the Orange and Alexandria Rail-
road on April 10 (the last engagement of the war in Virginia) in a new light.
Maryland readers will also be interested to learn about a similar action in St.
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Mary’s County on April 15—a fight that Tidwell frames within the context of
Booth’s escape through southern Maryland.

April ’65, like Come Retribution, is an important contribution to the study of
the Civil War and Lincoln’s assassination because it brings to light new
sources of information. Tidwell has mined the vast resources of the National
Archives and the Library of Congress as well as other institutions. The Con-
federate records on microfilm, such as the complied service records, provide
an endless array of details—information that is all too often neglected by his-
torians. While he has not found the “smoking gun” that definitely links Con-
federate leaders with Lincoln’s assassination, Tidwell’s research offers food for
thought in this century-old mystery.

KEVIN CONLEY RUFFNER
Washington, D.C.

At Peace with All Their Neighbors: Catholics and Catholicism in the National
Capital, 1787-1860. By William W. Warner. (Washington: Georgetown Uni-
versity Press, 1994. 320 pages, $29.95.)

This is a welcome addition not only to the history of American Catholicism
but also to that of the national capital. That Roman Catholics played a signifi-
cant role in the life of the nation in the revolutionary and early national peri-
ods has been amply demonstrated at the national but not at the local level. In
the District of Columbia, which included the national capital and George-
town, the latter receiving as much attention in this work as the former, Catho-
lics made civic and commercial contributions out of all proportion to their
numbers. In the first two years of the capital’s municipal government, for ex-
ample, the mayor, chief judge, president of the Board of Aldermen, president
of the Common Council, five of twelve council members, marshal of the Dis-
trict, clerk of the court, and city administrator were all Catholics. This was not
simply the result of an unusual set of circumstances. Similar statistics are sup-
plied by the author for almost the first fifty years of the capital’s existence.

At the same time the prominence of Catholics in the civic and commercial
life of the growing city was not lost upon the politicians who came to Wash-
ington from every state with a variety of presuppositions that often included
an anti-Catholic bias. Washington Catholics did much to assuage such preju-
dices. This point is also made in another recent history, which should be read
in conjunction with Warner’s: Morris ]J. MacGregor, A Parish for the Federal
City: St. Patrick’s in Washington, 1794-1994 (Washington: The Catholic Uni-
versity of America Press, 1994). While MacGregor is better in his coverage of
this interaction, Warner is superior in the attention he gives to the network of
Maryland Catholic families that constituted the core of the Catholic commu-
nity of the federal city. He succeeds, in fact, to a greater degree than most in
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sorting out the different Carrolls, Brents, Fenwicks, and members of other
leading families with the same given names. At the same time he describes the
close association of the Maryland families with such Irish ones as the Hobans,
Barrys, and Doyles. James Hoban, for example, architect of the White House,
married a Sewall, a family that had intermarried with the early Calverts.

One of Warner’s more interesting revelations is the degree to which these
aristocratic Maryland families were involved in the earliest nativist movement
in the District (and the nation). The Brents were prominent as founders and
publicists of the Native American Association, particularly John Carroll Brent
at a time he was finishing the first biography of Archbishop John Carroll be-
gun by his uncle Daniel Brent.

This reviewer, however, was left wondering about the role of trustees, so im-
portant in American Catholic history of the early national period. There is a
fleeting allusion to a single action taken by the trustees of Trinity Parish of
Georgetown but none to those of trustees of the parishes of Washington. If
such did not exist, it is a matter of historical moment. Even more was the re-
viewer puzzled by the almost total absence of any consideration of party poli-
tics. The party leanings of Robert Brent, for example, the man chosen by
Thomas Jefferson to be Washington’s first mayor, a position he held for ten
years, is never mentioned. It would again be a matter of historical moment to
know the extent to which these Washington families conformed or deviated
from the patterns of Federalist and later Whig affiliation on the part of the
great majority of the Maryland Catholic gentry.

This is a well researched work that supplies ample evidence for the author’s
contention that the national capital is greatly indebted to the Catholics of the
District, whose civic sense and commercial enterprise, often to their financial
detriment, went far to sustain the federal city in a period when its future on
the Potomac was much in doubt.

THOMAS W. SPALDING, C.F.X.
Spalding University

History of My Own Times or, the Life and Adventures of William Otter, Sen.
Comprising a Series of Events, and Musical Incidents Altogether Original. By
William Otter; Richard B. Stott, ed. (Emmitsburg, Md., 1835, repr. Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1995. 244 pages. Appendix, notes, index. $14.95 pa-
per, $39.95 cloth.)

It’s difficult to escape history in western Maryland. Civic boosters and ordi-
nary citizens assiduously promote an awareness of the region’s past, whether
by helping to maintain a phenomenal number of historical sites or promoting
tourism and real estate. Yet western Maryland inspires relatively few publica-
tions and exhibits outside of local presses and museums. History of My Own
Times, however, comes from an important university press and has already in-
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filtrated college classrooms across the United States. This alone makes it unlike
most other books on western Maryland. Its contents make it unlike any other
book on the region.

