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“Te Notorious Belle of Baltimore”:  
Elizabeth Patterson Bonaparte, 1785–1879 

In 1803, Elizabeth “Betsy” Patterson, daughter of Baltimore merchant William Patterson and 
Dorcas Spear Patterson, married Jerome Bonaparte, Napoleon’s younger brother. The furious emperor 
recalled Jerome to France and annulled the marriage, leaving Betsy alone to raise their son. Remem-
bered more for her beauty, wit, scandoulous clothing, celebrity marriage, and divorce, this talented 
and tenacious child of an enterprising and successful Irish merchant also spent decades working to 
secure the imperial title for herself and her son. What’s more, through the remaining seventy years of 
her life, she transformed the annuity from Napoleon into a fortune that totaled over one million 
dollars—upwards of twenty-three million dollars today. (Elizabeth Patterson Bonaparte, by George 
D’Almaine after Gilbert Stuart, 1856, Maryland Historical Society.)  
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Cecil Meeting House, Kent County, Maryland, photographed c.1900–1910. Eastern Shore Quakers 
aided runaway slaves and protected free blacks as fear and tension escalated following passage of 
the Fugitive Slave Act. (Maryland Historical Society.) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“A Local Question”: Kent County 
Quakers, the Underground Railroad, 
and a Woman Named Harriett 
LUCY MADDOX 

The history of the Underground Railroad on the Eastern Shore of Maryland is 
closely identifed with the name of Harriett Tubman—for good reasons: she 
was an extremely efective agent, an intriguing person, and by now a fgure 

of almost mythical status. As her most recent biographer notes, “We all believe that 
we know Harriett Tubman.” Her notoriety, however, has probably drawn attention 
away from others who were active on the Eastern Shore at the same time. Tub-
man was very likely assisted in her initial fight to freedom by Quakers in Caroline 
County, and it is becoming clear that the Quaker presence across the Eastern Shore 
was crucial to the success not only of Tubman’s subsequent trips to the area but of 
the Underground Railroad in general. In Kent County, a small group of Quakers put 
their lives in danger to aid runaway slaves and abused freedmen, and there is strong 
evidence that they shared their work with another intriguing black woman named 
Harriett whose tracks are every bit as hard to follow as Tubman’s.1 

It is impossible to know how many slaves escaped from Kent and other Eastern 
Shore counties in the years immediately before the Civil War. Contemporary esti-
mates can be either vague or subject to one bias or another. To take one example: 
a representative from Georgia announced in Congress in 1860 with clear outrage 
but fuzzy statistics that abolitionist activity in the border states had accounted for 
“thousands and millions of dollars worth of property” lost annually. Even in the 
absence of hard numbers, it is clear that the rates of escape were high enough from 
the late 1840s through the frst years of the Civil War to disturb slaveholders on the 
Eastern Shore and intensify their anger against abolitionists. As an early historian 
of the Underground Railroad asked rhetorically, “Can it be thought strange that 
the disappearance week by week and month by month of valuable slaves over the 
unknown routes of the underground system should have produced wrath, suspicion 
and hostility in the minds of people who could justly claim to have a constitutional 
guarantee, the laws of Congress, and the decisions of the highest courts on their 
side?”2 

Lucy Maddox is a retired professor of English and American Studies at Georgetown 
University.  She now lives in Chestertown, Maryland. 
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6 Maryland Historical Magazine 

Maryland’s northern border is the Pennsylvania line, a geographic advantage for fugitive slaves. 
Henry S. Tanner, Virginia, Maryland, and Delaware, 1839. (Maryland Historical Society.) 

Slaveholders in Kent County had already formed a “Mutual Protection Society” 
in 1846 to insure themselves against fnancial loss from runaways. In September 1849, 
an antislavery newspaper in Ohio reported on the large number of slaves who had 
recently fed from Maryland and observed that their fight was causing “great com-
motion” among slaveholders. Te paper noted with satisfaction the “absconding of 
whole gangs and families of slaves, who are seldom ever caught.” Tree months later, 
the same paper again reported on the excitement in Maryland, this time shifing its 
rhetoric signifcantly by referring to the “panic” among slaveholders “especially on 
the Eastern Shore,” and observing that many slaves were being sold to traders, “their 
owners considering them very unsafe property while the facilities of the ‘underground 
railroad’ remain so available.” Te paper singled out the specifc situation in Kent 
County, quoting a slaveholder there as predicting that at the current rate of escapes, 
in fve years the number of slaves in the county would be reduced by one-third. 
About the same time, a proslavery newspaper in Delaware, the Wilmington Chicken, 
also reported on the increasing number of runaways from Maryland and Delaware, 
though with alarm rather than complacency. Te Chicken expressed a belief that 
“the underground railroad extends a considerable distance down the State, and that 
branches have even entered Maryland.” Noting that slave property was “insecure” in 
both Maryland and Delaware, the paper concluded that soon “we shall not have a 



  

 
 

 

 

7 Kent County Quakers and the Underground Railroad 

Kent County, Maryland, bottom center, less than sixty miles from the free state of Pennsylvania. 
Detail, Tanner, Virginia, Maryland, and Delaware. 

slave worth keeping. Te young and hearty who are able to work, run away, leaving 
behind the old and children, too young to be of much service.”3 

Te number of escapes from Maryland did not decrease afer the passage of the 
Fugitive Slave Act of 1850; in fact, it is likely that the number increased. In October 
1855, the Kent News reported “another stampede” of eighteen slaves from Kent County 
in a single day and concluded, “if this underground railroad is not put a stop to, 
we advise [slaveholders] to ship their negroes to the South.” By 1858 the News was 
registering the serious ramifcations of the runaway problem in the county: 

It is well known that this county, for some years, has sufered severely from 
the loss of slaves, and that this number has been so great that in some sections 
there is now an insufciency of this kind of labor for agricultural purposes. Few 
are willing to invest their capital in supplying this defciency, on account of its 
admitted insecurity. In the year 1856, not less than 60 slaves ran away from their 
owners in this county, whose aggregate value exceeded $60,000. . . . Te fact 
that negroes who had never been within many miles of the northern limits of 
the county make good their escape without leaving behind them any evidence 
of their direction, has forced the conviction upon the public mind that they 
have derived assistance from some one. So successful have been past attempts 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

8 Maryland Historical Magazine 

to run away, that a few hours’ start has been ample to prevent apprehension. 
Tese circumstances have naturally excited alarm, suspicion and conjecture on 
the part of slaveholders. 

Te newspaper’s estimate of sixty runaways in a year seems unrealistically low and 
may refect the newspaper’s fear that higher numbers would alarm slaveholders and 
further encourage potential runaways.4 

It is not surprising that slaves frequently ran away from Kent County. Te county’s 
proximity to the free state of Pennsylvania and to the active Quaker communities in 
Delaware and Pennsylvania encouraged escapes. Tere were also a large number of 
free blacks in the county—3,100 in 1850, as compared to 2,625 slaves—who were avail-
able to help escapees. Slaves also helped other slaves. In 1855 Tomas Garrett wrote 
to William Still of George Wilmer, a Kent County slave, that he “was a true man, and 
forwarder of . . . some twenty-fve [slaves] within four months.”5 In addition, slaves 
in the county had before them the prospect of being sold by owners who no longer 
needed them, or feared losing their investment if a slave ran away, or preferred to 
hire seasonal workers who would not need to be cared for when they could no longer 
work. Newspapers in Kent and surrounding counties regularly ran advertisements 
from slave dealers, such as Chestertown’s own John Denning, eager to buy Eastern 
Shore slaves and sell them farther south through the Baltimore markets.6 

Te consternation caused by these “stampedes” of slaves from Kent County was 
not limited to owners who saw proftable assets disappearing. Te anger and especially 
the anxiety and fear that spread across the Eastern Shore in the antebellum period 
afected most of the population—slaveholders, slaves, free blacks, and antislavery 
whites, including those who were not willing to declare themselves abolitionists. Te 
extent of the nervousness and fear, and some indication of its causes, are indicated 
by a letter written from Kent County by Kate Kennard on the frst of October 1855, 
three weeks before the Kent News reported on the fight of eighteen slaves. Kate was 
the daughter of Tomas Kennard, a physician from Still Pond who was listed in the 
1850 census as owning nineteen slaves. She wrote to her brother Tom in St. Louis: 

I suppose John told you about the negro excitement; ffy-odd lef in less than 
a week and also of Mr. Newman’s shooting at Mr. Wm Spry because he thought 
he had induced his woman to ask to be sold, Mr. John Comegys is broken up by 
their loss has rented the farm and intends living with [unintelligible]. It must 
be very painful, to have to sell old family servants, but I do not know what else 
we are to do under such circumstances. Ours have been very uneasy since, and 
talk incessantly about it. Andy says it gives “me great stress of mind to think 
cause one sent away, all have to be sold,” and I think it does seem hard that the 
servant should sufer for the guilty. 

If Kennard was right, or even close to being right, about the number of runaways 



 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

  

 
 

9 Kent County Quakers and the Underground Railroad 

William Still (1821–1902), member of the 
Pennsylvania Anti-Slavery Society and author 
of Te Underground Railroad, an account of 
the society’s work containing detailed informa-
tion on many of the runaways they helped. 
(Maryland Historical Society.) 

from the county in less than a week, then the Kent News estimate of sixty for all of 
1856 seems very low indeed, as does the U.S. census report of only 279 escapees from 
all of Maryland for the year ending June 30, 1850. Whether her estimate is accurate or 
not, her letter describes a pattern that was common across the Eastern Shore: reports 
of the fight of a very large number of slaves; suspicion among neighbors that led to 
violence; a farmer’s abandonment of his farm, apparently because he no longer had 
enough slave labor to work it; other slaveholders’ anticipation of having to sell their 
own slaves to prevent a severe fnancial loss; the slaves’ fear of being sold to unknown 
owners in unknown places; and a general atmosphere of perplexed anxiety.7 

Runaways from the Chesapeake could count on fnding help among the Quakers 
of Maryland, Delaware, and Pennsylvania, who married into each other’s families 
and communicated with one another regularly, and whose network of safe houses 
and conductors was well used. William Still of Philadelphia remarked that “Under-
ground Railroad operations were always pretty safe and prosperous where the line 
of travel led through Quaker settlements.” Te identities of some of the busiest of 
the Quaker conductors, such as Tomas Garrett and John Hunn in Delaware, were 
well known during their lifetimes. Garrett was quoted as declaring publically in 
1858 that he had already assisted more than two thousand runaways, most of them 
from the Eastern Shore. On the Eastern Shore itself, though, while there was clearly 
a network in place, the identities of most of those who were actively involved have 
remained obscure. In Wilbur Siebert’s 1898 list of Underground Railroad conductors, 
for example, over 250 names from Pennsylvania are included, as compared to only 
fve names from Maryland, none of whom was from Kent County.8 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

10 Maryland Historical Magazine 

Cecil Meeting in Kent County provided at least two men who lef evidence of 
their involvement in the Underground Railroad, especially during the 1850s and early 
1860s, when the number of runaways was greatest.9 James Lamb Bowers and Richard 
Townsend Turner were both descended from strong Maryland Quakers—the Bowers 
family in Kent County and the Turners in Baltimore. Richard Townsend Turner’s 
father, Joseph, a successful merchant in Baltimore, served as clerk of the Lombard 
Street Meeting in the city. His mother, Rebecca, who remained in Baltimore afer 
her husband’s death in 1850, was a minister among Friends at the Lombard Street 
Meeting, one of the founders of Swarthmore College, and a founding member of the 
Friends Association in Aid of Freedmen. During the Civil War, she spent most of 
her days at the headquarters of the association to help with the rush of sometimes 
desperate former slaves who had been set free with no resources and no place to go. 
Richard married Elizabeth Betterton, who came from an established Philadelphia 
Quaker family. Shortly afer his father’s death, Richard moved his family from Balti-
more to a place on the Chesapeake Bay in Kent County, which he named Betterton 
afer his wife, and ran a proftable business from there, selling lumber and shipping 
grain to Baltimore, Philadelphia, and New York. He and his mother corresponded 
and visited ofen. A Turner family member later remembered Rebecca as a woman 
of “vast energy, powerful constitution, and fne capability—emphatically a ‘Flame,’ 
the Bonaparte of her race.” Te same family member recalled Richard, with some-
what less veneration but in ways that are borne out by his public actions, as “a free 
thinker; readily won over by kindness; may be made a strong friend of, or as much 
of an enemy. A man of veracity and strict integrity. Exceedingly sensitive with strong 

”10prejudices. 
James Bowers had strong Baltimore connections as well. His sister Mary Ann 

married John Needles, a prominent Quaker furniture-maker and activist in Baltimore 
who was a president of the Friends Association in Aid of Freedmen and a founding 
member of the Baltimore Association for the Moral and Intellectual Improvement 
of the Colored People. In the brief autobiography Needles wrote late in his life, he 
described putting antislavery materials into the drawers of furniture he made and 
using it for packing material when shipping furniture to buyers in the south, many 
of whom, reportedly, were not pleased. Mary Ann Bowers Needles was appointed a 
traveling minister by Cecil Meeting in 1847; John Needles joined her in her travels 
when he retired from his furniture business. Te memorial produced by Baltimore 
Monthly Meeting afer John Needles’s death emphasized his “fearful integrity” as 
an abolitionist living in a city with a busy slave-trading port. “He would go to the 
slave pens and ask permission to go through to look for those legally entitled to their 
freedom; and through his eforts many were set at liberty, to their great joy and his 
satisfaction.” Ellwood, the house that Richard Townsend Turner built at Betterton, 
contained at least one piece of furniture built by John Needles.11 

James Bowers frst got into trouble with his slaveholding neighbors and with the 



 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

11 Kent County Quakers and the Underground Railroad 

law in 1853, when he was charged with helping a slave to escape by forging a pass 
for him. Te slave, who belonged to a Dr. Davidson in neighboring Queen Anne’s 
County, was captured and subsequently named Bowers as the one who had signed 
Davidson’s name to the pass.12 In what now seems a nice irony, the slave was not able 
to testify against Bowers, since Maryland law decreed that no black person could 
testify against a white person in a court of law. No white witnesses could be found 
who were willing to confrm that the handwriting on the pass convicted Bowers, 
and the case was abandoned, although, as subsequent events made clear, it was not 
forgotten by many in the county. Five years later, an anonymous letter to a news-
paper in neighboring Cecil County from “a Citizen of Kent” claimed that Bowers 
had been “emboldened” enough by his escape from the law in the Davidson case to 
have “again and again obtruded his opinions insolently upon men, even afer many 
warnings as to what might be the result. . . . He declared upon all occasions, his 

”13abolition proclivities, until they became intolerable. 
One sign of the extent of the continuing anger against Bowers, and the nervous-

ness induced by the explosive atmosphere in the county, appears in a letter sent to 
the Kent News in January 1856 by a neighbor of Bowers, J. W. Corey. Corey explained 
that he was writing to refute rumors that he had been complicit in the recent escape 
of several slaves, rumors based on the fact that he had lef Kent County for a few 
days, during which time some of the escapes took place, and that he had visited 
James Bowers on his return. Corey explained that he visited Bowers in an efort to 
collect a debt and assured readers that his views on slavery, while really no one’s 
business, were “not materially at variance with those entertained by slave-holders 

”14generally of this county. 
A particularly horrifc outcome of the slaveowners’ panic occurred in June 

1856, when a white resident of the county was killed by a black man, probably a free 
black. A month earlier, county ofcials had responded to the “stampede” of slaves by 
authorizing a special police force to patrol the borders of the county, especially the 
northern border, and instituting a schedule of bounties for the capture of runaways: 
anyone who captured an escaping slave within the county was entitled to 20 percent 
of the sale price of the slave; if the capture occurred outside the county but within 
the state, the bounty was 30 percent; for a capture outside the state, it was 50 percent. 
On June 23, George Vansant and another white man, apparently in response to the 
county’s new policies, were patrolling in Head of Sassafras (now Sassafras), when a 
black man carrying a scythe approached. Vansant and his companion, at least one 
of whom was armed with a pistol, accosted the man and tried to arrest him. An al-
tercation ensued, and the black man struck Vansant with the scythe, nearly severing 
his head. Te black man fed, and no arrests were made in the case until afer the 
governor of Maryland ofered a two hundred dollar reward for the apprehension of 
the killer. A free black named Albert Reed was arrested in late July and charged with 
murder. Te reward for his conviction went unclaimed, however, since the statement 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

12 Maryland Historical Magazine 

of charges against Reed was so riddled with errors that the case fnally had to be 
dismissed, afer several changes of venue and at least one efort at a retrial.15 

Te anger directed specifcally against James Bowers had resulted in at least 
one court case, in 1857, when John Biddle, a slaveholder, was fned fve dollars and 
costs for injuring Bowers by throwing a pitcher at his head.16 On a night in June of 
1858, local anger against Bowers turned much more violent, with results that had 
far-reaching efects on whites and blacks, slave and free, within the county and 
beyond. In reporting on the events of that night, the Kent News cited the Davidson 
case as a source of the troubles: 

Since then, suspicion has been directed against [Bowers], and possibly it may 
have been confrmed, from the fact that his immediate neighborhood has suf-
fered to a considerable extent from the loss of [slave] property. Reports say 
that the proceedings of Wednesday night had its origin in recent preparatory 
consultations and arrangements of sundry slaves to abscond, their arrest, and 
the developments made by them, connected with various antecedents of a 
similar character. 

In his account of the same night, the “Citizen of Kent,” quoted above, similarly 
implied that Bowers had brought all his problems on himself: “Te present time, 
several negroes were caught in the act of running of, and they laid the blame upon 
Mr. Bowers. Finding that he could not be detected, and being fully satisfed that he 
was an incendiary amongst our community, a number of gentlemen waited upon 
him and gave him ample time to leave, but Bowers disregarded all their admoni-

”17tions and threats. 
On June 20, the “gentlemen” returned to Bowers’s home, this time determined 

to supply the kind of justice they had not been able to secure elsewhere. What hap-
pened next infamed the county and attracted national attention. Te men called 
Bowers out of his house at midnight on the pretext that a neighbor needed help with 
a broken wagon. Taking him into the woods, they tarred and feathered him and ex-
tracted a promise from him that he would leave the state within twenty-four hours. 
Bowers’s pregnant wife tried to come to his assistance but was forced back into the 
house. Reports about whether or not she was injured, or how badly, vary so widely 
as to make it impossible to determine the truth. Te mob, of somewhere between 
ten and thirty men, then moved on to the house of a free black man named Butler in 
search of a woman named Harriett Tillison, also a free black, whom they apparently 
suspected of working in collusion with Bowers. Butler denied that Tillison was in 
his house. When a search of the house revealed her hiding there, the mob whipped 
Butler, then stripped Tillison to the waist and tarred and feathered her. In its report 
of the event, the Kent News took some trouble to describe Tillison: 

Te woman, who has a strong infusion of the Anglo-Saxon, was taken some 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

13 Kent County Quakers and the Underground Railroad 

distance from the house, and the upper portion of her person subjected to a 
similar application of tar and feathers. Tis woman, it is alleged, lives in Cecil 
[County], and for several years has frequently visited almost every section of 
the county, without any ostensible business, exerting, wherever she goes, her 
wonderful powers of conjuration and fortune-telling. . . . She is represented to be 
about ffy years of age, dwarfsh in appearance, scarcely weighing ffy pounds, 
and is calculated to excite a great infuence upon the more superstitious portion 
of blacks. She leads a migratory life, and is usually found in the houses of free 
negroes. Her advent in this county has been followed by the escape of slaves 
on more than one occasion.18 

Te slaveholders of Kent County, who were eager to rid the county of as many free 
blacks as possible, even the law-abiding ones, were especially intent on being rid of 
this migratory female troublemaker. 

