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River). Labeled the Schultz Phase, they have been dated by archaeologists to the 
second half of the sixteenth century and a little later. It is therefore tempting to 
place the Shannetowas geographically in the Schultz Phases area and then recall 
that John Smith reported that the "Massawomecks" and the Susquehannocks still 
living on the river of that name were enemies. That enmity would make sense if 
there had been an earlier rupture within the Susquehannocks, with disaffected 
people heading westward but coming back as raiders. The Herekeens lived farther 
from Maryland than the others, and once they acquired metal implements from 
French traders in what is now Canada, they became much more choosy in what 
they would purchase from Englishmen like Henry Fleet. They may have been the 
people known to history as Erie Indians, whose name for themselves is known to 
have been "Erikehronnon."^ 

The Massawomecks were known to be great long-distance travelers, "both winter 
and summer" according to Fleet. Most of their travels seem to have been raids, for 
they were hostile to the Maryland Algonquian-speakers except for the Nacotchtanks/ 
Anacostians, who^'had managed to make a truce with them and establish themselves 
as middlemen. John Smith heard from Powhatan himself of a terrible raid in 1606, 
in which Massawomecks (Powhatan called them "Pocoughtraonacks") had killed a 
hundred people among the Patawomecks and Piscataways. In 1608, Smith met and 
deflected a Massawomeck raiding party aiming at the Tockwoghs at the head of 
Chesapeake Bay; Henry Spelman witnessed the Patawomecks being raided in 1610; 
and in 1631 Henry Fleet found that the Piscataways were dead set against his going 
upriver to meet with enemies who, they said, had killed a thousand of their people in 
the previous few years. (We find that figure exaggerated, but the enmity was real.) 

Two major factors would account for the southern Maryland Indians' hatred of 
the Massawomecks, both having to do with their superior military technology. First, 
some of them (the Herekeens) had connections with the French far to the north, 
giving them early access to iron hatchets that kept an edge longer than stone axes 
did. And secondly, they traveled in birchbark canoes that were considerably faster 
than heavy log dugouts. (That the raiders had such canoes is another argument for 
their being from the northwest; the southernmost extent of the paper birch [Betula 
papyrifera] is in the mountains of northern West Virginia, where they are merely 
small, struggling shrubs."*) That combination of better weapons and faster transport 
meant that the Massawomecks could strike almost without warning, hit hard, and 
then escape pursuit easily. What's more, light canoes that could be carried over por-
tages allowed them to make their waterborne attacks over a wider range of territory: 
both the Potomac River basin and the head of Chesapeake Bay'—reason enough 
for the outrage the Algonquian-speakers felt. The Massawomecks began trading 
their furs with the Virginia English in the 1630s, but the newly arrived Maryland 
English would soon cut that trade off. Not long afterward, they disappeared from the 
historical record, probably because they became known by a different name: "Black 
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Minqua" has been suggested, since the 1673 Augustin Herrman map shows people 
of that name living in the old Massawomeck region. • 

Probably in response to pressure from the Massawomecks, the Virginia Algon-
quians began organizing an ever-larger paramount chiefdom in the late sixteenth 
century, headed by Powhatan. By 1608, Powhatan's influence, if not domination, 
had drawn in the Patawomecks on the south bank of the Potomac, and he laid claim 
to the Tauxenents (English version: Doags) upstream. North bank people like the 
Nanjemoys and Piscataways may also have been pressured for an alliance, which 
would not have sat well with the Piscataway tayacs. Piscataway oral tradition recorded 
in the 1660s said that the tayacs were already forming their own paramountcy by 
then: their reason would have been to combat not just the threat but the actuality 
of Massawomeck raids coming down the Potomac, with or without organizational 
help from the Nanticokes (see Chapter 2). Hearing that foreigners were beginning to 
enter the Chesapeake-Bay from the east would hardly have made defensive alliances 
more urgent than they already were. 

Word also would have arrived in Maryland about the visits of foreigners to more 
southerly regions. Europeans were, after all, so exotic to native North Americans 
(the "threatening" part came later) that their arrival would have been exciting news 
to spread around. Several boatloads of Europeans may have either passed or entered 
the Virginia Capes in the early and mid-i500s, but the first well-documented attempt 
at European settlement occurred down on the York River in 1570. A party of Spanish 
Jesuit missionaries came there to live and began demanding that the Indians in the 
neighborhood support them in exchange for the gift of Christianity. The local people 
did not consider that a good bargain, and after a few months they killed most of the 
Jesuits. When the Spanish military, based in Havana, found out and sent a retaliatory 
force, their activities left a sour taste among the tribes of the lower James and York 
Rivers.® Word of the unpleasantness must have traveled far and wide. The Spanish, 
who claimed all the mid-Atlantic region as their own, visited the Chesapeake again 
in 1588, this time penetrating as far as the mouth of the Potomac River, where they 
took two hostages. The tribal identity of the hostages is not known, though one was 
actually from the Eastern Shore. They were taken involuntarily, so it is not surpris-
ing that one of them subsequently died "of grief." The other reached Santo Domingo 
and then died of smallpox.^ 

The English started later than the Spanish. They are known to have explored 
around the Outer Banks in the 1540s, but their first serious attempts at settlement 
(three of them), were on Roanoke Island in the mid-i58os. Hostilities with some of 
the native people broke out before long, and the colonies did not last.® Word of that 
unpleasantness may have reached southern Maryland afterward, and it is even more 
probable that an incident on the lower Virginia Eastern Shore in 1603 was reported 
northward: an English expedition put in for water and was violently repulsed, for 
reasons unknown.® Perhaps the local people involved thought the mariners were 
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learn one thing about the Piscataways, though: where early Jamestown colonists like 
John Smith called them "Moyaones," all the later writers called them "Piscataways." 
"Moyaone" may have been what chief Powhatan called them (his name for the Mas-
sawomecks differed, too, from the name used by the Potomac River peoples), or it 
may have signified only the town, not the nation. (Fig. 3^2) 

In 1621 a Jamestown Erfglishman named John Pory gained information to add to 
what John Smith had learned about the Patuxent River people thirteen years earlier.'^ 
Pory was visiting the English settlement recently established on the lower Eastern 
Shore when a chief from the Patuxent River towns, named Namenacus, came there 
looking for Thomas Savage, interpreter to the paramount chief of Accomac. When 
opportunity offered, he took Pory aside and asked him to visit his area; Pory agreed 
to do so later, after he had finished some other business. Pory then conferred with 
the nearby Occohannocks, whose chief was the acting ruler of the Virginia part of 
the Shore at the time,'^ and with his approval he crossed the bay. There he promptly 
ran into some local politics. 

Namenacus proved to be from Aquintanacsuck, the chiefdom nearest the Patuxent 
River s mouth. He and his younger brother Wamanato welcomed Pory with a kettle-
ful of boiled oysters, to be eaten aboard the ship. The next day Wamanato took Pory 
to his town, with its large cornfields, and introduced him to his wife and children 
before taking him hunting; Pory was escorted back to the ship by Namenacus. The 
day after that, an exchange was made: twelve beaver skins and a canoe for English 
trade goods, the first time that beaver skins (rather than the animals) are mentioned 
in an English record in Virginia or Maryland. Other trade was promised, including 
corn, an Indian boy (to learn English and become an interpreter), and an Englishman 
who had run away from his people and lived in the area for five years. But the next 
day Wamanato stayed home and Namenacus brought none of these things (probably 
either the Englishman or the local Indian boys were unwilling to leave). So relations 
soured for a time. But the two sides made up again, and Pory resumed his journey 
upriver, stopping in various towns as he went. Along the way, he learned that another 
chief, Cassatowap, was angry with Thomas Savage. The reason was not recorded, but 
the strained relations indicate that Savage had acted as an interpreter if not also as a 
trader in one or more unrecorded English expeditions to the area. To ensure the safety 
of the new Englishman (Pory), Cassatowap and another chief guided him upriver until 
at Mattapanient, while the two Indian leaders lay "innocently" below in the English 
ship, there was an attempted ambush. Pory suspected collusion but "released" the 
two chiefs courteously and managed to return downriver in an outwardly peaceful 
manner. When he got back to Accomac, the Laughing King told him that Namenacus 
had tried to lure him to the Patuxent River, with the intent of killing him. Regrettably, 
Pory recorded no reasons for all these enmities, though he probably learned them 
because he did, after all, have an interpreter with him. 

The Piscataways must have been influenced in some serious way by events unfold-
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move, and the trading session turned into an ambush. Spelman and nearly all the 
Englishmen with him were killed, their guns, gunpowder, and swords were gathered 
up by the killers, and their shallop was destroyed. An attack was then made on the 
ship. The sailors aboard hastily raised sail, and the wind for once being right, outran 
the canoes and escaped. The townsmen, whether Anacostian or Piscataway, would 
immediately have begun learning to use the captured guns, if they had not learned 
already. The only EngRshman known to survive the ambush was Henry Fleet, who 
would spend the next five years among the Indians.^^ 

A bit farther south, war was raging by then between the Jamestown English and 
the Powhatans, but except for the skirmishes between the Piscataways-Anacostians 
and the Patawomecks-English traders, the people of southern Maryland seem to 
have been uninvolved, sufficiently uninvolved to have the luxury of being curious. 
Curiosity was what the chief of the Patuxents felt when he heard that the Powhatans 
were going to make a stand against the English in Pamunkey territory in the sum-
mer of 1624. Not only that, he heard that the Pamunkey hosts had planted a great 
deal of extra corn that spring to feed their James River allies who were bearing the 
brunt of English raiding. He therefore sent a man south to observe the battle when 
it took place. The putcome cannot have been comforting to the Patuxents, whose 
wariness John Pory had observed three years before. The English won hands-down 
and chopped up all the Pamunkeys' corn.'® The battle proved to be the sunset of 
Powhatan power for many a year, and it would eventually free the English to begin 
spreading their settlements northward. For now, though, there was peace of a sort. 
The Patuxent chief was taken prisoner by other Englishmen during this time, but his 
people were selling corn to them and had guided an English party to an unidenti-
fied town ("Pocotonk") where they bought furs. The Chesapeake Bay fur trade was 
getting underway, the furs then being from bear, deer, wildcat, black fox, and otter. 
One Patuxent councilor gave interpreter Robert Poole a "lion" skin.^' 

There are no more English records about the Indians of southern Maryland for 
eight years, and then we find Henry Fleet, released from captivity and unaffiliated 
with the Virginia colony, operating as a fur trader, in hot competition with others, of 
course. He had the advantage of being his own interpreter among the Algonquian-
speakers, though not with the Massawomecks. The journal he wrote in 1631-32 
shows how wary, rather than hostile, the early contacts between Native people and 
Europeans really were. It also gives us a vivid picture of a very entrepreneurial time: 
a time when Virginia tried to prevent people other than her own traders from cash-
ing in, when other traders like Fleet were swarming in (there were no Maryland 
traders yet, because there was no Maryland), and when most of the Indian nations 
along the Potomac and Patuxent Rivers were still eager for European tools. William 
Claiborne's activities on Kent Island, far up the Chesapeake Bay near the Wicomisses, 
had drawn in the Patuxents, so that by 1635 we have a record of a Patuxent man 
taking a Wicomiss wife.^° Fleets business, on the other hand, was with people near 
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middlemen who "used to convey all such English truck [goods] as cometh into this 
river" into their hands, which caused jealousy and sometimes violence. Fleet wrote 
that the Piscataways had lost " 1000 persons in my time" of captivity (1623-28), so 
he knew he would cause a double offense by going upriver. 

Nevertheless, Fleet was "on the make" as a trader, so he persisted in trying to 
contact the Massawomecks. On June 13 he found and questioned an Anacostian-
Massawomeck interpreter, hearing how (relatively) densely populated the Massa-
womeck country was anfl how the people there made beaver-skin coats. They were 
not accessible to the English by water, for the rivers they lived on would only take 
canoes (true of the Potomac in many places above its falls), but Fleet was cheered to 
hear that they were "great travelers winter and summer." So he had them summoned 
downriver to meet him, over the protests of the Piscataways and their downriver 
neighbors. A birch bark canoefiil of Massawomeck emissaries came to the parley and 
tried to persuade Fleet to trade exclusively with them. Fleet demurred. Ultimately he 
sent his brother Edward and two Indian men back upriver with the emissaries, telling 
them to hand out presents and conduct negotiations in the Massawomecks' towns. 
Fleet then went in the pinnace to what seems to have been a temporary town, called 
Tohoga (probably analogous to the sector of Massawomecks who called themselves 
Tohoga), located two leagues (nine miles) below the falls of the Potomac. There he 
stopped and waited for his brothers return, which occurred on July 3, with news 
that elated him. Edward Fleet had been welcomed heartily, and for the first half of 
his five-day journey back (as opposed to seven days going up), 110 Indians had ac-
companied him, laden with beaver. This escort had intended to go the whole way 
back to Tohoga, which would have opened direct trade between Fleet and the Mas-
sawomecks, but the Anacostians were not about to lose their middleman position. 
A party of them had intercepted the travelers halfway and poisoned their minds, 
saying that the Piscataways accompanying the Englishman planned to murder them 
in revenge for earlier Massawomeck raids. The Massawomecks stopped where they 
were and let Fleet s brother finish the journey alone. 

Fleet went to the Anacostians the next morning about these intrigues, but they 
claimed to know nothing about anything. Instead they offered to bring the 110 Mas-
sawomecks to their town if Fleet would make "a firm league" with them and give 
their chief "a present" (unspecified). Fleet wrote later, "The refusal of this offer was 
the greatest folly that I have committed." From that moment on, the Anacostians 
would work against him, which also meant he had lost his interpreter. 

Some of the Massawomecks came down to see Fleet anyway on July 10. They 
were from the Usserahak sector of the Massawomecks, and their number included 
a woman who could act as interpreter, which enabled Fleet to assuage any fears 
they had. They agreed to bring the rest of their traveling party downriver and asked 
Fleet to send an Englishman with them, which he did. Then on July 11, a differ-
ent set of people came downriver: different attire, including a "red fringe", a much 
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haughtier attitude—Fleets trade goods did not impress them—and two axes that 
Fleet recognized as having come from England by way of Canada. They claimed to 
be from the Mosticum part of the Massawomecks, but Fleet learned later that they 
were Herekeens, who lived closer to Canada and were in enmity with the other four 
groups. Another member of Fleet s party was eager to go home with them, which 
Fleet had to allow, an^ the meeting ended. 

On July 15 the Usserhaks returned with their interpreter. They were dismayed to 
hear of the young man who had gone with the Herekeens, whom they now identified 
for Fleet, probably based upon his description of their appearance. They said that 
more of their people wanted to come downriver and view the English trade goods, to 
which Fleet agreed. As they left, he asked them to follow the Herekeens and retrieve 
the Englishman from among them. 

In his pinnace, Fleet went back downriver to Piscataway on July 18, where his 
ship lay and where he managed to excuse his trading with their enemies. He brought 
sixteen Usserahaks with him, whom he had hired to bring trade goods from his ship 
and take them upriver to their own people to look over. The Usserahaks did so, and 
on August 7 they returned to Fleets ship with the trade goods and eighty skins sent 
with them by the Tohogas. Nine hundred Tonhogas had been planning to come 
downriver by canoe, they said, in spite of more Anacostian warnings, but they had 
been halted by two false rumors, namely, that Fleet's trade goods were worthless and 
also that the Herekeens had visited Fleet and killed one of his men. The Usserahaks 
needed reassurance. Fleet gave it, but because he was running out of food for himself 
and his sailors, and the Piscataways apparently could no longer be prevailed upon, he 
had to take the ship and pinnace back downriver in search of provisions. He would 
not return upriver again, at least for that year. He arrived at Moyumps (Tauxenent 
on John Smiths map), where three men from Usserahak, Tohoga, and Mosticum 
met him. They asked him to stay there fifteen days, while they sent for their people 
to come and trade. Fleet agreed, but his plan was foiled on August 28 by the arrival 
of a force of Virginia English, who arrested him and escorted him to Jamestown. 
He was able to stop at Indian towns along the way and get them to promise to save 
skins for him, but for the time being his trading mission to the Massawomecks was 
at an end. Once in Jamestown, he reassured the governor of his cooperation, and 
as they were both English gentlemen, he was set free to go trading again, though he 
left no record about further activities in the Potomac River area. 

THUS, ON THE EVE of the English founding their Maryland colony, a number of 
complex relationships were already in place among the Native people of southern 
Maryland. All but the Anacostians hated the Massawomecks and the Susquehan-
nocks, who hated each other. The Anacostians were allies of the Massawomecks and 
eager to be middlemen for them in the fur trade, which made them distrusted by 
everyone downriver and also by the English traders. Everyone in southern Maryland 



Book Excerpt: Indians of Southern Maryland 275 

was willing to tolerate the Virginia English, with whom they had had some troubles 
in the past, because the fur trade was already proving to be profitable. When a dif-
ferent group of English arrived in 1634 intent upon establishing a colony separate 
from Virginia, the native people probably considered them to be mainly interested 
in trading. They would make the same mistake with the Maryland English that the 
Powhatans had made with 'the English in Virginia: they would not realize until it 
was too late, that the foreigners were not only interested in staying, but that they 
were farmers who would eventually thrive and spread out, and the native people 
would be the losers thereby. 
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"Convicted of a Scandalous Offence 
against the Government": Political 
Culture and the English Civil War in 
Colonial Maryland 

S T E V E N C A R L S M I T H 

In April 1655, a sheriff named Richard Collett was banished from the proprietary 
colony of Maryland. According to records of the provincial court, Collett was 
"Convicted of a Scandalous offence against the Governmt by his Subscribint of 

a Petitiion of Dangerous Contnets." Collett arrived in 1650, a refugee of England's 
civil wars, and emerged as an impromptu attorney before landing a position as the 
high sheriff of Calvert County after winning favor from the colony's ruling party. 
Fifteen month's after his banishment, he reappeared and eventually took up his old 
office of high sheriff in Calvert County. Collett's life ended dramatically in 1668, 
following a brutal assault by Captain Thomas Manning, a fellow middling political 
appointee who often sat next to him during sessions of the Calvert County court. 
Collett's banishment, and eventual death at the hands of a violent, unhinged fellow 
landholder offers a compelling example of just how profoundly unstable the political 
infrastructure of Maryland was in the seventeenth century' 

Shortly after Colle.tt's arrival, Maryland fell into religious and political turmoil, 
as confessional and political disputes not resolved in Britain arrived on the colony's 
shores along with scores of ambitious young men. Collett was a participant in and 
political casualty of the mid-century civil war that rocked the colony. This conflict, 
and the series of political crises that followed in the 1670s and 1680s, grew out of a 
long-standing controversy over the "nature of the English constitution." Collett and 
his family were caught between the equally polarizing establishment of Maryland 
by a Catholic family and the crisis of the English Civil War. These two conflicts, 
separated by the Atlantic Ocean, came crashing together in the mid-seventeenth-
century Chesapeake. Richard Collett was one of the many casualties of this perfect 
storm, and his experience in England and Maryland allows us to trace the ligaments 
of political and religious conflict in the seventeenth-century Atlantic world.^ 

Little Gidding 

Richard Collett's life began auspiciously. Born in 1602 in Cambridgeshire, England, 
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he was one of sixteen children of John and Susanna Collett. Following an outbreak 
of the black plague in London, the couple moved their sprawling family to Hunt-
ingdonshire, about thirty miles outside Cambridge, to be part of a small religious 
community known as Little Gidding. Richard's uncle, Nicholas Ferrar, the son of a 
London merchant and a deputy of the Virginia Company, had founded Little Gidding 
to pursue an austere, jgodly life after the company had gone bust. The community 
became, in a way, the intellectual center of the company's failed efforts in Virginia. 
After extensive repairs to an old church and house, Ferrar and his followers built a 
school for local children, an almshouse, and a dispensary to provide medicine for 
the surrounding region. This community of forty or so people was the culmination 
of Ferrar's vision of an ideal Anglican society.^ 

Although Little Gidding was modeled on the typical, hierarchical household of 
early modern English society, Nicholas Ferrar, the man to whom the small community 
looked for leadership, both spiritual and practical, was not afraid to involve women 
as well as men in the decision-making process. Management of the household, and 
thus the means of Little Gidding's daily subsistence, fell to Richard Collett's mother 
Susanna—Nicholas Ferrar's sister—and Collett's two oldest sisters, Mary and Anna. 
Mary, a celibate woman of means and likely caretaker to young Richard, essentially 
shared the burden of leadership with her uncle Nicholas. Though she was never 
recognized formally as either one of the leaders or the leader of Little Gidding, the 
community nevertheless looked to her for guidance. 

Richard and his wife Elizabeth were part of a remarkable community of women 
at Little Gidding. We know little about Elizabeth, but we do know a great deal about 
the women, such as Richard's older sisters and his younger cousin Virginia Ferrar, 
whom Elizabeth would have considered mentors, peers, friends, and family. In 
particular, scholars have highlighted what became known as the "Little Academy," 
a discussion and educational program at Little Gidding that consisted of the Ferrar 
and Collett women. The Little Academy was just one aspect of the community's 
educational apparatus. Young boys attended the school, while their older brothers, 
presumably including Richard, were sent to London to apprentice in various trades 
and professions. The Little Academy, by contrast, was created by and for the older 
Ferrar and Collett sisters. When it met, the sisters engaged in a Socratic dialogue 
on a pre-determined topic. 

The Little Academy, as historian Kate E. Riley points out, was atypical in early 
modern England. Outside aristocratic circles, it would have been unusual for young 
women to practice oratory and engage in leisurely or scholarly pursuits. In addi-
tion to their intellectual engagement, women at Little Gidding had authorial and 
even imperial ambitions. Virginia Ferrar, who was named after the Virginia colony, 
worked side-by-side with her father, John Ferrar, to author texts for the colonial and 
metropolitan reader alike, including a 1667 map of Virginia directly attributed to her 
pen. On top of learning typical household tasks, Virginia Ferrar and her sisters and 
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cousins were also invested in making books, which included mastering the art of print-
ing and binding. According to the seventeenth-century observer Thomas Fuller, the 
women at Little Gidding were "emploied in learned and pious work to binde Bibles" 
including a text "most exactly done" and thus "presented to King Charles."^ 

The establishment of Little Gidding, small and austere as it was, can also be seen 
as bold political statement. Despite residing in the largely Parlimentarian Hunt-
ingdonshire during the English Civil War, the Ferrar and Collett families had been 
nominal supporters of feing Charles I, who grew to admire this esoteric religious 
community and their hand-stitched books. In May 1636, for example, William Laud, 
the Archbishop of Canterbury, presented a gospel harmony he had commissioned 
along with John Cosin to Charles 1. Evidently pleased with the work, Charles re-
quested that the community create for him a volume that integrated several books of 
the Old Testament, a text that John and Nicholas personally delivered to Whitehall 
in April 1640, less than two weeks before the first meeting of the Short Parliament. 
Charles L with or without his handmade books, visited the small community twice 
in the 1640s. His first visit occurred just prior to the opening shots of the First Civil 
War as he journeyed to Yorkshire in March 1642; his second visit was under far more 
dire circumstances.^ 

Little Giddirigs political grandstanding did not come without hardships. Fol-
lowing the outbreak of hostilities between the Parlimentarians and the Royalists, 
John Ferrar, who assumed leadership of the community following the death of his 
brother, realized that remaining in Huntingdonshire was becoming increasingly 
dangerous. Fearing violence at the hands of Parliamentarians, the Ferrar and Col-
lett families abandoned Little Gidding. In a letter to his son, John Ferrar explained 
his decision: 

We were faine to Submitt to a longe Sequestration for then the Waues Raged 
•horribly but that was not all to Saue our Consciences from what was Imposed 
that that might not Ruine alsoe We rather resolved to leaue our Native Country 
and soe I tooke you [&] my [Virginia Ferrar] and Went beyound sea and some 
of our Dearest Freinds fellowes in our Missery did accompayny vs beyound sea 
This being our Case and knowinge our best helpe and Comforte must be in god 
he having safely brought us in to an other land. 

The Ferrar family and their "Dearest Freinds" lived in exile for two years, possibly 
in Holland. The fragmentation of Little Gidding would result in members of the 
community facing persecution during the civil wars.® 

John Ferrar and his family returned to Little Gidding in late 1645 or early 1646, 
at a time when the community became a refuge for Royalist military forces. In 
April 1646, Charles I made his second visit, this time seeking sanctuary after the 
disastrous Battle of Naseby. While there is no doubt that John Ferrar and his fol-
lowers supported the king, Ferrar was adamant that Charles not remain long at 
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Little Gidding because Parliamentary agents patrolled the area. He instead directed 
the king to stay in the village of Coppingford, where he knew enemy forces seldom 
ventured. Shortly thereafter, Little Gidding suffered a stinging rebuke from the 
Parliamentarians. Late in the summer of 1646, as legend has it, the community was 
allegedly sacked by Puritan soldiers, who may have dismantled a great deal of the 
manor, including the church organ, and who did plunder much of the furniture and 
provisions. It is likely that Richard Collett witnessed the persecution first-hand. His 
migration to Maryland, then, can be interpreted more as a forced exile and less as 
an opportunistic venture.^ 

In light of lucent scholarship on the Little Gidding community, it is also likely 
that confessional politics and continued imperial ambition influenced Richard Col-
lett s choice of Maryland as a landing point. Little Gidding, though not Catholic, 
was ostensibly High Anglican. The community was thus viewed by contemporary 
observers and critics alike as being religiously eccentric, given the adoption of several 
methods of worship and spiritual observance that were at least inspired by Roman 
traditions: contemplation, asceticism, and celibacy.To some. Little Gidding resembled 
a monastery. The large Ferrar-Collett household, located on private, isolated land 
in Huntingdonshire, was spatially and hierarchically organized in such a way that 
the many unwed men and women lived in separate quarters at opposite ends of the 
home. The fabric of everyday life centered on chapel attendance and a work cycle 
meant td sustain their basic material well-being and, above all, their devotion to 
God. At the very least, the community resembled other Catholic households in 
seventeenth-century England, such as a Newcastle residence that housed Jesuits 
that regularly provided mass.® 

Despite retreating from London, and seemingly retired from any sort of material 
and imperial pursuits, the Ferrar-Colletts were still very ambitious and remained 
in contact with the London business world. Nicholas Ferrar was so attentive to his 
business pursuits that John felt he was not fully invested in the spiritual health of the 
community. Nicholas and many of the men at Little Gidding were evidently mobile 
enough to attend to the community's business interests in London and elsewhere. 
John was involved for a time in the Skinners' Company in 1630, and the two brothers 
joined in a short-lived effort to revive the Virginia Company in 1631. To that end, 
John maintained a correspondence with several planters in the Chesapeake, and his 
daughter Virginia often penned his letters as an amanuensis, so much so that she 
was, according to Michael Lloyd Ferrar, "as well known to the people of Virginia 
as if she lived there." She continued to conduct her father's business in the colony 
long after his death, becoming so entangled in the commercial and political lives 
of Virginians that she became something of an expert, Michael Ferrar claimed, on 
"the colony and its conditions."^ 

It is reasonable to argue that the Little Gidding community had specific politi-
cal and spiritual interests in re-establishing a connection to the Chesapeake region. 
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Not only did Richard Collett s arrival create a bridge between High Anglican Little 
Gidding and recently established Catholic Maryland, it helped assuage the Ferrar 
family's earlier failures in Virginia. By doing so, the Ferrar-Collett clan could then 
claim a measure of influence in the colony's confessional politics. 

Arrival 

The Maryland that greeted Richard Collett was as diverse geographically, agricultur-
ally, and socially as it was politically divisive. As a High Anglican-Royalist, Collett 
was potentially at odds with the two dominant factions in the province: the Catholic 
Proprietary party a^d the Puritan Parliamentarians. While he surely had hoped 
to extricate himself from such strife by leaving war-torn England behind, what he 
encountered were more political and confessional schisms. Indeed, the religious 
toleration envisioned by the Calvert family was beginning to spiral into outright 
conflict. 

The circumstances surrounding Richard Collett's immigration to Maryland are 
somewhat murky. He arrived in 1650, most likely after the death of his father in March 
of that year. In 1651 his younger brother John arrived. Richard had left behind his 
wife Elizabeth, who was eventually transported to Maryland in either 1658 or 1664, 
depending on the source. That was a common practice, and settlements during this 
period were marked by a pronounced gender imbalance. Although the gender gap 
had decreased to three men for every woman by the time Elizabeth rejoined him, 
this disparity, revealed in headright lists, is a mark of what historian Russell Menard 
has called a "severe sexual imbalance."^" 

Why did Richard Collett leave his wife behind in war-torn England? Lois Green 
Carr and Lorena S. Walsh have speculated that few, if any, women chose to leave 
behind family and community to migrate to the unknown Maryland wilderness. 
That may ex^plain Elizabeth Collett's delay. Even though her kinship network became 
increasingly fractured as a result of religious and political persecution, she had 
married into a sprawling clan and may have been reluctant to leave for even more 
uncertainty in Maryland. Possibly she remained in England to attend to the family's 
financial affairs. Health may have also been a concern. Newly arrived Marylanders 
usually fell ill, frequently with malaria, and women faced the additional dangers of 
pregnancy and childbirth." 