Otter began his life in England in 1787, served on a whaler and in the Royal
Navy as a youth, then joined his family in New York City. He apprenticed as a
plasterer but ran away to Philadelphia before his term expired. A self-pro-
claimed journeyman, over the course of many years he gradually worked his
way across the southern counties of Pennsylvania, settling finally in Em-
mitsburg, Maryland. There he worked on buildings at St. Josephs and at
Mount St. Mary’s College. His work, which took him throughout western
Maryland, also included a job on the Schley house in Frederick Town, now oc-
cupied by the Frederick County Historical Society.

But History of My Own Times is not a travelogue, family memoir, record of
public events, or bucolic memoir of olden times. Instead it consists mainly of a
series of “sprees,” Otter’s term for the humiliating and often violent practical
jokes and other escapades that evidently gave meaning to his life. Few readers
will share Otter’s sense of humor. A summary of just a few of the less disturb-
ing episodes gives some idea of his tastes: he found it immensely entertaining,
in one episode, to throw lime in the eyes of a pet baboon kept by an inn-
keeper, laughing uproariously as the poor creature launched into an angry and
bewildered rampage around the tavern. In another memorable “spree,” Otter
and his companions broke up services at a black church, whipping the men
and women alike with knotted ropes and cows’ tails with bullets tied into the
ends. In Otter’s world even courtship provided an opportunity for putting
something over a fellow creature: he eloped with a fourteen-year-old girl after
assassinating the character of his two closest rivals for her affections and then
misrepresenting his own station in life.

It would be comforting to think of Otter as an aberrant individual, but in fact
his book tells us a great deal about everyday life in the early republic. In some
important ways Otter lived a relentlessly normal life. He worked his way from
apprentice to journeyman to master plasterer, he stayed with his wife as they
raised a brood of children, and he rarely fell afoul of the law (this in a period
when even such luminaries as Francis Scott Key were prosecuted for assaults).
Moreover, his “sprees” usually involved other conspirators, and bystanders
often joined in Rabelaisian laughter at the plight of Otter’s latest victim.

The world of Otter’s “jolly fellows” closely resembles the “rough culture of
canal workers” described in Peter Way’s recent article on working-class cul-
ture in antebellum America (“Evil Humors and Ardent Spirits: The Rough
Culture of Canal Construction Laborers,” Journal of American History, 79
(1993): 1397-1428). Yet there’s an important difference: Way emphasizes the
desperate nature of unskilled manual laborers’ lives; Otter was a highly skilled
master craftsman. Moreover, men from the upper ranks of society often
joined in his sprees. Otter’s sprees weren’t desperate attempts to survive a des-
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perate situation, they were manifestations of early modern and even medieval
world views in which sensitivity to the pain of others could not be taken for
granted. One is reminded of the public vivisections of living animals in seven-
teenth-century London—events attended not only by medical students but
also by paying customers from the upper ranks of society. Here Otter’s autobi-
ography contributes to another interesting historical debate: when, where, and
why did modern “humanitarian” sentiments take root? Obviously not among
Otter’s associates before 1835! But as editor Paul Stott points out, early nine-
teenth-century reform movements may well have polarized society, leading
Otter and his ilk to progressively more outrageous pre-humanitarian behavior
in a reaction against the assault on the less orderly values of their world. In this
interpretation, Otter begins life in the mainstream but by 1835 finds himself
part of a subculture under siege.

William Otter’s History of My Own Time is a riveting, disturbing window
into the world of rural artisans in the early republic. Paul Stott’s thorough,
thoughtful, and sometimes brilliant editing and commentary greatly enhance
the text. Local historians, students, and academics will love it and hate it all at
once, while the old families of Frederick County will either cringe to find their
ancestors in league with Otter or sigh with relief at their absence from the His-
tory. One final note: readers who become repelled by his sense of humor or
numbed by his seemingly endless succession of sprees should persist to the
end, for the narrative ends with a bang—and an interesting twist.

JIM RICE
Central Washington University

Of Consuming Interests: The Style of Life in the Eighteenth Century. Edited by
Cary Carson, Ronald Hoffman, and Peter J. Albert. (United States Capitol
Historical Society. Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1994. 733
pages. Contributors, index. $79.50 cloth, $22.95 paper.)

The 1982 book The Birth of a Consumer Society: The Commercialization of
Eighteenth-Century England, by Neil McKendrick, et al., flatly refuted long-
held explanations of the Industrial Revolution by positing that no revolution
could have occurred in industry unless it first was preceded by a revolution in
consumer demand. Since its publication, scholars have battled endlessly over
whether the developments in advertising, marketing, and acquiring in the
eighteenth century genuinely amounted to a revolution.