Te news of the attack on Bowers spread rapidly in the county, as did the fear 
engendered by the violence of the mob, especially among other Quakers. Two days 
afer the event, Richard Townsend Turner wrote to his wife, who was away from home, 
expressing his outrage and grief and tacitly acknowledging that his own participation 
in the Underground Railroad had put him and his family in danger: 

James Bowers has been taken from his own house by a party of disguised ruf-
fans and tarred and feathered. His wife lies very ill from the efect upon her 
spirits and mind,—verily Slavery is a most efcient aid to the Evil one. How my 
very soul abhors the institution and it seems to me so strange that so many very 
excellent and correct people are dead and lifeless on this great abomination and 
some even countenancing and supporting. . . . I feel that my position is but little 
better than that of J.B. Te midnight hour may yet be disturbed with savage 
cries of brutal men thirsting for my blood. Yet I do not feel alarmed. I have done 
nothing that my conscience condemns, nor anything unpeaceful.19 

Richard Turner was right to anticipate more organized attacks on abolitionists 
and more violence in the summer of 1858, although he and his family managed to 
escape it themselves. Te National Era described the situation in Kent County as 
“a kind of guerrilla warfare between the Anti-Slavery and Pro-Slavery men of the 
vicinity, in which the former seem to have been so far the winners.” Te town of 
Chestertown erupted in fghts on the Saturday following the tarring-and-feathering, 
but the real battles occurred at the Fourth of July celebrations, when the Bowers 
sympathizers were reported to have gone on a rampage, thrashing the editor of the 
Kent News with a cane, knocking down a reported twenty-fve of the proslavery party, 
running two of them out of town, and sending another into hiding for two days. Te 
National Era cited “men who know” in reporting that “at least three-quarters of the 
people are on Bowers’s side: nearly all the laboring class or non-slaveholders, with a 
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part of the slaveholders themselves, condemn it.” Te “Citizen of Kent” who wrote to 
the Cecil Democrat took a more sanguine and less political view of events, attributing 
the uproar in Chestertown to the efects of “frewater and some misunderstanding 

”20by parties who had their hearts peculiarly tender at the efects of liquor. 
Te proslavery forces, led by Dr. Tomas Kennard, U.S. Senator James Alfred 

Pearce, and Ezekiel Chambers, chief judge of the Second Judicial District, met in 
Chestertown on July 17 to plan, consolidate their forces, and make a public state-
ment about the legality and morality of their position. Te inclusion of a judge and 
a senator in the leadership must certainly have given encouragement to any who 
had qualms about the legality of the actions against Bowers. Te meeting, held just 
over a month afer Abraham Lincoln’s “house divided” speech, echoed the Illinois 
senatorial candidate’s characterization of the country as dangerously split on the 
issue of slavery. Rather than issuing a call for unity, however, as Lincoln had done, 
Kent slaveholders issued a call to take sides and stand tough. Attendees at the 
meeting endorsed a declaration that “in such a contest there can be no neutrality; 
he that is not for us must be regarded as against us.” Judge Chambers had begun 
the proceedings by declaring that, even if one disapproved of the methods used to 
restrain James Bowers, he had to be restrained, given his “criminal and mischie-
vous intercourse with our slaves.” It was now the duty of all law-abiding citizens to 
align themselves against the abolitionists, who were surely under the infuence of 
“religious fanaticism or political organizations.” Te alternative, in Chambers’s eyes, 
was to submit to being “gradually stript of our property by the great machinations 
of those who operated in the dark and only in communion with blacks, who could 
not legally testify against them, and to the threats and assaults of their adherents.” 
Senator Pearce spoke next, abjuring the judge’s high moral tone to declare Bowers a 
“perfdious scamp—an enemy of the community in which he lived, and dangerous 
to its peace and security.” Interestingly, Chambers’s mention of “religious fanaticism” 
as one source of abolitionist activity is the only statement in the published record 
of the meeting that could be construed as a reference to Bowers’s Quakerism. Simi-
larly, in all the press coverage of the entire Bowers afair, the proslavery papers were 
more likely to mention that Bowers was a Quaker than were the antislavery papers, 
as if editors on both sides recognized that, at least in the slave states, his Quakerism 
would be a strike against him.21 

Te posse that originally went afer James Bowers was also in search of Har-
riett Tillison, whom they knew by name. It is therefore fair to assume that she had 
been working with Bowers in aid of runaway slaves, or at least that the posse had 
reason to suspect her. It can hardly be coincidence, then, that three days afer the 
proslavery meeting, on July 20, a circuit court judge required the sherif of Kent 
County to detain a woman named Harriett Lee and to hold her under “whatever 
name she shall be called.”22 It is possible that Harriett Lee and Harriett Tillison were 
the same person, that the judge’s stipulation recognized her history of using diferent 



 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

15 Kent County Quakers and the Underground Railroad 

names, and that her arrest was a follow-up to her tarring and feathering. If Harriett 
Tillison and Harriett Lee were indeed the same person, she lef a deeply fascinating 
but frustratingly obscure trail that leads at least through Baltimore, Cecil County, 
and Kent County. 

Shortly afer Harriett Lee’s reported arrest in Chestertown, the Baltimore Sun 
reported on the breaking-up by police of a meeting at the Zion Independent A.M.E. 
Church at Howard and Montgomery Streets in Baltimore, at which an address was to 
be given by “a colored woman named Tillison, who was handled rather indignantly 
by the residents of Chestertown, Kent County, several weeks ago.” According to the 
Sun, the woman had spoken at the same church the previous week about her experi-
ence in Chestertown, including her incarceration, and had promised to return and 
describe a plot against the black people she had heard discussed while she was in 
jail. Te second meeting was broken up before Tillison could speak, on the grounds 
that it violated an 1831 Maryland law forbidding blacks to hold a religious meeting 
without a white person in charge. A few days later, the Cecil Democrat reported on 
what was apparently the same meeting at Zion Independent Church, setting the 
number of black people present at the alarmist fgure of fve thousand and calling 
the speaker Harriett Lee, “a kind of itinerant preacher, who was recently sent to the 
Chestertown jail for having in her possession incendiary documents for distribu-
tion among the negroes of that locality. Te excitement and indignation of the sable 
multitude ran high,” the newspaper story continued, “and the police fnally had to 
disperse them.” For the Democrat, the event was one more disturbing bit of evidence 
of the increasing “excitements” among “the sons of Ham.” In these parallel stories, 
Harriett Tillison and Harriett Lee seem to be the same person.23 

As if sorting out the identity of Harriett Tillison/Lee (or the identities of Ha-
riett Tillison and Harriett Lee) were not confusing enough, the Sun had reported 
in February 1857 on a meeting at the same Zion Independent Church, at which an 
estimated ffeen hundred people had come to hear an unnamed “colored woman, 
said to be uncommonly intelligent and with very meritorious power of language.” Tis 
time the meeting was disrupted, apparently deliberately and maliciously, by shouts 
of “Fire!” that sent the audience into a frantic scramble for the exits and resulted in 
several injuries and serious damage to the building. Six months later, in July 1857, 
the Easton Gazette reported that the sherif of Kent County had committed to jail, 
as a runaway, a woman calling herself Harriett Lee.24 

In their various reports, which of course drew on one another for information, 
the newspapers may well have made mistakes in printing the last name of this woman 
named Harriett, perhaps confating Harriett Tillison and Zarena Lee, an itinerant 
black preacher who had preached widely in Baltimore and on the Eastern Shore in 
the 1840s (but was probably no longer living by the mid-1850s).25 More likely, Har-
riett Tillison changed her name, probably more than once, to help hide her identity 
and her whereabouts.26 Her presence in Kent County, at a time when slave escapes 
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were frequent enough to send slaveholders out with their buckets of tar, suggests that 
she was probably one of a number of free blacks (such as the unidentifed Butler, in 
whose house she was found) who were actively working with area Quakers like the 
Bowers and Turner families in assisting runaways to make it out of the county. A 
letter to the Cecil Democrat published on September 11, 1858, spoke of the numbers of 
free blacks coming and going around Elkton who might well be enticing away local 
slaves. Te letter went on to say, tantalizingly, that one of the roving free black persons 
“is believed by many here to be the agent of the ‘underground railroad’ at this point, 
but of this there is perhaps no positive proof, though abundance of circumstantial.” 
One would like to ft Harriett Tillison into that role of agent in Elkton, but, like the 
letter-writer, one has no positive proof, only circumstantial. 

Her subsequent history is even more elusive than her history in the 1850s. Shortly 
afer the attack on her, the antislavery Delaware Republican reported that the woman 
who was tarred and feathered had died “in consequence of the shock given to her 
system on that occasion.” Te Cecil Democrat was quick to declare the story a “gross 
falsehood” perpetrated by abolitionists. A “colored woman named Harriett Tillison” 
reappeared in Elkton much later, in 1879, when she reportedly saved an elderly man 
by pulling him out of the way of a train. According to the newspaper account, the man 
was a boarder at Tillison’s house. Te 1880 census lists Harriett Tillison, widow, age 
ffy, living in Elkton and running a boarding house, and Cecil County documents 
record the death of a Harriett Tillison, “colored,” in 1884. She was buried somewhere 
in Cecil County, her goods and chattels sold for $67.94.27 

James Bowers lef the county afer the attack on him in June 1858, but only afer 
pressing charges against the eight men in the mob that he was able to recognize. He 
returned in mid-October to testify against them, bringing his wife and staying at his 
sister’s house, where his wife gave birth almost immediately. Te news of his return 
re-energized the local proslavery faction, many of whom had, under the leadership 
of Chambers and Pearce, virtually pledged to do their duty, whether they owned 
slaves or not, in helping to rid the county of lawbreaking abolitionists. Tis time, 
they were determined to see that Bowers lef the county. A large crowd, some armed 
with pistols, appeared at the house of Bowers’s sister and demanded that Bowers 
come with them.28 He at frst resisted and then relented, for reasons he explained in 
a letter he sent to the North American, written from Philadelphia: “Under certain 
solemn promises of protection to myself, and of attention to be rendered to my 
wife—whom I can hardly hope again to see alive, afer such great excitement in 
her prostrate condition,” he agreed to be driven to the railroad station and packed 
of to Philadelphia. Bowers went on to deny a charge that had been leveled against 
him—that he was being funded by an abolitionist society. He also identifed by name 
a total of thirty-three men who had been part of the group surrounding his sister’s 
house. Clearly, these were people he knew personally.29 

Tom Kennard in St. Louis received another letter about the Bowers episode, 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 

17 Kent County Quakers and the Underground Railroad 

this time from his father, Tomas Kennard. “Last week we had some excitement 
created by the return of James Bowers, to our County, from which he was expelled 
last spring, afer receiving a coat of tar and feathers, and a promise never to return, 
in consequence of his complicity in the underground railroad scheme for assisting 
our Negroes to run away from their owners.” Doctor Kennard recounted the mob 
kidnapping of Bowers and his forced journey to Philadelphia, “with the distinct and 
full understanding it would be the last time he would ever leave in safety.” He then 
supplied the information, which was absent from the newspaper accounts, that a 
prominent local lawyer, Leeds Barroll, had attracted trouble to himself by encouraging 
Bowers to return to Chestertown when the court met. “Leeds denies his complicity 
in his return,” Kennard wrote, “but is not believed, and a strong feeling is excited 
against him for his conduct throughout and threats are common to subject him to 
the same ordeal as Bowers.”30 Te threats against Barroll were, apparently, more 
common than serious, since he escaped any retribution. 

Te Cecil Democrat reported rather gleefully on the expulsion of Bowers and 
noted that he was lucky not to sufer serious injury, since: 

we are assured the whole county was in motion, fghts occurred between the 
Bowers and anti-Bowers men, culminating in knock-downs, black eyes and 
bloody noses, in every direction. . . . Afer what happened [to] him before, we 
should not have thought him so fool-hardy as to venture on the Eastern Shore 
even for business purposes, much less to make a foolish efort to regain a resi-
dence so basely forfeited as in his case. As to the leaders of the party efecting 
so happy a riddance, it is enough to say that they were among the frst men in 
the community—men of wealth and men of intelligence—who, afer smarting 
for years under injuries inficted by underground railroad agents, came to the 
wise conclusion, in convention, sometime ago, to execute summary vengeance 
upon every trespasser.31 

Afer this second assault, Bowers remained away from Kent County for several 
years. Te 1860 census lists him as living in Camden, New Jersey. In 1865 his sister 
Mary Ann and her husband John Needles sold Bowers three tracts of land in Kent 
County near the village of Worton—the same three tracts that Bowers had sold to 
John Needles for the same price in 1852—and in the 1870 census Bowers is listed as 
living in Worton. Apparently none of his attackers, in either group, was ever brought 
to trial.32 

Tere is no evidence that the family of Richard Townsend Turner was ever dis-
turbed by the kind of midnight mob that attacked Bowers, although his antislavery 
activities did give him cause to fear retaliation. In April 1857 he had taken the bold 
step of securing as a cook for Ellwood a young free black woman named Hannah 
Houston who had recently been released from the penitentiary in Baltimore. When 
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Quaker abolitionist Richard Townsend Turner wrote to his mother Rebecca “[slavery] . . . is a local 
question—as well as one of general nature and common humanity.” (Rebecca Turner Collection, 
Friends Historical Library of Swarthmore College.) 

she was ffeen or sixteen, Houston had been convicted of setting fre to the barn of 
Judge Ezekiel Chambers. She served a fve-year sentence, was released, and then ap-
parently remained in Maryland for at least two months. Under a law frst instituted 
in 1826 and still in efect in 1857, all free black persons who served a prison term in 
Maryland were banished from the state when released. Tose not leaving the state 
within sixty days could be apprehended and sold as slaves for the term of their origi-
nal conviction. Turner apprehended Houston—presumably by prearrangement and 
with her cooperation—and was awarded ownership of her for fve years. Turner then 
immediately sold her for a nominal price to another Quaker abolitionist, William 
Kelley, from Caroline County. Tat same day, Kelley manumitted Houston, and she 
went to work for the Turners as a free woman. 33 

Turner wrote ofen to his mother, Rebecca, in the prewar years, speaking plainly 
to her about his fears in increasingly pessimistic terms. At the end of 1858 he wrote 
to her about his concern that he was becoming tiresome with his constant talk of 
slavery. For him, the problem was everywhere and inescapable: “With me it is a local 
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question—as well as one of a general nature and common humanity.” By 1859 he was 
worried about the fate of the local Quaker community. He reported to Rebecca that 
three families had lef the area recently, presumably out of fear for their safety. “A 
few more demonstrations of the mob kind will dispose of our Society in these parts. 
Unless some come forward to sustain the cause I much fear that Cecil Meeting will 
be ere long in the category of things which were but are not.” Aware of the “distant 
storm” he was sure was coming, Richard did not know whether to hope or fear: 

Te present and next year will chronicle events joyful to millions of hearts both 
of this generation and others to come or those hearts will shrink within their 
receptacles and sorrow will be their portion. Believing thus I am content to trust 
in the Great Being and wait and watch for the coming of these events and be 
guided in my future—if spared—by the developments of circumstances. 

Richard was not as content to just wait and watch as his letter indicates. In April 
1860 he wrote to Rebecca about his response to the latest machinations of the pro-
slavery faction in the county. Tis time, a grand jury had instructed local postmasters 
to refuse delivery of antislavery newspapers. Tis high-handed move had led Turner 
to circulate a petition of protest (whose signatories included Tomas Kennard and 
several other slaveholders) and to pay a visit to the circuit court judge, but with no 
success in fnding a sympathetic ear. “In the mean time,” he assured his mother, “don’t 
give thyself any uneasiness. I think we will be sustained ultimately in our rights and 

”34rest assured I shall endeavor to vindicate them in a Christian way only. 
A year later, despite his reassuring words to his mother, Turner and his family 

fed in fear from the toxic atmosphere of Kent County. On April 30, 1861, Elizabeth 
Turner wrote to relatives from Camden, Delaware, where the family was staying 
with Hunn Jenkins, a member of another prominent Quaker family. Elizabeth was 
clearly frightened. 

I dare say you have heard through the folks in Philadelphia of our fight from 
home last 5th day with only such of our clothes as we could take in the carriages. 
It became unbearable, with all the exciting news from Baltimore, Washington 
and other places, to have daily reports that R was to be hung that week, that a 
mob was to burn our property, and other things,—so at last I got Richard to 
consent to leave, then I was afraid he would be molested before he got out of the 
state, so we concluded we would all go, so what happened to one, the rest would 
share. . . . I think I would rather live on bread and water than be subjected to the 
torture of mind, that has so ofen been my lot for more than 2 years.35 

Richard Turner explained the family’s departure more specifcally in a letter to 
William Bowers, a Quaker cousin of James Bowers: 
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I expect it took thee and many of our friends by surprise, when you heard of 
our departure. Te fear of impressment into the military service determined 
me early on 5th day morning. I thought there was a plot on hand to get pos-
session of some 2 or 3 of us in that way, and thus under guise of military law, 
every description of evil could be practiced. I had no fears for the rest of the 
Republicans—and I think you may, if you do not, rest in peace.36 

Turner and his family did not stay out of Kent County very long afer their fight 
to Delaware. Te fight, however, and the fear that produced it, seem to have made 
him even more disheartened about the prospects for any reasonable resolution of the 
conficts he saw in his neighborhood as well as in the nation as a whole. He wrote to 
his mother in September 1861 that “I am so inoculated with abhorrence to slavery 
that most of the time I feel but little joy and less hope in the Union cause. I fear it 
will but strengthen the Bonds instead of loosing them.” For the slaves in particular, 
he wrote, “I see no relief from bloodshed.” By March 1862 he had become even more 
despondent and despairing of his own ability, or anyone else’s, to have any efect on 
ending slavery or the war. “I have lost most of my interest in the war. . . . Te virus 
of slavery is too thoroughly impregnated throughout the body politic and moral to 
admit of [reform]. No, the judgments alone of Providence will be required to purge 

”37us of this taint, this leprosy. 
At the end of the war, Richard Turner once again became embroiled in disputes 

with his neighbors over racial matters, and once again he turned to his mother for 
advice and aid. Tis time, the trouble arose over the indenturing of black children 
to their former owners or to other whites. Since Maryland had not seceded from the 
Union, the state’s slaves were not freed by the Emancipation Proclamation but by a 
new state constitution that did not go into efect until November 1, 1864. Te new 
constitution, ratifed by only four hundred votes out of sixty thousand cast, granted 
slaves immediate freedom but did not provide them with the legal rights necessary to 
fully protect themselves and their families from those who had once claimed them. 
Former slaveholders rushed to take advantage of an old statute that allowed local 
orphans courts to bind out as apprentices any free black children—which, under the 
new constitution, now meant all black children—whom the courts considered in need 
of the discipline and material support that apprenticeship to a white master could 
provide. In practice, of course, the statutes allowed whites to secure for themselves 
a very cheap workforce while insisting that the indentures were in the best interests 
of the children. Although the statutes stipulated that the parents of the child should 
be present at the indenture hearing and must agree to any indenture agreement, 
this requirement was generally overlooked. Kent County, like other counties on 
the Eastern Shore, saw a rush of whites, mostly former slaveholders, to the orphans 
court as soon as the new constitution went into efect. In November and December 
of 1864 alone, 153 children were bound out as apprentices in the county. Tough a 
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handful of these were white children, the vast majority were black. Te Cecil Whig 
reported on a “great run . . . on the Orphans’ Court for the indenturing of the little 
darkies”; the Whig saw the indenturing as a good solution to the problem of “great 

”38numbers of colored children run[ning] at large. 
Richard Turner responded to these developments by soliciting the help, through 

his mother, of the Friends Association in Aid of Freedmen. He wrote to her in No-
vember of 1864, lamenting that, 

the slaveholders with Judge Chambers at their head are dragging the little chil-
dren of Emancipated parents before proslavery magistrates and a proslavery 
Orphans Court, and are having them bound to their former masters without 
even a regard to the forms of law. . . . Many wish to leave here and my object is 
to solicit the aid of your Society in providing places of refuge in the City until 
homes in the Country can be had. I have one family to look afer now mother 
and four children.39 

Turner’s letter found its way into the possession of his mother’s friend, John Needles, 
who enclosed it in a letter of his own to General Lew Wallace of the Freedmen’s 
Bureau, who had taken responsibility for providing government aid and protection 
to recently freed slaves in Maryland. 