It is also worth pointing out Richard Collett's age—forty-eight—on his arrival 
in 1650, nearly double the average age of recent immigrants. According to Menard, 
of the 119 free male immigrants who served as justices of the peace, sheriffs, or as-
semblymen in seventeenth-century Maryland, only 11.8 percent were over the age 
of forty when they landed in the Chesapeake. Indeed, the average age of officers 
upon their arrival was 28.5, with the median being twenty-seven. Why would Col-
lett, at such an advanced age, risk death by coming to Maryland? His bold gambit to 
migrate suggests two possible motivations. First, it is likely that he was the target of 
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persecution in England due to his association with the Little Gidding community. 
On the other hand, he might have been lured by the potential for acquiring his own 
land—sufficient motivation to uproot and leave his family behind, at least for the 
time being/^ 

Collett first appears in the historical record four years after his arrival, when 
several Maryland landowners presented "letters of attorney" to the provincial court. 
As legal documents that granted power of attorney, letters of attorney allowed just 
about anyone to act as a barrister within the framework of the legal system, with or 
without professional credentials. Letters of attorney grew progressively more complex 
as the line between "power of attorney" and "warrant of attorney"—which granted 
someone acting as an attorney power to retrieve outstanding debts on behalf of the 
client—became increasingly blurred in seventeenth-century Maryland. The attorney-
client relationship soon reflected social and political networks, as landowners and 
merchants alike wanted their close friends to represent them in court. The handful 
of cases in which Collett took part suggests that this sort of confluence of friend-
ship and legal representation was as ordinary as it was widespread. For example, in 
April 1654, Lawrence Ward of Virginia constituted his "friend mr Richard Collett" 
his "Lawfull Attorney" to "receive all Such debts as are due to me in Putuxent River 
in the Province of Maryland," to be done "as I my Self were present." At the same 
session of the court, Golle,tt presented a letter of attorney from John Davis, a small 
Catholic landholder and part-time carpenter, that granted him a variety of powers. 
Davis's St. Mary's County estate was valued at one hundred acres, and he asked Col-
lett to "receive and pay, to arrest, plead and imprison, to release quitt and Discharge 
for me in my Name" several thousand pounds of tobacco and a "hog worth 250 of 
Tob:" from Robert Taylor, who happened to be in debt to Ward. Taylor, a substantial 
landholder who owned contracts of at least twenty-six servants from 1651 until his 
death in 1660, was ordered by the court to pay both Ward and Davis their respec-
tive debts, with Ward receiving 352 pounds of tobacco and Davis receiving his hog 
worth 250 pounds of tobacco. What is not revealed in the settlements is just how 
much Collett profited from these friendly arrangements.'^ 

Collett's political profile seemed to be on the rise after his appearance in court as 
an attorney. Despite his own religious beliefs, his career eventually became entangled 
with the Catholic Proprietary party. In July 1654, the same year that Calvert County 
was incorporated into the colony, Collett was appointed to be the new jurisdiction's 
"high Sheriff" by Governor William Stone, a man whose time in office was marked 
by constant conflict. 

This act of political patronage would have far-reaching consequences for Collett 
and his family, for with this appointment. Stone granted Collett significant power in 
Calvert County. Sheriffs were paid administrators who made arrests, collected taxes, 
ran the county jail, gathered and paid fees for fellow officials, and oversaw Assembly 
elections, while also reserving the power to raise a militia in order to take care of 
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domestic unrest. The county sheriff, then, was a position that required a great deal of 
savvy. Indeed, the eighteenth-century attorney general Stephen Bordley pointed out 
that "the Sheriffs office [was] a place of either Considerable gain o r . . . Consdierable 
loss; & the difference turns upon . . . Care, Exactness & diligence in the Execution 
of it." Sheriffs were often used by officials as public muscle. Edward Inglish, for ex-
ample, was known to have terrorized Cecil County in the 1680s, causing numerous 
landholders to file complaints to the colonial council: 

[Joseph Hawkins] likewise saith that since his Ldsp had made Mr Edwaard 
Inglish high Sheriff of Caecil County he had behaved himself very high and 
arrogantly to the people ̂ here not sticking to say that since his Lspp had given 
him the Comand of the County the people must and should love him and feare 
him, and that he hath heard that Mr Inglish or his Subsheriff should threaten and 
give out publickly that when they went about to Receive the Rents and leavys 
they would meete with some particular persons that had sett their hands to a 
petition and they would strip draw and tumble their Tobacco Sufficiently."* 

It is not clear whether Richard Collett ever abused his office, but he did use his 
authority to regulate the pace of daily life in Calvert County. Collett was charged 
with keeping the peace in a county that was still very much a sparsely settled frontier, 
where violence and lawlessness were all too common. In November 1660, Gover-
nor Phillip Calvert ordered Collett "to raise the greatest number of men yow can, 
and wth them to march away to the Mill imediatly" to investigate and stamp out a 
public disturbance. Calvert was so confident in Collett s ability to maintain order 
that he commented before the colonial assembly that Collett possessed the "fidelity 
and readiness to doe . . . service in preseruing the Countrey in peace." Eurther, in 
March 1663, Calvert ordered Collett to investigate and several seize ships suspected 
of smuggling tobacco out of the province. 

I doe hereby impower yow the sd Rich Collett (in such Case yow shall judge it 
needful & requisite) to press Men Ammunition & Armes for the more speedy 
surprizing & seising such Barke, Catch Sloope 8c other Vessell exporting To 
hence 8c not having made such entry as is requisite. Contrary to the Act of 
Navigacon, 8c the Law 8c order of this Province. 

After investigating the incident, Collett reported to the court that he had seized 
a ship from Boston named The Content and discovered that the captain, Joseph 
Winslow, "had Laden on Board his Vessell several hogsheads of Tob, of the groath 
of this Prouince, before hee had entred into Bond here according to the Act of the 
high Court of Parliamt in England for encouraging 8c encreasing of shipping of 
nauigaon."'5 Collett, it seems, was well on his way to becoming an important man 
on the ground in the colony's political apparatus. 
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Despite the hardships the position entailed, Richard Collett, it seems, was a man 
on the make. While he apparently gained the favor of the Catholic proprietors and 
their governors, he and his wife Elizabeth lived modestly. It is likely that Collett relied 
on public service to Support his family, since he apparently failed as a farmer in the 
competitive Chesapeake tobacco market. At the time of his death in 1668, Collett 
possessed little material wealth. In addition to the land he bequeathed her, Elizabeth 
received two mares with colts, all of the cattle and hogs, debts owed to him, sheriff's 
fees, all household items, and a small piece of land Richard had recently acquired. 
Although the will does not indicate what household items the family possessed, 
prosperous households during this period typically had individual chairs, several 
candles, pewter dining dishes, more beds with better fabric, a wider selection of 
cooking vessels, and occasionally pictures and looking glasses. The material well-
being of a modest life in seventeenth-century Maryland, on the other hand, centered 
on practical necessities such as a bed, a handful of cooking pots, a storage chest, a 
table, and a gtin, ^nd it is not clear—insofar as the will indicates, at least—whether 
the Colletts ever realized these circumstances. It is also worth noting that Richard 
Collett s socialization at Little Gidding, which emphasized individual and collective 
austerity, may have influenced him materially in addition to spiritually. That he was 
raised in a community that taught him to live a godly life without excessive material 
comfort may explain why at the time of his death his home contained only the bare 
necessities needed in the Maryland wilderness.'® 

Land and Rebellion 

Richard Collett was probably drawn to Maryland by the promise of religious tolera-
tion as much as he was by the potential for owning land. The colony as envisioned 
by George and Cecil Calvert mirrored a traditional, English manorial society based 
on feudalism, aristocracy, patriarchal households, nucleated settlements, religious 
toleration, and an economy of fur trading, farming, and household manufacturing. 
As historian John Krugler points out, the Calverts, as Catholic colonizers, faced 
an uphill battle convincing the Protestant government in England that they were 
committed to expanding the crown's domain. The Calvert family assumed that 
they could assuage competing confessional politics by demonstrating that neither 
"English" nor "Catholic" were mutually exclusive and that Catholic colonizers could 
act with the mother country in mind. In order to ease concerns in London, Cecil 
Calvert was determined to organize his colony around land, loyalty, and liberty of 
conscience. Relying on the manorial system, the Calverts sought to attract the young 
sons of the English gentry, for there was much more opportunity to enhance status 
and wealtli in Maryland than in England. The manorial system, they hoped, would 
produce a familiar hierarchical society based on land and rents which, in turn, would 
theoretically encourage loyalty to the proprietor. Granting religious freedom, they 
reasoned, would reduce some of the roadblocks they faced as Catholic colonizers. 
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Religious toleration in Maryland—which the Calverts hoped would ensure coopera-
tion between Protestants and Catholics and foster loyalty to the proprietors—was 
meant to prevent any potential political and confessional conflict that could arise 
in London or the colony.'^ 

During the first decade that Richard Collett lived in Maryland, the political 
and religious strife of the English Civil War that he left behind in 1650 followed him 
to the Chesapeake Bay. In order to fend off aggressive claims to their authority, in 
North America as well as in London, the Calvert family had to distance themselves 
from their confessional politics. In so doing, they bowed to the interests of a group 
of London tobacco merchants, a Protestant community with ties to the Calvert 
family's enemies in Virginia, who had actively tried to undermine their authority in 
Maryland and London by lobbying to have their proprietary charter revoked. Forced 
into a corner, in 1649 the Calverts made a largely symbolic gesture: they appointed 
a Virginia Protestant, William Stone, to be the new provincial governor. This bold 
choice was, initially at least, a savvy political maneuver by Lord Baltimore for two 
reasons. First, Stone had political connections within the London merchant com-
munity that had tried, unsuccessfully, to undermine Baltimore's authority in order 
to gain a greater measure of control of the colony for themselves. The appointment 
of Stone to the governor's office was, on the surface at least, a way to calm the ten-
sions between London merchants and the Calverts. Second, Stone used his influ-
ence in Virginia to encourage a large Puritan community, led by Richard Bennett, 
to relocate to Maryland. The Puritans, by moving across the Chesapeake Bay, were 
thus able to avoid persecution by Virginia governor William Berkeley, as staunch 
an Anglican as he was a Royalist. Indeed, the appointment of Stone and the arrival 
of Bennett created a political climate in which the Maryland Assembly ratified the 
Act Concerning Religion in 1649, a law meant to calm growing tensions between 
Catholics and Protestants in the colony.'^ 

Religious toleration, however it was initially envisioned, was not necessarily 
what it seemed when put into actual practice. Constantly at issue was the question 
of whether a Catholic could be loyal to and serve the interest of England. Thanks 
to the 1649 statute that granted freedom of confessional practice, more Puritans 
than either Anglicans or Catholics expressed interest in migrating to Maryland, 
and perhaps most significantly, they also had the means to do so. This settlement 
pattern had far-ranging political ramifications. As they considered how to best 
protect Catholic settlers and ensure that their colony would prosper, the Calvert 
family made the conscious decision to make confessional identity one less barrier 
to residency in Maryland.^' 

William Stone's encouragement of the Puritan migration was consistent with 
the designs of the proprietors, who hoped to attract a diverse population in order 
to solidify the colony's economy. This sentiment is revealed in Stone's commission. 
"William Stone now or late of Northampton County in Virginia Esqr," the commis-
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sion stated, "hath undertaken in some short time to procure five hundred People 
of British or Irish discent to Come from other places and plant and reside within 
our said Province of Maryland for the advancement of our colony." It was likely that 
some of the five hundred settlers Stone brought with him to Maryland in 1649 were 
indeed the Puritans who would engineer a coup five years later. Stone, of course, 
had no reason to believe that this act of good will would have the disastrous political 
consequences it did, and his faith in his Virginia neighbors ultimately brought the 
colony to the brink of civil war.^° 

Despite Lord Baltimore's efforts to encourage religious unity and economic sta-
bility in his family's colony. Stone's appointment had the opposite effect. In the early 
months of 1652, William Claiborne and Richard Bennett, commissioners appointed 
by the new Parliamentary government in England to establish the legitimacy of the 
English Commonwealth in the Chesapeake, removed Stone and his council. For 
Claiborne, at least, the hostile takeover was the culmination of a bitter twenty-year 
feud with Lord Baltimore over the threat that the establishment of Maryland posed 
to Virginia landowners and the controversy surrounding Claiborne's trading post 
on Kent Island, which Lord Baltimore took for his own in 1638. Stone refused to 
acknowledge the commonwealth's claim to authority in Maryland and vowed instead 
to uphold Lord Baltimore's charter. As a way to further solidif)' their claim to power, 
Claiborne and Bennett dissolved the provincial court. And while mounting tensions 
were assuaged somewhat in July 1652 when Governor Stone and his council were al-
lowed to resume their duties, the next two years witnessed heightened anxieties and 
continued jostling for power between Claiborne, Bennett, and Stone's proprietary 
administration.^' 

The conflict climaxed in July 1654 when hostile Protestants who had supported 
Claiborne and Bennett's Parliamentary commission removed Stone and his supporters; 
Stone was in turn replaced by a Puritan council loyal to the English Commonwealth. 
Frustrated and without much recourse. Lord Baltimore ordered Stone to restore the 
proprietary government by any means necessary. After unsuccessfully attempting to 
compel areas in Anne Arundel County and Kent Island to consent to his authority. 
Stone hedged a desperate bet. Completely unable to resolve the crisis by either diplo-
macy or coercion. Stone decided, erroneously, to retake the colony by force. In March 
1655, on the banks of the Severn River, Stone led a force of approximately 130 men 
against a Puritan militia led by William Fuller that included more than one hundred 
seasoned veterans of Oliver Cromwell's armies. Stone's rag-tag cavalier army was no 
match for Fuller's men, and the Puritan forces swept the field, losing only four from 
their ranks while slaughtering fifty of Stone's men. Stone, who was wounded in the 
shoulder, Josias Fendall, and ten high-ranking officials were arrested in the aftermath. 
Although Stone and Fendall were eventually spared, the Parliamentary commission-
ers executed four of Stone's men. The Puritans, having finally ousted the proprietary 
government, maintained a tenuous hold on the colony until 1657.^^ 
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Shortly after Stone's defeat in March 1655, Richard Collett received news that he 
was banished from the colony for signing what was likely an anti-Puritan petition. 
The ruling, dated April 1655, reads: 

Richard Collet being Convicted of a Scandalous offence against the Governmt 
by his Subscribint of a Petitiion of Dangerous Contnets and Consequence Shall 
be banished from this Province and give Security for his Good abearance to 
the present Governmt until he Shall give Notice unto mr Lawrence Ward in 
Virginia part of whose^Estate the Said Collett doth Manage in Putuxent River 
to appoint another in his room and Shall have Six weeks time for that dispatch 
and pay 10001 of Tob: to the Publick if his Security be taken as Sufficient for his 
good abearance aforesaid he may stay till the 25th of December. 

Collett was not the only casualty of the civil war between the Puritan commis-
sioners and Governor Stone. William Evans was "Convicted of high offence against 
the Publick by a Subscription under his own hand to a petition" but eventually asked 
for mercy from the commissioners. As punishment, he was ordered to pay two thou-
sand pounds of tobacco "towards the Publick damage occasioned in the late Warr 
raised by Capt Stone and his Complices." John Ashcombe confessed that "he was in 
Drink" which caused him, presumably, to write his name on a petition supporting 
Stone; like Evans, he Wcis also fined two thousand pounds of tobacco. Ashcombe and 
Evans, and perhaps numerous others not listed in available records, acknowledged 
the legitimacy of the triumphant Parliamentary government and received leniency 
for their newfound loyalty. "The Petitioners of Putuxent are discharged from the 
Contents," the ruling stated, "and Damage thereof by an Act of favour past unto them 
by this Court upon the acknowledgment of their offence and free Submission to the 
Present Governmt." Collett, on the other hand, refused to recognize the authority of 
the new government and was banished from the colony, apparently for good.^^ 

The petition Collett signed has not survived, so it is impossible to know exactly 
how its "Dangerous Contnets" threatened the Parliamentary government. Why, then, 
was Richard Collett banished when others received only fines for signing petitions 
supporting Stone? The most likely answer is that Collett simply refused to recognize 
the legitimacy of the new government, especially since he owed much of his political 
life, however fleeting it was, to Stone and the Catholic proprietors. But other questions 
arise that are not easily answered. First, was he involved in Stone's failed rebellion? 
Did he author the petition? Or, did more sinister motivations lurk under the surface? 
Given Collett s checkered confessional past as an Anglican who supported the Crown, 
which made him an outcast first in his home country and then in his adopted country, 
it is compelling to imagine that Collett s second forced exile was as religious as it was 
political and that he was thus caught up in a larger transatlantic struggle between 
Anglicans, Puritans, Royalists, and Catholics that was far beyond his control.^'' 
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Reinstatement 

It is unclear where Collett went after he was banished or if he even left at all. One 
possibility is that he was able to call upon one of Virginia Ferrar s many New World 
correspondents and thus fled across the Chesapeake in search of sanctuary. What 
is certain, though, is that Collett was back in Maryland fifteen months later. After 
he had presumably left the colony, the new government, now under the control 
of Claiborne and Bennett, relocated from St. Mary's City to a Puritan stronghold 
in Calvert County between the Severn and Patuxent Rivers. In June 1656, Collett 
filed a letter of attorney on behalf of Thomas Connery, a small landholder who had 
migrated from Virginia to the Patuxent River region in 1652. Shortly thereafter, Col-
lett presented another letter of ^torney to the court on behalf of Captain Edward 
Streeter. Why did Richard Collett suddenly reappear in the Maryland after a forced 
exile, and why was he allowed to return to the colony and seemingly pick up where 
he left off as an attorney to local l a n d h o l d e r s ? ^ ^ 

There are two ways to think about Richard Collett s sudden reappearance before 
the court that had banished him in April 1655. The first possible but highly unlikely 
circumstance was that Collett gave in and recognized the new Puritan regime in 
order to regain not only his status as attorney to middling landholders but his own 
modest estate in Calvert County as well. The second, more likely, scenario is that 
Collett may have been aware of Lord Baltimore and Josias Fendall's attempts to 
regain control of the colony. After he was released from prison for his role in Wil-
liam Stones disastrous rebellion, Fendall assumed "a pretended power from Capt 
William Stone to the great hindrance of the public affairs and to the distraction and 
Damage of the people" by openly provoking "the disturbance of the publick peace & 
Government." This was despite having taken an "oath" to submit to the new Puritan 
regime. Consequently, Fendall was forced to return to prison: 

It is therefore ordered by this present Court that in regard the said Josias Fen-
dall hath & Still doth give Just ground of Suspition of his dangerousness to the 
publick peace of this Province, if he Should enjoy his liberty. He the Said Josias 
Fendall Shall goe to the place from whence he Came a prisoner and there abide 
in safe Custody until the Matters of Governmt in the Province of Maryland Shall 
be further Settled and fully determined by his highness the Lord Protector of 
England and Councell of State upon a Legall hearing, To which also the Said 
Josias Fendall doth Consent in Court.^® 

In 1657, Lord Baltimore regained control of his colony after he brokered a peace 
with Oliver Cromwell. With Edward Diggs serving as mediator, Baltimore negoti-
ated an end to the "bloodshed & great distempers" that put his colony "in a very 
sad distracted & unsettled condition." In so doing, he struck a deal with Bennett, 
Claiborne, and their faction that allowed the Puritan commissioners, and anyone 
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who supported their government, to remain in Maryland "with all the same rights 
as they might have had if the said Controversies & differences had not hapned." To 
remain in Lord Baltimore's Maryland came with a stipulation, though: the Puritans 
had to support and uphold freedom of conscience outlined in the 1649 Act Concern-
ing Religion. Indeed, Lord Baltimore maintained that he would "never give his assent 
to the repeale of a lawe established heertofore in Maryland" whereby "all persons 
professing to believe in Jesus Christ have freedom of Conscience." Religious tolera-
tion, it seems, had returned to Maryland with the reinstatement of the proprietary 
authorities.^^ ^ 

After regaining power from the Puritan commissioners, Lord Baltimore ap-
pointed Fendall to govern his colony. According to the governor and council pro-
ceedings, Fendall rose to this post "for the good cherishing and supporting of the 
good people and well affected, as for the punishment of the vicious and disorderly 
persons," namely the Puritan interlopers Bennett and Claiborne. Fendall was granted 
two thousand acres and was instructed by Lord Baltimore to restore the colony to 
status quo ante helium. He also asked Fendall to enforce the 1649 Act Concerning 
Religion that the Puritan commissioners had abolished. At the end of his orders, 
the proprietor requested that Fendall consider men that continued to support the 
Proprietary party during the civil war for positions in the new government: 

That they oierish & comfort in what they can all such persons as haue approved 
themselues faithful to his LoP and don good service in the late troubles there: 
that his LoPS said LieuT preferre those persons before any others to such places 
& imployments of trust & profit as they may be respectively capeable of. 

Although Richard Collett was not mentioned specifically by Lord Baltimore, the 
proprietor requested that all "who haue bin faithfull" would be gratified "in any 
thing that shall be reasonably desired." It was likely that Richard Collett was one of 
the men Lord Baltimore was referring to, or at the very least, Collett s service to the 
Proprietary party made him eligible for patronage under a general directive. Collett s 
return to Maryland, then, can be interpreted as compensation for remaining loyal 
to Baltimore and his government.^® 

Murder 

The years following the civil war were just as tumultuous for Richard Collett. After 
returning to the colony and its courts as an attorney, he benefited politically as a 
result of his loyalty to the Proprietary party. In addition to the letters of attorney he 
filed on behalf of small landholders between 1656 and 1663, in June 1661, Collett was 
appointed customs commissioner of Calvert County, a post he shared with Thomas 
Manning. He was also reappointed to his former position of high sheriff of Calvert 
County in 1663.^® 
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Colletts good fortune did not end there. After his return from forced exile, 
Elizabeth joined him. Once she decided to immigrate to the Chesapeake, Elizabeth 
joined a colony that had a number of women willing to make their voices heard, 
despite a long tradition of hegemonic masculinity that was so much a part of the 
early modern English world. Given that Richard had close ties to the Proprietary 
party, William Stone in particular, it is reasonable to speculate that Elizabeth became 
associated with Verlinda Stone, the former governor s politically astute wife. 

Verlinda Stone was one of many women in seventeenth-century Maryland who 
operated with tremendous skill in the public sphere. During the tumultuous civil war, 
Verlinda emerged as an important political actor. While her husband languished as 
a prisoner of war for more than a month with a severe shoulder wound sustained 
in the disastrous Battle of the Severn, Verlinda shrewdly operated on both sides. On 
more than one occasion, she crossed into the Puritan stronghold to not only care for 
her gravely injured husband but to obtain vital intelligence that she relayed to Lord 
Baltimore, who in turn used it in peace talks with Cromwell. Indeed, according to 
historian Debra Meyers, Verlinda was an essential go-between, eventually helping 
the Lord Proprietor regain control of the colony in 1657 by supplying him with intel-
ligence she gathered from the front lines during the civil war.3° 

The two years following his reappointment as high sheriff of Calvert County 
saw Collett settling old scores for his friends and making new enemies. Between 
1663 and 1665, Collett was caught in the middle of a lengthy dispute between some 
landowners and one-of his negligent clients, Francis Riggs. Riggs apparently died 
in debt to several men—he owed Jerome White 1,450 pounds of tobacco, Jonathan 
Brown 5,647 pounds, and Andrew Skinner 2,000 pounds—and Collett was named 
executor of the estate. At the heart of the matter was Collett's outright refusal to 
pay Riggs's debt, much to the ire of White, Browne, and Skinner, who repeatedly 
petitioned the provincial court demanding Collett cough up the payments. After 
two years of near-constant bickering, Collett finally relented in October 1665 as the 
court ordered him to pay Skinner upwards of 5,000 pounds of tobacco.^^ 

Collett also had a dangerous encounter in the spring of 1667 that reveals just how 
fragmented the colony's social structure still was and suggests a degree of height-
ened class antagonism, schisms that would erupt in the 1670s and create significant 
political fissures in the Chesapeake. According to provincial court records, Collett 
was serving a routine writ of attachment against Thomas and Phillis Howe, poor 
landholders who had arrived in the colony in 1653 as indentured servants. Thomas 
Bayley, a fellow landholder, had accused the Howes of stealing from him, and Collett 
was attempting to retrieve the property. After Collett confronted the pair, records 
indicate that they "did strike the said High Sherriffe" as he attempted a "returne of 
the said writt of Attachment." The attack seems to have been entirely unprovoked, 
not to mention unexpected, because evidence does not indicate that Collett abused 
his authority in this or any other case. The provincial court subsequently convicted 
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1650s and settled on 150 acres in Warwick County. While in Virginia, Manning had 
a political career that mirrored Richard Collett s in Maryland, serving as an attorney 
to local landowners and merchants before receiving an appointment as sheriff of 
Nansemond County in June 1657.35 

Manning moved to Maryland from Virginia in 1658 with his wife, two sons, and 
eight servants and was recognized immediately by the proprietary government as a 
gentleman. After settling in Calvert County, Manning set about increasing the size 
of his estate. In April 1661, he acquired six hundred acres that he named "Thepbush 
Manning," and two years later, in February 1663, he appeared in the records of the 
provincial court to secu/e the transfer "of a Certaine Tract of Land Lying uppon the 
Cliffts in Caluert County." In September 1663, Manning obtained three hundred ad-
ditional acres, which he called "The Goare," a patent that made him neighbors with 
Richard Bennett, the Parliamentary commissioner and one of the conspirators in 
the Maryland civil war. By 1664, Manning had added an additional 1,700 acres to his 
Calvert County holdings and was, by any estimation, a wealthy man.'® 

Manning arrived in Maryland after the re-establishment of proprietary authority 
and, realizing that a political vacuum existed, quickly sought out political patronage. 
Indeed, prior to murdering Richard Collett, Manning had what could be described 
as a distinguished legal and political career. He was commissioned a captain of the 
colonial militia in 1660 and served as a steward for the St. Clements Manor court 
in 1661. Between-1669 and 1663, he served as Maryland's attorney general, and it 
was during this time, first in 1661, that he became a delegate for Calvert County, 
a position he held, off and on, until the sitting of the 1669 proprietary Assembly. 
Between 1661 and 1667, Manning served as a justice in Calvert County. In 1665, he 
received an appointment as a sheriff in Calvert County, either serving alongside or 
working directly under Richard Collett. It is possible, though not verifiable, that 
the two men had a long-standing rivalry for political patronage, or even land, as 
they seemed to jostle between various middling positions in the Calvert County 
government.37 

Evidence does suggest that Mannings assault on Collett may have been politi-
cally motivated. Collett was not only a strong supporter of Lord Baltimore, Governor 
Stone, and the Proprietary party in Maryland, but he also opposed the Parliamen-
tarians, first during the English Civil War while in residence at Little Gidding and 
then in the immediate aftermath of the hostile takeover of the colony by Bennett and 
Claiborne. Thomas Manning, on the other hand, seems to have been aligned with 
the Parliamentarians. In April 1654, while still residing in Virginia, Manning was an 
attorney of record in a case involving the sloop Golden Lion, a ship bound for Am-
sterdam carrying thousands of pounds of tobacco that was seized in February 1651/2 
by three English ships loyal to the crown. Several Virginia planters, including many 
who professed to be "well affected to the Parliament" and had expressed "dislike of 
the enemies standing against them," brought a suit to the Admiralty Court seeking 
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compensation for their seized tobacco that had been supported by none other than 
Richard Bennett and William Claiborne. Although it is certainly possible that Man-
ning disinterestedly represented the aggrieved merchants in this case and was thus 
able to keep politics separate from his duties as an attorney, that was highly unlikely, 
especially in the political tinder box that was the mid-seventeenth-century Chesa-
peake. It is reasonable to argue that Thomas Manning had at least been nominally 
supportive of the Puritan Parliamentarians while residing in Virginia, and that those 
political sympathies migrated with him to Calvert County in 1658.^^ 

Court records indicate t h ^ Richard Collett was, at the very least, the victim 
of a violent man allowed to roam the countryside because of his political connec-
tions. There is no evidence that prior to Collett s murder Manning was involved in 
any altercations, but an incident less than two years after Collett's death provides a 
glimpse into his sadistic tendencies. According to a somber statement presented to 
the Maryland Chancery Court in August 1669 by William Dorrington, a Quaker 
merchant and substantial land-owner who served as a justice of the peace in Calvert 
County, Manning raped Dorrington's twelve-year-old daughter Sarah in June 1669. 
The attack occurred less than a month after Manning had completed his term as 
the Speaker of the Lower House. Dorrington spoke to the court on behalf of his 
daughter, who was still alive at the time of the hearing, although she eventually died 

from wounds sustained.during the assault: • , 
* * 

Caecilius absolute Lord and Prop.rY of the Provinces of maryland & avaolon 
Lord Baron of Baltemore &c To the Sheriff of Calvert Co.tY Greeting William 
Dorrington of Calvert County af.d Gent has Supplicated us on the behalf of 
Sarah Dorrington his Daughter & an Infant under age to wit of the age of 12 
years ag.t Thomas'Manning of the Same County Gent that Whereas the Said 
Thomas Manning did about the 20'^ day of July last past by force of Armes as-
sault would beat & Evil Intreat the Said Sarah Dorrington & doth still threaten 
to assault would beat & Evil Intreat her So that the Said W.m Dorrington is 
afraid for her life or Loss of Limbs We willing to provid for the Security of the 
Said Sarah.» 