Regardless of which side one chooses to take, the fact remains that by the
middle of the eighteenth century, northern Europeans and American colonists
were generally living with more objects in the house than did their parents, who
in turn had more than their parents. The collection of twelve essays in Of Con-
suming Interest makes a notable addition to the growing bibliography of works
exploring the forces of the consumer revolution, including the types of goods
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that were acquired, and the impact it had on varying socioeconomic classes.

This large but approachable book gives eloquent and weighty substance to
the importance that material objects have as markers for reading societal
changes. This book should become a standard in material culture studies,
which, despite several decades of emergence as a viable field of inquiry, still is
sniffed at by more traditional historians as “pots and pans history.”

The scope of this book is perhaps one of its most rewarding aspects. Not too
narrowly focused in terms of thesis or region, the essayists cover a wide terri-
tory. Kevin Sweeney examines the high-style vernacular of the colonial elite,
the population most susceptible to the consumer revolution. Richard Bush-
man charts the development of advertising and shopping through the century
during which time the public ceased accepting what the few shopkeepers
foisted upon them and evolved as discerning consumers.

Some essays present new perspectives on consumerism, showing the parallel
improvements in the quality of life during the century. Karen Calvert’s look at
the role of fashions; Cynthia Adams Hoover’s examination of music and thea-
ter; Nancy L. Sturna’s discoveries on the awareness of leisure and sport, and
Barbara G. Carson’s research on leisure travel all focus on the fact that the con-
sumer revolution resided within a larger context of an overall improvement in
life for nearly everyone in the eighteenth century. The basis of the consumer
revolution goes far beyond matched tea sets and cheap printed cottons.

Lois Green Carr and Lorena S. Walsh present a strong essay on changing
lifestyles and consumer behavior in the Chesapeake, based on some 7,500 pro-
bate inventories. The strength of statistical, quantifiable evidence lends great
weight to the demonstrable fact that in the seventeenth century the wealthy
lived similarly to the poor and marked their wealth by having more land or
more silver as opposed to larger houses, matched sets of chairs or porcelains,
or libraries of books. The eighteenth century witnessed a growing divide as
different classes acquired more types and numbers of material goods, and each
stratum worked hard at Veblenesque emulative spending. This and several
other essays have a strong concentration on the Chesapeake region of Mary-
_land and Virginia and give this book an attractive local interest.

“One of the most valuable aspects of the book is that the editors did not
choose only essays espousing a particular party line. Edward A. Chappell’s ex-
ploration of housing and living standards finds that a trend for housing im-
provements and rebuilding did not occur markedly until the early nineteenth
century. Similarly, David D. Hall finds surprising little revolution in book-
buying and reading, a trend also noted by Margaretta M. Lovell, who explores
paintings. As Chappell observes, this may cool the heady “consumer revolu-
tion” factions since an overall improvement in housing may be more reliable
“than chamber pots and dressing boxes.”

The two concluding essays wrap the assemblage together. T. H. Breen makes
a fascinating connection between a rising consumerism and the awareness of
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the power of the consumer which permitted the effective deployment of vari-
ous non-importation acts by Americans gearing for yet a different revolution.
This is followed by Cary Carson’s exhaustive and eloquent concluding essay
which asks why demand took such an upsurge in the eighteenth century when,
amazingly, it was virtually unknown two centuries before. His conclusions are
meticulously thought out and far too complex to relate here. However, one
word of wisdom from Carson: arguments over which revolution, consumer or
industrial, drove the other—a chicken and egg issue—are specious. The point
remains that, to varying degrees, consumers on all levels enjoyed expanded
choices in this seminal century, and our world has never been the same since.
STEPHEN E. PATRICK
Curator, Belair Mansion, Bowie, Md.

The Forerunners: Dutch Jewry in the North American Diaspora. By Robert P.
Swierenga. (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1994. 480 pages. Illustra-
tions, appendices, notes, bibliography, index. $37.95.)

Historians and genealogists will appreciate the generally thorough research and
comprehensive treatment in what the author calls “the first history of Dutch Jews
in the United States.” General readers may find the statistical tables of local popu-
lations and lists of names and occupations to be somewhat tedious.

The author reports the names and numbers of persons who resided in vari-
ous wards, and at various intervals usually consistent with census enumera-
tions, in Philadelphia, Baltimore, New Orleans, and the several so-called Great
Lakes Frontier cities from Buffalo in the east to Chicago in the west. The
author leaps from Chicago to San Francisco, concluding that “Dutch Jews in
the Midwest were a transient lot [who] amalgamated into the larger German
community.” Indeed, this reviewer wondered how the author accurately dif-
ferentiated Dutch Jews, whose names are often easy to identify, from families
named Levy, Frank, Hamburger, and other German-sounding names.

Swierenga relies on familiar resources for most of his facts concerning Balti-
more Jewry, and he cites the well-known families of Hartogensis, Nyburg and
others known to have Dutch origins, but also many suspected to be of German
origin. A serious lapse in h