Wallace was hearing about indentures from others in the state as well; he re-
sponded by requesting that the orphans courts in the state suspend the indenturing 
and that they turn over to him the names of all black children indentured since the 
adoption of the new state constitution and the names of those to whom they were 
bound. In reporting the suspension, the Kent News expressed some surprise that 
there was “evidently a disposition among negro parents to hold on to their children, 
even in cases where they have no visible means of supporting them.”40 In Kent as 
in other counties, the suspension did not last long. On December 17, 1864, the Kent 
News published a long editorial in support of the practice of indenture, insisting 
that its impulse was entirely humanitarian and its aim only to provide support and 
training to the children involved. Before the end of the year the food of indentures 
had recommenced. 

One of those former slaveholders of Kent County who hurried to indenture 
children at the end of 1864 was Sewell Hepbron, a neighbor of Richard Turner, a vo-
cal southern sympathizer, and a member of the mob that had run James Bowers out 
of town. Hepbron, who had been listed in the 1860 census as owning ffeen slaves, 
successfully indentured nine black children through the orphans court on December 
27, 1864. Te sequence of events from this point on is not clear, nor is the extent of 
Richard Turner’s involvement in them, although his involvement was at least deep 
enough to lead Hepbron to fle a lawsuit against him. Te Kent News reported on 
January 7, 1865, that Sewell Hepbron had just returned from Baltimore, where he 
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Former slaveholder and southern sympathizer Sewell Hepbron indentured black children through 
the Orphan’s Court following Maryland’s 1864 decision to abolish slavery. Kent News,  January 7, 
1865. 

had been held by military authorities until he was released afer taking an oath of 
allegiance and paying a two-thousand-dollar bond. (Since 1861, the federal troops 
who were occupying much of Maryland had been allowed to arrest Confederate 
sympathizers in the state and to require loyalty oaths as a condition of release.) Te 
author of a Hepbron family history attributes Sewell’s arrest to his politics: “During 
the Civil War, he was so emotionally identifed with the cause of the confederacy 
and so outspoken in his views that he was imprisoned for a time in Maryland as a 
dangerous Confederate sympathizer.” Te timing of the arrest, however, suggests that 
it could well have been the indenturing of the children that fnally landed Hepbron in 
jail. Not surprisingly, he had the sympathy of the local newspaper. In an 1865 test case, 
the Maryland Court of Appeals reversed a lower court’s decision and declared that 
binding out apprentices was legal and constitutional. In reporting, and applauding, 
this decision, the Kent News spoke supportively of a group of “our citizens,” among 
whom was probably Sewell Hepbron, who had been forced to appear in court more 
than once “to answer for the alleged illegal holding of apprentices which had been 

”41legally bound to them by the Orphans Court of this county. 
Te conficts over the issue of apprenticeship continued in the newspapers and 

in the courts for the next two years. Te efort to keep indentures legal was led in the 
Maryland legislature by a delegate from Kent County, George Vickers, who intro-
duced a bill in the state senate in March 1867 making valid all indentures and contracts 
of apprenticeship made since the beginning of 1865; the bill passed by a vote of 16–1. 
Not until October 1867 did Chief Justice Salmon P. Chase, who also served as a judge 
of the U.S. Circuit Court for Maryland, end the practice of indenture by ruling that 
apprenticeships were a form of forced servitude and therefore unconstitutional. By 
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Sewell Hepbron family marker. (Courtesy Steve 
Keefe, Calvert, Maryland.) 

that point, thousands of Maryland children had been indentured. Te Freedmen’s 
Bureau estimated that in May 1867 there were still 221 children indentured in Kent 
County and 3,281 in the state of Maryland. Te bureau also estimated that more than 
two thousand children had already been released from their indentures because of 
the threat of legal action.42 

Richard Turner and Sewell Hepbron came into open confict over apprentice-
ships shortly before the practice became illegal, although again the sequence of 
events is difcult to sort out. In an article reprinted in the Chestertown Transcript of 
September 21, 1867, the Philadelphia Press reported, without supplying any dates, on 
Sewell Hepbron’s abduction of a black child from its parents’ home while they were 
absent. Richard Turner, according to the Press story, wrote a letter to the governor 
of Maryland asking him to intervene and accusing Hepbron of kidnapping. Te 
governor sent the letter to the district attorney of Kent County, who took no legal 
action but instead made the governor’s letter public. Hepbron in turn sued Turner 
for slander, asking for the astonishing sum of forty thousand dollars in damages. 
Te Transcript took the publication of the story of Hepbron’s abduction of the child 
as one more “efort of the Radical press to array the public mind of the Northern 
States against the government and people of Maryland.” Te Transcript also ofered 
Hepbron the chance to respond to the Press. Declining to give his version of the thef 
of the child and not referring to Turner by name on the grounds that his suit was 
still impending in court, Hepbron instead ofered a sardonic and irrelevant defense 
of the state of Maryland, declaring that “no where in the United States, not even in 
Philadelphia itself, are the true rights of the negro better cared for than here, in the 
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State of Maryland, nor any where is he more kindly treated, even by those monsters, 
”43their former masters. 

Te absence of dates from the story is perplexing, since the diaries of Rebecca 
Turner suggest that Turner and Hepbron had somehow settled their diferences by 
the spring of 1866. Rebecca’s entry for April 15 of that year includes a note that she 
has received a letter from Richard “giving an account of a satisfactory settlement of 
a difculty between one of his neighbours and himself, on account of a boy being 
claimed by the person who was former master.”44 Unfortunately, Richard’s letter has 
not survived, nor are court records available to indicate the outcome of the suit. It is 
possible that either the Philadelphia Press or the Chestertown Transcript had resur-
rected a year-old story, for its own reasons; it is also possible, although not likely, 
that Turner was involved in two very similar incidents, or that Turner and Hepbron 
settled their “difculty” but that for some reason Hepbron was allowing the suit to 
go forward in the courts. 

Turner made the local news again in 1866, when he represented the “Uncondi-
tional Union Men of Kent County” at a meeting in Baltimore. Of the six delegates 
from the county, three were Quakers, members of Cecil Meeting (the others were 
Bartus Trew and Tomas E. Norris). Te name of the group called attention to its plat-
form of unconditional support of the federal government’s reconstruction policies; 
since these policies included black sufrage, the local press was quick to publicize the 
names of the members and assure readers that it was quite a small organization. 

Turner died at his home in Kent County in 1892; the memorial contributed by 
Cecil Monthly Meeting was revealing but appropriately modest and understated: 

It is due to his devotion to the principles of George Fox and his untiring atten-
dance that Cecil Monthly meeting has been kept up. . . . His sympathy for the 
downtrodden and oppressed led him into more political prominence before and 
during the War than was pleasant, but believing it to be his duty to maintain all 
testimonies of the Society at any cost, he maintained a steadfast friend of the 
slave—never in disguise—but openly and with great eloquence. 

In her history of Cecil Meeting, Elizabeth Chandlee Forman called Richard 
Turner “Cecil’s foremost advocate of liberty for those in bondage. . . . Richard worked 
for the Negroes’ freedom and saw it accomplished. But his attitude was at variance 

”45with accepted southern tradition and caused him much sufering. 
James Bowers seems to have lived quietly afer his return to Kent County— 

though less comfortably, apparently, than Richard Turner. Little is known about his 
life afer his return until his death in 1882. When his accounts were settled afer his 
death, it was revealed that his property consisted of little more than two horses, a 
grind stone, old wheels, some damaged corn and wheat, and four hundred chestnut 
rails, and that he had outstanding debts of nearly eight hundred dollars. Tese records 
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suggest that Bowers’s last years in Kent County must have been years of fnancial 
struggle, and they seem to have been lived in quiet isolation.46 

Te work of Kent County’s Quaker families on behalf of slaves and freedmen was 
an important component of the mission of Cecil Meeting, and while the violence of 
the conficts over race in the county may have frightened away some Quaker families, 
those conficts may also have kept the Meeting alive and energized. It is certainly not 
coincidental that the Meeting dissolved afer the deaths of James Bowers (1882), his 
sisters Mary Anne (1879) and Annie (1883), and of Richard Turner (1892). Speaking 
of these deaths, a historian of the Kent County Quakers says that “the losses were 

”47great and the Meeting did not survive. 
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	to run away, that a few hours’ start has been ample to prevent apprehension. These circumstances have naturally excited alarm, suspicion and conjecture on the part of slaveholders. 

	The newspaper’s estimate of sixty runaways in a year seems unrealistically low and may reflect the newspaper’s fear that higher numbers would alarm slaveholders and further encourage potential runaways.It is not surprising that slaves frequently ran away from Kent County. The county’s proximity to the free state of Pennsylvania and to the active Quaker communities in Delaware and Pennsylvania encouraged escapes. There were also a large number of free blacks in the county—3,100 in 1850, as compared to 2,625 
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	William Still (1821–1902), member of the Pennsylvania Anti-Slavery Society and author of The Underground Railroad, an account of the society’s work containing detailed information on many of the runaways they helped. (Maryland Historical Society.) 
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	from the county in less than a week, then the Kent News estimate of sixty for all of 1856 seems very low indeed, as does the U.S. census report of only 279 escapees from all of Maryland for the year ending June 30, 1850. Whether her estimate is accurate or not, her letter describes a pattern that was common across the Eastern Shore: reports of the flight of a very large number of slaves; suspicion among neighbors that led to violence; a farmer’s abandonment of his farm, apparently because he no longer had e
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	Runaways from the Chesapeake could count on finding help among the Quakers of Maryland, Delaware, and Pennsylvania, who married into each other’s families and communicated with one another regularly, and whose network of safe houses and conductors was well used. William Still of Philadelphia remarked that “Underground Railroad operations were always pretty safe and prosperous where the line of travel led through Quaker settlements.” The identities of some of the busiest of the Quaker conductors, such as Tho
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	Cecil Meeting in Kent County provided at least two men who left evidence of their involvement in the Underground Railroad, especially during the 1850s and early 1860s, when the number of runaways was greatest. James Lamb Bowers and Richard Townsend Turner were both descended from strong Maryland Quakers—the Bowers family in Kent County and the Turners in Baltimore. Richard Townsend Turner’s father, Joseph, a successful merchant in Baltimore, served as clerk of the Lombard Street Meeting in the city. His mot
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	prejudices. 
	James Bowers had strong Baltimore connections as well. His sister Mary Ann married John Needles, a prominent Quaker furniture-maker and activist in Baltimore who was a president of the Friends Association in Aid of Freedmen and a founding member of the Baltimore Association for the Moral and Intellectual Improvement of the Colored People. In the brief autobiography Needles wrote late in his life, he described putting antislavery materials into the drawers of furniture he made and using it for packing materi
	11 

	James Bowers first got into trouble with his slaveholding neighbors and with the 
	law in 1853, when he was charged with helping a slave to escape by forging a pass for him. The slave, who belonged to a Dr. Davidson in neighboring Queen Anne’s County, was captured and subsequently named Bowers as the one who had signed Davidson’s name to the pass. In what now seems a nice irony, the slave was not able to testify against Bowers, since Maryland law decreed that no black person could testify against a white person in a court of law. No white witnesses could be found who were willing to confi
	12
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	abolition proclivities, until they became intolerable. One sign of the extent of the continuing anger against Bowers, and the nervousness induced by the explosive atmosphere in the county, appears in a letter sent to the Kent News in January 1856 by a neighbor of Bowers, J. W. Corey. Corey explained that he was writing to refute rumors that he had been complicit in the recent escape of several slaves, rumors based on the fact that he had left Kent County for a few days, during which time some of the escapes
	-
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	14

	generally of this county. 
	A particularly horrific outcome of the slaveowners’ panic occurred in June 1856, when a white resident of the county was killed by a black man, probably a free black. A month earlier, county officials had responded to the “stampede” of slaves by authorizing a special police force to patrol the borders of the county, especially the northern border, and instituting a schedule of bounties for the capture of runaways: anyone who captured an escaping slave within the county was entitled to 20 percent of the sale
	A particularly horrific outcome of the slaveowners’ panic occurred in June 1856, when a white resident of the county was killed by a black man, probably a free black. A month earlier, county officials had responded to the “stampede” of slaves by authorizing a special police force to patrol the borders of the county, especially the northern border, and instituting a schedule of bounties for the capture of runaways: anyone who captured an escaping slave within the county was entitled to 20 percent of the sale
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	of charges against Reed was so riddled with errors that the case finally had to be dismissed, after several changes of venue and at least one effort at a retrial.
	15 


	The anger directed specifically against James Bowers had resulted in at least one court case, in 1857, when John Biddle, a slaveholder, was fined five dollars and costs for injuring Bowers by throwing a pitcher at his head. On a night in June of 1858, local anger against Bowers turned much more violent, with results that had far-reaching effects on whites and blacks, slave and free, within the county and beyond. In reporting on the events of that night, the Kent News cited the Davidson case as a source of t
	16

	Since then, suspicion has been directed against [Bowers], and possibly it may have been confirmed, from the fact that his immediate neighborhood has suffered to a considerable extent from the loss of [slave] property. Reports say that the proceedings of Wednesday night had its origin in recent preparatory consultations and arrangements of sundry slaves to abscond, their arrest, and the developments made by them, connected with various antecedents of a similar character. 
	-

	In his account of the same night, the “Citizen of Kent,” quoted above, similarly implied that Bowers had brought all his problems on himself: “The present time, several negroes were caught in the act of running off, and they laid the blame upon Mr. Bowers. Finding that he could not be detected, and being fully satisfied that he was an incendiary amongst our community, a number of gentlemen waited upon him and gave him ample time to leave, but Bowers disregarded all their admoni
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	tions and threats. 
	On June 20, the “gentlemen” returned to Bowers’s home, this time determined to supply the kind of justice they had not been able to secure elsewhere. What happened next inflamed the county and attracted national attention. The men called Bowers out of his house at midnight on the pretext that a neighbor needed help with a broken wagon. Taking him into the woods, they tarred and feathered him and extracted a promise from him that he would leave the state within twenty-four hours. Bowers’s pregnant wife tried
	-
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	The woman, who has a strong infusion of the Anglo-Saxon, was taken some 
	The woman, who has a strong infusion of the Anglo-Saxon, was taken some 
	distance from the house, and the upper portion of her person subjected to a similar application of tar and feathers. This woman, it is alleged, lives in Cecil [County], and for several years has frequently visited almost every section of the county, without any ostensible business, exerting, wherever she goes, her wonderful powers of conjuration and fortune-telling. . . . She is represented to be about fifty years of age, dwarfish in appearance, scarcely weighing fifty pounds, and is calculated to excite a 
	18 


	The slaveholders of Kent County, who were eager to rid the county of as many free blacks as possible, even the law-abiding ones, were especially intent on being rid of this migratory female troublemaker. The news of the attack on Bowers spread rapidly in the county, as did the fear engendered by the violence of the mob, especially among other Quakers. Two days after the event, Richard Townsend Turner wrote to his wife, who was away from home, expressing his outrage and grief and tacitly acknowledging that h
	James Bowers has been taken from his own house by a party of disguised ruffians and tarred and feathered. His wife lies very ill from the effect upon her spirits and mind,—verily Slavery is a most efficient aid to the Evil one. How my very soul abhors the institution and it seems to me so strange that so many very excellent and correct people are dead and lifeless on this great abomination and some even countenancing and supporting. . . . I feel that my position is but little better than that of J.B. The mi
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	Richard Turner was right to anticipate more organized attacks on abolitionists and more violence in the summer of 1858, although he and his family managed to escape it themselves. The National Era described the situation in Kent County as “a kind of guerrilla warfare between the Anti-Slavery and Pro-Slavery men of the vicinity, in which the former seem to have been so far the winners.” The town of Chestertown erupted in fights on the Saturday following the tarring-and-feathering, but the real battles occurr
	part of the slaveholders themselves, condemn it.” The “Citizen of Kent” who wrote to the Cecil Democrat took a more sanguine and less political view of events, attributing the uproar in Chestertown to the effects of “firewater and some misunderstanding 
	”
	”
	20

	by parties who had their hearts peculiarly tender at the effects of liquor. 
	The proslavery forces, led by Dr. Thomas Kennard, U.S. Senator James Alfred Pearce, and Ezekiel Chambers, chief judge of the Second Judicial District, met in Chestertown on July 17 to plan, consolidate their forces, and make a public statement about the legality and morality of their position. The inclusion of a judge and a senator in the leadership must certainly have given encouragement to any who had qualms about the legality of the actions against Bowers. The meeting, held just over a month after Abraha
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	The posse that originally went after James Bowers was also in search of Harriett Tillison, whom they knew by name. It is therefore fair to assume that she had been working with Bowers in aid of runaway slaves, or at least that the posse had reason to suspect her. It can hardly be coincidence, then, that three days after the proslavery meeting, on July 20, a circuit court judge required the sheriff of Kent County to detain a woman named Harriett Lee and to hold her under “whatever name she shall be called.” 
	The posse that originally went after James Bowers was also in search of Harriett Tillison, whom they knew by name. It is therefore fair to assume that she had been working with Bowers in aid of runaway slaves, or at least that the posse had reason to suspect her. It can hardly be coincidence, then, that three days after the proslavery meeting, on July 20, a circuit court judge required the sheriff of Kent County to detain a woman named Harriett Lee and to hold her under “whatever name she shall be called.” 
	-
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	names, and that her arrest was a follow-up to her tarring and feathering. If Harriett Tillison and Harriett Lee were indeed the same person, she left a deeply fascinating but frustratingly obscure trail that leads at least through Baltimore, Cecil County, and Kent County. 