What is even more perplexing about this case is that Manning and Dorrington, 
similar to the incident between Manning and Collett, were acquaintances, at least su-
perficially. Like Collett, Dorrington was a fellow political appointee in Calvert County 
at the time Manning attacked his daughter. But the relationship between Manning 
and Dorrington moved beyond the Calvert County courthouse, as the two seemed 
to have entered into a business venture. In 1664, Manning and Dorrington indicated 
to the provincial court that they intended to travel to New England together, though 
the proceedings are silent about why they wanted to do so. Sarah Dorrington's case, 
then, seems to be the second time that Manning got away with murder. Records do 
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reveal that Manning was charged with assault, but he does not seem to have been 
prosecuted, perhaps because he had died by 1670, thus depriving both families of 
their day in court. Sarah Dorrington, like Richard Collett before her, died without 
any justice being done in a colony that was straining to keep itself together. At the 
very least, Manning's political career ended after his assault on Sarah Dorrington, 
and he languished in Calvert County at his plantation "uppon the Cliffts" until his 
death in March 1670.4° 

Thomas Mannings murder of Richard Collett and the rape and murder of Sarah 
Dorrington speak to the inability or utter reluctance of the colony's courts to pun-
ish men of power and means y h e n they committed vicious crimes. Manning got 
away with murder twice without so much as being reprimanded and died a wealthy 
and powerful man. After he passed away in March 1670, his estate was probated in 
Calvert County and was valued at 54,007 pounds of tobacco, which included five 
servants on a plantation of nearly three thousand acres. Manning was not the only 
powerful man in the colony to get away with murder, though. As historian Lois 
Green Carr tells us, in September 1656, three months after Collett's sudden reap-
pearance in Maryland following his forced exile, a wealthy merchant and justice in 
St. Mary's County, Simon Oversee, murdered a slave named Antonio by whipping 
him repeatedly with pear tree branches, pouring hot lard upon his back, and finally 
hanging him from a tall ladder with leather wrapped around his wrists. Oversee, like 
Manning after him, was not punished for his crime by Maryland's provincial court, 
which may have been reluctant to convict in a case that had racial overtones. Men 
such as Manning and Oversee, then, remained public servants and even prospered 
despite their crimes, perhaps due to the dearth of qualified men to fill positions in 
the county and colonial governments.'*' 

Elizabeth Collett's Maryland 

After Richard's death, Elizabeth Collett did her best to move forward. Since the 
couple did not appear to have had children, Elizabeth was named the executrix and 
sole legatee of Richard's two-hundred-acre estate, meager though it may have been. 
Despite the lack of an heir, recent scholarship suggests that broad social, political, 
and indeed religious expectations would have led Richard to name Elizabeth his 
executrix, even if they had children. Due to their identity as High Anglicans, once 
in Maryland the Colletts would have been part of a broad confessional coalition 
that Meyers has termed "Free Will Christians"—Arminian Anglicans, Quakers, and 
Roman Catholics—as opposed to what she calls "Predestinarians," represented by 
Baptists, Presbyterians, and Puritans. In her research, Meyers traces specific tenden-
cies in the two groups' inheritance practices: Predestinarian testators, by and large, 
bequeathed real and actual property to their sons while the Free Will Christians, 
which would have included the Colletts, often named wives as the sole recipient. 
In many cases, then, women testators possessed a great deal of power in public and 
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in the household by forming sprawling kinship networks that connected families 
across multiple marriages.'*^ 

What happened to Elizabeth following Richards death? Although she likely 
sought to move on with her life by re-marrying, the fate of her eventual suitor, a 
merchant and lawyer by the name of Christopher Rousby, eerily resembled what 
had happened to Richard. Rousby arrived in Maryland in 1666 with his brother and 
nine indentured servants. By 1668, Rousby had established himself as a merchant in 
Calvert County, and by 1669 he apparently had impressed enough of the right people 
to receive an appointment as the county sheriff, succeeding Richard Collett. It was in 
1669, the year he took over Richard Collett's patrol on the Maryland frontier, that he 
married Elizabeth. It was this local appointment that catapulted Christopher Rousby s 
political career which, like Richard Collett's before him, would end in tragedy. 

After marrying Rousby, Elizabeth made a sudden, vocal appearance in the 
colony's court records. In December 1669, nearly a year after Richard's death, Eliza-
beth was part of a group of women who intervened in court on behalf of a woman 
accused of infanticide. The proceedings of the provincial court maintained that 
Joane Colledge, a "Spinster being great with Child," used "force and armes and of her 
malice before thought" against the baby girl, which had been born out of wedlock. 
To that end, the court ruled that Colledge "did ki l l . . . the said female Child" thus 
disrupting "the peace of his said Lordshipp his rule and dignity." Colledge pleaded 
not guilty and "Putt herself upon the Country." Upon hearing the guilty verdict, 
she broke down in tears and "humbly begg'd the mercy of the Court," a desperate 
plea that failed to sway the court, which delivered a death sentence. "That the said 
Joane Colledge should return from the place from whence she came," it read in part, 
"and from thence to the place of execution and there to hang by the neck till she be 
dead." At this point, Joane Colledge had little hope for mercy. The next day, though, 
Elizabeth Collett Rousby, Mary Keene, Ellinor Smith, Ann Dorrington, Mary Larkin, 
Grace Parker, Mary Williams, "and sundry other persons" stormed the court in what 
must have been a dramatic scene. Once inside the building, the women "exhibited 
to the Court on the behalf of the said Joane Colledge a Petition for the suspending 
of the execution" until her case could be presented to Lord Baltimore for a potential 
pardon. Their petition evidently worked. "The Court Ordered that the Prisoner 
Joane Colledge should be reprieved till the eighteenth day of October next." Joane's 
ultimate fate remains a mystery. Although she did receive a year's reprieve, she does 
not appear in subsequent court documents and her name is not listed among the 
men and women pardoned by Governor Charles Calvert.^^ 

While Elizabeth used her voice in the public sphere to help others, Christopher 
was using his to run afoul of men in power. In 1676, he received an imperial ap-
pointment as a tax collector on the Patuxent River, a position he held until 1684. As a 
collector of taxes on tobacco, Rousby answered to London customs commissioners— 
not the Assembly in Maryland or Lord Baltimore. Rousby did have a foot in the 
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On Wednesday, April 18, i860, the steamer S. R. Spauldingleft Baltimore for 
Charleston, South Carolina. Those on board enjoyed music from Gilmore's 
band and loud cheering from those gathered to see them off. "For the 

alimentary comfort of those on board, she is supplied with 4,500 pounds of fresh 
meat and poultry, and has besides 23 tons of ice," noted the Baltimore American & 
Commercial Advertiser.^ 

The national Democratic Party was gathering in Charleston to write its platform 
and nominate its candidate for president, and among the Spauldings passengers were 
Maryland delegates en route to what would be a momentous political convention, for 
in this steamy, southern city the issues would be defined and the battle lines drawn 
over one of the most momentous elections in American history. 

Washington, D.C., was engulfed in turmoil. Incumbent Democrat James Buch-
anan, battered by sectional tensions and charges of corruption in his administration, 
could hardly wait to leave Washington for the bucolic peace of his Pennsylvania farm. 
The Congress was divided into camps of northern and southern men who were liter-
ally at each other s throats. On April 5, Congressmen John E Potter of Wisconsin and 
Roger Pryor of Virginia came close to blows on the floor of the House. Four days 
later they agreed to a duel—Bowie knives being the weapon of choice—but when 
cooler heads prevailed, a duel was averted. 

Delegate-laden trains and steamers arriving in Charleston were full of talk about 
Senator Stephen A. Douglas of Illinois, the most powerful figure in the Democratic 
Party. In Charleston, wrote one historian, "the southern delegates were at home; 
the city was theirs, doors were open, tables were spread, many were spared the dis-
comforts of hotel fare in the lavender-drenched guest rooms of these wide-porched 
mansions. The most charming spot . . . is the Battery. . . . In the pleasant evenings the 
people of leisure congregate here; hundreds of carriages and buggies, full of ladies 
and gentlemen, whirl along the drives."^ The night before the convention opened, 
Murat Halstead of the Cincinnati Commercial wrote, "there has been a great deal 
more drunkenness here today than heretofore. Most of the violent spreeing is done 
by roughs from the Northern Atlantic cities who are at last making their appear-
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William Henry Seward from New York and lawyer and former Illinois congressman 
Abraham Lincoln were pledging not to interfere with slavery where it existed, but 
if elected they would not allow its spread into the territories likely to become new 
states. Few northern delegates had had firsthand contact with the peculiar institution, 
and for many their visit to Charleston afforded their first look at real slaves and real 
masters. Near the meeting site loomed the "Workhouse," a jail where obstreperous 
slaves were beaten, the double walls filled with sand to muffle their screams. 

Douglas had cast himself as spokesman for the new Northwest, those territo-
ries of the American Midwest that in the middle of the nineteenth century lay on 
the frontier seeking entry into the Union. His doctrine of popular sovereignty—in 
which the territories themselves could choose to be free or slave—especially angered 
the South. The Little Giants straddle over slavery in the territories had by this time 
become a painful stretch. Douglas's troubles had begun six years earlier in 1854 
with the Kansas-Nebraska Act, and they worsened in Charleston when his manag-
ers agreed to finalize the party's platform before a nominee was chosen—a tactical 
misstep given the platform's failure to include a ban on federal interference with 
slavery in the territories. Douglas's relationships with the southerners were poor; he 
was detested by extremists and distrusted by moderates. In the month preceding the 
convention, several state Democratic parties had instructed their delegates to walk 
out if the party's platform lacked federal protection for slavery in the territories. An 
ugly tone was set the first day, when a Pennsylvania delegate attempting to speak 
was driven from the floor by cries of "God damn you, sit down!" and "What the hell 
do you want to talk for?"^ 

But frivolity was in the air as well. By Wednesday, the Baltimore Sun reported, 
"the gallery was crowded with ladies, and it being filled, several hundred who were 
crowding outside, unable to enter the gallery, were admitted to the floor of the 
convention, occasioning much good feeling." Delegate Charles Walker of New York 
informed the ladies that his fellow New York delegate, John Cochrane, was a bachelor, 
following which the latter "acknowledged his desperate condition and expressed 
his willingness to enter into the marriage relation. Walker said it was apparent that 
the reason why Cochrane had not married was because he could n o t . . . . the Chair 
tolerated this nonsense for a time, but at last interposed and summarily shut down 
upon it." The convention floor was packed, for "those who have tickets send them out 
after they get in, and others come in," complained one delegate. John S. Robinson, 
the chairman of the Vermont delegation, it was announced, died of apoplexy. And 
the credentials committee, adjudicating contested seats in four states, ruled in favor 
of the sitting delegates, allowing E M. Landham and Robert J. Brent, of Maryland's 
Fourth Congressional district, to claim their seats.® 

By Friday, the fifth day of the convention, wind and rain had dispelled the heat, 
and Charleston's bars, gamblers, and pickpockets were doing a bang-up business. The 
platform committee presented three reports: the majority report called for federal 
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The Boston Brass Band opened business on May 2 with "a dozen spirited airs." 
Maryland delegate William Gittings said he would move, after the thirty-fifth ballot, 
that the convention reassemble in Baltimore in June: "Mr. G. assured the convention 
that Baltimore was no longer a Plug Ugly town and promised the delegates a hospi-
table welcome," reported a local paper, referring to one of the city's most notorious 
political gangs known for terrorizing its streets on election days. By the morning of 
May 3, it was plain that the convention was hopelessly deadlocked. The noise levels 
from the galleries diminished considerably—"the ladies' gallery is very thin, and 
the poor creatures look down into the hall, vainly seeking objects of interest," wrote 
one reporter. The convention adjourned, its ten-day effort for naught, and agreed to 
reconvene in June in Baltimore. Disillusioned delegates boarded train cars, steamers, 
and carriages to depart Charleston for home.'^ 

As the Democrats retreated, two other political parties were in states of great 
excitement. As the Republicans prepared to open their second nominating conven-
tion, in Chicago, the first such convention of the Constitutional Union Party opened 
in Baltimore at noon on May 9, i860. The latter occasion was marked by a parade 
that packed the streets and showed off the city's new steam fire engines. The delegates 
represented twenty-two states and met in a federal courthouse formerly occupied . 
by the First Presbyterian Church at the corner of Fayette and North Streets. The old 
church had an illustrious political history, for Andrew Jackson had been nominated 
there in 1828, and Martin Van Buren in 1836. There were galleries on three sides and 
"gas fixtures... in the event that the convention may sit at night." In attendance were 
approximately seven hundred aged white males, described by Murat Halstead as 
"of the eminently respectable class of gentlemen—and most of them are somewhat 

stale in politics The delegates seemed to be in high spirits, and to be confident of 
their ability to make at least a powerful diversion. The general foolishness of the two 
great parties has given the third unusual animation."'^ Many of these gentlemen were 
former Whigs and anti-Catholic, anti-immigrant American Party "Know Nothings" 
who hailed from the Border States. Distressed by the escalating rhetoric pushing the 
nation toward division and war, they sought a middle ground, proposing that North 
and South could remain together if slavery were off the table as a national issue, and 
all men merely pledged fealty to the constitution. 

This effort toward a middle course was led by the venerable, seventy-three-
year-old Senator John J. Crittenden of Kentucky, who had assembled fifty members 
of Congress unaffiliated with Republicans and Democrats to lead the initiative.''' 
The party's fundamental principles were "the removal of the slavery question from 
party politics, development of national resources, maintenance of honorable peace 
with all nations, strict enforcement of the laws and the powers of the Constitution, 
and respect for state rights and reverence for the Union."'' Skeptics questioned the 
viability of a party with such moderate principles in a time when people were mov-
ing to the extremes of the political spectrum. The New York Herald described the 



Maryland's Presidential Election of i860 313 

convention as a "Great Gathering of Fossil Know Nothings"—but these men were 
convinced they were on a path to save the Union.'® 

When Senator Crittenden opened the convention at noon on May 9, he "was 
received with applause from the galleries, and the ladies, who occupied the west gal-
lery, waved their handkerchiefs."'^ Murat Halstead, who would cover all four major 
nominating conventions in this election year, reported: 

The Convention insisted on applauding nearly every sentence, and several times 
refused to let [the Chairman] finish a sentence. It was worse than the applause 
given by an Irish audience at an archbishops lecture. . . . during the first hour 
and a half of the session, I presume at least one hundred rounds of applause 
were given, and the more the "spreads" applauded, the greater became their 
zeal The moment a speaker would say Constitution... Union, American ... 
or anything of the sort, he had to pause for some time until the general rapture 
would discharge itself by stamping, clapping hands, rattling canes, etc.'® 

Though early signs pointed to a ticket of Sam Houston of Texas and Edward Everett 
of Massachusetts, John Bell of Tennessee won the nomination on the second ballot— 
a disappointment to the Baltimore ladies, who fancied the dashing Houston and 
showered the platform with bouquets from the galleries.'® Bell was a safe choice, a 
bland and uninspiring lawyer of considerable wealth and owner of eighty slaves and 
an impressive resume: state legislator, congressman. Speaker of the House, secre-
tary of war, and U.S. Senator. Maryland awarded 7.5 votes to Bell and half a vote to 
Houston on both ballots.^® Reflecting the party's stance on slavery, mere mention 
of it at the convention was prohibited, and when a Pennsylvania delegate did so, he 
was loudly hissed.^' 

This amiable gathering had little of the sectional bitterness that had earlier 
destroyed the Whig Party and was threatening the Democrats with the same fate. 
Baltimore lawyer Brantz Mayer proclaimed slavery a false issue, mens disagreements 
over it "as harmless and hollow as ghosts manufactured out of sheets and pumpkin."^^ 
These men believed their middle ground would attract enough votes to deprive the 
major parties of outright victory and send the election to the House of Represen-
tatives. But this party's fundamental principles—glorifying the Constitution and 
Union and enforcing its laws—were little more than platitudes, unlikely to animate 
an electorate aroused by the more passionate appeals of other parties. 

On June 15 and 16, between six and eight thousand people—delegates, press 
and hangers-on, more than had been in Charleston—poured into Baltimore for 
the next round of the Democratic convention. The city had staged every national 
Democratic nominating assembly between 1832 and 1852. Many state delegations 
brought their own bands. "During Saturday Barnum's Hotel, the Eutaw House, 
and the other hotels, received their delegations and guests," reported the Baltimore 
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curtailed speeches and prompted brisk sales of pro- and anti-Douglas umbrellas.^^ 
But the political climate seemed more favorable to Douglas, with even hints of some 
southern support. 

Convention business was conducted away from the theater floor. Baltimorean 
Reverdy Johnson, the former Maryland U.S. senator and attorney general who had 
diligently worked for Douglas in Charleston, hosted supporters in his home on Monu-
ment Square, whose balcony provided a platform for evening speeches throughout 
the week. At Gilmor House, just opposite the square, were the headquarters of the 
southern Democrats. Rival speakers, bands, and crowds thronged the square, which 
"packed fuel beneath the already boiling cauldron." On the evening of June 19, rockets 
were discharged from the windows of the Douglas men. The nighttime noise from 
the large crowds outside Douglas headquarters was exceeded only by that emanat-
ing from the southern headquarters across the square. Tempers rose with the heat 
of early summer, and fisticuffs erupted on the convention floor between two men 
from the rival Arkansas delegations. One slapped the other and drew a pistol from 
his pantaloons, "and a duel [was] only avoided after a series of notes were exchanged 
according to the custom of the times." Two Delaware delegates fought at five o'clock 
in the morning when one, a member of Congress, attacked the other in the hall of 
the Maltby House as he staggered sleepily to the washroom.^' 

This was the first political convention with telegraph wires in place for instant 
reporting, and rumors flew across the nation. One held that another southern walkout 
was imminent; another that Douglas was poised to w i t h d r a w . E a r l y on the fourth 
day, "a tremendous crash was heard in the centre of the building, occupied by the 
New York and Pennsylvania delegations. Delegates rushed in masses to the windows, 
and climbed, nimbly as monkeys, over the chairs of the reporters seeking, according 
to appearances, to place themselves under the protection of the president." A section 
of floor had collapsed, and though no one was injured and the damage was minor, 
the episode seemed ominous. A recess was called so the floor could be repaired, 
and despite the inevitable jokes about the party's weak platform, few gleaned much 
symbolism from its reconstruction.^^ 

When the credentials committee presented its majority report, specifying which 
of the former and current delegations would be seated, events took a dark turn. The 
southerners were still demanding the federal protection for slavery denied them in 
Charleston, their credo in Baltimore being "rule or ruin," wrote Georgia congress-
man Alexander Stephens, soon to be vice president of the Confederacy. Their threat 
was not empty: If delegates from the upper South refused to join them, they would 
bolt and form a new party. 

The mood grew ugly. During an argument over tickets on the fourth day, delegate 
William Montgomery of Pennsylvania made a disparaging remark about his fellow 
delegate Josiah Randall, whose son then assaulted Montgomery, "inflicting several 
severe blows in the face, causing the blood to flow profusely." Montgomery knocked 
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young Randall down, after which spectators separated them. On Monument Square 
that night, bands drowned out opposing orators, and the Sun described how the 
"pro-Douglas Keystone Club band of Philadelphia came marching down the centre 
of the Square, through the mass of people, throwing rockets and bombs to open their 
w a y . . . . When nearly in front of the Gilmor House the cry of 'Put them back,' 'Take 
their instruments,' was raised, and in a moment a surging wave of humanity swept 
upon the band, knocking their instruments right and left, and blows were struck 
promiscuously. The police were in the midst of the melee, and struggled manfully 
to restore order and arrest the ringleaders of the disturbance, but the density of the 
crowd rendered their removal absolutely irapossible."^^ 

The next day, Friday, June 22, the Douglas majority report—lacking federal 
protection for slavery—passed by a wide margin. Delegate Charles Russell of Vir-
ginia announced his state's withdrawal from the convention. Ignoring pleas about 
the perils of another party split, the Virginians "rose in a body, and passing into the 
aisles, proceeded to leave the theatre, shaking hands and bidding personal friends 
good-by, as they retired," reported Murat Halstad. Next went most delegates from the 
upper South and a few proslavery men from the North.^^ Speeches predicting dire 
consequences were issued amid great disorder. One hundred and five men walked, 
more than a third of the total, including most of the delegates from the Deep South 
and North Carolina, California, Oregon, Kentucky, Missouri, and Arkansas, and a 
majority of the Massachusetts delegation, because, they said, so many others had 
withdrawn. Nine of the sixteen Maryland delegates joined them. 

Ohio Governor David Tod was chosen to preside as chair over the remaining 
198 delegates. He immediately recognized the call to vote before more delegates left, 
in "the din of an indescribable confusion. There were partial responses from some 
. . .which could hardly be heard, and the Convention seemed rapidly becoming a 
roaring mob." On the second ballot Douglas received 181.5 votes, with eighteen going 
to various others. At last the Little Giant had the prize, and the vote was then made 
unanimous. All decorum evaporated in the commotion that greeted his nomina-
tion. The convention recessed until the evening to choose the party's nominee for 
vice president, an honor awarded to a delegation from the South whose members 
had not walked out. Senator Benjamin Fitzpatrick from Alabama was chosen on 
the first ballot, though when he later declined, Georgia governor Herschel Johnson 
was selected.35 

The bolting Maryland delegates had joined their anti-Douglas brethren at Mar-
ket Hall on Baltimore Street, home of the Maryland Institute for Mechanical Arts, 
where the southern men were now calling themselves the National Democratic 
Convention. This venue accommodated 8,000 people, and its galleries were full 
when their convention opened at noon the next day. Marylanders E. F. Hardcastle 
and William P. Bowie were chosen as secretary and vice president, respectively. 
Tremendous applause greeted the arrival of convention chair Caleb Cushing. Wil-
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liam Yancey "glowed with satisfaction," and "[Henry T.] Garnett, of Virginia, whose 
countenance is usually grave as Don Quixote's, seemed pleased as a schoolboy with 
new boots." One delegate thanked the Almighty for now being able to speak without 
being hissed and not having to listen to nauseating speeches.^® Vice President John 
Breckinridge was quickly nominated for president, and Oregon's Senator Joseph 
Lane for vice president.^^ The original majority platform from Charleston, which 
included protection of slavery in the territories, was adopted. The affair, despite its 
theatrical antecedents, ended quietly after one day. 

John Contee, a bolting Maryland delegate from Buena Vista, published an open 
letter on June 25, explaining that he had tried faithfully to honor his obligation 
as a delegate, and that Caleb Cushing's participation as chair had legitimized the 
southern meeting as the true National Democratic Convention. He urged his fellow 
citizens to support the Breckinridge and Lane ticket. The next day, the Baltimore 
Sun announced its support for Stephen Douglas as the legitimate nominee of the 
Democratic Party. A week later, Lt. Col. Robert Edward Lee, Acting Commander 
of the Department of Texas, United States Army, wrote to a friend: "The papers will 
give you news of the Baltimore convention. If Judge Douglas would now withdraw 
and join himself and party to aid in the election of Breckinridge, he might retrieve 
himself before the country and Lincoln be defeated. Politicians I fear are too selfish 
to become martyrs."^® 

After the South Carolina legislature had passed resolutions late in 1859 affirrrtingv 
their state's right to secede and suggesting that slave states meet to consider measures 
for "united action," Governor William Gist had sent the resolutions to Maryland 
governor Thomas Hicks, requesting he submit them to the Maryland legislature. 
Hicks had replied that he would "cheerfully comply" but suggested that Maryland-
ers were not likely to join with South Carolina.^^ He then uttered one sentence that 
critics have used, unjustly, to tar him as disloyal: "We also respectfully, but earnestly, 
desire to assure our brethren of South Carolina, that should the hour ever arrive 
when the Union must be dissolved, Maryland will cast her lot with her sister states 
of the South"—a pledge the Maryland legislature would refuse to honor after the 
war broke out, and a statement inconsistent with Hicks's sustained and public sup-
port for the Union.4° 

DESPITE ITS YOUTH, THE REPUBLICAN PARTY w a s p o i s e d to capitalize on w i d e s p r e a d 

fear and anxiety in the country, and in i860 it was better organized and more uni-
fied than its rivals. Senator William Henry Seward seemed the front-runner for the 
nomination in the newly constructed Wigwam in Chicago, where the Republicans 
gathered on May 16 in the first convention site to have a press box for reporters. 
Abraham Lincoln's managers, however, believed that Seward's antislavery stance 
would cost him the key northern states and thus the election. Their strategy—to 
position Lincoln as the perfect antidote to the tension between the sections and the 
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vice-presidential candidate Hannibal Hamlin of Maine became effective vehicles 
for recruiting eager supporters who organized parades, barbecues and clubs—the 
latter giving the Republicans a presence in new areas, especially in lower north and 
border states. The more ambitious clubs raised money for the party's local candi-
dates as well as for themselves and exuded a quasi-military character, marching by 
torchlight in oilcloth caps and capes that glistened from the kerosene dripping from 
their torches. They became known as "Wide-Awakes," and they lent the Republican 
campaign an aura of intrigue. Democrats, scrambling to counter them, started clubs 
called "Chloroformers," whose goal was to put the "Wide-Awakes" to sleep, but their 
efforts gained little traction.'*'* 

The Republicans labored to position themselves as the party of reform, committed 
to honest government and a democratic capitalism wedded to free labor and eco-
nomic growth. Under their leadership the growing nation would enjoy a vital infra-
structure of new canals, navigable harbors, and railroads that would drive commerce.' 
Farmers and working men—especially foreign-born—were promised easily available 
farmland, underscoring the Republican Party's interest in westward expansion. 
Perhaps most important, their antislavery vision—aimed particularly at Protestants 
who disliked slavery, including many newly arrived German immigrants—sprang 
from the words of the founding fathers and the egalitarian principles enumerated in 
the Declaration of Independence. Lincoln himself was portrayed as a conservative, 
a pious Christian, and the perfect candidate for Unionist voters—especially in the 
lower north—who disliked slavery but also strident abolitionism. ' 

Republican campaigners worked especially hard to secure the four key states the 
party had lost in 1856—New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Indiana, and Illinois. State and local 
Republican operatives took full advantage of their party's hundreds of newspapers; 
in Ohio alone the party had more than 120 of them. One historian estimated that 
Republicans made approximately 50,000 speeches during the campaign. In kefeping 
with tradition, candidate biographies were quickly published and widely distributed, 
including eighteen of Lincoln. The Republicans clearly recognized the opportunity 
handed them by the Democratic Party's disarray. Political kingmaker Thurlow Weed 
of New York wrote Lincoln in June that "the madness which precedes destruction 
has come at last upon our opponents.''^' 

Breckinridge's southern Democrats and Bell's Constitutional Unionists ran un-
inspiring campaigns. Neither challenged the Republican characterization of Lincoln 
as a pious Protestant, nor did they illuminate for voters the party's anti-Catholic 
sentiments, manifested by antipathy toward immigrants and the Roman Catholic 
Chureh.4® The Breckinridge men devoted considerable resources to attacking Doug-
las, though the two joined forces to spread the scurrilous rumor that Lincoln's running 
mate, Hannibal Hamlin, had black ancestry. For their part. Republicans lampooned 
the Constitutional Unionists as "Bell Ringers" and "Do Nothings." Several key Bell 
allies in the South found themselves drawn into the turbulent waters of slavery and. 
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George W. Welzant (right), pictured here with Rev. Mieczyslaw Barabasz, envisioned a thriving 
Polish colony near Baltaimore. (Author's collection.) 
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the fall to work in the waterfront canneries. Beginning in 1890, some families left to 
spend the winter on the Gulf Coast, where they worked in canneries that had been 
recently established there.'' 