	Shortly after Harriett Lee’s reported arrest in Chestertown, the Baltimore Sun reported on the breaking-up by police of a meeting at the Zion Independent A.M.E. Church at Howard and Montgomery Streets in Baltimore, at which an address was to be given by “a colored woman named Tillison, who was handled rather indignantly by the residents of Chestertown, Kent County, several weeks ago.” According to the Sun, the woman had spoken at the same church the previous week about her experience in Chestertown, includi
	-
	-
	23 

	As if sorting out the identity of Harriett Tillison/Lee (or the identities of Hariett Tillison and Harriett Lee) were not confusing enough, the Sun had reported in February 1857 on a meeting at the same Zion Independent Church, at which an estimated fifteen hundred people had come to hear an unnamed “colored woman, said to be uncommonly intelligent and with very meritorious power of language.” This time the meeting was disrupted, apparently deliberately and maliciously, by shouts of “Fire!” that sent the au
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	In their various reports, which of course drew on one another for information, the newspapers may well have made mistakes in printing the last name of this woman named Harriett, perhaps conflating Harriett Tillison and Zarena Lee, an itinerant black preacher who had preached widely in Baltimore and on the Eastern Shore in the 1840s (but was probably no longer living by the mid-1850s). More likely, Harriett Tillison changed her name, probably more than once, to help hide her identity and her whereabouts. Her
	In their various reports, which of course drew on one another for information, the newspapers may well have made mistakes in printing the last name of this woman named Harriett, perhaps conflating Harriett Tillison and Zarena Lee, an itinerant black preacher who had preached widely in Baltimore and on the Eastern Shore in the 1840s (but was probably no longer living by the mid-1850s). More likely, Harriett Tillison changed her name, probably more than once, to help hide her identity and her whereabouts. Her
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	were frequent enough to send slaveholders out with their buckets of tar, suggests that she was probably one of a number of free blacks (such as the unidentified Butler, in whose house she was found) who were actively working with area Quakers like the Bowers and Turner families in assisting runaways to make it out of the county. A letter to the Cecil Democrat published on September 11, 1858, spoke of the numbers of free blacks coming and going around Elkton who might well be enticing away local slaves. The 

	Her subsequent history is even more elusive than her history in the 1850s. Shortly after the attack on her, the antislavery Delaware Republican reported that the woman who was tarred and feathered had died “in consequence of the shock given to her system on that occasion.” The Cecil Democrat was quick to declare the story a “gross falsehood” perpetrated by abolitionists. A “colored woman named Harriett Tillison” reappeared in Elkton much later, in 1879, when she reportedly saved an elderly man by pulling hi
	27 

	James Bowers left the county after the attack on him in June 1858, but only after pressing charges against the eight men in the mob that he was able to recognize. He returned in mid-October to testify against them, bringing his wife and staying at his sister’s house, where his wife gave birth almost immediately. The news of his return re-energized the local proslavery faction, many of whom had, under the leadership of Chambers and Pearce, virtually pledged to do their duty, whether they owned slaves or not,
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	Tom Kennard in St. Louis received another letter about the Bowers episode, 
	this time from his father, Thomas Kennard. “Last week we had some excitement created by the return of James Bowers, to our County, from which he was expelled last spring, after receiving a coat of tar and feathers, and a promise never to return, in consequence of his complicity in the underground railroad scheme for assisting our Negroes to run away from their owners.” Doctor Kennard recounted the mob kidnapping of Bowers and his forced journey to Philadelphia, “with the distinct and full understanding it w
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	we are assured the whole county was in motion, fights occurred between the Bowers and anti-Bowers men, culminating in knock-downs, black eyes and bloody noses, in every direction. . . . After what happened [to] him before, we should not have thought him so fool-hardy as to venture on the Eastern Shore even for business purposes, much less to make a foolish effort to regain a residence so basely forfeited as in his case. As to the leaders of the party effecting so happy a riddance, it is enough to say that t
	-
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	After this second assault, Bowers remained away from Kent County for several years. The 1860 census lists him as living in Camden, New Jersey. In 1865 his sister Mary Ann and her husband John Needles sold Bowers three tracts of land in Kent County near the village of Worton—the same three tracts that Bowers had sold to John Needles for the same price in 1852—and in the 1870 census Bowers is listed as living in Worton. Apparently none of his attackers, in either group, was ever brought to trial.There is no e
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	Figure
	Quaker abolitionist Richard Townsend Turner wrote to his mother Rebecca “[slavery] . . . is a local question—as well as one of general nature and common humanity.” (Rebecca Turner Collection, Friends Historical Library of Swarthmore College.) 
	she was fifteen or sixteen, Houston had been convicted of setting fire to the barn of Judge Ezekiel Chambers. She served a five-year sentence, was released, and then apparently remained in Maryland for at least two months. Under a law first instituted in 1826 and still in effect in 1857, all free black persons who served a prison term in Maryland were banished from the state when released. Those not leaving the state within sixty days could be apprehended and sold as slaves for the term of their original co
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	Turner wrote often to his mother, Rebecca, in the prewar years, speaking plainly to her about his fears in increasingly pessimistic terms. At the end of 1858 he wrote to her about his concern that he was becoming tiresome with his constant talk of slavery. For him, the problem was everywhere and inescapable: “With me it is a local 
	Turner wrote often to his mother, Rebecca, in the prewar years, speaking plainly to her about his fears in increasingly pessimistic terms. At the end of 1858 he wrote to her about his concern that he was becoming tiresome with his constant talk of slavery. For him, the problem was everywhere and inescapable: “With me it is a local 
	question—as well as one of a general nature and common humanity.” By 1859 he was worried about the fate of the local Quaker community. He reported to Rebecca that three families had left the area recently, presumably out of fear for their safety. “A few more demonstrations of the mob kind will dispose of our Society in these parts. Unless some come forward to sustain the cause I much fear that Cecil Meeting will be ere long in the category of things which were but are not.” Aware of the “distant storm” he w

	The present and next year will chronicle events joyful to millions of hearts both of this generation and others to come or those hearts will shrink within their receptacles and sorrow will be their portion. Believing thus I am content to trust in the Great Being and wait and watch for the coming of these events and be guided in my future—if spared—by the developments of circumstances. 
	Richard was not as content to just wait and watch as his letter indicates. In April 1860 he wrote to Rebecca about his response to the latest machinations of the pro-slavery faction in the county. This time, a grand jury had instructed local postmasters to refuse delivery of antislavery newspapers. This high-handed move had led Turner to circulate a petition of protest (whose signatories included Thomas Kennard and several other slaveholders) and to pay a visit to the circuit court judge, but with no succes
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	rest assured I shall endeavor to vindicate them in a Christian way only. A year later, despite his reassuring words to his mother, Turner and his family fled in fear from the toxic atmosphere of Kent County. On April 30, 1861, Elizabeth Turner wrote to relatives from Camden, Delaware, where the family was staying with Hunn Jenkins, a member of another prominent Quaker family. Elizabeth was clearly frightened. 
	I dare say you have heard through the folks in Philadelphia of our flight from home last 5th day with only such of our clothes as we could take in the carriages. It became unbearable, with all the exciting news from Baltimore, Washington and other places, to have daily reports that R was to be hung that week, that a mob was to burn our property, and other things,—so at last I got Richard to consent to leave, then I was afraid he would be molested before he got out of the state, so we concluded we would all 
	35 

	Richard Turner explained the family’s departure more specifically in a letter to William Bowers, a Quaker cousin of James Bowers: 
	I expect it took thee and many of our friends by surprise, when you heard of our departure. The fear of impressment into the military service determined me early on 5th day morning. I thought there was a plot on hand to get possession of some 2 or 3 of us in that way, and thus under guise of military law, every description of evil could be practiced. I had no fears for the rest of the Republicans—and I think you may, if you do not, rest in peace.
	-
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	Turner and his family did not stay out of Kent County very long after their flight to Delaware. The flight, however, and the fear that produced it, seem to have made him even more disheartened about the prospects for any reasonable resolution of the conflicts he saw in his neighborhood as well as in the nation as a whole. He wrote to his mother in September 1861 that “I am so inoculated with abhorrence to slavery that most of the time I feel but little joy and less hope in the Union cause. I fear it will bu
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	us of this taint, this leprosy. 
	At the end of the war, Richard Turner once again became embroiled in disputes with his neighbors over racial matters, and once again he turned to his mother for advice and aid. This time, the trouble arose over the indenturing of black children to their former owners or to other whites. Since Maryland had not seceded from the Union, the state’s slaves were not freed by the Emancipation Proclamation but by a new state constitution that did not go into effect until November 1, 1864. The new constitution, rati
	handful of these were white children, the vast majority were black. The Cecil Whig reported on a “great run . . . on the Orphans’ Court for the indenturing of the little darkies”; the Whig saw the indenturing as a good solution to the problem of “great 
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	numbers of colored children run[ning] at large. 
	Richard Turner responded to these developments by soliciting the help, through his mother, of the Friends Association in Aid of Freedmen. He wrote to her in November of 1864, lamenting that, 
	-

	the slaveholders with Judge Chambers at their head are dragging the little children of Emancipated parents before proslavery magistrates and a proslavery Orphans Court, and are having them bound to their former masters without even a regard to the forms of law. . . . Many wish to leave here and my object is to solicit the aid of your Society in providing places of refuge in the City until homes in the Country can be had. I have one family to look after now mother and four children.
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	Turner’s letter found its way into the possession of his mother’s friend, John Needles, who enclosed it in a letter of his own to General Lew Wallace of the Freedmen’s Bureau, who had taken responsibility for providing government aid and protection to recently freed slaves in Maryland. 
	Wallace was hearing about indentures from others in the state as well; he responded by requesting that the orphans courts in the state suspend the indenturing and that they turn over to him the names of all black children indentured since the adoption of the new state constitution and the names of those to whom they were bound. In reporting the suspension, the Kent News expressed some surprise that there was “evidently a disposition among negro parents to hold on to their children, even in cases where they 
	-
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	One of those former slaveholders of Kent County who hurried to indenture children at the end of 1864 was Sewell Hepbron, a neighbor of Richard Turner, a vocal southern sympathizer, and a member of the mob that had run James Bowers out of town. Hepbron, who had been listed in the 1860 census as owning fifteen slaves, successfully indentured nine black children through the orphans court on December 27, 1864. The sequence of events from this point on is not clear, nor is the extent of Richard Turner’s involvem
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	Figure
	Former slaveholder and southern sympathizer Sewell Hepbron indentured black children through the Orphan’s Court following Maryland’s 1864 decision to abolish slavery. Kent News,  January 7, 1865. 
	had been held by military authorities until he was released after taking an oath of allegiance and paying a two-thousand-dollar bond. (Since 1861, the federal troops who were occupying much of Maryland had been allowed to arrest Confederate sympathizers in the state and to require loyalty oaths as a condition of release.) The author of a Hepbron family history attributes Sewell’s arrest to his politics: “During the Civil War, he was so emotionally identified with the cause of the confederacy and so outspoke
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	legally bound to them by the Orphans Court of this county. 
	The conflicts over the issue of apprenticeship continued in the newspapers and in the courts for the next two years. The effort to keep indentures legal was led in the Maryland legislature by a delegate from Kent County, George Vickers, who introduced a bill in the state senate in March 1867 making valid all indentures and contracts of apprenticeship made since the beginning of 1865; the bill passed by a vote of 16–1. Not until October 1867 did Chief Justice Salmon P. Chase, who also served as a judge of th
	-

	Sewell Hepbron family marker. (Courtesy Steve Keefe, Calvert, Maryland.) 
	Figure
	that point, thousands of Maryland children had been indentured. The Freedmen’s Bureau estimated that in May 1867 there were still 221 children indentured in Kent County and 3,281 in the state of Maryland. The bureau also estimated that more than two thousand children had already been released from their indentures because of the threat of legal action.
	42 

	Richard Turner and Sewell Hepbron came into open conflict over apprenticeships shortly before the practice became illegal, although again the sequence of events is difficult to sort out. In an article reprinted in the Chestertown Transcript of September 21, 1867, the Philadelphia Press reported, without supplying any dates, on Sewell Hepbron’s abduction of a black child from its parents’ home while they were absent. Richard Turner, according to the Press story, wrote a letter to the governor of Maryland ask
	-

	State of Maryland, nor any where is he more kindly treated, even by those monsters, 
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	their former masters. 
	The absence of dates from the story is perplexing, since the diaries of Rebecca Turner suggest that Turner and Hepbron had somehow settled their differences by the spring of 1866. Rebecca’s entry for April 15 of that year includes a note that she has received a letter from Richard “giving an account of a satisfactory settlement of a difficulty between one of his neighbours and himself, on account of a boy being claimed by the person who was former master.” Unfortunately, Richard’s letter has not survived, n
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	Turner made the local news again in 1866, when he represented the “Unconditional Union Men of Kent County” at a meeting in Baltimore. Of the six delegates from the county, three were Quakers, members of Cecil Meeting (the others were Bartus Trew and Thomas E. Norris). The name of the group called attention to its platform of unconditional support of the federal government’s reconstruction policies; since these policies included black suffrage, the local press was quick to publicize the names of the members 
	-
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	Turner died at his home in Kent County in 1892; the memorial contributed by Cecil Monthly Meeting was revealing but appropriately modest and understated: 
	It is due to his devotion to the principles of George Fox and his untiring attendance that Cecil Monthly meeting has been kept up. . . . His sympathy for the downtrodden and oppressed led him into more political prominence before and during the War than was pleasant, but believing it to be his duty to maintain all testimonies of the Society at any cost, he maintained a steadfast friend of the slave—never in disguise—but openly and with great eloquence. 
	-

	In her history of Cecil Meeting, Elizabeth Chandlee Forman called Richard Turner “Cecil’s foremost advocate of liberty for those in bondage. . . . Richard worked for the Negroes’ freedom and saw it accomplished. But his attitude was at variance 
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	with accepted southern tradition and caused him much suffering. 
	James Bowers seems to have lived quietly after his return to Kent County— though less comfortably, apparently, than Richard Turner. Little is known about his life after his return until his death in 1882. When his accounts were settled after his death, it was revealed that his property consisted of little more than two horses, a grind stone, old wheels, some damaged corn and wheat, and four hundred chestnut rails, and that he had outstanding debts of nearly eight hundred dollars. These records 
	suggest that Bowers’s last years in Kent County must have been years of financial struggle, and they seem to have been lived in quiet isolation.The work of Kent County’s Quaker families on behalf of slaves and freedmen was an important component of the mission of Cecil Meeting, and while the violence of the conflicts over race in the county may have frightened away some Quaker families, those conflicts may also have kept the Meeting alive and energized. It is certainly not coincidental that the Meeting diss
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	great and the Meeting did not survive. 
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	Figure
	Campaign ribbon, 1860. Abraham Lincoln’s election to the presidency polarized Maryland’s political leaders. Through the winter of 1860–1861, secessionists urged Governor Thomas Holliday Hicks to call a special session of the legislature or a sovereign state convention. (Maryland Historical Society.) 
	“The Susquehanna Shall Run Red with Blood”: The Secession Movement in Maryland 
	TIMOTHY R. SNYDER 
	braham Lincoln’s election to the presidency in 1860 and the subsequent debate in Maryland on whether the state should secede from or remain in the Union have been well covered. Some who considered aligning this border state with the Confederacy pushed Governor Thomas Holliday Hicks toward convening a special session of the legislature or a sovereign convention to consider the question. This essay analyzes the six public meetings called during the winter and spring of 1860–1861, the attendees and their speec
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	Timothy R. Snyder, a past contributor to this journal, is the author of Trembling in the Balance: The Chesapeake and Ohio Canal During the Civil War. 
	29 
	In the six weeks between Lincoln’s election on November 6 and the secession of South Carolina on December 20, a number of groups and local organizations called for Hicks to convene the General Assembly, yet there was no unity among the organizations that sought to influence him. On November 21, a number of current and former state officials, led by former governor and ex-U.S. senator Thomas G. Pratt, suggested that Hicks convene the legislature to consider “the present momentous crisis, and provide, if prac
	-
	3 

	One of the earliest local meetings occurred in Leonardtown in St. Mary’s County on November 22, 1860. Although it ultimately passed a resolution urging Hicks to call the General Assembly “to consider what steps it is right, proper and necessary for Maryland to take,” there was much disagreement, “exciting debate, motions to adjourn, refer, postpone, &c.” The first man nominated to chair the meeting declined, stating that he preferred Maryland take no action until after Pennsylvania, Virginia, and North Caro
	4 

	On November 27, the same day Hicks wrote to Pratt, John Contee of Prince George’s County wrote Hicks suggesting that he assemble the legislature. The governor, who received the letter a day or so later, replied that since his reply to Pratt and his associates “nothing has occurred . . . to alter my convictions of my duty.” But Hicks also gave hope to those who foresaw the state’s destiny lying with the South by suggesting that if all attempts at reconciliation failed he was perfectly willing to sanction sec
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	John Carroll LeGrand (1814–1861), chief judge, Maryland Court of Appeals, presided over the first of six secessionist meetings. (Maryland Historical Society.) 
	Figure
	years of Maryland’s secession, all of her slaves will have fled north. Additionally, he warned that if civil war began, Maryland “must become the battle ground of the hostile sections, subject to all the horrors of border warfare.”
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	The most significant catalyst to an organized secession movement in Maryland was the December 20, 1861 secession of South Carolina. A mere two days later a meeting took place from which an incipient Maryland secession movement emerged. A number of prominent professional men gathered at the Universalist Church, at the corner of Calvert and Pleasant Streets in Baltimore. John Carroll LeGrand, chief judge of the Maryland Court of Appeals, presided and remarked that their purpose was to consider the necessity o
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	State senator Coleman Yellott and William Henry Norris, both Baltimore attorneys, also addressed that meeting and it is important to note that both of these future Confederate officers spoke with moderate voices. Although Yellott predicted that after his inauguration Lincoln would send troops into the South, abolish the Supreme Court, and reverse the Dred Scott decision, he did not call for Maryland’s 
	-

	secession. He suggested that since Maryland and Virginia had much in common, they should act together. Declaring that only the seven slave states of the upper South had a reasonable chance of restoring the Union, he recommended that they meet in Washington before the inauguration. Norris, for his part, argued that the South must make an effort to live with the North, but if that attempt failed the sections must be willing to live as two nations. He suggested that the northern states repeal their personal li
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	date while supporting “the course of the Governor so far. 
	Perhaps not coincidentally, on the same date an “informal” meeting was held at Barnum’s Hotel in Baltimore “for the purpose of conferring together upon the position of Maryland in the national crisis, and her relations to the South.” Prominent attendees who would later be associated with the Maryland secession movement 
	-

	included William Henry Norris and Severn Teackle Wallis. A committee was appointed to select and invite citizens from all of the counties to a future conference, to ascertain the views of citizens in other parts of the state, and to consider “the propriety of convening the Legislature.” Those invited “were not selected without regard to party, but with such consideration of it as to make the conference one 
	-
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	including representative men of both parties. 
	Again perhaps not coincidentally, both groups planned larger meetings for January 10, 1861, but several developments occurred before they were held. On January 3, Hicks wrote a widely published letter to “The People of Maryland” in which he addressed the issues raised by those who had urged him to convene the legislature and explained his reasons for not doing so. Disunion would inevitably lead to civil war, and Maryland’s location—bordering the North and enveloping the national capital—would make it a batt
	-
	12 

	Hicks then disclosed that he was privy to secret information. He had been “repeatedly warned” that “secession leaders in Washington” had determined that the border states, especially Maryland, would be “precipitated into secession” with the Cotton South before March 4. 
	-

	They have resolved to seize the Federal Capital, and the public archives, so that they may be in a position to be acknowledged by foreign governments as the “United States,” and the assent of Maryland is necessary, as the District of Columbia would revert to her in case of a dissolution of the Union. . . . The plan contemplates forcible opposition to Mr. Lincoln’s inauguration, and consequently civil war, upon Maryland soil, and a transfer of its horrors from the States which are to provoke it. The voices o
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	Several days earlier, the governor had given the Baltimore American an extract from a December 25, 1860 letter, whose anonymous author had warned the governor of this conspiracy to force Maryland into secession by disreputable means. Published on January 1, the letter would put Maryland’s secession movement on the defensive. Throughout the spring its leaders repeatedly and pointedly disavowed any knowledge of or support for such plans. Many claimed they were not secessionists at all and only wanted Maryland
	14 

	Another significant development occurred when Congress reconvened on January 3. Hicks hoped it would propose a compromise measure providing a way out of the secession crisis. Four days later, Virginia’s legislature met in special session, adding a sense of urgency to those who felt that Maryland’s legislators should be called into session so that the two states to act together. Then on January 9, the Star of the West, an unarmed U.S. steamer sent by Washington to resupply the garrison of Fort Sumter, was fi
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	On January 10, the same day reports of Mississippi’s action and the Star of the West appeared in Baltimore’s newspapers, the Friends of the Union met at the Maryland Institute. Presiding officer Archibald Stirling Jr., an attorney and former member of the House of Delegates from Baltimore, stated that the purpose of the gathering was to “preserve and perpetuate the Union” and to arrest “the progress of secession.” Maryland’s future governor, Augustus W. Bradford, proposed that since conservative men in the 
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	Reverdy Johnson, former U.S. senator, attorney general during the Zachary Taylor administration, and counsel for the defense in the 1857 Dred Scott case, gave the final address—a powerful denunciation of any constitutional “right” of secession. The Constitution, he said, corrected the notion that the Union was a mere compact or league of states that could be dissolved by any one state because the Constitution acts on citizens directly, not on the states. Therefore, though the federal government had no const
	Reverdy Johnson, former U.S. senator, attorney general during the Zachary Taylor administration, and counsel for the defense in the 1857 Dred Scott case, gave the final address—a powerful denunciation of any constitutional “right” of secession. The Constitution, he said, corrected the notion that the Union was a mere compact or league of states that could be dissolved by any one state because the Constitution acts on citizens directly, not on the states. Therefore, though the federal government had no const
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	which had been passed years earlier. He further maintained that Lincoln was only opposed to the expansion of slavery in the territories, his views were conservative, and that there was no need for alarm. Johnson found it particularly troubling that because some in the South feared the president-elect might institute policies that would destroy the Union, the South would destroy it first.
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	Although Johnson laid most of the blame for the crisis on the North, the South also bore responsibility. He joined those calling for compromise proposals like those being discussed in congressional committees, which would satisfy the South and permit seceded states to rejoin the Union. In the event that Congress failed to find a solution, he called for a border state conference to effect a settlement.
	19 

	Clearly trying to emphasize Maryland’s bond with the Union, the assembly adopted a series of resolutions, the first four of which were taken from George Washington’s Farewell Address of 1796. They emphasized the Union as the founders’ cherished legacy and warned that all should watch for and discourage threats to it—a unified government was essential for its longevity and success. Other resolutions called for a repeal of northern personal liberty laws, a check on abolitionist “aggressions,” compromise and c
	-
	-
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	A “Conference of the Counties,” on the other hand, that met over two days at the Law Buildings in Baltimore, had a different agenda. According to the Sun, delegates representing the city and all of the counties had been selected “by invitation of some gentlemen of this city.” The published purpose of the meeting was to discuss the national difficulties and to urge Governor Hicks to convene the legislature, which, in turn, would pass a law authorizing a sovereign state convention. But the first day’s proceed
	-
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	A spokesman for the minority, A. B. Hagner of Anne Arundel County, noted that the meeting was “only a conference, and had no delegated powers, and as such it was proper that moderation should be used.” If the majority only put forth the resolution asking Hicks to call an election in which the voters would decide whether to form a convention, the minority intended to withdraw its report. The minority opposed secession as “too extreme and dangerous” and maintained that the Constitution contained remedies for 
	A spokesman for the minority, A. B. Hagner of Anne Arundel County, noted that the meeting was “only a conference, and had no delegated powers, and as such it was proper that moderation should be used.” If the majority only put forth the resolution asking Hicks to call an election in which the voters would decide whether to form a convention, the minority intended to withdraw its report. The minority opposed secession as “too extreme and dangerous” and maintained that the Constitution contained remedies for 
	-
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	other southern states and demand separation from the Union based on the right of revolution, because a constitutional right to secession was “dubious.” The minority gave Hicks much more latitude and resolved that when the governor decided the time was right the legislature should be convened. That body would then pass the law to establish a sovereign state convention. Dr. William H. Duvall of Prince George’s County, who introduced the minority report, commented that Hicks’s actions thus far had been “patrio
	23 


	The second day of this Conference of the Counties produced a compromise, clearly indicating that the minority had pushed the majority toward a more moderate position. William Henry Norris, who in two months would call for Maryland’s secession, proclaimed that they “were all Union men,” and, with Hicks’s January 3 accusation of secret plots still on his mind, Norris wanted to “refute the slanders which had been hurled upon them.” The delegates “did not contemplate, with drunken rowdies, an attack upon the ca
	-
	-
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	In consultation, attendees adopted three new resolutions. The first proclaimed Maryland to be “true to the American Union” and would use its influence toward a peaceful settlement of the crisis. A second resolution stated that Marylanders would accept John J. Crittenden’s proposals “as a fair and proper settlement” of the national calamity. (Known as the Crittenden Compromise, the Kentucky senator had proposed six constitutional amendments and four resolutions that made heavy concessions to southern demands
	25
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	The six-member committee from the Conference of the Counties met with Hicks on January 11. Unlike the last meeting between the governor and a committee from the December 22 Universalist Church group, this was of a friendly character. Hicks again refused to accede to the committee’s proposals, countering that members of the conference had as much right to call a convention as he did. Instead, he professed his intention to wait to see if the Crittenden Compromise would be adopted by Congress.
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	Despite making public pronouncements that gave secessionists an illusion of 
	Despite making public pronouncements that gave secessionists an illusion of 
	hope, Hicks steadily aligned himself with the Union. On January 25 he wrote to General Winfield Scott and asked to borrow two thousand muskets in the event of an emergency, specifically Lincoln’s upcoming March 4 inauguration. “I do not know what the minority of desperate men in Maryland may work out. You may notice by the papers that our Secessionists are straining every nerve to get up agitation here; 

	”
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	so far it is a poor effort. 
	A Secession Movement Is Born 
	The next meeting of Marylanders from which a secession movement would emerge took place on February 1, but before then a number of significant events took place. Between January 10 and January 26, Florida, Alabama, Georgia, and Louisiana seceded. Texas voted to secede on February 1, which was subsequently approved by referendum. On January 14, Virginia’s General Assembly established a sovereign convention to consider its response to the secession crisis. Then, on January 19, Virginia’s legislature issued a 
	29 

	A formal Maryland secession movement emerged out of the February 1 meeting at the Maryland Institute in Baltimore. Prior to it, the goal of the loosely organized group was to compel Hicks to convene the General Assembly or call a convention, to work for a compromise measure with other border slave states, and to be in position to respond in some undefined manner should negotiations fail. While still giving a nod to a potential compromise measure, the meeting’s leaders were now more focused: if a settlement 
	Since those who opposed Hicks’s actions could not circumvent the constitutional language that gave him discretion—rather than a mandatory obligation—to call an extra session of the General Assembly, many turned for support to the state constitution. Maryland’s Declaration of Rights was a set of general principles that precede the constitution proper and encapsulate the values that underlie it. Article 2 of the Declaration of Rights, for example, highlighted the role of the people, who “ought to have the sol
	-

	That all persons invested with the legislative or executive powers of govern
	-

	ment are the trustees of the public, and as such accountable for their conduct; 
	whenever the ends of government are perverted, and public liberty manifestly 
	whenever the ends of government are perverted, and public liberty manifestly 
	endangered, and all other means of redress are ineffectual, the people may, and of right ought to reform the old or establish a new government; the doctrine of non-resistance against arbitrary power and oppression is absurd, slavish and destructive of the good and happiness of mankind. 

	Resentful that Hicks was making decisions they believed the people should make through their elected representatives, Article 6 also seemed to apply: “That the legislative, executive and judicial powers of government ought to be forever separate and distinct from each other; and no person exercising the functions of one of said departments shall assume or discharge the duties of any other.” Although the Declaration of Rights delineated no powers, the Baltimore Sun reported that the call for 
	-
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	a people’s convention was being made “as authorized by the bill of rights. The secession of five more states and the formation of Virginia’s state convention seemed to give the February 1 conference a sense of urgency, a fear that Maryland was being left behind. Baltimore physician Alexander C. Robinson chaired the meeting. William Henry Norris predicted that the Union was about to receive a “fatal blow,” that it was on the eve of “dismemberment,” and claimed that Hicks had been elected by fraud akin to “su
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	provided for by the “bill of rights. Robert M. McLane, West Point graduate, attorney, former member of the House of Delegates, and a two-term congressman, informed the gathering that the Republican Party intended to adhere to its Chicago platform and enforce federal laws in the South. That, he said, would require military force and amounted to despotism. McLane, known to be an exceptional orator, soared to new rhetorical heights for a movement that heretofore had spoken in moderate, if not conservative, ton
	-
	-
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	execute the laws of the United States against a seceding State. 
	Severn Teackle Wallis devoted most of his speech to picking apart Hicks’s reasons for refusing to call the General Assembly or a convention. Hicks “intended that Maryland shall be kept inert and silent” until after Lincoln’s inauguration, at which time the citizens would be rallied to support the Union and therefore the Republican Party. But “clinging to the North means clinging to the Republican party,” he declared. Marylanders will never “submit to have religion and morality manufactured for them by Massa
	-
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	Governor Thomas Holliday Hicks (1798–1865) ultimately committed Maryland to the Union. (Maryland Historical Society.) 
	Figure
	Washington Peace Conference—particularly Reverdy Johnson and Augustus W. Bradford—as being unrepresentative of Maryland popular opinion.
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	Perhaps caught up in the passion of a night that featured some of the state’s best speakers, former governor Enoch Louis Lowe—another renowned orator—also took up the rhetoric of violence. Three nights before, he had been summoned to Washington to testify before the House committee charged with investigating rumored plots against the federal government, including those whose alleged goal was to prevent Lincoln’s inauguration. He had denied knowledge of any conspiracy to the committee, but told the crowd at 
	-
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	would abandon the state and “seek in another land a more genial abode. 
	The convention once more expressed devotion to the Union and a willingness to accept the Crittenden Compromise as a settlement, but now it explicitly declared that if negotiations failed, Maryland should cast its lot with “Virginia and the other slaveholding states.” It further declared that Hicks’s failure to call a sovereign convention did not reflect the sentiments of Maryland, nor did his choice of delegates 
	The convention once more expressed devotion to the Union and a willingness to accept the Crittenden Compromise as a settlement, but now it explicitly declared that if negotiations failed, Maryland should cast its lot with “Virginia and the other slaveholding states.” It further declared that Hicks’s failure to call a sovereign convention did not reflect the sentiments of Maryland, nor did his choice of delegates 
	-

	to the Washington Peace Conference, and called for the formation of paramilitary organizations in Baltimore to resist any attempt to coerce the seceded states. The meeting established a process by which Baltimore and the counties would elect delegates to a convention that would meet without official sanction on February 18. Localities were to select delegates to countywide and citywide meetings, which, in turn, would select delegations to what they termed a Conference Convention.
	35 


	Hicks was not without support during these dark days of acrimony and mockery. Attorney William Price, for example, wrote of the February 1 meeting: “They censure Gov. Hicks in round terms because he declines to give up his own judgment and take theirs, and that on a great subject which the Constitution confides to his discretion alone.” Price’s letter was published in the Baltimore American of February 5, 1861 and then as a pamphlet. State senator Anthony Kimmel of Frederick County was an ally from the Amer
	-

	H. Collins spoke before the January 10 “Friends of the Union” meeting and wrote two addresses that advocated the Unionist position and were first published in newspapers and then in pamphlet form. Local and county meetings in other portions of the state—particularly in western Maryland—passed numerous resolutions commending the governor’s stance.The Conference Convention met in Baltimore on February 18–19 at the Universalist Church. Opening the meeting to delegates from across the entire state subjected it 
	-
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	action Congress might take, after which he would call an election to determine if Maryland voters supported the idea of a convention to decide on secession. In a letter to Dr. Joseph J. Duvall, published on February 9, Hicks had written that if attempts at compromise failed he would “go to the people as asked by the Committee sent by the Counties’ Convention.” Chambers proposed that the Conference Convention delay any action until the Peace Conference had concluded its business, and that any action should b
	39 
	-
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	with those of Virginia and the South. 
	On February 18, A. R. Wright visited Maryland as a commissioner from Georgia and happened to be in Baltimore during these proceedings. Because the convention “had no power to commit their State to any line of policy,” his visit to it was unofficial but he was given a seat on the floor. His impression, written a month later, was that 
	Figure
	Kent Countian Ezekiel F. Chambers (1788– 1867), elected president of the Conference Convention, declared unfailing support for the Union, unless Maryland’s honor was disgraced. (Maryland Historical Society.) 
	although they thought “the cotton States had acted with undue haste and precipitancy,” the convention’s members were “almost unanimous for resistance to Black Republican rule, and determined to co-operate with the seceding States in the event 
	-
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	that Virginia should determine to withdraw from the Federal Government. 
	When the Conference Convention reconvened on March 12 at the Universalist Church in Baltimore, Lincoln had been inaugurated. All efforts to resolve the crisis through Congress and the Washington Peace Conference had come to naught, but Virginia, despite expectations, had not seceded. Delegates were divided regarding their next step, and the Baltimore Sun questioned why they had assembled at all, given their earlier resolution that Maryland should follow the course of Virginia.
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	Ezekiel Chambers called the sparsely attended convention to order and explained that so many delegates were absent because he and other leaders had anticipated that Hicks would call for a vote on a sovereign state convention, news of which he had expected to find in the papers. He had recently been in contact with men close to the governor, though, and informed the assembly that Hicks had changed his mind. As the governor explained the following December, the state constitution did not give him the authorit
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	Robert M. McLane, who at the February 1 meeting had called for marching to the banks of the Susquehanna to resist the approach of northern troops, now took a decidedly conservative turn. Because Virginia had not yet seceded, he said, Maryland was “helpless”—caught between the sections—and should work within “the Union and under the constitution.” He rejected the notion that the conference was composed of “revolutionists” and said Maryland should take no action that would put 
	Robert M. McLane, who at the February 1 meeting had called for marching to the banks of the Susquehanna to resist the approach of northern troops, now took a decidedly conservative turn. Because Virginia had not yet seceded, he said, Maryland was “helpless”—caught between the sections—and should work within “the Union and under the constitution.” He rejected the notion that the conference was composed of “revolutionists” and said Maryland should take no action that would put 
	-

	it in conflict with state or federal authority. Clearly, since Virginia had not seceded, “it would be madness in Maryland to do so.” He recommended that the state adhere to the Union so long as its constitutional rights were protected. Most agreed with McLane that Virginia’s secession was essential before Maryland could consider a similar course, because without it Maryland would have no physical border with the Confederacy. Dr. John Hanson Thomas then presented a resolution criticizing the inaction of Cong
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	State of Virginia. 
	The next day McLane rose again, this time to decry any right of the federal government to bring the seceded states back into the Union by force. Although some— particularly Reverdy Johnson at the January 27 Friends of the Union meeting—had argued that there was no constitutional right to secession, McLane explained that whether secession was a right was immaterial because the withdrawal of seven states was an “accomplished revolution” and the right to revolution was a right no less sacred and “forever veste
	-
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	The Conference Convention soon began to divide into opposing camps. Like McLane, Judge Chambers took a conservative position. Delegate and future Confederate general Bradley T. Johnson of Frederick County proposed that federal attempts to retake forts or other property in the South, or to blockade southern ports be interpreted as an act of war on the South. He also proposed that the commencement of war between the federal government and seceded states would dissolve the compact between the remaining states 
	-
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	47 

	William Henry Norris, on the other hand, preferred that Maryland leave the Union and apologize to Virginia for doing so first, as in the Revolutionary period. A border state conference would only protract the crisis and bring economic stagnation. The best chance of reconstructing the Union, he said, would be if the remaining slave states were annexed by the seceded states (which would preclude the necessity 
	-

	for the border slave states to convene legislatures and establish sovereign conventions). Once all of the slaveholding states were out of the Union, they would be in a position of greater strength and could present terms to the North that might lead to reconstruction. Norris’s conjecture may have appeared a little odd, since none of the seceded states had expressed a desire to rejoin the Union, but only if Virginia opposed annexation by the deep South, he said, should Maryland participate in a border slave 
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	a sovereign State Convention. Although their message was ultimately printed and made a part of the Virginia convention’s proceedings, the Marylanders must have had some misgivings when Delegate Samuel McDowell Moore of Rockbridge County questioned their authority to act on behalf of the state, which highlighted their lack of credibility outside of their own supporters. The Virginia convention was already “annoyed enough by the proceedings of county meetings and other matters, without being burdened by the p
	-
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	requests of the Maryland delegation “as rather an assumption on their part. 
	Behind the scenes, Hicks continued his efforts to thwart the secession movement. On March 18 he again wrote to General Scott asking for two thousand stand of arms because the “spirit of insubordination is increasing” and he feared an uprising 
	Behind the scenes, Hicks continued his efforts to thwart the secession movement. On March 18 he again wrote to General Scott asking for two thousand stand of arms because the “spirit of insubordination is increasing” and he feared an uprising 
	-

	if Virginia seceded. On March 28 he wrote Secretary of State William H. Seward: “I am not a Republican, but a Union man and supporter of your Administration as far as it may be wise and proper, and, thus far I have no fault with it.” He offered to provide advice on the proper course to be taken in the border states and to sustain the policy of the administration as much as possible.
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	Within a month, matters came to a head. On April 12, Confederates bombarded Fort Sumter, which surrendered two days later. On the fifteenth, Lincoln called for 75,000 volunteers to put down the rebellion, including four militia regiments from Maryland. Two days later, Virginia seceded. These events sent shockwaves through Marylanders who sought alignment with the South. On April 17 a call published in Baltimore newspapers asked “States’ Rights Men” who were “opposed to the despotism of the Republican Admini
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	That day, too, Hicks and Baltimore mayor George William Brown issued proclamations urging Marylanders to remain calm and to observe existing laws. Hicks informed the populace that officials in the Lincoln Administration had assured him that any Maryland troops sent in response to the call for volunteers would only be utilized to defend Washington. But in closing Hicks surely angered and frustrated those who had urged him repeatedly to convene the General Assembly or to arrange for a sovereign state conventi
	-
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	their devotion to the Union, or their desire to see it broken up. 
	The next day, April 19, violent rioting broke out in Baltimore when citizens clashed with the 6th Massachusetts Volunteers, who were marching along Pratt Street between train stations on their way to Washington. Published resolutions by the Conference Convention that had protested against any passage of U.S. troops over Maryland soil, and one by the States’ Rights and Southern Rights convention that called for citizens to “repel . . . any invader,” and the creation of paramilitary organizations such as the 
	The evening after the Pratt Street riot, an impromptu meeting took place in Baltimore’s Monument Square. Attorney John L. Thomas Jr. of Baltimore, later a Unionist delegate to the 1864 state constitutional convention and in 1865 a member of the U.S. House of Representatives, was present at Mayor Brown’s office when the governor decided to go to Monument Square. He wrote that Hicks had been physically removed from his room at the Fountain Hotel and taken to the mayor’s office, where his life was threatened b
	-

	Gentlemen, if I can save the State from civil war and further bloodshed by going to Monument Square, I shall do so. I am an old man; I have endeavored to save my State from civil war; I have kept back the remonstrances and petitions sent by rebels from nearly every town in the State, for a meeting of the Legislature. I think I have done my duty heretofore, and if need be I am ready to die in Monument Square, or anywhere, to save my State.
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	M. McLane. Wallis told the crowd that his “heart was with the South” and that he was “ready to defend Baltimore.” Governor Hicks, under the influence of strong pro-southern sentiment, again took an equivocal position: “I am a Marylander, and I love my State, and I love the Union, but I will suffer my right arm to be torn from 
	”
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	my body before I will raise it to strike a sister State. 
	The next day Maryland militia units burned six railroad bridges north of Baltimore to prevent the arrival of more northern troops. Hicks later denied having authorized the bridge burning, although others such as Enoch Louis Lowe and Mayor Brown later said that he had. John L. Thomas Jr. was at Brown’s office when the decision was made to burn the bridges, and he supported Hicks’s denial of complicity in the act: 
	-