Though Maryland's Bureau of Immigration may have overlooked them in its 
colonization schemes, recruiters from other southern states were not so neglect-
ful. In 1889, Colonel Julian Allen of Statesville, North Carolina, came to Baltimore 
seeking Polish immigrants to settle in Virginia and North Carolina. On July 15 he 
spoke at a gathering of Poles in the hall of Holy Rosary Church, supposedly with the 
active support of both Cardinal James Gibbons and Rev. Piotr Chowaniec, pastor 
of the Polish church. A newspaper reporter wrote that the meeting was attended by 
five hundred Poles, and they were so enthusiastic about the project that they asked 
Rev. Chowaniec to visit both states and report back to the congregation. His article 
further stated, "It is estimated there are 5,000 Polish families in Baltimore, and that 
the majority of them would gladly settle in Virginia and North Carolina." A few 
days later Chowaniec wrote to the Baltimore Sun denying that he would go to North 
Carolina. He also emphasized that Cardinal Gibbons "has not given his approval to 
Col. Aliens colonization plans."' 

Chowaniec s denial of his and the cardinal's involvement, and by extension, stip- ̂  
port for the colonization scheme, may have been self-serving in that he did not relish 
relocating to an agrarian community or losing a majority of his congregation. He 
may have been dissuaded from his initial support for the plan out of fear that, since 
Holy Rosary was the smaller of the two Polish congregations, the cardinal would 
decide to close the parish if it lost a significant number of its congregants. 

Although this attempt to create a Polish colony in 1889 did not succeed, it ap-
parently planted the idea of a venture closer to Baltimore in the mind of Baltimore's 
leading Polish entrepreneur, George W. Welzant. However, with Chowaniec firmly 
opposed to any colonization plans that would reduce his congregation, Welzant could 
not move forward without the risk of alienating this important religious leader. 

When Piotr Chowaniec died suddenly on May 25, 1892, Welzant saw an op-
portunity to realize his vision.® Chowaniec's death led to a confrontation between 
the archdiocese and the congregation over Chowaniec's successor. Although it 
apparently was resolved with the appointment of a newly ordained priest, Felix 
Szulborski, by 1893 a schism developed within the congregation when Szulborski 
was demoted to curate and Rev. Mieczyslaw Barabasz was appointed pastor. Wel-
zant allied himself with Barabasz, who rewarded him by naming him a trustee.^ 
Barabasz, with his congregation divided, needed the support of a powerful leader, 
and although he did not actively support Welzant's colonization plan, neither did 
he oppose it. 

During the summer Welzant met with potential investors in Baltimore and Phila-
delphia, and on October 18,1893, the New Warsaw Land and Industrial Company 
of Baltimore City was incorporated to buy, sell, mortgage, lease, improve, dispose 
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issory notes for the amount, only $25 which has been paid." Sheridan also alleged 
that Clayton Emrich, who owned the land and was not a director or stockholder, 
"manipulated the scheme with the purpose of defrauding the plaintiff and other 
creditors of the company."^' 

When questioned by a reporter for the Baltimore Herald, Emrich denied all of 
the allegations and emphasized that he was not a stockholder or involved in any way 
with the company. In fact, "he was not instrumental in having the company formed, 
nor knew of the scheme until application was made to develop the land on which 
new Warsaw is located." Therefore, he wasn't responsible for any of the contracts, 
although he did believe the company was solvent.^^ 

Edward Fitzgerald, the company's legal counsel, also responded to the allega-
tions by telling reporters that the alleged insolvency of the company was not true 
and refuting Mr. Sheridan's claim. "There is now due only $125, the payment of 
which was the result of an express understanding with Sheridan."^^ Fitzgerald also 
denied the allegations of fraud. In mid-November the petition was withdrawn after 
being amicably settled out of court. Afterward, the company announced that not 
only was it solvent, it had a new patent to manufacture steel and would build a plant 
employing several hundred men. Once again, Pittsburgh capitalists were looking 
over the site with the intention of building a large shoe factory that could employ 
two hundred Polish residents. A few weeks later Frank Lowinski purchased a lot on 
Warsaw Avenue for $125.00. It would turn out to be the last lot sold in the Polish 
colony at New W a r s a w . ^ ^ 

Although Sheridan's complaint had been resolved, George Welzant's troubles 
were just beginning. On October 24 in the Superior Court a judgment was found 
against Welzant for a debt of $452.87.'' On November 7, Cleveland's Polish language 
ilewspaper, Jutrzenka, reported that Welzant's newspaper Polonia, "is on the verge 
of collapse. Its former editor Czupka . . . has collected some $7,000 and hit the road 
to Chicago."^® Troubles began to escalate. In May 1895, the Hamburg-American 
Steamship Line was granted an attachment against property George Welzant owned 
in New York to recover $95.50 that was due the company. Welzant, an agent for the 
company in Baltimore, had collected the amount on orders issued for tickets but 
failed to turn the money over to the firm.^^ 

Although Welzant's and New Warsaw's fortunes may have been on the wane, the 
colony's initial success may have provided inspiration and a blueprint for another 
Baltimore businessman, Martin Wagner, who founded Wagner's Point on the shores 
of Curtis Bay in July 1895. Wagner was the owner of a successful cannery on Boston 
Street in Fells Point whose firm was in great need of expansion, but was it just a 
coincidence that instead he chose to build a mammoth structure at the Curtis Bay 
site that would begin operation as soon as the tomato and peach season opened? 
Wagner informed a reporter, "200 dwellings will be erected, streets laid off and the 
whole illuminated by electricity."^^ The new town, then located in Anne Arundel 
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are not knowable, but Foley was a natural spiritual advisor for the soil of a devout 
Catholic mother and nephew of Mother Mary Jerome Ely. Foley was close to Madge 
Preston, the wife of Peter s lawyer William P. Preston, a family friend, and certainly 
to Peter s sister Tressie, with whom the condemned man had lived on Pennsylvania 
Avenue. Tressie would have known Foley from the Cathedral, where she worshipped. 
On April 8, Gambrill, Cropp, and Corrie, together with another man convicted of 
an unrelated murder, died on the gallows. Corrie's funeral "took place privately from 

his brother's residence, German street Rev. Mr. Foley, his spiritual advisor while 
in prison, officiated, and none but the intimate friends of the family accompanied 
the remains to their last resting place in the Cathedral burying ground." Catherine 
Corrie moved in with her son Daniel in Richmond, perhaps to remove herself from 
the shadow of her sons ignominious death.'° t 

Catherine returned to Baltimore and moved in with her daughter Lavinia W. 
Gary's family In 1872, the Gary family moved from Lombard Street to a splendid 
Bolton Hill mansion at the corner of Linden Avenue and Dolphin Street. Lavinia's 
daughter Lillian later wrote of Catherine, "Grandmother came to live with us, she 
was always in the garden, + busy with flowers. I always associate flowers with her." 
Albert Gary built a conservatory for Catherine's flowers. When she died in February 
1876, "Her coffin stood in the parlor, with pots of calla-lilies brought down from 
her conservatory to be near her. It was in March [szc] and the lilies were bloom- ^ 
ing." Catholic priests celebrated a requiem mass at the Church of the Immaculate 
Conception." 

Quests can be winding and unpredictable, with false turns and dead ends. 
Research into Peter Corrie's Catholicism suddenly opened up a wide vista on 
nineteenth-century Baltimore. Unfortunately, research on Plug Ugly James Morgan 
was less fruitful, though the effort generated an enhanced understanding of the 
local landscape. Historical and genealogical researchers have a much easier task 
when working with family names like Corrie and Placide than more common ones 
like Morgan. Two Placide families lived in the United States in this decade, one in 
Baltimore and one in New Orleans. In contrast, how many Morgan families would 
a historian find? How many Morgan males would have the common male name 
James? In fact, several James Morgans lived in Baltimore during the last half of the 
nineteenth century. Unraveling their identities became an exercise akin to putting 
together a jigsaw puzzle or solving a Sudoku puzzle, where one piece, or one number, 
can suddenly make sense of an entire image, or a whole pattern of numbers. 

In the mid-i850s, Plug Ugly James Morgan, together with John English and a 
couple of other disgruntled New Market Company firemen, carried enough weight 
on the streets to attract a following around Pennsylvania Avenue. As early as 1850, 
witnesses implicated Morgan in the murder of a fire company rival. A party of New 
Market firemen gunned down their rival at the intersection of Hanover and Lombard 
Streets, where, coincidentally, Bryson Gill and his family had long practiced dentistry 
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his brothers Jennings and Robert in the Placide cooperage. His landlord described 
Paul's work in these years. "He was employed as a watchman for the Custom House, 
principally watching vessels. He was a night watchman. I used to say to him, 'Paul 
you are in no condition to go out,' + he would reply that he had to make a living for 
his family." When asked how long Paul worked, Louisa replied, "Until he died. He 
crawled there, when he wasn't able to go."^^ 

These descriptions hint at Paul's horrible physical distress in these years. He 
had gastrointestinal and lung ailments. Everyone commented on a severe cough 
that had developed at least by the Civil War. The Placides' chambermaid reported, 
"Mr. Placide's water was always cloudy. It had a red settlement in it. It used to stain 
the bottom of the vessel because I had to use ashes to clean it." John T. Clark had 
been a friend before the war and knew Paul after. "I frequently saw him make water, 
and it was very red, and was full of what looked like brick dust." Louisa recalled his 
diarrhea, a condition that had plagued him during the war. "He had diarrhea all the 
time, from the time we were married. It was a great annoyance to me. He would have 
those spells come on him, + soil his clothes without knowing." For relief, he attempted 
many remedies. During the war, a hospital steward had made belladonna plasters for 
his chest and witnessed Paul using "chloride of potash gargles, and such things." His 
mother-in-law said he relied on patent medicines and prescriptions from a doctor. 
A landlady made syrups for his cough. When he died in November 1875, his death 
certificate listed consumption (tuberculosis) as the cause of death.^"* 

The nature of Paul's illness and the date he contracted it were important questions 1 
in the investigation of Louisa's pension claim. Did he contract it during the war? 
Was it caused by his service? Witnesses provided widely divergent descriptions of 
his health before the war and the harshness of conditions he faced in the field. One 
aspect of the question was the health of his family. The Placides faced a devastating 
number of deaths within a few years of Paul's. One doctor stated that he knew the 
Placides in a general way and had "always understood that several of the family 
died of consumption, which was a family taint." During the pension investigation, 
Louisa reflected, "Very few remain. Seems like when death comes, it slips right 
through them."^5 

Another important question was Louisa's marital status. If she had remarried, 
her right to the pension would have been forfeited. Testimony suggested that she had 
married George H. Fulton soon after Paul's death and had later lived with another 
man as his common-law wife. She denied the marriage and explained that she had 
met Fulton six months before Paul's death, and he started coming by her house a 
few months afterward. "My first relation with Mr. Fulton was about 6 months after 
the death of Mr. Placide. Mr. Fulton, myself, and two other couples went from my 
house to a house about 4 squares away and had supper and wine and from there we 
returned to my house and the next morning I found that I had staid all night in my 
room with Mr. Fulton." Two months later, she realized she was in a "delicate condi-
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newspaper publisher James Gordon Bennett. It is even evident in the almost complete 
absence of references to the executions of Henry Gambrill and Peter Corrie in public 
discourse in Baltimore in subsequent years. They were sons of respectable families; 
their executions were unfortunate; and such unpleasantries were better not dwelt 
upon. Newspapers and historical accounts largely ignored the executions. Even in 
Lillian Gary Taylors memoirs, she described reaction to George Corrie's natural 
death but not his brother Peters hanging. It also comes across in Louisa Placide's 
obvious distress at having to make public her private affairs. These affairs dated back 
almost to her childhood and included a socially embarrassing and damaging sexual 
encounter years earlier, when she had been a twenty-four-year-old widow with four 
young children and facing overt hostility from her deceased husband's family. Yet 
her determination to maintain her respectability is palpable. In addressing previous 
testimony about her visits to her sister-in-law s house to see her daughter Somerville, 
Louisa asserted, "I never said I had to sneak to the house to see Somerville. It is not 
true. I go there openly, + enter the front door, + I meet the whole family in friendly 
intercourse." In a turbulent and socially fluid city, respectability was a valuable com-
modity. Louisas pension, for example, largely depended on her success in asserting 
her respectability over claims to the contrary.^^ ' i 

The research also offered an important and unexpected glimpse at the state of 
medicine in Baltimore at a decisive turn in its history. For decades, Bryson Gill, his 
wife and sons, his sister-in-law Margaret Mettee, and nephew James Corrie Jr. offered 
homeopathic cures, patent medicine, and dental surgery in their busy working-class 
neighborhood. Although their medical practice might seem crude when viewed 
through a lens fashioned by modern medicine and medical technology, it would have 
seemed unremarkable in this place, at this time. Paul Placide relied on belladonna 
plasters, chloride of potash gargles, and cough syrups prepared by his landlady to 
deal with brutal maladies. In 1864, Lavinia's daughter Alberta Georgetta ("Daisy") 
Gary died of scarlet fever. To treat her, the doctor used the "old method of closed 
curtains, hot drinks for the poor little body burnt with fever." Five years later, eminent 
Drs. Nathan R. Smith and Alan P. Smith—the former professor of surgery at the 
University of Maryland, the latter his son and a promising surgeon—failed to save 
the life of Lavinia's first son Jimmie. Their diagnosis was still rooted more in culture 
than science: "They said inflammation of the bowels caused by being over-heated 
playing hop scotch, and sitting on the marble steps to cool off." In 1881, when several 
of the Gary children, including Lillian, suffered severe illnesses diagnosed as scarlet 
fever and diphtheria, Albert Gary sought an explanation as to why his family had 
been so heavily afflicted. Lillian believed "it was traced to our winter coats, made in 
rooms with diphtheria nearby."^' 

Moreover, I did not actively seek female agency and perspective, but that's 
exactly what I found. The Corrie, Morgan, and Placide women took an active role 
in developments. Every woman encountered in my research—except Lavinia and 
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ists who were begging for something from the Republicans to help them blunt the 
secessionist advance" (177). As the leader of his party following the i860 election, 
Lincoln's views helped shape Republican policy, empowering those who were not in 
any mood to strike a deal with the South, and who were determined to obstruct any 
efforts along those lines. Meanwhile, there was no lack of political intrigue among 
southern statesmen as the voices of those promoting immediate secession after 
Lincoln's election began to drown out those of southern unionists who hoped that 
cooler heads would prevail. The warnings of political stalwarts like Sam Houston of 
Texas and future Confederate vice-president Alexander Stephens of Georgia fell on 
deaf ears as events began spinning out of control. Radical "fire-eaters" in the South 
were just as unwilling to compromise as Lincoln and like-minded Republicans in 
the North, creating a situation that made a peaceful settlement of the secession 
crisis almost impossible. In the end, the Confederate firing on Fort Sumter put to 
rest any hopes for compromise. It provoked a groundswell of patriotic spirit in the 
North that further empowered hard-line Republicans and it caused support for the 
Union to crumble in the upper South. Once Virginia, North Carolina, Tennessee, 
and Arkansas joined the other southern states in the Confederacy after the incident, 
the stage was set for the violent events to come. 

In this book Cooper maintains the high scholarly standard that he has set through 
his many other works related to the nineteenth-century South and the Civil War. 
The book is well-researched, well-written, and does a good job bringing clarity to a 
confused but pivotal period in American history. Anyone interested in the origins of 
the Civil War, American political history, or American political discourse in general 
will probably enjoy this book and find it very interesting. 

B E N W Y N N E 

University of North Georgia 

Troubled Ground: A Tale of Murder, Lynching, and Reckoning in the New South. By 
Claude A. Clegg III. (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2010. 248 pages. Bibliog-
raphy, notes, index. Cloth, $80.00.) 

This work is a highly detailed and nuanced account of two lynchings in the au-
thor's hometown of Salisbury, North Carolina, at the turn of the twentieth century. 
Clegg, a professor of history at Indiana University, embarked on the project after 
stumbling upon a photograph that gruesomely captured one of the two lynchings 
under review. One occurred in 1902 with two victims, the other in 1906 with three. 
(Significantly, the latter resulted in the first conviction of an accused lyncher in North 
Carolina.) Although Clegg was born and raised in Salisbury, he knew nothing of 
these events in his hometown before discovering the photograph as an adult. 

One might interpret this as simply an effort to bring yet another ugly chapter 
in the story of southern race relations to light, but this book offers much more than 
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uncovers the social, political, and economic identities of virtually all actors tied up 
with these two lynchings, including the lynchers, victims and their respective families, 
the press, elected officials, law enforcement, and the legal community. 

Although such painstaking detail is welcome in some places, in others, Clegg 
sometimes presents too much concerning the perpetrators and victims, and par-
ticularly the ensuing legal battles, occasionally making Troubled Ground a slow and 
uninspiring read. Expansion upon the greater significance of the Salisbury lynchings 
in connection with North Carolina and southern history would have strengthened 
this study and perhaps attracted a wider readership. Ultimately, Troubled Ground will 
likely appeal to a narrower audience, specifically one with strong interest in lynching 
and extralegal violence, turn-of-the-century race relations and/or legal history. 

K A T H E R I N E E . R O H R E R 

University of Georgia 

A New Deal for All? Race and Class Struggles in Depression-Era Baltimore. By Andor 
Skotnes. (Durham: Duke University Press, 2013. 376 pages. Notes, bibliography, 
index. Paper, $26.95.) 

Borders of Equality: The NAACP and the Baltimore Civil Rights Struggle, 1914-1970. 
By Lee Sartain. (Jackson: University Press of Mississippi, 2013.235 pages. Appendices, 
notes, bibliography, index. Cloth, $55.00.) 

v. 

New monographs appearing this year from Lee Sartain and Andor Skotnes are 
welcome and important additions to what is, happily, the growing bookshelf on civil 
rights struggles in Baltimore in the middle of the twentieth century. Such recent works 
as Howell Baums Brown in Baltimore (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2010) and the 
anthology Baltimore '68: Riots and Rebirth in an American City (Philadelphia: Temple 
University Press, 2011) depict the fraught path to at least de jure racial equality qn 
a border city with a bit of a regional identity crisis. Skotnes and Sartain both draw 
attention to the peculiarities of race relations in Baltimore, the major metropolis of a 
former slave state that at the same time had a northern-style concentration of heavy 
industry and a sizable industrial working-class population. "The region," Skotnes 
explains, "had a dual nature, an in-betweenness" (11). The convergence of Jim Crow-
ism with a longstanding activist black community and the tantalizing possibilities of 
labor unionism make it a fascinating case study for students of the twentieth-century 
civil rights struggle. And while Skotnes and Sartain tell stories that are distinctly of 
Baltimore, they make major contributions to the broader fields of urban, labor, and 
African American history. 

Lee Sartain, author and editor of two previous books about the NAACP, focuses 
on the Baltimore branch in Borders of Equality, contending that together with the 
Urban League, the Baltimore N A A C P dominated civil rights activism in the city from 
1914 through the 1960s. By the end of World War II, the branch had a membership 
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River). Labeled the Schultz Phase, they have been dated by archaeologists to the 
second half of the sixteenth century and a little later. It is therefore tempting to 
place the Shannetowas geographically in the Schultz Phases area and then recall 
that John Smith reported that the "Massawomecks" and the Susquehannocks still 
living on the river of that name were enemies. That enmity would make sense if 
there had been an earlier rupture within the Susquehannocks, with disaffected 
people heading westward but coming back as raiders. The Herekeens lived farther 
from Maryland than the others, and once they acquired metal implements from 
French traders in what is now Canada, they became much more choosy in what 
they would purchase from Englishmen like Henry Fleet. They may have been the 
people known to history as Erie Indians, whose name for themselves is known to 
have been "Erikehronnon."^ 

The Massawomecks were known to be great long-distance travelers, "both winter 
and summer" according to Fleet. Most of their travels seem to have been raids, for 
they were hostile to the Maryland Algonquian-speakers except for the Nacotchtanks/ 
Anacostians, who^'had managed to make a truce with them and establish themselves 
as middlemen. John Smith heard from Powhatan himself of a terrible raid in 1606, 
in which Massawomecks (Powhatan called them "Pocoughtraonacks") had killed a 
hundred people among the Patawomecks and Piscataways. In 1608, Smith met and 
deflected a Massawomeck raiding party aiming at the Tockwoghs at the head of 
Chesapeake Bay; Henry Spelman witnessed the Patawomecks being raided in 1610; 
and in 1631 Henry Fleet found that the Piscataways were dead set against his going 
upriver to meet with enemies who, they said, had killed a thousand of their people in 
the previous few years. (We find that figure exaggerated, but the enmity was real.) 

Two major factors would account for the southern Maryland Indians' hatred of 
the Massawomecks, both having to do with their superior military technology. First, 
some of them (the Herekeens) had connections with the French far to the north, 
giving them early access to iron hatchets that kept an edge longer than stone axes 
did. And secondly, they traveled in birchbark canoes that were considerably faster 
than heavy log dugouts. (That the raiders had such canoes is another argument for 
their being from the northwest; the southernmost extent of the paper birch [Betula 
papyrifera] is in the mountains of northern West Virginia, where they are merely 
small, struggling shrubs."*) That combination of better weapons and faster transport 
meant that the Massawomecks could strike almost without warning, hit hard, and 
then escape pursuit easily. What's more, light canoes that could be carried over por-
tages allowed them to make their waterborne attacks over a wider range of territory: 
both the Potomac River basin and the head of Chesapeake Bay'—reason enough 
for the outrage the Algonquian-speakers felt. The Massawomecks began trading 
their furs with the Virginia English in the 1630s, but the newly arrived Maryland 
English would soon cut that trade off. Not long afterward, they disappeared from the 
historical record, probably because they became known by a different name: "Black 



Book Excerpt: Indians of Southern Maryland 265 

Minqua" has been suggested, since the 1673 Augustin Herrman map shows people 
of that name living in the old Massawomeck region. • 

Probably in response to pressure from the Massawomecks, the Virginia Algon-
quians began organizing an ever-larger paramount chiefdom in the late sixteenth 
century, headed by Powhatan. By 1608, Powhatan's influence, if not domination, 
had drawn in the Patawomecks on the south bank of the Potomac, and he laid claim 
to the Tauxenents (English version: Doags) upstream. North bank people like the 
Nanjemoys and Piscataways may also have been pressured for an alliance, which 
would not have sat well with the Piscataway tayacs. Piscataway oral tradition recorded 
in the 1660s said that the tayacs were already forming their own paramountcy by 
then: their reason would have been to combat not just the threat but the actuality 
of Massawomeck raids coming down the Potomac, with or without organizational 
help from the Nanticokes (see Chapter 2). Hearing that foreigners were beginning to 
enter the Chesapeake-Bay from the east would hardly have made defensive alliances 
more urgent than they already were. 

Word also would have arrived in Maryland about the visits of foreigners to more 
southerly regions. Europeans were, after all, so exotic to native North Americans 
(the "threatening" part came later) that their arrival would have been exciting news 
to spread around. Several boatloads of Europeans may have either passed or entered 
the Virginia Capes in the early and mid-i500s, but the first well-documented attempt 
at European settlement occurred down on the York River in 1570. A party of Spanish 
Jesuit missionaries came there to live and began demanding that the Indians in the 
neighborhood support them in exchange for the gift of Christianity. The local people 
did not consider that a good bargain, and after a few months they killed most of the 
Jesuits. When the Spanish military, based in Havana, found out and sent a retaliatory 
force, their activities left a sour taste among the tribes of the lower James and York 
Rivers.® Word of the unpleasantness must have traveled far and wide. The Spanish, 
who claimed all the mid-Atlantic region as their own, visited the Chesapeake again 
in 1588, this time penetrating as far as the mouth of the Potomac River, where they 
took two hostages. The tribal identity of the hostages is not known, though one was 
actually from the Eastern Shore. They were taken involuntarily, so it is not surpris-
ing that one of them subsequently died "of grief." The other reached Santo Domingo 
and then died of smallpox.^ 

The English started later than the Spanish. They are known to have explored 
around the Outer Banks in the 1540s, but their first serious attempts at settlement 
(three of them), were on Roanoke Island in the mid-i58os. Hostilities with some of 
the native people broke out before long, and the colonies did not last.® Word of that 
unpleasantness may have reached southern Maryland afterward, and it is even more 
probable that an incident on the lower Virginia Eastern Shore in 1603 was reported 
northward: an English expedition put in for water and was violently repulsed, for 
reasons unknown.® Perhaps the local people involved thought the mariners were 
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learn one thing about the Piscataways, though: where early Jamestown colonists like 
John Smith called them "Moyaones," all the later writers called them "Piscataways." 
"Moyaone" may have been what chief Powhatan called them (his name for the Mas-
sawomecks differed, too, from the name used by the Potomac River peoples), or it 
may have signified only the town, not the nation. (Fig. 3^2) 

In 1621 a Jamestown Erfglishman named John Pory gained information to add to 
what John Smith had learned about the Patuxent River people thirteen years earlier.'^ 
Pory was visiting the English settlement recently established on the lower Eastern 
Shore when a chief from the Patuxent River towns, named Namenacus, came there 
looking for Thomas Savage, interpreter to the paramount chief of Accomac. When 
opportunity offered, he took Pory aside and asked him to visit his area; Pory agreed 
to do so later, after he had finished some other business. Pory then conferred with 
the nearby Occohannocks, whose chief was the acting ruler of the Virginia part of 
the Shore at the time,'^ and with his approval he crossed the bay. There he promptly 
ran into some local politics. 

Namenacus proved to be from Aquintanacsuck, the chiefdom nearest the Patuxent 
River s mouth. He and his younger brother Wamanato welcomed Pory with a kettle-
ful of boiled oysters, to be eaten aboard the ship. The next day Wamanato took Pory 
to his town, with its large cornfields, and introduced him to his wife and children 
before taking him hunting; Pory was escorted back to the ship by Namenacus. The 
day after that, an exchange was made: twelve beaver skins and a canoe for English 
trade goods, the first time that beaver skins (rather than the animals) are mentioned 
in an English record in Virginia or Maryland. Other trade was promised, including 
corn, an Indian boy (to learn English and become an interpreter), and an Englishman 
who had run away from his people and lived in the area for five years. But the next 
day Wamanato stayed home and Namenacus brought none of these things (probably 
either the Englishman or the local Indian boys were unwilling to leave). So relations 
soured for a time. But the two sides made up again, and Pory resumed his journey 
upriver, stopping in various towns as he went. Along the way, he learned that another 
chief, Cassatowap, was angry with Thomas Savage. The reason was not recorded, but 
the strained relations indicate that Savage had acted as an interpreter if not also as a 
trader in one or more unrecorded English expeditions to the area. To ensure the safety 
of the new Englishman (Pory), Cassatowap and another chief guided him upriver until 
at Mattapanient, while the two Indian leaders lay "innocently" below in the English 
ship, there was an attempted ambush. Pory suspected collusion but "released" the 
two chiefs courteously and managed to return downriver in an outwardly peaceful 
manner. When he got back to Accomac, the Laughing King told him that Namenacus 
had tried to lure him to the Patuxent River, with the intent of killing him. Regrettably, 
Pory recorded no reasons for all these enmities, though he probably learned them 
because he did, after all, have an interpreter with him. 

The Piscataways must have been influenced in some serious way by events unfold-
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move, and the trading session turned into an ambush. Spelman and nearly all the 
Englishmen with him were killed, their guns, gunpowder, and swords were gathered 
up by the killers, and their shallop was destroyed. An attack was then made on the 
ship. The sailors aboard hastily raised sail, and the wind for once being right, outran 
the canoes and escaped. The townsmen, whether Anacostian or Piscataway, would 
immediately have begun learning to use the captured guns, if they had not learned 
already. The only EngRshman known to survive the ambush was Henry Fleet, who 
would spend the next five years among the Indians.^^ 

A bit farther south, war was raging by then between the Jamestown English and 
the Powhatans, but except for the skirmishes between the Piscataways-Anacostians 
and the Patawomecks-English traders, the people of southern Maryland seem to 
have been uninvolved, sufficiently uninvolved to have the luxury of being curious. 
Curiosity was what the chief of the Patuxents felt when he heard that the Powhatans 
were going to make a stand against the English in Pamunkey territory in the sum-
mer of 1624. Not only that, he heard that the Pamunkey hosts had planted a great 
deal of extra corn that spring to feed their James River allies who were bearing the 
brunt of English raiding. He therefore sent a man south to observe the battle when 
it took place. The putcome cannot have been comforting to the Patuxents, whose 
wariness John Pory had observed three years before. The English won hands-down 
and chopped up all the Pamunkeys' corn.'® The battle proved to be the sunset of 
Powhatan power for many a year, and it would eventually free the English to begin 
spreading their settlements northward. For now, though, there was peace of a sort. 
The Patuxent chief was taken prisoner by other Englishmen during this time, but his 
people were selling corn to them and had guided an English party to an unidenti-
fied town ("Pocotonk") where they bought furs. The Chesapeake Bay fur trade was 
getting underway, the furs then being from bear, deer, wildcat, black fox, and otter. 
One Patuxent councilor gave interpreter Robert Poole a "lion" skin.^' 

There are no more English records about the Indians of southern Maryland for 
eight years, and then we find Henry Fleet, released from captivity and unaffiliated 
with the Virginia colony, operating as a fur trader, in hot competition with others, of 
course. He had the advantage of being his own interpreter among the Algonquian-
speakers, though not with the Massawomecks. The journal he wrote in 1631-32 
shows how wary, rather than hostile, the early contacts between Native people and 
Europeans really were. It also gives us a vivid picture of a very entrepreneurial time: 
a time when Virginia tried to prevent people other than her own traders from cash-
ing in, when other traders like Fleet were swarming in (there were no Maryland 
traders yet, because there was no Maryland), and when most of the Indian nations 
along the Potomac and Patuxent Rivers were still eager for European tools. William 
Claiborne's activities on Kent Island, far up the Chesapeake Bay near the Wicomisses, 
had drawn in the Patuxents, so that by 1635 we have a record of a Patuxent man 
taking a Wicomiss wife.^° Fleets business, on the other hand, was with people near 
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middlemen who "used to convey all such English truck [goods] as cometh into this 
river" into their hands, which caused jealousy and sometimes violence. Fleet wrote 
that the Piscataways had lost " 1000 persons in my time" of captivity (1623-28), so 
he knew he would cause a double offense by going upriver. 