	I was present when Coleman Yellott, Robert L. [sic] McLane and others of that ilk came in, and asked Governor Hicks to sign the order for the burning of the railroad bridges and destruction of the tracks and telegraphs. Governor Hicks refused, and told them that so far as he was concerned, although he had no authority, he would do all he could to prevent it. And when General Charles Edgerton came in and told Governor Hicks that he had just given orders to tear up the railroad tracks and cut down the telegra
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	subject. You have done it on your own responsibility. 
	To restore order in Baltimore, Hicks had activated the Maryland Militia in Baltimore, which was commanded by George Hume Steuart. The police board enrolled volunteers in un-uniformed companies, said to total 15,000 men, and asked Isaac Ridgeway Trimble to take command of them. Steuart and Trimble would both become generals in the Confederate army. Hicks would later write that the loyal militia in Baltimore was unarmed and unorganized. As a result, those in sympathy with the South had control of the city. Tr
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	One of the resolutions of the last meeting of the Maryland Conference Convention called for its reassembly if Virginia seceded. Accordingly on April 19, Ezekiel Chambers called the Conference Convention to assemble on April 30 in Baltimore.
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	On April 22, however, Governor Hicks finally relented to pressure of events and called for an extra session of the General Assembly to meet in Annapolis on April 26. 
	Two days later, with U.S. troops in control of Annapolis, he changed the location to Frederick in central Maryland, an area more sympathetic to the Union. The governor later explained that his previous refusal to convene the General Assembly had been designed to buy time for the “zealots” to moderate their opinions but that the Pratt Street Riot had shown him how much he had miscalculated. As a result of Hicks’s decision to call out the legislature, on April 24 Chambers cancelled the scheduled meeting of th
	61 

	Other pro-southern assemblies were held throughout Baltimore. On the evening of April 22, Dr. Robinson chaired another meeting of the States’ Rights and Southern Rights Convention at Taylor’s Building. Its only published business was the nomination of candidates for a citywide election to fill ten vacancies in the House of Delegates. The 1860 session of the General Assembly had declared the seats vacant due to widespread fraud in the 1859 election. Of the ten nominated, most had been associated with the Mar
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	Immediately after the riots in Baltimore, Mayor Brown and Governor Hicks had urged the federal government to avoid sending more troops through Baltimore. Gen. Benjamin F. Butler, commanding the 8th Massachusetts Volunteers, took a steamer from Perryville to Annapolis and the Naval Academy. His men then repaired the damaged tracks of the Annapolis and Elk Ridge Railroad and rode by train first to Annapolis Junction, thence via the Baltimore and Ohio to Washington. The disturbance in Baltimore had impeded rei
	-

	On April 26, the same day Butler’s men arrived in Washington, the General Assembly convened in extra session at Frederick. In a written address to the body, Governor Hicks—as usual giving a nod toward the possibility of secession—now advocated neutrality: 
	I cannot counsel Maryland to take sides against the General Government, until it shall commit outrages upon us which would justify us in resisting its authority. As a consequence, I can give no other counsel than that we shall array ourselves for Union and Peace, and thus preserve our soil from being polluted with the blood of brethren. . . . The course I suggest has all the while been the sole groundwork of my policy.
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	Because of Hicks’s successful efforts at delay, those members of the legislature who were working with or sympathetic to the secession movement abandoned their 
	Because of Hicks’s successful efforts at delay, those members of the legislature who were working with or sympathetic to the secession movement abandoned their 
	attempts to establish a sovereign convention, probably because it would have taken too long to arrange for elections, conduct a campaign, and subsequently deliberate the issue, all while the North and South were preparing for war. Instead, using the General Assembly as its vehicle, secessionists and their allies attempted to pass the Public Safety Bill, introduced in the senate by Coleman Yellott in a secret session, which would have taken control of the Maryland Militia from Hicks and delivered it to South
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	Casual observers of the secession crisis tend to view the loyalties of those who lived through it as simply for the Union or for secession, but close examination of the writings and speeches of significant Marylanders reveals that theirs was a more nuanced and conditional response. In many cases, the views of those who eventually would favor secession and those who would throw their allegiance to the Union had much in common through March 1861. Most favored some sort of compromise, including major concessio
	-

	Maryland’s secessionists were of a moderate variety—even conservative in the case of some actors—as Hicks suggested to Judge Handy and as was typical of the border states of the Upper South. No prominent Marylander called for the state’s immediate secession following the election of Abraham Lincoln on November 6, 1860. Only after South Carolina withdrew from the Union on December 20, 1860 did a formal secession movement began to evolve in Maryland. Initially it only pressed Governor Hicks to convene an extr
	-

	But as winter turned to spring, Virginia remained in the Union. Rendered powerless by virtue of Hicks’s inaction, the secession movement in Maryland devolved into dissension and factionalism, and came under the influence of conservative men. Now it sought delay of its own to await Virginia’s secession, the establishment of a 
	But as winter turned to spring, Virginia remained in the Union. Rendered powerless by virtue of Hicks’s inaction, the secession movement in Maryland devolved into dissension and factionalism, and came under the influence of conservative men. Now it sought delay of its own to await Virginia’s secession, the establishment of a 
	-

	border state conference, or some action by the governor. Two prominent men—future Confederate officers Bradley T. Johnson and William Henry Norris—publicly called for Maryland’s secession under certain conditions. 

	Although at least one recent writer has attributed the failure of Maryland’s secession movement to a lack of leadership and formal structure, it possessed both. What it lacked was legal standing to act on behalf of all Marylanders as a result of Hicks’s intransigence. Without that, the secession movement lacked consensus and credibility with a significant segment of the population and with other southern states as well. Even a number of its leaders, such as Ezekiel Chambers and Robert 
	-

	M. McLane, publicly recognized the secession movement’s lack of official authority to act on behalf of Maryland. The Conference Convention and earlier meetings arranged by Southern Rights supporters did, however, establish a formal structure led by prominent men that gave it status and respect from its supporters and which served to discourage extralegal expressions of Southern Rights sentiment.After the firing on Fort Sumter, Lincoln’s call for volunteers, and Virginia’s secession, sentiment in favor of th
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	with the North than did Virginia. In addition, Virginia was much more invested in the slave economy than was Maryland; nearly 31 percent of its population was enslaved, compared with 13 percent in Maryland. 
	Ultimately, Maryland’s decision to secede or not may have turned on how representation in a statewide convention was determined. If it was based on a county’s representation in the General Assembly, the southern Maryland counties would have been over-represented and Baltimore under-represented. If based on total population, Baltimore would have had more influence. If the state’s free blacks and slaves counted like white citizens toward each county’s and Baltimore’s representation (as they did in determining
	-

	Despite widespread fraud and intimidation in Baltimore, the 1859 election resulted in Democratic control of forty-five seats in the House of Delegates, while the American Party won only twenty-nine seats. In the state senate, Democrats held twelve of twenty-two seats. Since that election took place only weeks after John Brown’s raid on Harpers Ferry had heightened fears of slave insurrection and raised mistrust against northern abolitionists, certainly most of the Democrats elected were, or were inclined to
	-
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	Yet another question comes to mind: If a Maryland convention voted to secede, would it have submitted its decision to popular referendum, as did Virginia? If so, and if the political labels “Democrat” and “American” were replaced with “Southern Rights” and “Union,” the taint of corruption and fraud attached to the American Party may have subsided and improved the Union showing. But would a referendum have been conducted free of political and military interference? Given Baltimore’s history of violent and fr
	Figure
	Union flag on a Lafayette Street storefront in Baltimore, 1861. (Maryland Historical Society.) 
	and a referendum, given what was at risk there almost surely would have followed charges of treachery, fraud, and sinister motives that would still have clouded our view of Maryland’s ultimate allegiance. 
	When the first session of the General Assembly adjourned on May 14, the Committee on Federal Relations, chaired by Severn Teackle Wallis, published a number of resolutions on behalf of the House of Delegates. Declaring the war “waged by the Government of the United States upon the people of the Confederate States” as 
	When the first session of the General Assembly adjourned on May 14, the Committee on Federal Relations, chaired by Severn Teackle Wallis, published a number of resolutions on behalf of the House of Delegates. Declaring the war “waged by the Government of the United States upon the people of the Confederate States” as 
	-

	unconstitutional, one resolution called for the recognition of the Confederacy as an independent nation. The final resolution acknowledged the defeat of the aims of the secession movement: “That under existing circumstances, it is inexpedient to call a Sovereign Convention of the State at this time, or to take any measure for the immediate organization or arming of the militia.” With this last failed attempt to cooperate with the South in the General Assembly, the Maryland secession movement died under the 
	-
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	The Dream Deferred:  The Assassination of Martin Luther King Jr. and the Holy Week Uprisings of 1968 
	PETER B. LEVY 
	“If riots come, ask the question: Who is responsible: those who have been drawn to desperation or those who drive them to desperation.” 
	— Rev. Henry J. Offer, Baltimore, Maryland
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	s the sun began to set on Saturday, April 6, 1968, Robert Bradby, a twenty-one-year-old black steelworker, was relaxing at his girlfriend’s house, when a crowd of black men and women began to congregate about a mile away on Gay Street in East Baltimore. Two days earlier, Martin Luther King Jr. had been assassinated in Memphis, Tennessee, and the black communities in Washington, D.C. and Chicago had erupted but Baltimore, in the words of government officials, remained “calm.” Concerned about the safety of hi
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	Doctor Levy teaches history at York College of Pennsylvania. This article appeared in Elfenbein, Hollowak, and Nix, eds., Baltimore ’68: Riots and Rebirth in an American City (Temple University Press, 2011) and is reprinted with permission. 
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	Albrecht and Harrison were two of Baltimore’s six fatalities during the Holy Week uprising of 1968.
	4 

	At about the same time that Bradby left to search for his girlfriend’s children, Joe DiBlasi, a student at the University of Baltimore, was returning home from a National Guard drill session in Parkville, Maryland, one of the nearby suburbs. Though he witnessed a few kids throwing rocks at cars, he did not expect such juvenile pranks to escalate into a riot. No sooner had he returned home, however, than he received a call from the National Guard ordering him to report to the federal armory as quickly as pos
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	Subsequently, DiBlasi was placed in charge of a squad of twelve men and given orders to take up a position at the corner of North and Pennsylvania Avenues, near the historic center of the African American community in Baltimore. From his post, DiBlasi witnessed looting, burning buildings, and defiant crowds. By the time he returned to civilian life five days later, Baltimore had suffered more than $12 million in damage and over 10,000 troops (Maryland National Guardsmen and federal forces) had encamped in t
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	The Pats sisters, Sharon and Betty, in their teens in 1968, together with their parents Sid and Ida, had gone to bed on the night of Saturday, April 6, just about the same time that looting broke out at the corner of North and Pennsylvania Avenues. Earlier in the day, a black woman from the neighborhood had warned their family that they “better get out.” And Sharon Pats [Singer] later recalled that things had been tense in the neighborhood ever since King’s assassination. Nonetheless, when the Pats girls aw
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	Shortly afterward, the Pats’ home and business were looted. A day later their building was burned to the ground. It “was the end of [our] life as [we] knew it.” Her sister, Betty Pats [Katznelson] elaborated: “My mom was out of her job and what she did. My dad was out of his job and what he did. . . . Nothing was right.” Ironically, prior to the riots there was a great deal of excitement about the prospect of renewing the neighborhood with funds raised by the Mid-City Development Corporation. But, as Ida Pa
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	Louis Randall, one of the first African Americans to graduate from the University of Maryland Medical School, three years after the Brown decision, was delivering a baby at Provident Hospital in West Baltimore when he heard the sounds of windows being broken. From the hospital he could smell the acrid smoke from stores being burned. As soon as he could, Randall rushed home and then dashed off to his office building, which he had recently opened with several other black doctors. Like many 
	Louis Randall, one of the first African Americans to graduate from the University of Maryland Medical School, three years after the Brown decision, was delivering a baby at Provident Hospital in West Baltimore when he heard the sounds of windows being broken. From the hospital he could smell the acrid smoke from stores being burned. As soon as he could, Randall rushed home and then dashed off to his office building, which he had recently opened with several other black doctors. Like many 
	other African American business owners, Randall placed a “Soul brother” sign on his door to make clear to would-be looters that his was a black-owned business. Still, not trusting the sign alone, Randall vigilantly stood guard, shotgun in hand, hoping he would not have to shoot anyone in order to preserve what he had worked so hard to achieve.
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	These four stories provide a glimpse at the riots or uprisings that erupted across America in the wake of Martin Luther King Jr.’s assassination. Each one hints at the challenges historians face in trying to reconstruct the past. Whose story do we tell and which ones do we leave on the cutting board? How do these stories fit into the established understanding of the times? And what do they tell us about the causes and consequences of the urban or racial disorders of the 1960s? 
	While this article focuses on Baltimore, it is important to remember that the uprising was widespread. Between the evening of April 4, when James Earl Ray shot Martin Luther King Jr., and Easter Sunday, April 14, 1968, 196 cities in thirty-six states plus the District of Columbia experienced looting, arson, or sniper fire.Fifty-four cities suffered at least $100,000 in property damage, with the nation’s capital and Baltimore topping the list at approximately $15 and $12 million, respectively. Thousands of s
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	In spite of the magnitude of the Holy Week uprisings, historians have virtually ignored them. With the exception of Ten Blocks from the White House, collectively written by the reporters of the Washington Post in the immediate wake of King’s assassination, little has been written about the riots that followed King’s death. A survey of twenty texts on postwar America or the 1960s reveals scant discussion of the King uprising. In contrast, most of these same works spend a considerable amount of time and space
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	This said, even before the spring of 1968, scholars and laymen already had developed detailed analyses and theories as to why “rioting” or “disorders” were taking place. A large cluster of them concluded that the riots were rooted in the conditions of the ghetto. As the Kerner Commission declared, the nation’s failure “to make good the promises of American democracy to all citizens” stood as the central cause of the disorders. Another cluster of scholars and laymen strongly disagreed. They contended that th
	This said, even before the spring of 1968, scholars and laymen already had developed detailed analyses and theories as to why “rioting” or “disorders” were taking place. A large cluster of them concluded that the riots were rooted in the conditions of the ghetto. As the Kerner Commission declared, the nation’s failure “to make good the promises of American democracy to all citizens” stood as the central cause of the disorders. Another cluster of scholars and laymen strongly disagreed. They contended that th
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	ing permissive values that allowed individuals to shirk their responsibilities. Put somewhat differently, one school cast the disorders as rational political events, as a form of protest against unjust circumstances, while the other school contended that the riots represented the irrational actions of individuals who were “seeking the thrill and excitement occasioned by looting and burning?” In addition to providing a broad overview of the Baltimore uprising, the following analysis allows us to test both sc
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	Figure
	Map A: Race, Residence, and Rioting.  Created by Peter Levy and Kathryn Kulbicki. 
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	Based on multiple sources, including police logs, and the U.S. Army’s “After Action Report,” the “initial disturbance” took place on the 400 and 500 blocks of North Gay Street in the heart of East Baltimore, between 5:15 and 5:20 p.m. on Saturday, April 6, two days after King’s assassination. As orders were issued for all off-duty police to report to their respective districts, crowds grew in size and a fire bomb was thrown into a vacant house. According to one source, policemen on the scene were commanded 
	-
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	By some reports, the crowd quickly grew to over 1,000 men and women. Like a slow-moving wave, it rode its way up Gay Street and spilled over to Harford Road and Greenmount Avenue. Quickly, Police Commissioner Donald Pomerleau ordered K-9 units to deploy downtown, and state police set up posts around the state office building. Just before 8 p.m. Governor Spiro T. Agnew declared a state of emergency. A couple of hours later he signed executive orders that established an 11 p.m. to 6 
	a.m. curfew and banned the sale and distribution of alcoholic beverages. In the same time period, Maryland National Guardsmen began to report to duty and to deploy around the city.“Situation Reports” that flowed into the White House provided a keen sense of the speed with which circumstances changed in Baltimore. Whereas one report issued on the afternoon of the sixth relayed that a peace rally had taken place in Baltimore “without incident,” a separate report, issued about six hours later, stated that twen
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	instructed commanders that no permit to assemble had been issued, federal forces began to disperse the crowd. Local commanders requested the right to unsheathe their bayonets should the crowd resist. As the crowd proceeded to march down Pennsylvania Avenue, tensions and the chance for a confrontation peaked. Fortunately for all involved, Major William “Box” Harris, the top black police officer in the city, appeared. After fielding a barrage of jeers, Harris announced, to cheers, that the rally would be allo
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	Some looting may have been augmented by organized crime. Intelligence sources reported that seasoned criminals paid children to help them steal valuable items. Young looters did this by creating diversions, serving as lookouts, and quickly fencing larger goods to adults who parked pickup trucks in back alleys behind appliance, furniture, and other stores. At the same time, one of Baltimore’s best known criminals, “Little Melvin,” helped quell the uprising. With the permission of General Gelston, on April 8,
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	The number of incidents dropped on the ninth of April, allowing the Baltimore Orioles to play their opening game on April 10, one day later than originally scheduled. One final casualty of the uprising was a concert by the “king of soul,” James Brown. Scheduled to perform at the Civic Center on Friday, April 12, Brown had to cancel his appearance in part because the venue was still being used to house an overflow crowd of riot-related arrestees. Ironically, the decision to allow Brown to go ahead with his s
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	Even though the media called these events “race riots,” there were only a couple of confirmed acts of violence between blacks and whites. Baltimore experienced few fatalities, especially in comparison to the “riots” of 1967 and/or to those earlier in the century. Six individuals were killed, five blacks and one white. In contrast, thirty-four and forty-three men and women were killed in Watts and Detroit, respectively. Somewhat along the same lines, even though they had to face large and unruly crowds, most
	Even though the media called these events “race riots,” there were only a couple of confirmed acts of violence between blacks and whites. Baltimore experienced few fatalities, especially in comparison to the “riots” of 1967 and/or to those earlier in the century. Six individuals were killed, five blacks and one white. In contrast, thirty-four and forty-three men and women were killed in Watts and Detroit, respectively. Somewhat along the same lines, even though they had to face large and unruly crowds, most
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	including symbols of the establishment, such as schools, government buildings, and churches, were largely spared.
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	Indeed, the greatest difference between the riots that took place during Holy Week 1968 and those that took place between 1965 and 1967 was the substantial decrease in fatalities. This was not due to luck. Rather, the decrease in fatalities grew out of decisions that federal authorities made following their study of the disorders of the summer of 1967. More specifically, based upon recommendations put forth by Cyrus Vance, the federal government developed detailed procedures for responding to urban disorder
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	This analysis should not divert us from recalling the pain suffered by many merchants, especially in Baltimore’s case, of many Jewish merchants. Close to 80 percent of all establishments that suffered damages were owned by whites, a disproportionate number by Jews. Some of these Jewish merchants were Holocaust survivors. Others had fled Russian pogroms earlier in the century or descended from those who did. A number of commentators explicitly compared what had happened to Jewish merchants during the riots t
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	Over the course of the week, 5,512 men and women were arrested. Ninety-two percent of the arrestees were black; 85 percent were males. The plurality of arrestees were over the age of thirty. Sixty-three percent of all of the arrestees were charged with curfew violations and an additional 7 percent with disorderly conduct. Nine hundred and ten men and women were charged with larceny but many of these charges were later dropped because of the difficulty of proving them in a court of law. Only thirteen men (no
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	Unlike riots in the early decades of the twentieth century, when whites attacked blacks in black neighborhoods, the Holy Week uprising remained a very local affair. Surveys showed that the vast majority of those imprisoned were arrested within ten blocks of where they lived. As Map A makes clear, incidents of looting, arson, and 
	Unlike riots in the early decades of the twentieth century, when whites attacked blacks in black neighborhoods, the Holy Week uprising remained a very local affair. Surveys showed that the vast majority of those imprisoned were arrested within ten blocks of where they lived. As Map A makes clear, incidents of looting, arson, and 
	vandalism took place almost exclusively in black neighborhoods. One reason this was the case, as suggested above by Little Melvin, was because state troopers quickly cordoned off downtown, and blacks had reasons to believe that they would be shot if they ventured outside of their own communities.
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	If Martin Luther King Jr. could have come back to life, there is little doubt how he would have answered the question: “What caused the uprising?” A year and a half before his assassination, King appeared in Baltimore to receive the Baltimore Community Relation Commission’s “Man of the Decade” prize. Upon receiving the award, King delivered a prescient speech entitled “The Other America,” in which he reflected on the social forces that had given rise to the riots that had already taken place. “One America,”
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	“little boys and little girls grow up in the sunlight of opportunity. In contrast, in the other America, “we see something that drains away the beauty that exists. . . . In this [other] America,” King continued, “thousands of work-starved men walk the streets every day in search for jobs that do not exist. . . . In this America, people find themselves feeling that life is a long and desolate corridor with no exit signs. In this America, hopes unborn have died and radiant dreams of freedom have 
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	been deferred. 
	As King easily could have gleaned from his visits to Baltimore, in housing, employment, education, and health care the dreams of scores of Baltimore’s black residents, like those in many of America’s cities, had been deferred. Many of the city’s black residents felt trapped in a “long and desolate corridor with no exit signs.” Moreover, they felt trapped at a time of heightened expectations and these heightened yet unfulfilled expectations amplified a widely held view that the American dream remained out of
	36 