Nevertheless, Fleet was "on the make" as a trader, so he persisted in trying to 
contact the Massawomecks. On June 13 he found and questioned an Anacostian-
Massawomeck interpreter, hearing how (relatively) densely populated the Massa-
womeck country was anfl how the people there made beaver-skin coats. They were 
not accessible to the English by water, for the rivers they lived on would only take 
canoes (true of the Potomac in many places above its falls), but Fleet was cheered to 
hear that they were "great travelers winter and summer." So he had them summoned 
downriver to meet him, over the protests of the Piscataways and their downriver 
neighbors. A birch bark canoefiil of Massawomeck emissaries came to the parley and 
tried to persuade Fleet to trade exclusively with them. Fleet demurred. Ultimately he 
sent his brother Edward and two Indian men back upriver with the emissaries, telling 
them to hand out presents and conduct negotiations in the Massawomecks' towns. 
Fleet then went in the pinnace to what seems to have been a temporary town, called 
Tohoga (probably analogous to the sector of Massawomecks who called themselves 
Tohoga), located two leagues (nine miles) below the falls of the Potomac. There he 
stopped and waited for his brothers return, which occurred on July 3, with news 
that elated him. Edward Fleet had been welcomed heartily, and for the first half of 
his five-day journey back (as opposed to seven days going up), 110 Indians had ac-
companied him, laden with beaver. This escort had intended to go the whole way 
back to Tohoga, which would have opened direct trade between Fleet and the Mas-
sawomecks, but the Anacostians were not about to lose their middleman position. 
A party of them had intercepted the travelers halfway and poisoned their minds, 
saying that the Piscataways accompanying the Englishman planned to murder them 
in revenge for earlier Massawomeck raids. The Massawomecks stopped where they 
were and let Fleet s brother finish the journey alone. 

Fleet went to the Anacostians the next morning about these intrigues, but they 
claimed to know nothing about anything. Instead they offered to bring the 110 Mas-
sawomecks to their town if Fleet would make "a firm league" with them and give 
their chief "a present" (unspecified). Fleet wrote later, "The refusal of this offer was 
the greatest folly that I have committed." From that moment on, the Anacostians 
would work against him, which also meant he had lost his interpreter. 

Some of the Massawomecks came down to see Fleet anyway on July 10. They 
were from the Usserahak sector of the Massawomecks, and their number included 
a woman who could act as interpreter, which enabled Fleet to assuage any fears 
they had. They agreed to bring the rest of their traveling party downriver and asked 
Fleet to send an Englishman with them, which he did. Then on July 11, a differ-
ent set of people came downriver: different attire, including a "red fringe", a much 
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haughtier attitude—Fleets trade goods did not impress them—and two axes that 
Fleet recognized as having come from England by way of Canada. They claimed to 
be from the Mosticum part of the Massawomecks, but Fleet learned later that they 
were Herekeens, who lived closer to Canada and were in enmity with the other four 
groups. Another member of Fleet s party was eager to go home with them, which 
Fleet had to allow, an^ the meeting ended. 

On July 15 the Usserhaks returned with their interpreter. They were dismayed to 
hear of the young man who had gone with the Herekeens, whom they now identified 
for Fleet, probably based upon his description of their appearance. They said that 
more of their people wanted to come downriver and view the English trade goods, to 
which Fleet agreed. As they left, he asked them to follow the Herekeens and retrieve 
the Englishman from among them. 

In his pinnace, Fleet went back downriver to Piscataway on July 18, where his 
ship lay and where he managed to excuse his trading with their enemies. He brought 
sixteen Usserahaks with him, whom he had hired to bring trade goods from his ship 
and take them upriver to their own people to look over. The Usserahaks did so, and 
on August 7 they returned to Fleets ship with the trade goods and eighty skins sent 
with them by the Tohogas. Nine hundred Tonhogas had been planning to come 
downriver by canoe, they said, in spite of more Anacostian warnings, but they had 
been halted by two false rumors, namely, that Fleet's trade goods were worthless and 
also that the Herekeens had visited Fleet and killed one of his men. The Usserahaks 
needed reassurance. Fleet gave it, but because he was running out of food for himself 
and his sailors, and the Piscataways apparently could no longer be prevailed upon, he 
had to take the ship and pinnace back downriver in search of provisions. He would 
not return upriver again, at least for that year. He arrived at Moyumps (Tauxenent 
on John Smiths map), where three men from Usserahak, Tohoga, and Mosticum 
met him. They asked him to stay there fifteen days, while they sent for their people 
to come and trade. Fleet agreed, but his plan was foiled on August 28 by the arrival 
of a force of Virginia English, who arrested him and escorted him to Jamestown. 
He was able to stop at Indian towns along the way and get them to promise to save 
skins for him, but for the time being his trading mission to the Massawomecks was 
at an end. Once in Jamestown, he reassured the governor of his cooperation, and 
as they were both English gentlemen, he was set free to go trading again, though he 
left no record about further activities in the Potomac River area. 

THUS, ON THE EVE of the English founding their Maryland colony, a number of 
complex relationships were already in place among the Native people of southern 
Maryland. All but the Anacostians hated the Massawomecks and the Susquehan-
nocks, who hated each other. The Anacostians were allies of the Massawomecks and 
eager to be middlemen for them in the fur trade, which made them distrusted by 
everyone downriver and also by the English traders. Everyone in southern Maryland 
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was willing to tolerate the Virginia English, with whom they had had some troubles 
in the past, because the fur trade was already proving to be profitable. When a dif-
ferent group of English arrived in 1634 intent upon establishing a colony separate 
from Virginia, the native people probably considered them to be mainly interested 
in trading. They would make the same mistake with the Maryland English that the 
Powhatans had made with 'the English in Virginia: they would not realize until it 
was too late, that the foreigners were not only interested in staying, but that they 
were farmers who would eventually thrive and spread out, and the native people 
would be the losers thereby. 
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"Convicted of a Scandalous Offence 
against the Government": Political 
Culture and the English Civil War in 
Colonial Maryland 

S T E V E N C A R L S M I T H 

In April 1655, a sheriff named Richard Collett was banished from the proprietary 
colony of Maryland. According to records of the provincial court, Collett was 
"Convicted of a Scandalous offence against the Governmt by his Subscribint of 

a Petitiion of Dangerous Contnets." Collett arrived in 1650, a refugee of England's 
civil wars, and emerged as an impromptu attorney before landing a position as the 
high sheriff of Calvert County after winning favor from the colony's ruling party. 
Fifteen month's after his banishment, he reappeared and eventually took up his old 
office of high sheriff in Calvert County. Collett's life ended dramatically in 1668, 
following a brutal assault by Captain Thomas Manning, a fellow middling political 
appointee who often sat next to him during sessions of the Calvert County court. 
Collett's banishment, and eventual death at the hands of a violent, unhinged fellow 
landholder offers a compelling example of just how profoundly unstable the political 
infrastructure of Maryland was in the seventeenth century' 

Shortly after Colle.tt's arrival, Maryland fell into religious and political turmoil, 
as confessional and political disputes not resolved in Britain arrived on the colony's 
shores along with scores of ambitious young men. Collett was a participant in and 
political casualty of the mid-century civil war that rocked the colony. This conflict, 
and the series of political crises that followed in the 1670s and 1680s, grew out of a 
long-standing controversy over the "nature of the English constitution." Collett and 
his family were caught between the equally polarizing establishment of Maryland 
by a Catholic family and the crisis of the English Civil War. These two conflicts, 
separated by the Atlantic Ocean, came crashing together in the mid-seventeenth-
century Chesapeake. Richard Collett was one of the many casualties of this perfect 
storm, and his experience in England and Maryland allows us to trace the ligaments 
of political and religious conflict in the seventeenth-century Atlantic world.^ 

Little Gidding 

Richard Collett's life began auspiciously. Born in 1602 in Cambridgeshire, England, 
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he was one of sixteen children of John and Susanna Collett. Following an outbreak 
of the black plague in London, the couple moved their sprawling family to Hunt-
ingdonshire, about thirty miles outside Cambridge, to be part of a small religious 
community known as Little Gidding. Richard's uncle, Nicholas Ferrar, the son of a 
London merchant and a deputy of the Virginia Company, had founded Little Gidding 
to pursue an austere, jgodly life after the company had gone bust. The community 
became, in a way, the intellectual center of the company's failed efforts in Virginia. 
After extensive repairs to an old church and house, Ferrar and his followers built a 
school for local children, an almshouse, and a dispensary to provide medicine for 
the surrounding region. This community of forty or so people was the culmination 
of Ferrar's vision of an ideal Anglican society.^ 

Although Little Gidding was modeled on the typical, hierarchical household of 
early modern English society, Nicholas Ferrar, the man to whom the small community 
looked for leadership, both spiritual and practical, was not afraid to involve women 
as well as men in the decision-making process. Management of the household, and 
thus the means of Little Gidding's daily subsistence, fell to Richard Collett's mother 
Susanna—Nicjiolas Ferrar's sister—and Collett's two oldest sisters, Mary and Anna. 
Mary, a celibate woman of means and likely caretaker to young Richard, essentially 
shared the burden of leadership with her uncle Nicholas. Though she was never 
recognized formally as either one of the leaders or the leader of Little Gidding, the 
community nevertheless looked to her for guidance. 

Richard and his wife Elizabeth were part of a remarkable community of women 
at Little Gidding. We know little about Elizabeth, but we do know a great deal about 
the women, such as Richard's older sisters and his younger cousin Virginia Ferrar, 
whom Elizabeth would have considered mentors, peers, friends, and family. In 
particular, scholars have highlighted what became known as the "Little Academy," 
a discussion and educational program at Little Gidding that consisted of the Ferrar 
and Collett women. The Little Academy was just one aspect of the community's 
educational apparatus. Young boys attended the school, while their older brothers, 
presumably including Richard, were sent to London to apprentice in various trades 
and professions. The Little Academy, by contrast, was created by and for the older 
Ferrar and Collett sisters. When it met, the sisters engaged in a Socratic dialogue 
on a pre-determined topic. 

The Little Academy, as historian Kate E. Riley points out, was atypical in early 
modern England. Outside aristocratic circles, it would have been unusual for young 
women to practice oratory and engage in leisurely or scholarly pursuits. In addi-
tion to their intellectual engagement, women at Little Gidding had authorial and 
even imperial ambitions. Virginia Ferrar, who was named after the Virginia colony, 
worked side-by-side with her father, John Ferrar, to author texts for the colonial and 
metropolitan reader alike, including a 1667 map of Virginia directly attributed to her 
pen. On top of learning typical household tasks, Virginia Ferrar and her sisters and 



Political Culture and the English Civil War in Colonial Maryland 281 

cousins were also invested in making books, which included mastering the art of print-
ing and binding. According to the seventeenth-century observer Thomas Fuller, the 
women at Little Gidding were "emploied in learned and pious work to binde Bibles" 
including a text "most exactly done" and thus "presented to King Charles."^ 

The establishment of Little Gidding, small and austere as it was, can also be seen 
as bold political statement. Despite residing in the largely Parlimentarian Hunt-
ingdonshire during the English Civil War, the Ferrar and Collett families had been 
nominal supporters of feing Charles I, who grew to admire this esoteric religious 
community and their hand-stitched books. In May 1636, for example, William Laud, 
the Archbishop of Canterbury, presented a gospel harmony he had commissioned 
along with John Cosin to Charles 1. Evidently pleased with the work, Charles re-
quested that the community create for him a volume that integrated several books of 
the Old Testament, a text that John and Nicholas personally delivered to Whitehall 
in April 1640, less than two weeks before the first meeting of the Short Parliament. 
Charles L with or without his handmade books, visited the small community twice 
in the 1640s. His first visit occurred just prior to the opening shots of the First Civil 
War as he journeyed to Yorkshire in March 1642; his second visit was under far more 
dire circumstances.^ 

Little Giddirigs political grandstanding did not come without hardships. Fol-
lowing the outbreak of hostilities between the Parlimentarians and the Royalists, 
John Ferrar, who assumed leadership of the community following the death of his 
brother, realized that remaining in Huntingdonshire was becoming increasingly 
dangerous. Fearing violence at the hands of Parliamentarians, the Ferrar and Col-
lett families abandoned Little Gidding. In a letter to his son, John Ferrar explained 
his decision: 

We were faine to Submitt to a longe Sequestration for then the Waues Raged 
•horribly but that was not all to Saue our Consciences from what was Imposed 
that that might not Ruine alsoe We rather resolved to leaue our Native Country 
and soe I tooke you [&] my [Virginia Ferrar] and Went beyound sea and some 
of our Dearest Freinds fellowes in our Missery did accompayny vs beyound sea 
This being our Case and knowinge our best helpe and Comforte must be in god 
he having safely brought us in to an other land. 

The Ferrar family and their "Dearest Freinds" lived in exile for two years, possibly 
in Holland. The fragmentation of Little Gidding would result in members of the 
community facing persecution during the civil wars.® 

John Ferrar and his family returned to Little Gidding in late 1645 or early 1646, 
at a time when the community became a refuge for Royalist military forces. In 
April 1646, Charles I made his second visit, this time seeking sanctuary after the 
disastrous Battle of Naseby. While there is no doubt that John Ferrar and his fol-
lowers supported the king, Ferrar was adamant that Charles not remain long at 
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Little Gidding because Parliamentary agents patrolled the area. He instead directed 
the king to stay in the village of Coppingford, where he knew enemy forces seldom 
ventured. Shortly thereafter, Little Gidding suffered a stinging rebuke from the 
Parliamentarians. Late in the summer of 1646, as legend has it, the community was 
allegedly sacked by Puritan soldiers, who may have dismantled a great deal of the 
manor, including the church organ, and who did plunder much of the furniture and 
provisions. It is likely that Richard Collett witnessed the persecution first-hand. His 
migration to Maryland, then, can be interpreted more as a forced exile and less as 
an opportunistic venture.^ 

In light of lucent scholarship on the Little Gidding community, it is also likely 
that confessional politics and continued imperial ambition influenced Richard Col-
lett s choice of Maryland as a landing point. Little Gidding, though not Catholic, 
was ostensibly High Anglican. The community was thus viewed by contemporary 
observers and critics alike as being religiously eccentric, given the adoption of several 
methods of worship and spiritual observance that were at least inspired by Roman 
traditions: contemplation, asceticism, and celibacy.To some. Little Gidding resembled 
a monastery. The large Ferrar-Collett household, located on private, isolated land 
in Huntingdonshire, was spatially and hierarchically organized in such a way that 
the many unwed men and women lived in separate quarters at opposite ends of the 
home. The fabric of everyday life centered on chapel attendance and a work cycle 
meant td sustain their basic material well-being and, above all, their devotion to 
God. At the very least, the community resembled other Catholic households in 
seventeenth-century England, such as a Newcastle residence that housed Jesuits 
that regularly provided mass.® 

Despite retreating from London, and seemingly retired from any sort of material 
and imperial pursuits, the Ferrar-Colletts were still very ambitious and remained 
in contact with the London business world. Nicholas Ferrar was so attentive to his 
business pursuits that John felt he was not fully invested in the spiritual health of the 
community. Nicholas and many of the men at Little Gidding were evidently mobile 
enough to attend to the community's business interests in London and elsewhere. 
John was involved for a time in the Skinners' Company in 1630, and the two brothers 
joined in a short-lived effort to revive the Virginia Company in 1631. To that end, 
John maintained a correspondence with several planters in the Chesapeake, and his 
daughter Virginia often penned his letters as an amanuensis, so much so that she 
was, according to Michael Lloyd Ferrar, "as well known to the people of Virginia 
as if she lived there." She continued to conduct her father's business in the colony 
long after his death, becoming so entangled in the commercial and political lives 
of Virginians that she became something of an expert, Michael Ferrar claimed, on 
"the colony and its conditions."^ 

It is reasonable to argue that the Little Gidding community had specific politi-
cal and spiritual interests in re-establishing a connection to the Chesapeake region. 
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Not only did Richard Collett s arrival create a bridge between High Anglican Little 
Gidding and recently established Catholic Maryland, it helped assuage the Ferrar 
family's earlier failures in Virginia. By doing so, the Ferrar-Collett clan could then 
claim a measure of influence in the colony's confessional politics. 

Arrival 

The Maryland that greeted Richard Collett was as diverse geographically, agricultur-
ally, and socially as it was politically divisive. As a High Anglican-Royalist, Collett 
was potentially at odds with the two dominant factions in the province: the Catholic 
Proprietary party a^d the Puritan Parliamentarians. While he surely had hoped 
to extricate himself from such strife by leaving war-torn England behind, what he 
encountered were more political and confessional schisms. Indeed, the religious 
toleration envisioned by the Calvert family was beginning to spiral into outright 
conflict. 

The circumstances surrounding Richard Collett's immigration to Maryland are 
somewhat murky. He arrived in 1650, most likely after the death of his father in March 
of that year. In 1651 his younger brother John arrived. Richard had left behind his 
wife Elizabeth, who was eventually transported to Maryland in either 1658 or 1664, 
depending on the source. That was a common practice, and settlements during this 
period were marked by a pronounced gender imbalance. Although the gender gap 
had decreased to three men for every woman by the time Elizabeth rejoined him, 
this disparity, revealed in headright lists, is a mark of what historian Russell Menard 
has called a "severe sexual imbalance."^" 

Why did Richard Collett leave his wife behind in war-torn England? Lois Green 
Carr and Lorena S. Walsh have speculated that few, if any, women chose to leave 
behind family and community to migrate to the unknown Maryland wilderness. 
That may ex^plain Elizabeth Collett's delay. Even though her kinship network became 
increasingly fractured as a result of religious and political persecution, she had 
married into a sprawling clan and may have been reluctant to leave for even more 
uncertainty in Maryland. Possibly she remained in England to attend to the family's 
financial affairs. Health may have also been a concern. Newly arrived Marylanders 
usually fell ill, frequently with malaria, and women faced the additional dangers of 
pregnancy and childbirth." 

It is also worth pointing out Richard Collett's age—forty-eight—on his arrival 
in 1650, nearly double the average age of recent immigrants. According to Menard, 
of the 119 free male immigrants who served as justices of the peace, sheriffs, or as-
semblymen in seventeenth-century Maryland, only 11.8 percent were over the age 
of forty when they landed in the Chesapeake. Indeed, the average age of officers 
upon their arrival was 28.5, with the median being twenty-seven. Why would Col-
lett, at such an advanced age, risk death by coming to Maryland? His bold gambit to 
migrate suggests two possible motivations. First, it is likely that he was the target of 
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persecution in England due to his association with the Little Gidding community. 
On the other hand, he might have been lured by the potential for acquiring his own 
land—sufficient motivation to uproot and leave his family behind, at least for the 
time being/^ 

Collett first appears in the historical record four years after his arrival, when 
several Maryland landowners presented "letters of attorney" to the provincial court. 
As legal documents that granted power of attorney, letters of attorney allowed just 
about anyone to act as a barrister within the framework of the legal system, with or 
without professional credentials. Letters of attorney grew progressively more complex 
as the line between "power of attorney" and "warrant of attorney"—which granted 
someone acting as an attorney power to retrieve outstanding debts on behalf of the 
client—became increasingly blurred in seventeenth-century Maryland. The attorney-
client relationship soon reflected social and political networks, as landowners and 
merchants alike wanted their close friends to represent them in court. The handful 
of cases in which Collett took part suggests that this sort of confluence of friend-
ship and legal representation was as ordinary as it was widespread. For example, in 
April 1654, Lawrence Ward of Virginia constituted his "friend mr Richard Collett" 
his "Lawfull Attorney" to "receive all Such debts as are due to me in Putuxent River 
in the Province of Maryland," to be done "as I my Self were present." At the same 
session of the court, Golle,tt presented a letter of attorney from John Davis, a small 
Catholic landholder and part-time carpenter, that granted him a variety of powers. 
Davis's St. Mary's County estate was valued at one hundred acres, and he asked Col-
lett to "receive and pay, to arrest, plead and imprison, to release quitt and Discharge 
for me in my Name" several thousand pounds of tobacco and a "hog worth 250 of 
Tob:" from Robert Taylor, who happened to be in debt to Ward. Taylor, a substantial 
landholder who owned contracts of at least twenty-six servants from 1651 until his 
death in 1660, was ordered by the court to pay both Ward and Davis their respec-
tive debts, with Ward receiving 352 pounds of tobacco and Davis receiving his hog 
worth 250 pounds of tobacco. What is not revealed in the settlements is just how 
much Collett profited from these friendly arrangements.'^ 

Collett's political profile seemed to be on the rise after his appearance in court as 
an attorney. Despite his own religious beliefs, his career eventually became entangled 
with the Catholic Proprietary party. In July 1654, the same year that Calvert County 
was incorporated into the colony, Collett was appointed to be the new jurisdiction's 
"high Sheriff" by Governor William Stone, a man whose time in office was marked 
by constant conflict. 

This act of political patronage would have far-reaching consequences for Collett 
and his family, for with this appointment. Stone granted Collett significant power in 
Calvert County. Sheriffs were paid administrators who made arrests, collected taxes, 
ran the county jail, gathered and paid fees for fellow officials, and oversaw Assembly 
elections, while also reserving the power to raise a militia in order to take care of 
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domestic unrest. The county sheriff, then, was a position that required a great deal of 
savvy. Indeed, the eighteenth-century attorney general Stephen Bordley pointed out 
that "the Sheriffs office [was] a place of either Considerable gain o r . . . Consdierable 
loss; & the difference turns upon . . . Care, Exactness & diligence in the Execution 
of it." Sheriffs were often used by officials as public muscle. Edward Inglish, for ex-
ample, was known to have terrorized Cecil County in the 1680s, causing numerous 
landholders to file complaints to the colonial council: 

[Joseph Hawkins] likewise saith that since his Ldsp had made Mr Edwaard 
Inglish high Sheriff of Caecil County he had behaved himself very high and 
arrogantly to the people ̂ here not sticking to say that since his Lspp had given 
him the Comand of the County the people must and should love him and feare 
him, and that he hath heard that Mr Inglish or his Subsheriff should threaten and 
give out publickly that when they went about to Receive the Rents and leavys 
they would meete with some particular persons that had sett their hands to a 
petition and they would strip draw and tumble their Tobacco Sufficiently."* 

It is not clear whether Richard Collett ever abused his office, but he did use his 
authority to regulate the pace of daily life in Calvert County. Collett was charged 
with keeping the peace in a county that was still very much a sparsely settled frontier, 
where violence and lawlessness were all too common. In November 1660, Gover-
nor Phillip Calvert ordered Collett "to raise the greatest number of men yow can, 
and wth them to march away to the Mill imediatly" to investigate and stamp out a 
public disturbance. Calvert was so confident in Collett s ability to maintain order 
that he commented before the colonial assembly that Collett possessed the "fidelity 
and readiness to doe . . . service in preseruing the Countrey in peace." Eurther, in 
March 1663, Calvert ordered Collett to investigate and several seize ships suspected 
of smuggling tobacco out of the province. 

I doe hereby impower yow the sd Rich Collett (in such Case yow shall judge it 
needful & requisite) to press Men Ammunition & Armes for the more speedy 
surprizing & seising such Barke, Catch Sloope 8c other Vessell exporting To 
hence 8c not having made such entry as is requisite. Contrary to the Act of 
Navigacon, 8c the Law 8c order of this Province. 

After investigating the incident, Collett reported to the court that he had seized 
a ship from Boston named The Content and discovered that the captain, Joseph 
Winslow, "had Laden on Board his Vessell several hogsheads of Tob, of the groath 
of this Prouince, before hee had entred into Bond here according to the Act of the 
high Court of Parliamt in England for encouraging 8c encreasing of shipping of 
nauigaon."'5 Collett, it seems, was well on his way to becoming an important man 
on the ground in the colony's political apparatus. 
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Despite the hardships the position entailed, Richard Collett, it seems, was a man 
on the make. While he apparently gained the favor of the Catholic proprietors and 
their governors, he and his wife Elizabeth lived modestly. It is likely that Collett relied 
on public service to Support his family, since he apparently failed as a farmer in the 
competitive Chesapeake tobacco market. At the time of his death in 1668, Collett 
possessed little material wealth. In addition to the land he bequeathed her, Elizabeth 
received two mares with colts, all of the cattle and hogs, debts owed to him, sheriff's 
fees, all household items, and a small piece of land Richard had recently acquired. 
Although the will does not indicate what household items the family possessed, 
prosperous households during this period typically had individual chairs, several 
candles, pewter dining dishes, more beds with better fabric, a wider selection of 
cooking vessels, and occasionally pictures and looking glasses. The material well-
being of a modest life in seventeenth-century Maryland, on the other hand, centered 
on practical necessities such as a bed, a handful of cooking pots, a storage chest, a 
table, and a gtin, ^nd it is not clear—insofar as the will indicates, at least—whether 
the Colletts ever realized these circumstances. It is also worth noting that Richard 
Collett s socialization at Little Gidding, which emphasized individual and collective 
austerity, may have influenced him materially in addition to spiritually. That he was 
raised in a community that taught him to live a godly life without excessive material 
comfort may explain why at the time of his death his home contained only the bare 
necessities needed in the Maryland wilderness.'® 

Land and Rebellion 

Richard Collett was probably drawn to Maryland by the promise of religious tolera-
tion as much as he was by the potential for owning land. The colony as envisioned 
by George and Cecil Calvert mirrored a traditional, English manorial society based 
on feudalism, aristocracy, patriarchal households, nucleated settlements, religious 
toleration, and an economy of fur trading, farming, and household manufacturing. 
As historian John Krugler points out, the Calverts, as Catholic colonizers, faced 
an uphill battle convincing the Protestant government in England that they were 
committed to expanding the crown's domain. The Calvert family assumed that 
they could assuage competing confessional politics by demonstrating that neither 
"English" nor "Catholic" were mutually exclusive and that Catholic colonizers could 
act with the mother country in mind. In order to ease concerns in London, Cecil 
Calvert was determined to organize his colony around land, loyalty, and liberty of 
conscience. Relying on the manorial system, the Calverts sought to attract the young 
sons of the English gentry, for there was much more opportunity to enhance status 
and wealtli in Maryland than in England. The manorial system, they hoped, would 
produce a familiar hierarchical society based on land and rents which, in turn, would 
theoretically encourage loyalty to the proprietor. Granting religious freedom, they 
reasoned, would reduce some of the roadblocks they faced as Catholic colonizers. 
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Religious toleration in Maryland—which the Calverts hoped would ensure coopera-
tion between Protestants and Catholics and foster loyalty to the proprietors—was 
meant to prevent any potential political and confessional conflict that could arise 
in London or the colony.'^ 

During the first decade that Richard Collett lived in Maryland, the political 
and religious strife of the English Civil War that he left behind in 1650 followed him 
to the Chesapeake Bay. In order to fend off aggressive claims to their authority, in 
North America as well as in London, the Calvert family had to distance themselves 
from their confessional politics. In so doing, they bowed to the interests of a group 
of London tobacco merchants, a Protestant community with ties to the Calvert 
family's enemies in Virginia, who had actively tried to undermine their authority in 
Maryland and London by lobbying to have their proprietary charter revoked. Forced 
into a corner, in 1649 the Calverts made a largely symbolic gesture: they appointed 
a Virginia Protestant, William Stone, to be the new provincial governor. This bold 
choice was, initially at least, a savvy political maneuver by Lord Baltimore for two 
reasons. First, Stone had political connections within the London merchant com-
munity that had tried, unsuccessfully, to undermine Baltimore's authority in order 
to gain a greater measure of control of the colony for themselves. The appointment 
of Stone to the governor's office was, on the surface at least, a way to calm the ten-
sions between London merchants and the Calverts. Second, Stone used his influ-
ence in Virginia to encourage a large Puritan community, led by Richard Bennett, 
to relocate to Maryland. The Puritans, by moving across the Chesapeake Bay, were 
thus able to avoid persecution by Virginia governor William Berkeley, as staunch 
an Anglican as he was a Royalist. Indeed, the appointment of Stone and the arrival 
of Bennett created a political climate in which the Maryland Assembly ratified the 
Act Concerning Religion in 1649, a law meant to calm growing tensions between 
Catholics and Protestants in the colony.'^ 

Religious toleration, however it was initially envisioned, was not necessarily 
what it seemed when put into actual practice. Constantly at issue was the question 
of whether a Catholic could be loyal to and serve the interest of England. Thanks 
to the 1649 statute that granted freedom of confessional practice, more Puritans 
than either Anglicans or Catholics expressed interest in migrating to Maryland, 
and perhaps most significantly, they also had the means to do so. This settlement 
pattern had far-ranging political ramifications. As they considered how to best 
protect Catholic settlers and ensure that their colony would prosper, the Calvert 
family made the conscious decision to make confessional identity one less barrier 
to residency in Maryland.^' 

William Stone's encouragement of the Puritan migration was consistent with 
the designs of the proprietors, who hoped to attract a diverse population in order 
to solidify the colony's economy. This sentiment is revealed in Stones commission. 
"William Stone now or late of Northampton County in Virginia Esqr," the commis-



288 Maryland Historical Magazine 

sion stated, "hath undertaken in some short time to procure five hundred People 
of British or Irish discent to Come from other places and plant and reside within 
our said Province of Maryland for the advancement of our colony." It was likely that 
some of the five hundred settlers Stone brought with him to Maryland in 1649 were 
indeed the Puritans who would engineer a coup five years later. Stone, of course, 
had no reason to believe that this act of good will would have the disastrous political 
consequences it did, and his faith in his Virginia neighbors ultimately brought the 
colony to the brink of civil war.^° 

Despite Lord Baltimore's efforts to encourage religious unity and economic sta-
bility in his family's colony. Stone's appointment had the opposite effect. In the early 
months of 1652, William Claiborne and Richard Bennett, commissioners appointed 
by the new Parliamentary government in England to establish the legitimacy of the 
English Commonwealth in the Chesapeake, removed Stone and his council. For 
Claiborne, at least, the hostile takeover was the culmination of a bitter twenty-year 
feud with Lord Baltimore over the threat that the establishment of Maryland posed 
to Virginia landowners and the controversy surrounding Claiborne's trading post 
on Kent Island, which Lord Baltimore took for his own in 1638. Stone refused to 
acknowledge the commonwealth's claim to authority in Maryland and vowed instead 
to uphold Lord Baltimore's charter. As a way to further solidif)' their claim to power, 
Claiborne and Bennett dissolved the provincial court. And while mounting tensions 
were assuaged somewhat in July 1652 when Governor Stone and his council were al-
lowed to resume their duties, the next two years witnessed heightened anxieties and 
continued jostling for power between Claiborne, Bennett, and Stone's proprietary 
administration.^' 

The conflict climaxed in July 1654 when hostile Protestants who had supported 
Claiborne and Bennett's Parliamentary commission removed Stone and his supporters; 
Stone was in turn replaced by a Puritan council loyal to the English Commonwealth. 
Frustrated and without much recourse. Lord Baltimore ordered Stone to restore the 
proprietary government by any means necessary. After unsuccessfully attempting to 
compel areas in Anne Arundel County and Kent Island to consent to his authority. 
Stone hedged a desperate bet. Completely unable to resolve the crisis by either diplo-
macy or coercion. Stone decided, erroneously, to retake the colony by force. In March 
1655, on the banks of the Severn River, Stone led a force of approximately 130 men 
against a Puritan militia led by William Fuller that included more than one hundred 
seasoned veterans of Oliver Cromwell's armies. Stone's rag-tag cavalier army was no 
match for Fuller's men, and the Puritan forces swept the field, losing only four from 
their ranks while slaughtering fifty of Stone's men. Stone, who was wounded in the 
shoulder, Josias Fendall, and ten high-ranking officials were arrested in the aftermath. 
Although Stone and Fendall were eventually spared, the Parliamentary commission-
ers executed four of Stone's men. The Puritans, having finally ousted the proprietary 
government, maintained a tenuous hold on the colony until 1657.^^ 
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Shortly after Stone's defeat in March 1655, Richard Collett received news that he 
was banished from the colony for signing what was likely an anti-Puritan petition. 
The ruling, dated April 1655, reads: 

Richard Collet being Convicted of a Scandalous offence against the Governmt 
by his Subscribint of a Petitiion of Dangerous Contnets and Consequence Shall 
be banished from this Province and give Security for his Good abearance to 
the present Governmt until he Shall give Notice unto mr Lawrence Ward in 
Virginia part of whose^Estate the Said Collett doth Manage in Putuxent River 
to appoint another in his room and Shall have Six weeks time for that dispatch 
and pay 10001 of Tob: to the Publick if his Security be taken as Sufficient for his 
good abearance aforesaid he may stay till the 25th of December. 

Collett was not the only casualty of the civil war between the Puritan commis-
sioners and Governor Stone. William Evans was "Convicted of high offence against 
the Publick by a Subscription under his own hand to a petition" but eventually asked 
for mercy from the commissioners. As punishment, he was ordered to pay two thou-
sand pounds of tobacco "towards the Publick damage occasioned in the late Warr 
raised by Capt Stone and his Complices." John Ashcombe confessed that "he was in 
Drink" which caused him, presumably, to write his name on a petition supporting 
Stone; like Evans, he Wcis also fined two thousand pounds of tobacco. Ashcombe and 
Evans, and perhaps numerous others not listed in available records, acknowledged 
the legitimacy of the triumphant Parliamentary government and received leniency 
for their newfound loyalty. "The Petitioners of Putuxent are discharged from the 
Contents," the ruling stated, "and Damage thereof by an Act of favour past unto them 
by this Court upon the acknowledgment of their offence and free Submission to the 
Present Governmt." Collett, on the other hand, refused to recognize the authority of 
the new government and was banished from the colony, apparently for good.^^ 

The petition Collett signed has not survived, so it is impossible to know exactly 
how its "Dangerous Contnets" threatened the Parliamentary government. Why, then, 
was Richard Collett banished when others received only fines for signing petitions 
supporting Stone? The most likely answer is that Collett simply refused to recognize 
the legitimacy of the new government, especially since he owed much of his political 
life, however fleeting it was, to Stone and the Catholic proprietors. But other questions 
arise that are not easily answered. First, was he involved in Stone's failed rebellion? 
Did he author the petition? Or, did more sinister motivations lurk under the surface? 
Given Collett s checkered confessional past as an Anglican who supported the Crown, 
which made him an outcast first in his home country and then in his adopted country, 
it is compelling to imagine that Collett s second forced exile was as religious as it was 
political and that he was thus caught up in a larger transatlantic struggle between 
Anglicans, Puritans, Royalists, and Catholics that was far beyond his control.^'' 
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Reinstatement 

It is unclear where Collett went after he was banished or if he even left at all. One 
possibility is that he was able to call upon one of Virginia Ferrar s many New World 
correspondents and thus fled across the Chesapeake in search of sanctuary. What 
is certain, though, is that Collett was back in Maryland fifteen months later. After 
he had presumably left the colony, the new government, now under the control 
of Claiborne and Bennett, relocated from St. Mary's City to a Puritan stronghold 
in Calvert County between the Severn and Patuxent Rivers. In June 1656, Collett 
filed a letter of attorney on behalf of Thomas Connery, a small landholder who had 
migrated from Virginia to the Patuxent River region in 1652. Shortly thereafter, Col-
lett presented another letter of ^torney to the court on behalf of Captain Edward 
Streeter. Why did Richard Collett suddenly reappear in the Maryland after a forced 
exile, and why was he allowed to return to the colony and seemingly pick up where 
he left off as an attorney to local l a n d h o l d e r s ? ^ ^ 

There are two ways to think about Richard Collett s sudden reappearance before 
the court that had banished him in April 1655. The first possible but highly unlikely 
circumstance was that Collett gave in and recognized the new Puritan regime in 
order to regain not only his status as attorney to middling landholders but his own 
modest estate in Calvert County as well. The second, more likely, scenario is that 
Collett may have been aware of Lord Baltimore and Josias Fendall's attempts to 
regain control of the colony. After he was released from prison for his role in Wil-
liam Stones disastrous rebellion, Fendall assumed "a pretended power from Capt 
William Stone to the great hindrance of the public affairs and to the distraction and 
Damage of the people" by openly provoking "the disturbance of the publick peace & 
Government." This was despite having taken an "oath" to submit to the new Puritan 
regime. Consequently, Fendall was forced to return to prison: 

It is therefore ordered by this present Court that in regard the said Josias Fen-
dall hath & Still doth give Just ground of Suspition of his dangerousness to the 
publick peace of this Province, if he Should enjoy his liberty. He the Said Josias 
Fendall Shall goe to the place from whence he Came a prisoner and there abide 
in safe Custody until the Matters of Governmt in the Province of Maryland Shall 
be further Settled and fully determined by his highness the Lord Protector of 
England and Councell of State upon a Legall hearing, To which also the Said 
Josias Fendall doth Consent in Court.^® 

In 1657, Lord Baltimore regained control of his colony after he brokered a peace 
with Oliver Cromwell. With Edward Diggs serving as mediator, Baltimore negoti-
ated an end to the "bloodshed & great distempers" that put his colony "in a very 
sad distracted & unsettled condition." In so doing, he struck a deal with Bennett, 
Claiborne, and their faction that allowed the Puritan commissioners, and anyone 
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who supported their government, to remain in Maryland "with all the same rights 
as they might have had if the said Controversies & differences had not hapned." To 
remain in Lord Baltimore's Maryland came with a stipulation, though: the Puritans 
had to support and uphold freedom of conscience outlined in the 1649 Act Concern-
ing Religion. Indeed, Lord Baltimore maintained that he would "never give his assent 
to the repeale of a lawe established heertofore in Maryland" whereby "all persons 
professing to believe in Jesus Christ have freedom of Conscience." Religious tolera-
tion, it seems, had returned to Maryland with the reinstatement of the proprietary 
authorities.^^ ^ 

After regaining power from the Puritan commissioners, Lord Baltimore ap-
pointed Fendall to govern his colony. According to the governor and council pro-
ceedings, Fendall rose to this post "for the good cherishing and supporting of the 
good people and well affected, as for the punishment of the vicious and disorderly 
persons," namely the Puritan interlopers Bennett and Claiborne. Fendall was granted 
two thousand acres and was instructed by Lord Baltimore to restore the colony to 
status quo ante helium. He also asked Fendall to enforce the 1649 Act Concerning 
Religion that the Puritan commissioners had abolished. At the end of his orders, 
the proprietor requested that Fendall consider men that continued to support the 
Proprietary party during the civil war for positions in the new government: 

That they oierish & comfort in what they can all such persons as haue approved 
themselues faithful to his LoP and don good service in the late troubles there: 
that his LoPS said LieuT preferre those persons before any others to such places 
& imployments of trust & profit as they may be respectively capeable of. 

Although Richard Collett was not mentioned specifically by Lord Baltimore, the 
proprietor requested that all "who haue bin faithfull" would be gratified "in any 
thing that shall be reasonably desired." It was likely that Richard Collett was one of 
the men Lord Baltimore was referring to, or at the very least, Collett s service to the 
Proprietary party made him eligible for patronage under a general directive. Collett s 
return to Maryland, then, can be interpreted as compensation for remaining loyal 
to Baltimore and his government.^® 

Murder 

The years following the civil war were just as tumultuous for Richard Collett. After 
returning to the colony and its courts as an attorney, he benefited politically as a 
result of his loyalty to the Proprietary party. In addition to the letters of attorney he 
filed on behalf of small landholders between 1656 and 1663, in June 1661, Collett was 
appointed customs commissioner of Calvert County, a post he shared with Thomas 
Manning. He was also reappointed to his former position of high sheriff of Calvert 
County in 1663.^® 
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Colletts good fortune did not end there. After his return from forced exile, 
Elizabeth joined him. Once she decided to immigrate to the Chesapeake, Elizabeth 
joined a colony that had a number of women willing to make their voices heard, 
despite a long tradition of hegemonic masculinity that was so much a part of the 
early modern English world. Given that Richard had close ties to the Proprietary 
party, William Stone in particular, it is reasonable to speculate that Elizabeth became 
associated with Verlinda Stone, the former governor s politically astute wife. 

Verlinda Stone was one of many women in seventeenth-century Maryland who 
operated with tremendous skill in the public sphere. During the tumultuous civil war, 
Verlinda emerged as an important political actor. While her husband languished as 
a prisoner of war for more than a month with a severe shoulder wound sustained 
in the disastrous Battle of the Severn, Verlinda shrewdly operated on both sides. On 
more than one occasion, she crossed into the Puritan stronghold to not only care for 
her gravely injured husband but to obtain vital intelligence that she relayed to Lord 
Baltimore, who in turn used it in peace talks with Cromwell. Indeed, according to 
historian Debra Meyers, Verlinda was an essential go-between, eventually helping 
the Lord Proprietor regain control of the colony in 1657 by supplying him with intel-
ligence she gathered from the front lines during the civil war.3° 

The two years following his reappointment as high sheriff of Calvert County 
saw Collett settling old scores for his friends and making new enemies. Between 
1663 and 1665, Collett was caught in the middle of a lengthy dispute between some 
landowners and one-of his negligent clients, Francis Riggs. Riggs apparently died 
in debt to several men—he owed Jerome White 1,450 pounds of tobacco, Jonathan 
Brown 5,647 pounds, and Andrew Skinner 2,000 pounds—and Collett was named 
executor of the estate. At the heart of the matter was Collett's outright refusal to 
pay Riggs's debt, much to the ire of White, Browne, and Skinner, who repeatedly 
petitioned the provincial court demanding Collett cough up the payments. After 
two years of near-constant bickering, Collett finally relented in October 1665 as the 
court ordered him to pay Skinner upwards of 5,000 pounds of tobacco.^^ 

Collett also had a dangerous encounter in the spring of 1667 that reveals just how 
fragmented the colony's social structure still was and suggests a degree of height-
ened class antagonism, schisms that would erupt in the 1670s and create significant 
political fissures in the Chesapeake. According to provincial court records, Collett 
was serving a routine writ of attachment against Thomas and Phillis Howe, poor 
landholders who had arrived in the colony in 1653 as indentured servants. Thomas 
Bayley, a fellow landholder, had accused the Howes of stealing from him, and Collett 
was attempting to retrieve the property. After Collett confronted the pair, records 
indicate that they "did strike the said High Sherriffe" as he attempted a "returne of 
the said writt of Attachment." The attack seems to have been entirely unprovoked, 
not to mention unexpected, because evidence does not indicate that Collett abused 
his authority in this or any other case. The provincial court subsequently convicted 
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1650s and settled on 150 acres in Warwick County. While in Virginia, Manning had 
a political career that mirrored Richard Collett s in Maryland, serving as an attorney 
to local landowners and merchants before receiving an appointment as sheriff of 
Nansemond County in June 1657.35 

Manning moved to Maryland from Virginia in 1658 with his wife, two sons, and 
eight servants and was recognized immediately by the proprietary government as a 
gentleman. After settling in Calvert County, Manning set about increasing the size 
of his estate. In April 1661, he acquired six hundred acres that he named "Thepbush 
Manning," and two years later, in February 1663, he appeared in the records of the 
provincial court to secu/e the transfer "of a Certaine Tract of Land Lying uppon the 
Cliffts in Caluert County." In September 1663, Manning obtained three hundred ad-
ditional acres, which he called "The Goare," a patent that made him neighbors with 
Richard Bennett, the Parliamentary commissioner and one of the conspirators in 
the Maryland civil war. By 1664, Manning had added an additional 1,700 acres to his 
Calvert County holdings and was, by any estimation, a wealthy man.'® 

Manning arrived in Maryland after the re-establishment of proprietary authority 
and, realizing that a political vacuum existed, quickly sought out political patronage. 
Indeed, prior to murdering Richard Collett, Manning had what could be described 
as a distinguished legal and political career. He was commissioned a captain of the 
colonial militia in 1660 and served as a steward for the St. Clements Manor court 
in 1661. Between-1669 and 1663, he served as Maryland's attorney general, and it 
was during this time, first in 1661, that he became a delegate for Calvert County, 
a position he held, off and on, until the sitting of the 1669 proprietary Assembly. 
Between 1661 and 1667, Manning served as a justice in Calvert County. In 1665, he 
received an appointment as a sheriff in Calvert County, either serving alongside or 
working directly under Richard Collett. It is possible, though not verifiable, that 
the two men had a long-standing rivalry for political patronage, or even land, as 
they seemed to jostle between various middling positions in the Calvert County 
government.37 

Evidence does suggest that Mannings assault on Collett may have been politi-
cally motivated. Collett was not only a strong supporter of Lord Baltimore, Governor 
Stone, and the Proprietary party in Maryland, but he also opposed the Parliamen-
tarians, first during the English Civil War while in residence at Little Gidding and 
then in the immediate aftermath of the hostile takeover of the colony by Bennett and 
Claiborne. Thomas Manning, on the other hand, seems to have been aligned with 
the Parliamentarians. In April 1654, while still residing in Virginia, Manning was an 
attorney of record in a case involving the sloop Golden Lion, a ship bound for Am-
sterdam carrying thousands of pounds of tobacco that was seized in February 1651/2 
by three English ships loyal to the crown. Several Virginia planters, including many 
who professed to be "well affected to the Parliament" and had expressed "dislike of 
the enemies standing against them," brought a suit to the Admiralty Court seeking 
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compensation for their seized tobacco that had been supported by none other than 
Richard Bennett and William Claiborne. Although it is certainly possible that Man-
ning disinterestedly represented the aggrieved merchants in this case and was thus 
able to keep politics separate from his duties as an attorney, that was highly unlikely, 
especially in the political tinder box that was the mid-seventeenth-century Chesa-
peake. It is reasonable to argue that Thomas Manning had at least been nominally 
supportive of the Puritan Parliamentarians while residing in Virginia, and that those 
political sympathies migrated with him to Calvert County in 1658.^^ 

Court records indicate t h ^ Richard Collett was, at the very least, the victim 
of a violent man allowed to roam the countryside because of his political connec-
tions. There is no evidence that prior to Collett s murder Manning was involved in 
any altercations, but an incident less than two years after Collett's death provides a 
glimpse into his sadistic tendencies. According to a somber statement presented to 
the Maryland Chancery Court in August 1669 by William Dorrington, a Quaker 
merchant and substantial land-owner who served as a justice of the peace in Calvert 
County, Manning raped Dorrington's twelve-year-old daughter Sarah in June 1669. 
The attack occurred less than a month after Manning had completed his term as 
the Speaker of the Lower House. Dorrington spoke to the court on behalf of his 
daughter, who was still alive at the time of the hearing, although she eventually died 

from wounds sustained.during the assault: • , 
* * 

Caecilius absolute Lord and Prop.rY of the Provinces of maryland & avaolon 
Lord Baron of Baltemore &c To the Sheriff of Calvert Co.tY Greeting William 
Dorrington of Calvert County af.d Gent has Supplicated us on the behalf of 
Sarah Dorrington his Daughter & an Infant under age to wit of the age of 12 
years ag.t Thomas'Manning of the Same County Gent that Whereas the Said 
Thomas Manning did about the 20'^ day of July last past by force of Armes as-
sault would beat & Evil Intreat the Said Sarah Dorrington & doth still threaten 
to assault would beat & Evil Intreat her So that the Said W.m Dorrington is 
afraid for her life or Loss of Limbs We willing to provid for the Security of the 
Said Sarah.» 

What is even more perplexing about this case is that Manning and Dorrington, 
similar to the incident between Manning and Collett, were acquaintances, at least su-
perficially. Like Collett, Dorrington was a fellow political appointee in Calvert County 
at the time Manning attacked his daughter. But the relationship between Manning 
and Dorrington moved beyond the Calvert County courthouse, as the two seemed 
to have entered into a business venture. In 1664, Manning and Dorrington indicated 
to the provincial court that they intended to travel to New England together, though 
the proceedings are silent about why they wanted to do so. Sarah Dorrington's case, 
then, seems to be the second time that Manning got away with murder. Records do 



2 9 6 Maryland Historical Magazine 

reveal that Manning was charged with assault, but he does not seem to have been 
prosecuted, perhaps because he had died by 1670, thus depriving both families of 
their day in court. Sarah Dorrington, like Richard Collett before her, died without 
any justice being done in a colony that was straining to keep itself together. At the 
very least, Manning's political career ended after his assault on Sarah Dorrington, 
and he languished in Calvert County at his plantation "uppon the Cliffts" until his 
death in March 1670.4° 

Thomas Mannings murder of Richard Collett and the rape and murder of Sarah 
Dorrington speak to the inability or utter reluctance of the colony's courts to pun-
ish men of power and means yhen they committed vicious crimes. Manning got 
away with murder twice without so much as being reprimanded and died a wealthy 
and powerful man. After he passed away in March 1670, his estate was probated in 
Calvert County and was valued at 54,007 pounds of tobacco, which included five 
servants on a plantation of nearly three thousand acres. Manning was not the only 
powerful man in the colony to get away with murder, though. As historian Lois 
Green Carr tells us, in September 1656, three months after Collett's sudden reap-
pearance in Maryland following his forced exile, a wealthy merchant and justice in 
St. Mary's County, Simon Oversee, murdered a slave named Antonio by whipping 
him repeatedly with pear tree branches, pouring hot lard upon his back, and finally 
hanging him from a tall ladder with leather wrapped around his wrists. Oversee, like 
Manning after him, was not punished for his crime by Maryland's provincial court, 
which may have been reluctant to convict in a case that had racial overtones. Men 
such as Manning and Oversee, then, remained public servants and even prospered 
despite their crimes, perhaps due to the dearth of qualified men to fill positions in 
the county and colonial governments.'*' 

Elizabeth Collett's Maryland 

After Richard's death, Elizabeth Collett did her best to move forward. Since the 
couple did not appear to have had children, Elizabeth was named the executrix and 
sole legatee of Richard's two-hundred-acre estate, meager though it may have been. 
Despite the lack of an heir, recent scholarship suggests that broad social, political, 
and indeed religious expectations would have led Richard to name Elizabeth his 
executrix, even if they had children. Due to their identity as High Anglicans, once 
in Maryland the Colletts would have been part of a broad confessional coalition 
that Meyers has termed "Free Will Christians"—Arminian Anglicans, Quakers, and 
Roman Catholics—as opposed to what she calls "Predestinarians," represented by 
Baptists, Presbyterians, and Puritans. In her research, Meyers traces specific tenden-
cies in the two groups' inheritance practices: Predestinarian testators, by and large, 
bequeathed real and actual property to their sons while the Free Will Christians, 
which would have included the Colletts, often named wives as the sole recipient. 
In many cases, then, women testators possessed a great deal of power in public and 
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in the household by forming sprawling kinship networks that connected families 
across multiple marriages.'*^ 

What happened to Elizabeth following Richards death? Although she likely 
sought to move on with her life by re-marrying, the fate of her eventual suitor, a 
merchant and lawyer by the name of Christopher Rousby, eerily resembled what 
had happened to Richard. Rousby arrived in Maryland in 1666 with his brother and 
nine indentured servants. By 1668, Rousby had established himself as a merchant in 
Calvert County, and by 1669 he apparently had impressed enough of the right people 
to receive an appointment as the county sheriff, succeeding Richard Collett. It was in 
1669, the year he took over Richard Collett's patrol on the Maryland frontier, that he 
married Elizabeth. It was this local appointment that catapulted Christopher Rousby s 
political career which, like Richard Collett's before him, would end in tragedy. 

After marrying Rousby, Elizabeth made a sudden, vocal appearance in the 
colony's court records. In December 1669, nearly a year after Richards death, Eliza-
beth was part of a group of women who intervened in court on behalf of a woman 
accused of infanticide. The proceedings of the provincial court maintained that 
Joane Colledge, a "Spinster being great with Child," used "force and armes and of her 
malice before thought" against the baby girl, which had been born out of wedlock. 
To that end, the court ruled that Colledge "did ki l l . . . the said female Child" thus 
disrupting "the peace of his said Lordshipp his rule and dignity." Colledge pleaded 
not guilty and "Putt herself upon the Country." Upon hearing the guilty verdict, 
she broke down in tears and "humbly begg'd the mercy of the Court," a desperate 
plea that failed to sway the court, which delivered a death sentence. "That the said 
Joane Colledge should return from the place from whence she came," it read in part, 
"and from thence to the place of execution and there to hang by the neck till she be 
dead." At this point, Joane Colledge had little hope for mercy. The next day, though, 
Elizabeth Collett Rousby, Mary Keene, Ellinor Smith, Ann Dorrington, Mary Larkin, 
Grace Parker, Mary Williams, "and sundry other persons" stormed the court in what 
must have been a dramatic scene. Once inside the building, the women "exhibited 
to the Court on the behalf of the said Joane Colledge a Petition for the suspending 
of the execution" until her case could be presented to Lord Baltimore for a potential 
pardon. Their petition evidently worked. "The Court Ordered that the Prisoner 
Joane Colledge should be reprieved till the eighteenth day of October next." Joane's 
ultimate fate remains a mystery. Although she did receive a year's reprieve, she does 
not appear in subsequent court documents and her name is not listed among the 
men and women pardoned by Governor Charles Calvert.^^ 

While Elizabeth used her voice in the public sphere to help others, Christopher 
was using his to run afoul of men in power. In 1676, he received an imperial ap-
pointment as a tax collector on the Patuxent River, a position he held until 1684. As a 
collector of taxes on tobacco, Rousby answered to London customs commissioners— 
not the Assembly in Maryland or Lord Baltimore. Rousby did have a foot in the 











302 180 Maryland Historical Magazine 

Press, 1980); Alan Kulikoff, "The Economic Growth of the Eighteenth-Century Chesapeake 
Colonie" Journal of Economic History, 29 (1979): 282-88. 
17. See Matthew Page Andrews, The Founding of Maryland (Baltimore: Williams & Wilkins; 
D. Appleton-Century, 1933), Susan Rosenfeld Falb, "Advice and Ascent: The Development 
of the Maryland Assembly, 1635-1689" (Ph.D. diss., Georgetown University, 1976), Michael 
James Graham, "Lord Baltimore's Pious Enterprise: Toleration and Community in Colonial 
Maryland, 1634-1724" (Ph.D. diss.. University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1983), Aubrey C. 
Land, Colonial Maryland: A History (Millwood, N.Y.: KTO Press, 1981), Robert D. Mitchell, 
"American Origins and Regional Institutions: The Seventeenth-Century Chesapeake," Annals 
of the Association of American Geographers, 73, no. 3 (1983). For a discussion of the Calvert's 
struggle to obtain, and then defend, their colonial charter, see Sutto, "Built Upon Smoke," 
chap. 1. For the disparity between the Catholic colonizers and the actual settlement, John D. 
Krugler, "The Calvert Vision: A New Model for Church-State Relations," Maryland Histori-
cal Magazine, 99 (2004): 274. For the desire to attract wealthy young noblemen, see Gary 
Wheeler Stone, "Manorial Maryland," Maryland Historical Magazine, 82 (1987): 5. 

18. Carr, "Sources of Political Stability," 53-56; Sutto, "Built Upon Smoke," chaps. 1-3. For 
Stone's commission, see Governor and Council Proceedings, Liber CB, 1637-1657, foho 168-
197, MSA S1071-1, Arch. Md., 3:201-11. Stone was born in England in 1603 and emigrated to ^ 
Virginia prior to his thirtieth birthday. He was forty-five years old when he was appointed 
as the first Protestant governor of Maryland. He served as a vestryman in Accomoc County 
in 1635 and was appointed as sheriff of Northampton County in 1646. He was the nephew of 
the London haberdasher Thomas Stone. See Bernard C. Steiner, Maryland During the English 
Civil Wars, Johns Hopkins Studies in Historical and Political Science, vol. 24 (Baltimore, 
1906), 102. Steiner estimates that the congregation invited by Stone was around 500 settlers. 
See Steiner, Maryland Under the Commonwealth: A Chronicle of the Years 1649-1658, Johns 
Hopkins Studies in Historical and Political Science, ser. 29, no. 1 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
Press, 1911), 10. For a discussion on the Act Concerning Religion, see Krugler, "The Calvert 
Vision," 280-81. 