	One of the most salient characteristics of Baltimore was the prevalence of residential segregation upon which so many of the city’s inequities were built. Between World War II and 1968, Baltimore’s overall population remained fairly stable, yet its racial makeup changed dramatically. In 1950 over 700,000 whites lived in the city. Less than a generation later, fewer than 500,000 did. During the same two decades, the number of blacks rose from under 220,000 to over 400,000. When viewed from a metropolitan per
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	Figure
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	change, as entire sections of the city went from being virtually all white to all black in a very short span of time. About the only change that did not take place was that whites did not move into predominantly black neighborhoods.
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	Not only did blacks and whites live in separate neighborhoods, they inhabited qualitatively unequal homes. Nearly 50 percent of homes in inner-city neighborhoods were rated as “very poor.” Nor did the postwar building boom alleviate the housing shortage faced by blacks. While housing construction skyrocketed in largely white suburban Baltimore County during the 1960s, it came to a standstill in the city of Baltimore. Without new construction, older housing, especially older rental units in communities dispr
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	City-wide, the infant mortality rate stood at 28.4 out of 1,000 live births in 1965. Yet in census tracts targeted by the Model City program, which were largely black and poor, infant mortality rates often exceeded 50 per 1,000. The same areas had twice the crime rate as the city as a whole, which was at least twice as high as the surrounding suburban communities. While skyrocketing crime rates alarmed whites, leading conservatives to adopt “law and order” as one of their main demands and campaign slogans, 
	City-wide, the infant mortality rate stood at 28.4 out of 1,000 live births in 1965. Yet in census tracts targeted by the Model City program, which were largely black and poor, infant mortality rates often exceeded 50 per 1,000. The same areas had twice the crime rate as the city as a whole, which was at least twice as high as the surrounding suburban communities. While skyrocketing crime rates alarmed whites, leading conservatives to adopt “law and order” as one of their main demands and campaign slogans, 
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	far greater rate than whites, making it harder and harder for them to experience the American dream.
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	Concomitantly, the city began to experience considerable economic pain. Long a blue-collar town, synonymous with work on the docks, garment shops, and steel mills, an increasing percentage of Baltimore’s workforce found employment in the service sector, such as in the health care industry and in the public sector. Since blacks in Baltimore disproportionately depended on work in manufacturing, this economic shift had a greater impact on them than it did on whites. During the 1960s, the number of men and wome
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	Unemployment statistics illustrated the disparate world that blacks and whites of the Baltimore region occupied. Nationally, the unemployment rate in 1968 was less than 4 percent, suggesting a booming economy. Yet, in Baltimore, the rate for blacks was more than double this and in some inner-city census tracts unemployment hovered just below 30 percent, or at Great Depression rates. Even in segments of the labor market where things looked bright for blacks on the surface, such as at Bethlehem Steel Corporat
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	U.S. Civil Rights Commission observed, blacks were “virtually unseen” in office work but were found abundantly in the most dangerous and worst-paying jobs.Although headline stories catalogued breakthroughs that blacks made in the public sector, from the first black police sergeant in 1947 and the first black housing inspector in 1951, to the “assignments” of seventy-eight black firemen in 1954 and appointment of the first black judge in 1957, overall, blacks remained underrepresented in government jobs and 
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	This said, it needs to be remembered that in contrast to political leaders in the Deep South, where whites formed Citizens Councils to resist challenges to their way of life and rallied behind calls for “segregation forever,” Baltimore’s elite sought to address the racial divide. As noted above, Baltimore complied with the Brown decision. A decade later, it actively pursued various “War on Poverty” funds. (Ironically, the city’s grant applications provide some of the best documentation on the distress of th
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	trying the latter. 
	Is it possible that these efforts along with Baltimore’s willingness to comply with Brown further raised expectations that the racial divide would decline? Perhaps it was a pure coincidence that rioting first erupted in the Gay Street corridor of East Baltimore, a section of the city that wasn’t simply poor but one that had been slated for urban renewal since 1963. Community members participated in over forty conferences on the plan to revive the neighborhood. “Militant civil rights leaders” and ordinary re
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	Put somewhat differently, the fact that they earned more or had attained more years of education than had their parents mattered less than the fact that they continued to have less access to good housing, well-paying jobs, and quality education than whites. Their expectations had been raised but left unfulfilled by everything from LBJ’s promise of a Great Society to advertisements and television shows that consistently displayed Americans enjoying the “good life.” The election of Mayor Thomas J. D’Alessandr
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	Of course, critics of the Kerner Commission, like Spiro Agnew and William F. Buckley, were quick to retort that the riots were not caused by “poverty or frustration” but rather by radicals, who incited them, and individual men and women, who chose to violate the law. “It was no mere coincidence,” Agnew proclaimed in the immediate wake of the uprising, “that a national disciple of violence, Mr. Stokely Carmichael, was observed meeting with local black power advocates and known criminals in Baltimore on April
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	But if the “riots” were planned, why were authorities so unsuccessful in identifying and prosecuting a single instigator? Certainly, not for lack of trying. Believing that militants hoped to cause riots, authorities carefully monitored their movements from the moment King was shot and quickly placed them under arrest whenever the slightest suspicion about their actions arose. For instance, Stuart Weschler and Danny Grant of CORE, U-JOIN leader Walter Lively, and SNCC activist Robert Moore were carefully mon
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	Nor can those who contend that the uprising was planned explain how radicals knew King was going to be assassinated on April 4. Rather than acknowledge this flaw, some FBI officials, including J. Edgar Hoover, even followed up on a lead from an anonymous source that claimed that black radicals themselves had assassinated King so that they could foment a rebellion. Moreover, the FBI and other government agencies had information that contradicted their own claims. Rather than organizing a riot, an FBI memoran
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	But if the uprising was not instigated by radicals, what else explains it? One way to answer this question is to look at the one black community in Baltimore, Cherry Hill, that did not experience looting or arson. Cherry Hill suffered only one isolated incident of vandalism and arson, none during the main wave of rioting that swept across the city from April 6 to April 9. None of the traditional variables highlighted 
	But if the uprising was not instigated by radicals, what else explains it? One way to answer this question is to look at the one black community in Baltimore, Cherry Hill, that did not experience looting or arson. Cherry Hill suffered only one isolated incident of vandalism and arson, none during the main wave of rioting that swept across the city from April 6 to April 9. None of the traditional variables highlighted 
	by social scientists to explain the disorders of the era help us understand why this was the case. Put somewhat simply, Cherry Hill suffered from essentially all of the same socioeconomic woes as East and West Baltimore. It did not stand out in terms of educational achievement, family income, poverty rates, or homeownership. 

	While I cannot prove a counterfactual, in other words why something did not take place, three key factors appear to explain why Cherry Hill did not, as Langston Hughes put it, “explode.” First and foremost, the residents of Cherry Hill still felt that the American dream was within reach. Cherry Hill was established in the wake of World War II as a new enclave for blacks in Baltimore. Rather than build desegregated public housing in white communities, the government developed the previously largely uninhabit
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	Second, Cherry Hill was cut off or isolated from the rest of the city. This isolation acted as a buffer. Whereas looting and vandalism tended to spill over from one black neighborhood in the inner city to another, it could not spread to Cherry Hill because of its spatial isolation. To do so, it would have had to jump over the inner harbor or through adjacent white neighborhoods and physical barriers.
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	Third, Cherry Hill’s commercial establishments were spatially different from those in other sections of the city. In most of Baltimore’s neighborhoods, merchants lined specific shopping fares or roads, such as Pennsylvania Avenue or Gay Street. In contrast, Cherry Hill’s clothing stores, small supermarket, and pool hall were clustered in a shopping center. Up through at least the mid-1960s, Cherry Hill’s residents gathered at this shopping center on Friday nights and treated it as their village square. The 
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	Cherry Hill’s actions or lack thereof during the uprising smashes another parcel of conventional wisdom, that a firmer hand by the state, ranging from a stronger show of force to shooting looters, would have averted the turmoil. In the aftermath of the King uprisings a major debate erupted over whether authorities had responded properly to the rioting. Chicago Mayor Richard Daley’s order to shoot to maim looters and kill arsonists won him a good deal of support. In contrast, Attorney General Ramsey Clark’s 
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	a relatively unknown Rockefeller Republican to the second highest public official in the land rested to a large part on his get-tough persona. In a speech critical of the Kerner Report, Agnew proclaimed that it was not white racism but permissiveness that caused the riots. One example of this permissive climate, Agnew exclaimed, was the order to disallow police officers to shoot looters. Agnew added that the federal government, not he, issued the command that limited the use of force.
	62 

	Yet as the case of Cherry Hill suggests, the use of force did not directly correlate to a lack of rioting. No federal troops or National Guardsmen were rushed into the neighborhood. Nor did police or state troopers increase their presence. On the contrary, off the beaten path, Cherry Hill remained out of sight and out of mind during the uprising. Put somewhat differently, community activism and engagement, not shotguns and bayonets, appear to have been the best defense against lawlessness. 
	-

	What were the consequences of the uprising? According to conventional wisdom, the “riot” marked a turning point in Baltimore’s history. One oral history after another, as well as most retrospective newspaper articles on the event, declares that the city was never the same again. Yet, careful analysis suggests that the Holy Week uprisings had a much more nuanced impact on the local scene than often presumed. 
	For instance, in a comprehensive study of the Jewish business district on Lombard Street, Deb Weiner shows that merchants did not desert the area in the wake of the uprising, even though many suffered considerable damage at the time. Rather, Lombard Street’s Jewish business district, known as Corned Beef Row, died a slower death, due in part to white suburban perceptions that the neighborhood was not safe, in part because of the gradual rise of shopping malls and chain stores, which began before the uprisin
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	lying cry of “law and order. 
	One way Baltimore affected this shift was through the rise of Spiro T. Agnew as a national spokesperson for the New Right. Agnew symbolized both the rightward shift of many moderate Republicans and urban ethnics away from liberalism and articulated the conservative attack on those who sought to keep alive the view that a great society depended on great cities. Agnew’s metamorphosis from unknown moderate Republican to Richard Nixon’s running mate rested on his get-tough reaction to the disorders of 1967 and 
	-

	Ironically, as the 1968 campaign got underway, Republican leaders pondered how they could retake the White House. One option, long forgotten, was the idea of reaching out to black voters, to bring them back to the party of Lincoln. When Richard Nixon ran as Dwight Eisenhower’s running mate, in fact, Republicans won about half of the black vote. And one could interpret Johnson’s landslide victory over Goldwater as proof that the Republicans could not win without regaining black support. Instead of trying to 
	66 

	Even if the Democrats had won the 1968 presidential election, the United States probably would have turned away from the ideals of the Great Society. Even before King’s assassination, LBJ had refused to publicly endorse the findings of the Kerner Commission. Neither Jimmy Carter nor Bill Clinton placed the urban agenda at the center of their agenda. Rather, Carter pledged to bring integrity back to the political arena and Bill Clinton, empowerment zones notwithstanding, aimed his agenda at the largely subur
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	Figure
	Lieutenant Colonel Robert Hanson Harrison (1745–1790), aide-de-camp to General George Washington, is pictured here as the mounted figure behind Washington’s outstretched hand. (Detail from John Trumbull, The Capture of the Hessians at Trenton, December 26, 1776, painted 1786 –1828. Oil on canvas. Courtesy Yale University Art Gallery.) 
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	Research Notes & Maryland Miscellany 
	If Only for a Season: Robert Hanson Harrison, Favorite Son of Maryland 
	LUKE F. McCUSKER 
	his paper analyzes and interprets documents and records of Robert Hanson Harrison, one of President George Washington’s original appointees to the United States Supreme Court. Although few of his personal papers survive, it is possible to gain an understanding of a man whose nation, state, and family held in high esteem. Through his letters, family information, an examination of positions accepted and declined, and the opinions of those who knew him a richer portrait of a Maryland son emerges. Washington as
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	rector of Durham parish. Extended family members also served their country with distinction, notably Alexander Contee Hanson, a second cousin. He and Robert served together on the Maryland General Court for several years.
	1 

	Little is known about Robert Hanson Harrison’s early years, but his mother’s death undoubtedly affected her six-year-old son. Robert’s father buried her—his second wife—alongside his first wife, Elizabeth, who had also borne him three children. Once reaching the age of majority, Robert moved to Alexandria, some forty miles north, and prepared for a career in the law. No particular evidence of his beginnings in the profession exists, but he did have family relations living in the area. The Hooe families, cou
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	Harrison’s preparation for the bar was first recorded on August 22, 1765, when examiners for the Fairfax County Court sought to confirm his character in preparation for service. Scant records exist for his law practice during the next few years, but his name did appear in the June 18, 1767, Virginia Gazette regarding a hundred acres of his land to be taken in execution by one John Price of London. The nature of this unpaid debt is unknown. By 1769 George Washington paid the young lawyer £11.11.0 for the dis
	-
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	Washington turned to Harrison in a matter involving a neighbor who would be adversely affected by diverting a stream flowing through Mt. Vernon. In a letter dated April 5, 1770, Harrison quoted precedent, including Blackstone’s Commentaries on the Laws of England, and advised Washington that he would be vulnerable to future legal action as well. Washington paid Harrison £0.12.0 for his opinion and continued sending Harrison his personal business. In 1772 the lawyer advised him against buying neighboring lan
	-
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	Their professional relationship continued through 1773 and included lawsuits, land leases, and “Sunday opinions,” probably legal matters. A case of particular inter
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	est involved a suit that Washington brought in a Maryland court for nonpayment. In a letter dated February 12, 1773, Harrison advised his client how best to proceed in the state court system. Thomas Johnson, future governor of Maryland and Supreme Court justice, litigated the case in the Virginian’s favor.Their working relationship expanded as relations with Great Britain devolved and the men of Alexandria sought a response to the Crown’s harsh treatment. Men of sound judgment, legal acumen, and writing ski
	5 
	6
	7
	8 
	-
	-
	”

	are to be punctually obeyed. 
	Harrison met Washington’s original criteria for selecting the men who would serve in his wartime family—highly capable and well connected, and the sons of prominent politicians in their respective colonies. Such men included Joseph Reed, highly valued but whose family and legal affairs kept him busy in Pennsylvania and Virginia. Edmund Randolph also served but was often away on family matters. Alexander Hamilton, nicknamed “the little lion,” served in spite of his inclination 
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	Figure
	Harrison’s duties included writing letters for general publication, some of which featured battle descriptions. He is shown here with Washington and Captain Tench Tilghman following the Battle of Trenton. (Trumbull, The Capture of the Hessians at Trenton.) 
	toward a field command. Their service proved sporadic, and competing demands on their time frustrated Washington. The general also realized that men such as Harrison had but limited understanding of military and political life at the highest levels. In a letter to the absent Joseph Reed, Washington described Harrison as, “Sensible, clever and perfectly confidential, [but] has never moved upon so large a 
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	scale as to comprehend at one view the diversity of matter which comes before me. Washington based his expectations on the capability of those who could faithfully serve and concluded that diligent men with good education, temperament, and sensibilities, as well as good writing skills, sufficed.
	13 

	Robert Harrison’s wartime service followed a path similar to his legal duties in Virginia. His early letters as aide-de-camp communicated Washington’s orders on military matters, such as sending letters of thanks, the need for additional soldiers, and limiting civilian aid to the British. Harrison became involved in larger issues over a period of time, most notably the British attempt to afflict American troops with smallpox, an “unheard of and abominable scheme.” His letter to the Council of Massachusetts,
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	Harrison himself left camp for a trip home in the days following, and wrote to 
	Harrison himself left camp for a trip home in the days following, and wrote to 
	Washington to inquire whether his return to service could be dispensed with. In a letter to Joseph Reed, dated January 23, 1776, Washington alluded to “an occurrence in Virginia which, I fear will compel Mr. Harrison to leave me, or suffer considerably by his stay.” This seems to indicate that a serious health issue had begun, but Harrison returned to Washington’s service promptly, writing letters for general publication through October 1776, some of which included firsthand descriptions of battles. 
	15