19. On the question of Catholic loyalty, see Sutto, "Built Upon Smoke," chap. 1 and Maxine N. 
Lurie, "Theory and Practice: Toleration in the Seventeenth Century: The Proprietary Colonies 
as a Case Study," Maryland Historical Magazine, 79 (1984): 117 For more on religion in colonial 
Maryland, see John D. Krugler, "Lord Baltimore, Roman Catholics, and Toleration: Religious 
Policy in Maryland During the Early Catholic Years, 1634-1649," Catholic Historical Review, 
65 (1979), Krugler, "'With Promise of Liberty in Religion: The Catholic Lords Baltimore and 
Toleration in Seventeenth-Century Maryland, 1634-1692," Maryland Historical Magazine, 79 
(1984); Krugler, "The Calvert Family, Catholicism and Court Politics in Early Seventeenth-
Century England," The Historian, 43 (1981): 378-92; Krugler, English and Catholic: The Lords 
Baltimore in the Seventeenth Century (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2004); 
Krugler, "The Face of a Protestant and the Heart of a Papist: A Reexamination of Sir George 
Calvert's Conversion to Roman Catholicism," Journal of Church and State, 20 (1978): 507-31; 
Krugler, "'Our Trusty and Well Beloved Councillor': The Parliamentary Career of Sir George 
Calvert, 1609-1649," Maryland Historical Magazine, 72 (1977): 470-97; R. J. Lahey, "The Role 
of Religion in Lord Baltimore's Colonial Enterprise," Maryland Historical Magazine, 72 (1977): 
491-511; Matthew Page Andrews, "Separation of Church and State in Maryland," Catholic 
Historical Review, 21 (1935): 164-76; Carl. N. Everstine, "Maryland's Toleration Act: An Ap-
praisal," Maryland Historical Magazine, 79 (1984): 99-116; Thomas O'Brien Hanley, "Church 
and State in the Maryland Ordinance of 1639," Church History, 26 (1957): 325-41; Hanley, 
Their Rights and Liberties: The Beginnings of Religious and Political Freedom in Maryland 



Political Culture and the English Civil War in Colonial Maryland 303 

(Chicago: Loyola University Press, 1984); David W. Jordan, "The Miracle of this Age: Mary-
land's Experiment in Religious Toleration, 1649-1689," Historian, 47 (1985): 338-59; Edward 
F. Terrar, "Was There a Separation of Church and State in Mid-Seventeenth Century England 
and Colonial Maryland?" Journal of Church and State, 35 (1993): 61-82. 
20. Governor and Council Proceedings, Liber CB, 1637-1657, folio 168, MSA S1071-1, Arch. 
Md., 3:201; Steiner, Maryland During the English Civil Wars, 102, ni. For discussion of the 
Puritan migration to Maryland, see Steiner, Maryland Under the Commonwealth; Kenneth 
L. Carroll, "Persecution of Quakers in Early Maryland, 1658-1661," Quaker History, 53 (1964): 
67-80; Krugler, "The Calvert Vision"; Carr, "Sources of Political Stability"; Krugler, "'With 
Promise of Liberty in Religion"; Lurie, "Theory and Practice of Religious Toleration in the 
Seventeeth-Century"; Daniel R. Randall, A Puritan Colony in Maryland, Johns Hopkins 
Studies in Historical and Political Science, vol. 6 (Baltimore, 1886). 
21. Carr, "Sources of Political Stability," 53-56; Sutto, "Built Upon Smoke," 54-61. 
22. The men executed by order of a Puritan court-martial were William Eltonhead, Captain 
William Lewis, John Legatt, and Julius Pedro. For an overview of this period, see Sutto, "Built 
Upon Smoke," 170-84; Charles Francis Stein, A History of Calvert County, Maryland (Bal-
timore, Md.: Published by the Author in Co-operation with the Calvert County Historical 
Society, 1976); Steiner, "Maryland Under the Commonwealth"; Steiner, Maryland During 
the English Civil Wars; Randall, "A Puritan Colony in Maryland"; Carl N. Everstine, "The 
Establishment of Legislative Power in Maryland," Maryland Law Review, 12 (1951); Ethan 
Allen, Maryland Toleration: Or, Sketches of the Early History of Maryland, to the Year 1650 
(Baltimore, 1855); Carr, "Sources of Political Stability and Upheaval in Seventeenth-Century 
Maryland"; Susan Rosenfeld Falb, "Advice and Ascent"; Land, Colonial Maryland, esp. 33-56. 
For more on tension in the 1640s and 1650s, see Alfred P. Dennis, "Lord Baltimore's Struggle 
with the Jesuits, 1634-1649," Annual Report of the American Historical Association for the 
Year 1900, vol 1 (Washington, 1901), 107-25. 

23. Land Office Patent Records, Liber B #3, MSA S11-4, folio 137-138, Judicial and Testamen-
tary Business of the Provincial Court, 1649/50-1657, Arch. Md. 10:414; Land Office Patent 
Records, Liber B #3, MSA S11-4, folio 137. Arch. Md., 10:413; Ibid; Land Office Patent Records, 
Liber B #3,1647-1658, MSA S11-4, folio 137 Arch. Md., 10:414; ibid. For more examples of how 
the new regime cracked down on dissidents, see Sutto, "Built Upon Smoke," p. 182. 
24. Land Office Patent Records, Liber B #3, MSA S11-4, folio 137-138, Judicial and Testamen-
tary Business of the Provincial Court, 1649/50-1657, Arch. Md., 10:414. 
25. Land Office Patent Records, Liber B, no. 3,1647-1658, MSA S11-4, folio 189, Arch. Md., 
10:449; Land Office Patent Records, Liber B, no. 3, 1647-1658, MSA Sn-4, folio 223, Arch. 
Md., 10:469. For Connery, see Men's Career Files, MSA SC 5094-892-07, Special Collections, 
MSA. 
26. Land Office Patent Records, Liber B, no. 3,1647-1658, MSA S11-4, folio 158, Arch. Md., 
10:427; Land Office Patent Records, Liber B, no. 3,1647-1658, MSA S1071-5 folio 158, Arch. 
Md., 10:426-28. 
27. "Lord Baltimore's Treaty with the Virginians," 1657, Proceedings of the Council of Mary-
land, 1657-1660, Liber HH, folio 10-12, Maryland Hall of Records 3823. 
28. Governor and Council Proceedings, Liber HH, 1656-1669, MSA S1071-5, folio 6, Arch. 
Md., 3:323. For a discussion of Fendall's term in office, see Sutto, "Built Upon Smoke," chap. 
8; Governor and Council Proceedings, Liber HH, 1656-1669, MSA S1071-5, folio 4, Arch. 
Md., 3:326. 
29. Fendall served as governor of Maryland from 1656-1660, with Philip Calvert assuming 
control in 1660 and holding the office until 1682. For a list of governors from 1634 to 1704, 



3 0 4 Maryland Historical Magazine 

see Edward C. Papenfuse, Archives of Maryland: Historical List, New Series, MSA. Governor 
and Council Proceedings, Liber HH, 1656-1669, MSA S1071-5, folio 108, Arch. Md., 3:424. 
For instances of Collett sitting as a commissioner of the Calvert County court, see Provincial 
Court Proceedings, Liber BB, 1664, MSA S552, folio 327, Arch. Md., 49:271; Provincial Court 
Proceedings, Liber FF, MSA S552, folio 276, i666. Arch. Md., 57:72. The other men also ap-
pointed as commissioners of Calvert County were Thomas Spriggue, Thomas Trueman, 
Thomas Brookes, George Peake, Francis Anketill, Hugh Stanley, Charles Brooke, John Elzy, 
Toby Norton, Thomas Letchworth, Benjamin Brassier, and William Turner. For Thomas 
Manning, see Men's Career File, MSA SC 5094, folio 2763-1, Special Collections, MSA. For a 
mention of Manning as a delegate, see Stein, A History of Calvert County, 42. 
30. Debra Meyers, Common Whores, Vertuous Women, andLoveing Wives: Free Will Christian 
Women in Colonial Maryland (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2003), 29,177-78. 
31. For more on the long, drawn-out case involving Collett on behalf of Francis Riggs from 
1663 to 1665, see Arch. Md., 49:195,199, 208, 217-18, 223, 224, 228-29, 236, 249-50, 301, 303, 
329-30, 356-58, 425-26, and 478-81. 
32. Edmund S. Morgan, American Slavery, American Freedom: The Ordeal of Colonial Virginia 
(New York: W. W. Norton, 1975); Men's Career Files, MSA SC 5094, foho 2124-01,10, Special 
Collections, MSA; Provincial Court Proceedings, Liber FF, MSA S551, folio 490,1667, Arch. 
Md., 57:198,199. 
33. Provincial Court Proceedings, 1667, Liber FF, MSA S551, folio 492,1667, Arch. Md., 57:20b; 
ibid., 1667/8, Liber FF, MSA S551, folio 545-546, Arch. Md., 57:244; ibid.. Liber JJ, MSA S552, 
folio 464, Arch. Md., 57:607. 
34. Provincial Court Proceedings, 1667/8, Liber FF, MSA S551, folio 540, Arch. Md., 57:250, 
251. 
35. Parish Register, St. Andrew's, Norwich, PD i65/i(S), Norfolk Record Office, Norwich, 
Norfolk, U.K.; for Manning's matriculation to Cambridge, see John Venn and John Archibald 
Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses: A Biographical List of all Known Students, Graduates, and 
Holders of Office at the University of Cambridge, from the Earliest Times to 1900, part 1, v. 3 
(Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1924), 136; Nell Marion-Nugent, Cavaliers 
and Pioneers: Abstracts of Virginia Land Patents and Grants, vol. 1 (Richmond: Virginia State 
Library and Archives, 1992), 209,356; for Manning's appointment as sheriff, see H. R. Mcll-
waine, ed.. Minutes of the Council and General Court of Colonial Virginia, 2nd ed. (Richmond: 
Virginia State Library, 1979), 505. For a recent genealogical summary of Manning's life in the 
Chesapeake, see James B. White, "Thomas Manning of Calvert County, Maryland," Maryland 
Genealogical Society Bulletin, 46 (2005): 461-78. 

36. For Thepbush Manning, see Patent Record AB and H, 1661, Calvert County Circuit Court 
Land Survey, MSA S1583, Maryland State Archives, 261; for the tract of land he called "upon 
the Cliffts," Proceedings of the Provincial Court, 1663-1666, Land Records, Liber BB, MSA 
S552-2/3, Arch. Md., 49:126-127; for "The Goare," see Provincial Court Judgment Record, 
1679-1684, Liber WC, MSA S551-8, Arch. Md., 70:304, 306; for the additional land patents, 
see A Biographical Dictionary of the Maryland Legislature, 1635-1789, eds. Edward C. Pap-
enfuse, Alan F. Day, David W. Jordan, and Gregory A. Stiverson (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 1985), 2:571 
37. Manning sat as a burgess in the Lower House in 1661,1662, and 1669. See A Biographi-
cal Dictionary of the Maryland Legislature, 2:571; Recorded in Patents, Liber Q, folio 317, in 
Skordas, The Early Settlers of Maryland^ 303; Men's Career Files, MSA SC 5094, folio 2765-01, 
Special Collections, MSA. 
38. Peter Wilson Coldham, English Adventurers and Emigrants, 1609-1660 (Baltimore: Ge-





The South Carolina Institute, site of the i860 Democratic National Convention. (Library 
of Congress.) 



Maryland's Presidential 
Election of i860 

CHARLES W. MITCHELL 

On Wednesday, April 18, i860, the steamer S. R. Spauldingleft Baltimore for 
Charleston, South Carolina. Those on board enjoyed music from Gilmore's 
band and loud cheering from those gathered to see them off. "For the 

alimentary comfort of those on board, she is supplied with 4,500 pounds of fresh 
meat and poultry, and has besides 23 tons of ice," noted the Baltimore American & 
Commercial Advertiser.^ 

The national Democratic Party was gathering in Charleston to write its platform 
and nominate its candidate for president, and among the Spauldings passengers were 
Maryland delegates en route to what would be a momentous political convention, for 
in this steamy, southern city the issues would be defined and the battle lines drawn 
over one of the most momentous elections in American history. 

Washington, D.C., was engulfed in turmoil. Incumbent Democrat James Buch-
anan, battered by sectional tensions and charges of corruption in his administration, 
could hardly wait to leave Washington for the bucolic peace of his Pennsylvania farm. 
The Congress was divided into camps of northern and southern men who were liter-
ally at each other s throats. On April 5, Congressmen John E Potter of Wisconsin and 
Roger Pryor of Virginia came close to blows on the floor of the House. Four days 
later they agreed to a duel—Bowie knives being the weapon of choice—but when 
cooler heads prevailed, a duel was averted. 

Delegate-laden trains and steamers arriving in Charleston were full of talk about 
Senator Stephen A. Douglas of Illinois, the most powerful figure in the Democratic 
Party. In Charleston, wrote one historian, "the southern delegates were at home; 
the city was theirs, doors were open, tables were spread, many were spared the dis-
comforts of hotel fare in the lavender-drenched guest rooms of these wide-porched 
mansions. The most charming spot . . . is the Battery. . . . In the pleasant evenings the 
people of leisure congregate here; hundreds of carriages and buggies, full of ladies 
and gentlemen, whirl along the drives."^ The night before the convention opened, 
Murat Halstead of the Cincinnati Commercial wrote, "there has been a great deal 
more drunkenness here today than heretofore. Most of the violent spreeing is done 
by roughs from the Northern Atlantic cities who are at last making their appear-
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William Henry Seward from New York and lawyer and former Illinois congressman 
Abraham Lincoln were pledging not to interfere with slavery where it existed, but 
if elected they would not allow its spread into the territories likely to become new 
states. Few northern delegates had had firsthand contact with the peculiar institution, 
and for many their visit to Charleston afforded their first look at real slaves and real 
masters. Near the meeting site loomed the "Workhouse," a jail where obstreperous 
slaves were beaten, the double walls filled with sand to muffle their screams. 

Douglas had cast himself as spokesman for the new Northwest, those territo-
ries of the American Midwest that in the middle of the nineteenth century lay on 
the frontier seeking entry into the Union. His doctrine of popular sovereignty—in 
which the territories themselves could choose to be free or slave—especially angered 
the South. The Little Giants straddle over slavery in the territories had by this time 
become a painful stretch. Douglas's troubles had begun six years earlier in 1854 
with the Kansas-Nebraska Act, and they worsened in Charleston when his manag-
ers agreed to finalize the party's platform before a nominee was chosen—a tactical 
misstep given the platform's failure to include a ban on federal interference with 
slavery in the territories. Douglas's relationships with the southerners were poor; he 
was detested by extremists and distrusted by moderates. In the month preceding the 
convention, several state Democratic parties had instructed their delegates to walk 
out if the party's platform lacked federal protection for slavery in the territories. An 
ugly tone was set the first day, when a Pennsylvania delegate attempting to speak 
was driven from the floor by cries of "God damn you, sit down!" and "What the hell 
do you want to talk for?"^ 

But frivolity was in the air as well. By Wednesday, the Baltimore Sun reported, 
"the gallery was crowded with ladies, and it being filled, several hundred who were 
crowding outside, unable to enter the gallery, were admitted to the floor of the 
convention, occasioning much good feeling." Delegate Charles Walker of New York 
informed the ladies that his fellow New York delegate, John Cochrane, was a bachelor, 
following which the latter "acknowledged his desperate condition and expressed 
his willingness to enter into the marriage relation. Walker said it was apparent that 
the reason why Cochrane had not married was because he could n o t . . . . the Chair 
tolerated this nonsense for a time, but at last interposed and summarily shut down 
upon it." The convention floor was packed, for "those who have tickets send them out 
after they get in, and others come in," complained one delegate. John S. Robinson, 
the chairman of the Vermont delegation, it was announced, died of apoplexy. And 
the credentials committee, adjudicating contested seats in four states, ruled in favor 
of the sitting delegates, allowing E M. Landham and Robert J. Brent, of Maryland's 
Fourth Congressional district, to claim their seats.® 

By Friday, the fifth day of the convention, wind and rain had dispelled the heat, 
and Charleston's bars, gamblers, and pickpockets were doing a bang-up business. The 
platform committee presented three reports: the majority report called for federal 
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The Boston Brass Band opened business on May 2 with "a dozen spirited airs." 
Maryland delegate William Gittings said he would move, after the thirty-fifth ballot, 
that the convention reassemble in Baltimore in June: "Mr. G. assured the convention 
that Baltimore was no longer a Plug Ugly town and promised the delegates a hospi-
table welcome," reported a local paper, referring to one of the city's most notorious 
political gangs known for terrorizing its streets on election days. By the morning of 
May 3, it was plain that the convention was hopelessly deadlocked. The noise levels 
from the galleries diminished considerably—"the ladies' gallery is very thin, and 
the poor creatures look down into the hall, vainly seeking objects of interest," wrote 
one reporter. The convention adjourned, its ten-day effort for naught, and agreed to 
reconvene in June in Baltimore. Disillusioned delegates boarded train cars, steamers, 
and carriages to depart Charleston for home.'^ 

As the Democrats retreated, two other political parties were in states of great 
excitement. As the Republicans prepared to open their second nominating conven-
tion, in Chicago, the first such convention of the Constitutional Union Party opened 
in Baltimore at noon on May 9, i860. The latter occasion was marked by a parade 
that packed the streets and showed off the city's new steam fire engines. The delegates 
represented twenty-two states and met in a federal courthouse formerly occupied . 
by the First Presbyterian Church at the corner of Fayette and North Streets. The old 
church had an illustrious political history, for Andrew Jackson had been nominated 
there in 1828, and Martin Van Buren in 1836. There were galleries on three sides and 
"gas fixtures... in the event that the convention may sit at night." In attendance were 
approximately seven hundred aged white males, described by Murat Halstead as 
"of the eminently respectable class of gentlemen—and most of them are somewhat 

stale in politics The delegates seemed to be in high spirits, and to be confident of 
their ability to make at least a powerful diversion. The general foolishness of the two 
great parties has given the third unusual animation."'^ Many of these gentlemen were 
former Whigs and anti-Catholic, anti-immigrant American Party "Know Nothings" 
who hailed from the Border States. Distressed by the escalating rhetoric pushing the 
nation toward division and war, they sought a middle ground, proposing that North 
and South could remain together if slavery were off the table as a national issue, and 
all men merely pledged fealty to the constitution. 

This effort toward a middle course was led by the venerable, seventy-three-
year-old Senator John J. Crittenden of Kentucky, who had assembled fifty members 
of Congress unaffiliated with Republicans and Democrats to lead the initiative.''' 
The party's fundamental principles were "the removal of the slavery question from 
party politics, development of national resources, maintenance of honorable peace 
with all nations, strict enforcement of the laws and the powers of the Constitution, 
and respect for state rights and reverence for the Union."'' Skeptics questioned the 
viability of a party with such moderate principles in a time when people were mov-
ing to the extremes of the political spectrum. The New York Herald described the 



Maryland's Presidential Election of i860 313 

convention as a "Great Gathering of Fossil Know Nothings"—but these men were 
convinced they were on a path to save the Union.'® 

When Senator Crittenden opened the convention at noon on May 9, he "was 
received with applause from the galleries, and the ladies, who occupied the west gal-
lery, waved their handkerchiefs."'^ Murat Halstead, who would cover all four major 
nominating conventions in this election year, reported: 

The Convention insisted on applauding nearly every sentence, and several times 
refused to let [the Chairman] finish a sentence. It was worse than the applause 
given by an Irish audience at an archbishops lecture. . . . during the first hour 
and a half of the session, I presume at least one hundred rounds of applause 
were given, and the more the "spreads" applauded, the greater became their 
zeal The moment a speaker would say Constitution... Union, American ... 
or anything of the sort, he had to pause for some time until the general rapture 
would discharge itself by stamping, clapping hands, rattling canes, etc.'® 

Though early signs pointed to a ticket of Sam Houston of Texas and Edward Everett 
of Massachusetts, John Bell of Tennessee won the nomination on the second ballot— 
a disappointment to the Baltimore ladies, who fancied the dashing Houston and 
showered the platform with bouquets from the galleries.'® Bell was a safe choice, a 
bland and uninspiring lawyer of considerable wealth and owner of eighty slaves and 
an impressive resume: state legislator, congressman. Speaker of the House, secre-
tary of war, and U.S. Senator. Maryland awarded 7.5 votes to Bell and half a vote to 
Houston on both ballots.^® Reflecting the party's stance on slavery, mere mention 
of it at the convention was prohibited, and when a Pennsylvania delegate did so, he 
was loudly hissed.^' 

This amiable gathering had little of the sectional bitterness that had earlier 
destroyed the Whig Party and was threatening the Democrats with the same fate. 
Baltimore lawyer Brantz Mayer proclaimed slavery a false issue, mens disagreements 
over it "as harmless and hollow as ghosts manufactured out of sheets and pumpkin."^^ 
These men believed their middle ground would attract enough votes to deprive the 
major parties of outright victory and send the election to the House of Represen-
tatives. But this party's fundamental principles—glorifying the Constitution and 
Union and enforcing its laws—were little more than platitudes, unlikely to animate 
an electorate aroused by the more passionate appeals of other parties. 

On June 15 and 16, between six and eight thousand people—delegates, press 
and hangers-on, more than had been in Charleston—poured into Baltimore for 
the next round of the Democratic convention. The city had staged every national 
Democratic nominating assembly between 1832 and 1852. Many state delegations 
brought their own bands. "During Saturday Barnum's Hotel, the Eutaw House, 
and the other hotels, received their delegations and guests," reported the Baltimore 
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curtailed speeches and prompted brisk sales of pro- and anti-Douglas umbrellas.^^ 
But the political climate seemed more favorable to Douglas, with even hints of some 
southern support. 

Convention business was conducted away from the theater floor. Baltimorean 
Reverdy Johnson, the former Maryland U.S. senator and attorney general who had 
diligently worked for Douglas in Charleston, hosted supporters in his home on Monu-
ment Square, whose balcony provided a platform for evening speeches throughout 
the week. At Gilmor House, just opposite the square, were the headquarters of the 
southern Democrats. Rival speakers, bands, and crowds thronged the square, which 
"packed fuel beneath the already boiling cauldron." On the evening of June 19, rockets 
were discharged from the windows of the Douglas men. The nighttime noise from 
the large crowds outside Douglas headquarters was exceeded only by that emanat-
ing from the southern headquarters across the square. Tempers rose with the heat 
of early summer, and fisticuffs erupted on the convention floor between two men 
from the rival Arkansas delegations. One slapped the other and drew a pistol from 
his pantaloons, "and a duel [was] only avoided after a series of notes were exchanged 
according to the custom of the times." Two Delaware delegates fought at five o'clock 
in the morning when one, a member of Congress, attacked the other in the hall of 
the Maltby House as he staggered sleepily to the washroom.^' 

This was the first political convention with telegraph wires in place for instant 
reporting, and rumors flew across the nation. One held that another southern walkout 
was imminent; another that Douglas was poised to w i t h d r a w . E a r l y on the fourth 
day, "a tremendous crash was heard in the centre of the building, occupied by the 
New York and Pennsylvania delegations. Delegates rushed in masses to the windows, 
and climbed, nimbly as monkeys, over the chairs of the reporters seeking, according 
to appearances, to place themselves under the protection of the president." A section 
of floor had collapsed, and though no one was injured and the damage was minor, 
the episode seemed ominous. A recess was called so the floor could be repaired, 
and despite the inevitable jokes about the party's weak platform, few gleaned much 
symbolism from its reconstruction.^^ 

When the credentials committee presented its majority report, specifying which 
of the former and current delegations would be seated, events took a dark turn. The 
southerners were still demanding the federal protection for slavery denied them in 
Charleston, their credo in Baltimore being "rule or ruin," wrote Georgia congress-
man Alexander Stephens, soon to be vice president of the Confederacy. Their threat 
was not empty: If delegates from the upper South refused to join them, they would 
bolt and form a new party. 

The mood grew ugly. During an argument over tickets on the fourth day, delegate 
William Montgomery of Pennsylvania made a disparaging remark about his fellow 
delegate Josiah Randall, whose son then assaulted Montgomery, "inflicting several 
severe blows in the face, causing the blood to flow profusely." Montgomery knocked 
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young Randall down, after which spectators separated them. On Monument Square 
that night, bands drowned out opposing orators, and the Sun described how the 
"pro-Douglas Keystone Club band of Philadelphia came marching down the centre 
of the Square, through the mass of people, throwing rockets and bombs to open their 
w a y . . . . When nearly in front of the Gilmor House the cry of 'Put them back,' 'Take 
their instruments,' was raised, and in a moment a surging wave of humanity swept 
upon the band, knocking their instruments right and left, and blows were struck 
promiscuously. The police were in the midst of the melee, and struggled manfully 
to restore order and arrest the ringleaders of the disturbance, but the density of the 
crowd rendered their removal absolutely irapossible."^^ 

The next day, Friday, June 22, the Douglas majority report—lacking federal 
protection for slavery—passed by a wide margin. Delegate Charles Russell of Vir-
ginia announced his state's withdrawal from the convention. Ignoring pleas about 
the perils of another party split, the Virginians "rose in a body, and passing into the 
aisles, proceeded to leave the theatre, shaking hands and bidding personal friends 
good-by, as they retired," reported Murat Halstad. Next went most delegates from the 
upper South and a few proslavery men from the North.^^ Speeches predicting dire 
consequences were issued amid great disorder. One hundred and five men walked, 
more than a third of the total, including most of the delegates from the Deep South 
and North Carolina, California, Oregon, Kentucky, Missouri, and Arkansas, and a 
majority of the Massachusetts delegation, because, they said, so many others had 
withdrawn. Nine of the sixteen Maryland delegates joined them. 

Ohio Governor David Tod was chosen to preside as chair over the remaining 
198 delegates. He immediately recognized the call to vote before more delegates left, 
in "the din of an indescribable confusion. There were partial responses from some 
. . .which could hardly be heard, and the Convention seemed rapidly becoming a 
roaring mob." On the second ballot Douglas received 181.5 votes, with eighteen going 
to various others. At last the Little Giant had the prize, and the vote was then made 
unanimous. All decorum evaporated in the commotion that greeted his nomina-
tion. The convention recessed until the evening to choose the party's nominee for 
vice president, an honor awarded to a delegation from the South whose members 
had not walked out. Senator Benjamin Fitzpatrick from Alabama was chosen on 
the first ballot, though when he later declined, Georgia governor Herschel Johnson 
was selected.35 

The bolting Maryland delegates had joined their anti-Douglas brethren at Mar-
ket Hall on Baltimore Street, home of the Maryland Institute for Mechanical Arts, 
where the southern men were now calling themselves the National Democratic 
Convention. This venue accommodated 8,000 people, and its galleries were full 
when their convention opened at noon the next day. Marylanders E. F. Hardcastle 
and William P. Bowie were chosen as secretary and vice president, respectively. 
Tremendous applause greeted the arrival of convention chair Caleb Cushing. Wil-
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liam Yancey "glowed with satisfaction," and "[Henry T.] Garnett, of Virginia, whose 
countenance is usually grave as Don Quixote's, seemed pleased as a schoolboy with 
new boots." One delegate thanked the Almighty for now being able to speak without 
being hissed and not having to listen to nauseating speeches.^® Vice President John 
Breckinridge was quickly nominated for president, and Oregon's Senator Joseph 
Lane for vice president.^^ The original majority platform from Charleston, which 
included protection of slavery in the territories, was adopted. The affair, despite its 
theatrical antecedents, ended quietly after one day. 

John Contee, a bolting Maryland delegate from Buena Vista, published an open 
letter on June 25, explaining that he had tried faithfully to honor his obligation 
as a delegate, and that Caleb Cushing's participation as chair had legitimized the 
southern meeting as the true National Democratic Convention. He urged his fellow 
citizens to support the Breckinridge and Lane ticket. The next day, the Baltimore 
Sun announced its support for Stephen Douglas as the legitimate nominee of the 
Democratic Party. A week later, Lt. Col. Robert Edward Lee, Acting Commander 
of the Department of Texas, United States Army, wrote to a friend: "The papers will 
give you news of the Baltimore convention. If Judge Douglas would now withdraw 
and join himself and party to aid in the election of Breckinridge, he might retrieve 
himself before the country and Lincoln be defeated. Politicians I fear are too selfish 
to become martyrs."^® 

After the South Carolina legislature had passed resolutions late in 1859 affirrrtingv 
their state's right to secede and suggesting that slave states meet to consider measures 
for "united action," Governor William Gist had sent the resolutions to Maryland 
governor Thomas Hicks, requesting he submit them to the Maryland legislature. 
Hicks had replied that he would "cheerfully comply" but suggested that Maryland-
ers were not likely to join with South Carolina.^^ He then uttered one sentence that 
critics have used, unjustly, to tar him as disloyal: "We also respectfully, but earnestly, 
desire to assure our brethren of South Carolina, that should the hour ever arrive 
when the Union must be dissolved, Maryland will cast her lot with her sister states 
of the South"—a pledge the Maryland legislature would refuse to honor after the 
war broke out, and a statement inconsistent with Hicks's sustained and public sup-
port for the Union.4° 

DESPITE ITS YOUTH, THE REPUBLICAN PARTY w a s p o i s e d to capitalize on w i d e s p r e a d 

fear and anxiety in the country, and in i860 it was better organized and more uni-
fied than its rivals. Senator William Henry Seward seemed the front-runner for the 
nomination in the newly constructed Wigwam in Chicago, where the Republicans 
gathered on May 16 in the first convention site to have a press box for reporters. 
Abraham Lincoln's managers, however, believed that Seward's antislavery stance 
would cost him the key northern states and thus the election. Their strategy—to 
position Lincoln as the perfect antidote to the tension between the sections and the 
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vice-presidential candidate Hannibal Hamlin of Maine became effective vehicles 
for recruiting eager supporters who organized parades, barbecues and clubs—the 
latter giving the Republicans a presence in new areas, especially in lower north and 
border states. The more ambitious clubs raised money for the party's local candi-
dates as well as for themselves and exuded a quasi-military character, marching by 
torchlight in oilcloth caps and capes that glistened from the kerosene dripping from 
their torches. They became known as "Wide-Awakes," and they lent the Republican 
campaign an aura of intrigue. Democrats, scrambling to counter them, started clubs 
called "Chloroformers," whose goal was to put the "Wide-Awakes" to sleep, but their 
efforts gained little traction.'*'* 

The Republicans labored to position themselves as the party of reform, committed 
to honest government and a democratic capitalism wedded to free labor and eco-
nomic growth. Under their leadership the growing nation would enjoy a vital infra-
structure of new canals, navigable harbors, and railroads that would drive commerce.' 
Farmers and working men—especially foreign-born—were promised easily available 
farmland, underscoring the Republican Party's interest in westward expansion. 
Perhaps most important, their antislavery vision—aimed particularly at Protestants 
who disliked slavery, including many newly arrived German immigrants—sprang 
from the words of the founding fathers and the egalitarian principles enumerated in 
the Declaration of Independence. Lincoln himself was portrayed as a conservative, 
a pious Christian, and the perfect candidate for Unionist voters—especially in the 
lower north—who disliked slavery but also strident abolitionism. ' 

Republican campaigners worked especially hard to secure the four key states the 
party had lost in 1856—New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Indiana, and Illinois. State and local 
Republican operatives took full advantage of their party's hundreds of newspapers; 
in Ohio alone the party had more than 120 of them. One historian estimated that 
Republicans made approximately 50,000 speeches during the campaign. In kefeping 
with tradition, candidate biographies were quickly published and widely distributed, 
including eighteen of Lincoln. The Republicans clearly recognized the opportunity 
handed them by the Democratic Party's disarray. Political kingmaker Thurlow Weed 
of New York wrote Lincoln in June that "the madness which precedes destruction 
has come at last upon our opponents.''^' 

Breckinridge's southern Democrats and Bell's Constitutional Unionists ran un-
inspiring campaigns. Neither challenged the Republican characterization of Lincoln 
as a pious Protestant, nor did they illuminate for voters the party's anti-Catholic 
sentiments, manifested by antipathy toward immigrants and the Roman Catholic 
Chureh.4® The Breckinridge men devoted considerable resources to attacking Doug-
las, though the two joined forces to spread the scurrilous rumor that Lincoln's running 
mate, Hannibal Hamlin, had black ancestry. For their part. Republicans lampooned 
the Constitutional Unionists as "Bell Ringers" and "Do Nothings." Several key Bell 
allies in the South found themselves drawn into the turbulent waters of slavery and. 
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George W. Welzant (right), pictured here with Rev. Mieczyslaw Barabasz, envisioned a thriving 
Polish colony near Baltaimore. (Author's collection.) 
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the fall to work in the waterfront canneries. Beginning in 1890, some families left to 
spend the winter on the Gulf Coast, where they worked in canneries that had been 
recently established there.'' 

Though Maryland's Bureau of Immigration may have overlooked them in its 
colonization schemes, recruiters from other southern states were not so neglect-
ful. In 1889, Colonel Julian Allen of Statesville, North Carolina, came to Baltimore 
seeking Polish immigrants to settle in Virginia and North Carolina. On July 15 he 
spoke at a gathering of Poles in the hall of Holy Rosary Church, supposedly with the 
active support of both Cardinal James Gibbons and Rev. Piotr Chowaniec, pastor 
of the Polish church. A newspaper reporter wrote that the meeting was attended by 
five hundred Poles, and they were so enthusiastic about the project that they asked 
Rev. Chowaniec to visit both states and report back to the congregation. His article 
further stated, "It is estimated there are 5,000 Polish families in Baltimore, and that 
the majority of them would gladly settle in Virginia and North Carolina." A few 
days later Chowaniec wrote to the Baltimore Sun denying that he would go to North 
Carolina. He also emphasized that Cardinal Gibbons "has not given his approval to 
Col. Aliens colonization plans."' 

Chowaniec s denial of his and the cardinal's involvement, and by extension, stip- ̂  
port for the colonization scheme, may have been self-serving in that he did not relish 
relocating to an agrarian community or losing a majority of his congregation. He 
may have been dissuaded from his initial support for the plan out of fear that, since 
Holy Rosary was the smaller of the two Polish congregations, the cardinal would 
decide to close the parish if it lost a significant number of its congregants. 

Although this attempt to create a Polish colony in 1889 did not succeed, it ap-
parently planted the idea of a venture closer to Baltimore in the mind of Baltimore's 
leading Polish entrepreneur, George W. Welzant. However, with Chowaniec firmly 
opposed to any colonization plans that would reduce his congregation, Welzant could 
not move forward without the risk of alienating this important religious leader. 

When Piotr Chowaniec died suddenly on May 25, 1892, Welzant saw an op-
portunity to realize his vision.® Chowaniec's death led to a confrontation between 
the archdiocese and the congregation over Chowaniec's successor. Although it 
apparently was resolved with the appointment of a newly ordained priest, Felix 
Szulborski, by 1893 a schism developed within the congregation when Szulborski 
was demoted to curate and Rev. Mieczyslaw Barabasz was appointed pastor. Wel-
zant allied himself with Barabasz, who rewarded him by naming him a trustee.^ 
Barabasz, with his congregation divided, needed the support of a powerful leader, 
and although he did not actively support Welzant's colonization plan, neither did 
he oppose it. 

During the summer Welzant met with potential investors in Baltimore and Phila-
delphia, and on October 18,1893, the New Warsaw Land and Industrial Company 
of Baltimore City was incorporated to buy, sell, mortgage, lease, improve, dispose 

















338 Maryland Historical Magazine 

issory notes for the amount, only $25 which has been paid." Sheridan also alleged 
that Clayton Emrich, who owned the land and was not a director or stockholder, 
"manipulated the scheme with the purpose of defrauding the plaintiff and other 
creditors of the company."^' 

When questioned by a reporter for the Baltimore Herald, Emrich denied all of 
the allegations and emphasized that he was not a stockholder or involved in any way 
with the company. In fact, "he was not instrumental in having the company formed, 
nor knew of the scheme until application was made to develop the land on which 
new Warsaw is located." Therefore, he wasn't responsible for any of the contracts, 
although he did believe the company was solvent.^^ 

Edward Fitzgerald, the company's legal counsel, also responded to the allega-
tions by telling reporters that the alleged insolvency of the company was not true 
and refuting Mr. Sheridan's claim. "There is now due only $125, the payment of 
which was the result of an express understanding with Sheridan."^^ Fitzgerald also 
denied the allegations of fraud. In mid-November the petition was withdrawn after 
being amicably settled out of court. Afterward, the company announced that not 
only was it solvent, it had a new patent to manufacture steel and would build a plant 
employing several hundred men. Once again, Pittsburgh capitalists were looking 
over the site with the intention of building a large shoe factory that could employ 
two hundred Polish residents. A few weeks later Frank Lowinski purchased a lot on 
Warsaw Avenue for $125.00. It would turn out to be the last lot sold in the Polish 
colony at New W a r s a w . ^ ^ 

Although Sheridan's complaint had been resolved, George Welzant's troubles 
were just beginning. On October 24 in the Superior Court a judgment was found 
against Welzant for a debt of $452.87.'' On November 7, Cleveland's Polish language 
ilewspaper, Jutrzenka, reported that Welzant's newspaper Polonia, "is on the verge 
of collapse. Its former editor Czupka . . . has collected some $7,000 and hit the road 
to Chicago."^® Troubles began to escalate. In May 1895, the Hamburg-American 
Steamship Line was granted an attachment against property George Welzant owned 
in New York to recover $95.50 that was due the company. Welzant, an agent for the 
company in Baltimore, had collected the amount on orders issued for tickets but 
failed to turn the money over to the firm.^^ 

Although Welzant's and New Warsaw's fortunes may have been on the wane, the 
colony's initial success may have provided inspiration and a blueprint for another 
Baltimore businessman, Martin Wagner, who founded Wagner's Point on the shores 
of Curtis Bay in July 1895. Wagner was the owner of a successful cannery on Boston 
Street in Fells Point whose firm was in great need of expansion, but was it just a 
coincidence that instead he chose to build a mammoth structure at the Curtis Bay 
site that would begin operation as soon as the tomato and peach season opened? 
Wagner informed a reporter, "200 dwellings will be erected, streets laid off and the 
whole illuminated by electricity."^^ The new town, then located in Anne Arundel 
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are not knowable, but Foley was a natural spiritual advisor for the soil of a devout 
Catholic mother and nephew of Mother Mary Jerome Ely. Foley was close to Madge 
Preston, the wife of Peter s lawyer William P. Preston, a family friend, and certainly 
to Peter s sister Tressie, with whom the condemned man had lived on Pennsylvania 
Avenue. Tressie would have known Foley from the Cathedral, where she worshipped. 
On April 8, Gambrill, Cropp, and Corrie, together with another man convicted of 
an unrelated murder, died on the gallows. Corrie's funeral "took place privately from 

his brother's residence, German street Rev. Mr. Foley, his spiritual advisor while 
in prison, officiated, and none but the intimate friends of the family accompanied 
the remains to their last resting place in the Cathedral burying ground." Catherine 
Corrie moved in with her son Daniel in Richmond, perhaps to remove herself from 
the shadow of her sons ignominious death.'° t 

Catherine returned to Baltimore and moved in with her daughter Lavinia W. 
Gary's family In 1872, the Gary family moved from Lombard Street to a splendid 
Bolton Hill mansion at the corner of Linden Avenue and Dolphin Street. Lavinia's 
daughter Lillian later wrote of Catherine, "Grandmother came to live with us, she 
was always in the garden, + busy with flowers. I always associate flowers with her." 
Albert Gary built a conservatory for Catherine's flowers. When she died in February 
1876, "Her coffin stood in the parlor, with pots of calla-lilies brought down from 
her conservatory to be near her. It was in March [szc] and the lilies were bloom- ^ 
ing." Catholic priests celebrated a requiem mass at the Church of the Immaculate 
Conception." 

Quests can be winding and unpredictable, with false turns and dead ends. 
Research into Peter Corrie's Catholicism suddenly opened up a wide vista on 
nineteenth-century Baltimore. Unfortunately, research on Plug Ugly James Morgan 
was less fruitful, though the effort generated an enhanced understanding of the 
local landscape. Historical and genealogical researchers have a much easier task 
when working with family names like Corrie and Placide than more common ones 
like Morgan. Two Placide families lived in the United States in this decade, one in 
Baltimore and one in New Orleans. In contrast, how many Morgan families would 
a historian find? How many Morgan males would have the common male name 
James? In fact, several James Morgans lived in Baltimore during the last half of the 
nineteenth century. Unraveling their identities became an exercise akin to putting 
together a jigsaw puzzle or solving a Sudoku puzzle, where one piece, or one number, 
can suddenly make sense of an entire image, or a whole pattern of numbers. 

In the mid-i850s, Plug Ugly James Morgan, together with John English and a 
couple of other disgruntled New Market Company firemen, carried enough weight 
on the streets to attract a following around Pennsylvania Avenue. As early as 1850, 
witnesses implicated Morgan in the murder of a fire company rival. A party of New 
Market firemen gunned down their rival at the intersection of Hanover and Lombard 
Streets, where, coincidentally, Bryson Gill and his family had long practiced dentistry 
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his brothers Jennings and Robert in the Placide cooperage. His landlord described 
Paul's work in these years. "He was employed as a watchman for the Custom House, 
principally watching vessels. He was a night watchman. I used to say to him, 'Paul 
you are in no condition to go out,' + he would reply that he had to make a living for 
his family." When asked how long Paul worked, Louisa replied, "Until he died. He 
crawled there, when he wasn't able to go."^^ 

These descriptions hint at Paul's horrible physical distress in these years. He 
had gastrointestinal and lung ailments. Everyone commented on a severe cough 
that had developed at least by the Civil War. The Placides' chambermaid reported, 
"Mr. Placide's water was always cloudy. It had a red settlement in it. It used to stain 
the bottom of the vessel because I had to use ashes to clean it." John T. Clark had 
been a friend before the war and knew Paul after. "I frequently saw him make water, 
and it was very red, and was full of what looked like brick dust." Louisa recalled his 
diarrhea, a condition that had plagued him during the war. "He had diarrhea all the 
time, from the time we were married. It was a great annoyance to me. He would have 
those spells come on him, + soil his clothes without knowing." For relief, he attempted 
many remedies. During the war, a hospital steward had made belladonna plasters for 
his chest and witnessed Paul using "chloride of potash gargles, and such things." His 
mother-in-law said he relied on patent medicines and prescriptions from a doctor. 
A landlady made syrups for his cough. When he died in November 1875, his death 
certificate listed consumption (tuberculosis) as the cause of death.^"* 

The nature of Paul's illness and the date he contracted it were important questions 1 
in the investigation of Louisa's pension claim. Did he contract it during the war? 
Was it caused by his service? Witnesses provided widely divergent descriptions of 
his health before the war and the harshness of conditions he faced in the field. One 
aspect of the question was the health of his family. The Placides faced a devastating 
number of deaths within a few years of Paul's. One doctor stated that he knew the 
Placides in a general way and had "always understood that several of the family 
died of consumption, which was a family taint." During the pension investigation, 
Louisa reflected, "Very few remain. Seems like when death comes, it slips right 
through them."^5 

Another important question was Louisa's marital status. If she had remarried, 
her right to the pension would have been forfeited. Testimony suggested that she had 
married George H. Fulton soon after Paul's death and had later lived with another 
man as his common-law wife. She denied the marriage and explained that she had 
met Fulton six months before Paul's death, and he started coming by her house a 
few months afterward. "My first relation with Mr. Fulton was about 6 months after 
the death of Mr. Placide. Mr. Fulton, myself, and two other couples went from my 
house to a house about 4 squares away and had supper and wine and from there we 
returned to my house and the next morning I found that I had staid all night in my 
room with Mr. Fulton." Two months later, she realized she was in a "delicate condi-
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newspaper publisher James Gordon Bennett. It is even evident in the almost complete 
absence of references to the executions of Henry Gambrill and Peter Corrie in public 
discourse in Baltimore in subsequent years. They were sons of respectable families; 
their executions were unfortunate; and such unpleasantries were better not dwelt 
upon. Newspapers and historical accounts largely ignored the executions. Even in 
Lillian Gary Taylors memoirs, she described reaction to George Corrie's natural 
death but not his brother Peters hanging. It also comes across in Louisa Placide's 
obvious distress at having to make public her private affairs. These affairs dated back 
almost to her childhood and included a socially embarrassing and damaging sexual 
encounter years earlier, when she had been a twenty-four-year-old widow with four 
young children and facing overt hostility from her deceased husband's family. Yet 
her determination to maintain her respectability is palpable. In addressing previous 
testimony about her visits to her sister-in-law s house to see her daughter Somerville, 
Louisa asserted, "I never said I had to sneak to the house to see Somerville. It is not 
true. I go there openly, + enter the front door, + I meet the whole family in friendly 
intercourse." In a turbulent and socially fluid city, respectability was a valuable com-
modity. Louisas pension, for example, largely depended on her success in asserting 
her respectability over claims to the contrary.^^ ' i 

The research also offered an important and unexpected glimpse at the state of 
medicine in Baltimore at a decisive turn in its history. For decades, Bryson Gill, his 
wife and sons, his sister-in-law Margaret Mettee, and nephew James Corrie Jr. offered 
homeopathic cures, patent medicine, and dental surgery in their busy working-class 
neighborhood. Although their medical practice might seem crude when viewed 
through a lens fashioned by modern medicine and medical technology, it would have 
seemed unremarkable in this place, at this time. Paul Placide relied on belladonna 
plasters, chloride of potash gargles, and cough syrups prepared by his landlady to 
deal with brutal maladies. In 1864, Lavinia's daughter Alberta Georgetta ("Daisy") 
Gary died of scarlet fever. To treat her, the doctor used the "old method of closed 
curtains, hot drinks for the poor little body burnt with fever." Five years later, eminent 
Drs. Nathan R. Smith and Alan P. Smith—the former professor of surgery at the 
University of Maryland, the latter his son and a promising surgeon—failed to save 
the life of Lavinia's first son Jimmie. Their diagnosis was still rooted more in culture 
than science: "They said inflammation of the bowels caused by being over-heated 
playing hop scotch, and sitting on the marble steps to cool off." In 1881, when several 
of the Gary children, including Lillian, suffered severe illnesses diagnosed as scarlet 
fever and diphtheria, Albert Gary sought an explanation as to why his family had 
been so heavily afflicted. Lillian believed "it was traced to our winter coats, made in 
rooms with diphtheria nearby."^' 

Moreover, I did not actively seek female agency and perspective, but that's 
exactly what I found. The Corrie, Morgan, and Placide women took an active role 
in developments. Every woman encountered in my research—except Lavinia and 
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December 13,1837; April 1,1839; March 6,1845; April 21,1846; July 6 and 14,1846; October 14, 
1846; April 16,1847; October 31,1848; March 8,1876 (Bryson Gill death notice); September 1, 
1881; January 23,1889 (Dr. James Corrie death notice); October 5,1903 (Dr. Charles M. Gill 
obituary); Bryson Gill Household, 1850 U.S. Census, Thirteenth Ward, Baltimore, Md. and 
1880 U.S. Census, Tenth Ward, Baltimore, Md. The Gills and James Corrie may have learned 
surgery from Henry W. Tilyard, who advertised himself as Bryson Gill's partner in 1835, Gill 
doing cupping and leeching, and Tilyard dental surgery, and Dr. William Cowan, who briefly 
occupied the Gills' old ofRce at Hanover and Lombard in 1846. Cowan advertised, that he "had 
eight years experience as a Dentist, as well as a regular Medical education." See Baltimore Sun, 
November 3,1835; July 6 and 14,1846. The author greatly appreciates assistance generously 
provided by Nicholas Dorsey Christhilf, who has researched the Gill family and Dr. Bryson 
Gill's career. Mr. Christhilfs manuscript, "Three Generations of Baltimore Dentists: Dr. 
Bryson J. Gill & Sons," contains important detail on the careers of Dr. Bryson J. Gill and his 
sons. Most helpful was information on James Corrie's and Bryson Gill's marriages and Gill's 
career in furniture making and dentistry, including the fact that the instrument cabinet built 
by Gill belongs to the National Museum of Dentistry in Baltimore. See also the Gill family in 
Baltimore city directories and Lillian Gary Taylor, Memories, vol. 1, p. 134, The Taylor Family 
Portfolio, Alderman Library, University of Virginia, Charlottesville. The Taylor Family Port-
folio is online at http://www2.lib.virginia.edu/rmds/portfolio/taylor/ (accessed April-May 
2013). Taylor describes James Corrie as having an unnamed first wife, who was the mother of 
some of the older Corrie children. On Margaret J. Mettee, see Leonard C. Mettee household, 
1850 U.S. Census, Fifteenth Ward, Baltimore, Md. and Taylor, Memories, vol. 1, p. 1. 
3. Baltimore Sun, July 22,1844; October 30,1849 (James Corrie Sr. death notice); April 27, 
1857 (George Corrie death notice); New York Herald, November 15,1858. 
4. Baltimore Sun, April 30,1885 (Mother Mary Jerome Ely obituary); New York Herald, April 
29,1885; Taylor, Memories, vol. 1, pp. 55-60,173. Taylor describes Sister Anina at Mount St. 
Vincent as her mother's sister. 
5. Taylor, Memories, vol. 1, pp. 41, 54,171-72. 
6. Taylor, Memories, vol. i, p. 15. 
7. Baltimore Sun, January 22, 1859; Tracy Matthew Melton, Hanging Henry Gambrill: The 
Violent Career of Baltimore's Plug Uglies, 1854-1860 (Baltimore: Maryland Historical Society, 
2005), 229, 238-46. 
8. New York Herald, November 15,1858. Her letter is dated November 11. 
9. Melton, Hanging Henry Gambrill, 260-61. 
10. Baltimore Sun, April 8 and 11,1859; Daniel B. Corrie household, i860 U.S. Census, Rich-
mond, Va. See also Virginia Walcott Beauchamp, ed., A Private War: Letters and Diaries of 
Madge Preston 1862-1867 (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1987). 
11. Taylor, Memories, vol. 1, pp. 54,66-67; Baltimore Sun, February 17,1876 (Catherine Corrie 
death notice); November 26,1900; November 1,1920; December 5,1926. Lillian's marriage 
and her parents' funerals years later highlight another aspect of the family's story, one with 
broader meaning in Baltimore history. Presbyterian ministers officiated at her wedding and 
at Albert's funeral in 1920 and Lavinia's in 1926. The Corrie and Gill families had attached 
themselves to several diff'erent Christian churches across the nineteenth century. Some 
members had moved toward Catholicism, others toward Protestant denominations. The 
Ely sisters had embraced Catholicism and carried their children into that faith. Peter Corrie 
died a Catholic, but his attachment had not been sufficiently strong to shape his day-to-day 
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school under supervision of her aunt. Mother Mary Jerome Ely, left her church after marry-
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12. Baltimore Sun, January 23,1893; Melton, Hanging Henry Gambrill, 23-25,31-32. 
13. James Morgan, died December 7,1894, Death Certificate iAyi ios , Baltimore City Death 
Certificates, Maryland State Archives (MSA), Annapolis, Md.; Baltimore Sun, November 6, 
1874 (death notice for Mary Morgan); December 8, 1894 (James Morgan obituary); James 
Morgan household, 1870 U.S. Census, Twentieth Ward, Baltimore, Md. and 1880 U.S. Census, 
Twentieth Ward, Baltimore, Md.; Baltimore Sun, July 22,1893. The 1900 U.S. Census, Thir-
teenth Ward, Baltimore, Md., shows an Elizabeth Morgan, a widow born about the same year 
as James Morgans wife Eliza, boarding at 12 E. Madison Street. It also indicates that she had 
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14. Baltimore Sun, July 6,1855; July 19 and 21,1856; July 24,1857; September 10-11,1857; De-
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Veterans Who Served in the Army and Navy Mainly in the Civil War and the War with Spain, 
National Archives and Records Administration (NARA), National Archives Building (NAB), v 
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18. Depositions: William J. Carter, March 17,1892; Capt. John H. Suter, April 1,1892; William 
H. H. Snader, April 1,1892; Richard N. Bowerman, March 16,1892, Placide Claim. 
19. Baltimore Sun, September 10, 13, 19, 1866; October 27, 1866; Melton, Hanging Henry 
Gambrill, 399-400. 
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County Death Certificates, Maryland State Archives; Depositions: Mary [Hartjens] Lever-
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22,1886, Placide Claim. 
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ists who were begging for something from the Republicans to help them blunt the 
secessionist advance" (177). As the leader of his party following the i860 election, 
Lincoln's views helped shape Republican policy, empowering those who were not in 
any mood to strike a deal with the South, and who were determined to obstruct any 
efforts along those lines. Meanwhile, there was no lack of political intrigue among 
southern statesmen as the voices of those promoting immediate secession after 
Lincoln's election began to drown out those of southern unionists who hoped that 
cooler heads would prevail. The warnings of political stalwarts like Sam Houston of 
Texas and future Confederate vice-president Alexander Stephens of Georgia fell on 
deaf ears as events began spinning out of control. Radical "fire-eaters" in the South 
were just as unwilling to compromise as Lincoln and like-minded Republicans in 
the North, creating a situation that made a peaceful settlement of the secession 
crisis almost impossible. In the end, the Confederate firing on Fort Sumter put to 
rest any hopes for compromise. It provoked a groundswell of patriotic spirit in the 
North that further empowered hard-line Republicans and it caused support for the 
Union to crumble in the upper South. Once Virginia, North Carolina, Tennessee, 
and Arkansas joined the other southern states in the Confederacy after the incident, 
the stage was set for the violent events to come. 

In this book Cooper maintains the high scholarly standard that he has set through 
his many other works related to the nineteenth-century South and the Civil War. 
The book is well-researched, well-written, and does a good job bringing clarity to a 
confused but pivotal period in American history. Anyone interested in the origins of 
the Civil War, American political history, or American political discourse in general 
will probably enjoy this book and find it very interesting. 
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Troubled Ground: A Tale of Murder, Lynching, and Reckoning in the New South. By 
Claude A. Clegg III. (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2010. 248 pages. Bibliog-
raphy, notes, index. Cloth, $80.00.) 

This work is a highly detailed and nuanced account of two lynchings in the au-
thor's hometown of Salisbury, North Carolina, at the turn of the twentieth century. 
Clegg, a professor of history at Indiana University, embarked on the project after 
stumbling upon a photograph that gruesomely captured one of the two lynchings 
under review. One occurred in 1902 with two victims, the other in 1906 with three. 
(Significantly, the latter resulted in the first conviction of an accused lyncher in North 
Carolina.) Although Clegg was born and raised in Salisbury, he knew nothing of 
these events in his hometown before discovering the photograph as an adult. 

One might interpret this as simply an effort to bring yet another ugly chapter 
in the story of southern race relations to light, but this book offers much more than 
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uncovers the social, political, and economic identities of virtually all actors tied up 
with these two lynchings, including the lynchers, victims and their respective families, 
the press, elected officials, law enforcement, and the legal community. 

Although such painstaking detail is welcome in some places, in others, Clegg 
sometimes presents too much concerning the perpetrators and victims, and par-
ticularly the ensuing legal battles, occasionally making Troubled Ground a slow and 
uninspiring read. Expansion upon the greater significance of the Salisbury lynchings 
in connection with North Carolina and southern history would have strengthened 
this study and perhaps attracted a wider readership. Ultimately, Troubled Ground will 
likely appeal to a narrower audience, specifically one with strong interest in lynching 
and extralegal violence, turn-of-the-century race relations and/or legal history. 
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A New Deal for All? Race and Class Struggles in Depression-Era Baltimore. By Andor 
Skotnes. (Durham: Duke University Press, 2013. 376 pages. Notes, bibliography, 
index. Paper, $26.95.) 

Borders of Equality: The NAACP and the Baltimore Civil Rights Struggle, 1914-1970. 
By Lee Sartain. (Jackson: University Press of Mississippi, 2013.235 pages. Appendices, 
notes, bibliography, index. Cloth, $55.00.) 

v. 

New monographs appearing this year from Lee Sartain and Andor Skotnes are 
welcome and important additions to what is, happily, the growing bookshelf on civil 
rights struggles in Baltimore in the middle of the twentieth century. Such recent works 
as Howell Baums Brown in Baltimore (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2010) and the 
anthology Baltimore '68: Riots and Rebirth in an American City (Philadelphia: Temple 
University Press, 2011) depict the fraught path to at least de jure racial equality qn 
a border city with a bit of a regional identity crisis. Skotnes and Sartain both draw 
attention to the peculiarities of race relations in Baltimore, the major metropolis of a 
former slave state that at the same time had a northern-style concentration of heavy 
industry and a sizable industrial working-class population. "The region," Skotnes 
explains, "had a dual nature, an in-betweenness" (11). The convergence of Jim Crow-
ism with a longstanding activist black community and the tantalizing possibilities of 
labor unionism make it a fascinating case study for students of the twentieth-century 
civil rights struggle. And while Skotnes and Sartain tell stories that are distinctly of 
Baltimore, they make major contributions to the broader fields of urban, labor, and 
African American history. 

Lee Sartain, author and editor of two previous books about the NAACP, focuses 
on the Baltimore branch in Borders of Equality, contending that together with the 
Urban League, the Baltimore N A A C P dominated civil rights activism in the city from 
1914 through the 1960s. By the end of World War II, the branch had a membership 
