	Harrison returned home late in 1776, and he corresponded with Washington from Charles County through mid-January 1777. Rather than speaking to Harrison as though he were ill or an invalid, Washington sought his advice and assistance on several military matters, including arrangement for a new aide-de-camp, coordinating the commissioning of officers, prisoner exchanges, and communication with Congress on military matters. A more personal tone appeared in some letters, with Washington speaking to Harrison as 
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	Harrison returned to Washington’s service a short time later, and newspapers printed several notices from Harrison on Washington’s behalf, dealing with limited amnesty for deserters from the Continental Army, the treatment of traitors, and the like. Local papers also carried postings on military action from Harrison to Washington, including one dated September 11, 1777, concerning the progress of fighting at Chadd’s Ford, Pennsylvania, the possibility of additional conflict, and enemy troop strength. In Oct
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	Hamilton and Harrison began a friendship that would last for many years. Though ten years apart in age, a fondness developed between the men that would serve them during trying times. Each looked to the other for emotional support, with Hamilton referring to his senior as the “old secretary.” Their relationship was free of 
	jealousy, a remarkable feat when one considers the position and ability of each. In a letter dated December 12, 1778, and in a follow-up letter as well, they worked as a team to facilitate the exchange of commissioned prisoners-of-war with the British army, using proper military decorum to accomplish this end. Other instances in life gave Harrison and Hamilton reason to express their affection for one another, including Hamilton’s desire to see Harrison prior to leaving the general’s service. As in previous
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	faithful services. 
	On March 26, 1781, Harrison came to New Windsor, New York, to bid farewell to both Washington and Hamilton. Not finding Hamilton there, Harrison wrote him a lengthy letter expressing respect and affection: “Tomorrow I am obliged to depart; and it is possible that our separation may be forever. But be this as it may, it can only be in respect to our persons; for as to affection, mine for you will continue to my latest breath.” He confided to Hamilton that among his reasons for leaving the army, financial nee
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	Figure
	Ill health and family responsibilities forced Harrison to resign from Washington’s service before the American victory at Yorktown. (Charles Willson Peale, George Washington and His Generals at Yorktown. Oil on canvas, c.1781, Maryland Historical Society.) 
	Despite Harrison’s decision to serve on the Maryland General Court, he and Washington continued correspondence on a variety of subjects, including Cornwallis’s surrender, a longing for peace, and the need to maintain military readiness in the event Great Britain changed its mind regarding an end to the conflict. Washington continued to ask Harrison to recommend able men for his service as well. Perhaps in consideration of Harrison’s fragile health, Washington gave Harrison a voucher for full use of the faci
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	Service on the Maryland General Court was a good fit for Robert Harrison. The court was created by the ratification of the Maryland Constitution in 1776, with judges beginning service in 1778. The court first met in Easton, then Annapolis. Harrison had shown capability and a moderate temperament during his career, and these characteristics were essential for success in Maryland, a state in transition. The state courts asserted their authority gradually and carefully. Cases included civil and criminal matter
	Service on the Maryland General Court was a good fit for Robert Harrison. The court was created by the ratification of the Maryland Constitution in 1776, with judges beginning service in 1778. The court first met in Easton, then Annapolis. Harrison had shown capability and a moderate temperament during his career, and these characteristics were essential for success in Maryland, a state in transition. The state courts asserted their authority gradually and carefully. Cases included civil and criminal matter
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	ity among an independent-minded citizenry. Harrison replaced William Paca as chief judge, despite the presence of his second cousin, Alexander Contee Hanson, on the bench from its inception. He brought unity to the court rather than division, and led the court with his relative in a subordinate position for his entire tenure, with both leaving service in 1790. The docket of cases was relatively light, covered in a single volume of records by the court clerk. By 1787, Harrison was receiving £150 per quarter 
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	Harrison’s exemplary service garnered attention from those who wanted to take advantage of his abilities in other venues. On March 9, 1785, a legal notice was posted in the Connecticut Journal, appointing Harrison to serve at a federal court meeting in Williamsburg to settle a dispute between New York and Massachusetts. Among the lawyers appointed with him were future Supreme Court Justices Thomas Johnson, John Rutledge, and William Patterson. Harrison declined the appointment. On April 23, 1787, the Maryla
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	Maryland displayed its highest esteem for Harrison by casting six electoral votes for him in the vice presidential election of 1789, hoping that he would serve alongside the unanimously elected George Washington. John Adams received a plurality of votes among the thirteen states and became vice president. Among the electors voting for Harrison was Alexander Contee Hanson, his fellow judge and second cousin.Maryland’s confidence in Harrison’s abilities would be repeated seven months later, as both the state 
	35 

	Maryland sought to make Harrison chancellor, succeeding John Rogers, and nominated him on October 1, 1789. The office was modeled after a position in the British king’s court, and those who served acted as a conscience to the judiciary and people of Maryland. Harrison’s response was swift. He sent his regrets to Governor John Eager Howard within a few days. The nature of the position necessitated a move to Annapolis, and his home life would have suffered. 
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	President Washington nominated Harrison as an associate justice of the Supreme Court on September 24, 1789, placing him among the “fittest characters to expound the law and dispense justice” among the states. Harrison, like other nominees, had considerable experience in public affairs and an observable commitment to the Constitution. He was viewed in this way by the general public, and the president expressed his admiration and affection in a personal letter. Once more, Harrison knew the realities of accept
	38
	39
	-
	40 

	Yet this time, Harrison reconsidered and wrote to James McHenry, a valuable aide to the president, within a few weeks. McHenry relayed Judge Harrison’s change of position to Washington, and wrote of Harrison’s high value, character, and dedication to the president. That prompted Washington to return the commission to Harrison with mention of the likelihood that riding circuit would be eliminated from the position’s responsibilities shortly. He also informed Harrison that all other commissions had been accep
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	Harrison began the long trip to New York on January 14, 1790, but his health began to fail during the early part of his journey and caused him to spend several days in Alexandria before attempting to reach New York. Yet by the time he arrived in Bladensburg, he knew he could not continue and wrote to Washington to tell him of his inability to serve on the court. He returned home, and died on April 2. His death notice appeared in the Maryland Gazette a few days later.
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	Harrison’s death was difficult for his family. His daughters sought to complete his worldly affairs without the benefit of a will, aided by their father’s cousin, Robert Hooe of Alexandria, and their uncle Walter H. Harrison, who was acting as administrator. Sarah Easton and Dorothy Storer divided their father’s 672 acres equally, as well as the balance of his estate, which included more than forty slaves and a library with two hundred volumes, dominated by books on the law. With the help of Sarah’s husband
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	Though a favorite son of his state and nation, Harrison did not establish a legacy for several reasons. He did not apply for a military pension during his lifetime. The number of acres left to his daughters was quite similar to the number he inherited some ten years earlier from his father’s estate, and no will exists for our reference. His personal papers were lost or destroyed after his death, and his place of burial is unknown. His daughter’s original petition to the U.S. House of Representatives for bac
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	Review Essay 
	Of Laws and Land: The Doctrine of Discovery in History and Historiography 
	JOSHUA J. JEFFERS 
	“Narratives of discovery and claims of possession go hand in hand.” —Patricia Seed, Ceremonies of Possession 
	n February 28, 1823, Chief Justice John Marshall handed down a unanimous Supreme Court ruling in Johnson v. McIntosh that ended nearly a half-century of litigation over the validity of the land purchases made by the United Illinois and Wabash Land Companies. His appeal to the Doctrine of Discovery as the fundamental legal principle on which United States land title was based gave legal approval to a prevailing ideology with devastating consequences for Native Americans. In his thirty-three-page opinion, Mar
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	Through law, Marshall’s codification of occupancy rights redefined the land and reconfigured Discovery ideology. Both a legal principle and the historical and cultural perspective in which the long history of European contact and Native dispossession has been set, the Discovery Doctrine has informed Western perceptions of American lands and peoples since Europeans first arrived in the fifteenth century. Though its appeal has fluctuated and its meaning evolved, the Doctrine, ever in the background, has emerg
	-
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	 This essay examines the recent fluorescence of scholarship regarding the Discovery Doctrine and the 1823 Johnson v. M’Intosh ruling that not only established the Doctrine of Discovery as the “baseline principle” by which the U.S. government would confront Native American land title, but also set an international precedent for other settler societies to follow. This historiographical resurgence, spurred in part by the recent UN Declarations on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples as well as the emergence of a g
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	As one of the earliest examples of international law, the Discovery Doctrine to which Marshall appealed in 1823 has roots stretching back well into the medieval period, when the Roman Catholic Church began to claim worldwide papal jurisdiction. By the thirteenth century, Pope Innocent IV was interrogating the legitimacy of Christian invasions of heathen lands. He argued that it indeed was legitimate because such actions constituted “just” wars in the “defense” of the Church, and the natural rights of non-Ch
	As one of the earliest examples of international law, the Discovery Doctrine to which Marshall appealed in 1823 has roots stretching back well into the medieval period, when the Roman Catholic Church began to claim worldwide papal jurisdiction. By the thirteenth century, Pope Innocent IV was interrogating the legitimacy of Christian invasions of heathen lands. He argued that it indeed was legitimate because such actions constituted “just” wars in the “defense” of the Church, and the natural rights of non-Ch
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	ing the American hemisphere between the current competing powers, Spain and Portugal. Tordesillas was meant to head-off sovereignty disputes, and subsequent treaties solidified the agreement by the early sixteenth century. The writings of Popes Innocent and Alexander and later papal bulls and edicts allowing for the usurpation of the property and sovereignty rights of infidel populations greatly influenced sixteenth- and seventeenth-century legal scholars, such as Franciscus de Victoria and Hugo Grotius (of
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	By the late sixteenth century, other European nations, particularly England and France, entered the scramble to claim American lands and took a particular interest in the principles of Discovery. After breaking their teeth in Ireland, England became a leading advocate of Discovery ideology, initially basing their claims on the late fifteenth-century expeditions of John Cabot. France, for its part, began sending Jesuit missionaries to North America by the late sixteenth century. Prior to this, however, Franc
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	This broader reading of Alexander VI’s declaration was further augmented in the 1580s by Elizabeth I, who added a significant new element to the international law. She and her legal advisors argued that the Doctrine required that a country must occupy the new lands in order to validate a Discovery title. In many ways a reasonable response to the growing problem of false discovery claims, this new element of Discovery ideology altered the focus of Discovery claims from legal-religious ceremonies of possessio
	This broader reading of Alexander VI’s declaration was further augmented in the 1580s by Elizabeth I, who added a significant new element to the international law. She and her legal advisors argued that the Doctrine required that a country must occupy the new lands in order to validate a Discovery title. In many ways a reasonable response to the growing problem of false discovery claims, this new element of Discovery ideology altered the focus of Discovery claims from legal-religious ceremonies of possessio
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	the Discovery Doctrine as an on-going discourse through which the institutions of law, power, and property are defined and negotiated and look to historical context as they attempt to establish the intellectual origins and historical vicissitudes of Discovery ideology. 

	During the early twentieth century, the ethnocentrism inherent in the Doctrine was well received by scholars. One significant exception was George Bryan, whose 1924 book, The Imperialism of John Marshall: A Study in Expediency, cast the decision as a “morally wrong . . . bow to expediency rather than right.” Although heavily criticized, the work presaged critiques by later scholars, such as Vine Deloria Jr., James Youngblood Henderson, and Robert Williams, who initiated a re-examination of the history of an
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	While modern scholars continue to disagree on Johnson’s underlying rationale, the effects of the decision, and the nature of the property rights it created, the rejection of it as an appropriate application of jurisprudence is all but universal. The Johnson decision is viewed in the legal profession as a repudiated ruling along the lines of the Dred Scott decision, the glaring difference being that Dred Scott is no longer a binding legal precedent. Recent research, however, suggests that the legalities crea
	While modern scholars continue to disagree on Johnson’s underlying rationale, the effects of the decision, and the nature of the property rights it created, the rejection of it as an appropriate application of jurisprudence is all but universal. The Johnson decision is viewed in the legal profession as a repudiated ruling along the lines of the Dred Scott decision, the glaring difference being that Dred Scott is no longer a binding legal precedent. Recent research, however, suggests that the legalities crea
	begrudgingly, sympathetic legal systems. A new generation of scholars, led most famously by Vine Deloria Jr. and Robert Williams Jr. have pushed beyond McNeil and brought to bear a critique that borders on criminal indictment, most forcefully (and comprehensively) exemplified by Williams’s characterization of Discovery ideology as an inherently racist discourse and the Johnson ruling as a foreordained outcome of “the inescapable framework” in which history had set “Marshall’s legal discourse.” Johnson’s is 
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	Harvard Law School graduate and member of the Lumbee Indian Tribe of North Carolina, Williams, in his seminal work The American Indian in Western Legal Thought: The Discourses of Conquest (1990), meticulously maps, from the medieval period through the Johnson ruling, the legal epistemology that informed the status of Indigenous peoples and their lands in Western legal thought. The core precedent of this legal framework—the Doctrine of Discovery—took its origins from a “systematically elaborated legal discou
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	Over the course of the early modern period, the legal justification for dispossessing non-Christian peoples shifted away (though never completely) from a religiously defined “natural law” and moved toward a vision in which property, particularly land and its use, increasingly defined “natural law.” In this way, a religious mandate to subjugate “infidels” and “subdue, replenish, and improve” any “Vacant and Uninhabited part of the World” became a legal basis for sovereignty and property rights. With the expa
	Over the course of the early modern period, the legal justification for dispossessing non-Christian peoples shifted away (though never completely) from a religiously defined “natural law” and moved toward a vision in which property, particularly land and its use, increasingly defined “natural law.” In this way, a religious mandate to subjugate “infidels” and “subdue, replenish, and improve” any “Vacant and Uninhabited part of the World” became a legal basis for sovereignty and property rights. With the expa
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	(“Truth,” “Power,” “Knowledge”)—continually evolve along with and in response to the means and methods of Western imperial ambitions. Thus, Marshall’s appeal to the Discovery Doctrine in 1823, while being used to deal with a different set of problems than it had during the Crusades or the “Age of Discovery” or the colonial period, was nonetheless, according to Williams, simply the continuation of an ongoing discourse of “European racism and colonialism directed against non-Western peoples.” So that Marshall
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	The Doctrine of Discovery, then, in Williams’s view, was and remains the basis for a “discourse of conquest” in which law is the instrument of empire. The law, he argues, was the primary mechanism by which imperial actions were energized and legitimated. The legal theory underlying the treatment of Native Americans rests on the idea that the “discovery” of “vacant” land or land occupied by non-Christians imparted superior legal and political rights to European “discoverers” over the land and any Indigenous 
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	Since Williams’s magisterial treatise, scholars have begun to look more closely at the role of law in imperial discourse and the Discovery Doctrine (and by extension Johnson v. M’Intosh) as the primary intellectual premise underlying European title to and sovereignty over Native lands, a historiographical turn that has been accelerated and emphasized by the recent emergence of Indigenous rights as an international issue. In this sense, Williams’s broad survey provides an important 
	Since Williams’s magisterial treatise, scholars have begun to look more closely at the role of law in imperial discourse and the Discovery Doctrine (and by extension Johnson v. M’Intosh) as the primary intellectual premise underlying European title to and sovereignty over Native lands, a historiographical turn that has been accelerated and emphasized by the recent emergence of Indigenous rights as an international issue. In this sense, Williams’s broad survey provides an important 
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	context and jumping off point for the two central questions of this essay: How has the Discovery Doctrine been employed as a “discourse of conquest,” and what can the recent flowering of scholarship concerning the Discovery Doctrine, the Johnson ruling, and the history of Indigenous property rights tell us about the current state of the Doctrine as an ideological tool in the on-going struggle between Western legal systems and Indigenous land rights? Aside from the recent impetus provided by international in
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	After more than twenty years of negotiation and advocacy by Indigenous peoples, the 2007 United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples passed the UN General Assembly with only four votes against. Those four votes, perhaps not surprisingly given their relationships with Indigenous Peoples, were cast by Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the United States. All four have large Indigenous populations and similar histories of subverting and obscuring the rights and histories of these groups. Th
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	The common legal and cultural heritage of these four countries, they argue, has heavily influenced how they have interpreted Native land rights and implemented Discovery doctrine. The Doctrine, in their view, much like Williams, is grounded in an invidious, racial understanding of human cultures and methods of land use that has provided the legal justification for appropriating Native lands and has mediated the relationship in these countries between Native land and settler law since the arrival of European
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	to justify and legitimate a hierarchical vision of human societies, the circumscription of Native rights, and the appropriation of Native lands, and argue ultimately that the Doctrine of Discovery “should no longer form a part of any country’s legal 
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	framework. 
	According to the authors, the Discovery Doctrine did not gain its validity by discovery per se—all four countries acknowledged the previous occupants of the land as such—but under the pretense of marking the first civilized people to occupy the land. They compellingly demonstrate that the issue was not a question of discovery—who occupied the region when—but how the landscape was utilized by those occupants. Thus, the idea of “discovery,” and by extension ownership, was grounded in assumptions about cultura
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	Initially developed from a policy attempting to mediate among European nations concerning their claims in the “New World,” the Discovery Doctrine evolved into an ideology of legal conquest and Indigenous dispossession. The completeness of this transition can be glimpsed in the normalization of Indigenous displacement and removal in settler colonial histories and in the incredulous shrugs that one gets when asking the question: “If the Indians had “discovered” Europe (which they did at least once in 60 BCE),
	21

	The most significant contribution of Discovering Indigenous Lands is that it demonstrates the presence and persistence of the Discovery Doctrine in contemporary international law, bringing the Doctrine full circle, as the Treaty of Tordesillas was in many ways the origin of modern international policy. Moreover, it makes clear that Discovery ideology “is not just an esoteric and interesting relic of our histories” but 
	The most significant contribution of Discovering Indigenous Lands is that it demonstrates the presence and persistence of the Discovery Doctrine in contemporary international law, bringing the Doctrine full circle, as the Treaty of Tordesillas was in many ways the origin of modern international policy. Moreover, it makes clear that Discovery ideology “is not just an esoteric and interesting relic of our histories” but 
	-

	part of an on-going discourse concerning the lands, laws, and peoples of the “New” World. With this in mind, the book provides insight into the current state of the Discovery Doctrine as both a legal principle and an ideology of conquest, how changing interpretations of the past have informed its evolution, and how the historical deconstruction of this “discourse of conquest” may help to inform a de-colonizing discourse. Though the Doctrine is at the ideological core of the Western legal and cultural perspe
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	-


	In How the Indians Lost Their Land: Law and Power on the Frontier (2005), Banner frames the history of Native American dispossession in terms of a “spectrum bounded by poles of conquest and contract.” For Banner, the exchange of land was never simply the result of conquest, nor strictly the outcome of voluntary exchange. Rather, it existed along a continuum between compulsion and cooperation. All land transfers, he contends, included elements of law and elements of power. In his examination of the means and
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	 For Banner, we must begin to look at European contact and Native dispossession as a changing historical process in which power relations structured legal relations. As power relations became lopsided, legal ideology grew in importance, which increased power, leading to more legal control and more power and so on. Banner challenges the historiographical convention suggesting that the English justified 
	 For Banner, we must begin to look at European contact and Native dispossession as a changing historical process in which power relations structured legal relations. As power relations became lopsided, legal ideology grew in importance, which increased power, leading to more legal control and more power and so on. Banner challenges the historiographical convention suggesting that the English justified 
	their claim to North America by right of conquest. Instead, he argues that, although early English settlers equated land ownership with culturally defined notions of appropriate land use, namely intensive agriculture and permanent habitations, they nevertheless recognized Native American horticulture, settlement, and government as legitimate indicators of ownership. Banner is at pains to demonstrate that attempts to “claim property rights by conquest virtually died out among the English after the seventeent
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	of their land, “the English were helping themselves, not the Indians. 
	During the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, private individuals could purchase land directly from Natives much more easily than they could by the mid-eighteenth century and beyond, when centralized government began to enforce its claim to the sole right of purchasing Native lands. Individuals who privately purchased land from Natives had a vested interest in the Native title being valid and legitimate and thus transferrable, whereas by the nineteenth century, those eyeing Indian lands sought a le
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	Banner goes to great lengths to show that the exchanges that led to dispossession are most accurately understood within the context of a continuum containing both deliberate conquest and willing transactions. Though his approach is a promising historiographical development for scholars attempting to negotiate the divergent characterizations presented by activists and conservatives, without a fuller engagement with the ethnohistorical and Indigenous scholarship he is open to considerable criticism. His stric
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	which power relations and legal ideologies are grounded. By failing to do so, he elides the fact that if Indians were seen as a problem, whether by assimilationists, segregationists, or eliminationists, then that “problem” was part and parcel of the racialized hierarchy that had come to characterize the political and socio-economic structures of U.S. society. Nevertheless, Banner’s work ultimately sheds a discerning light on the role of power in determining the force of Native land title and the legal salie
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	nation and later the original States and the United States. 
	Though divergent in many of their claims, Banner and Williams make clear two major turning points in the history of Native American dispossession—the establishment of American sovereignty following the American Revolution and the convenient legal distinction between rights of ownership and rights of occupancy. The legal creation of an inferior type of ownership right allowed the “limited possessor” idea of Native property rights to be projected into the past, validating British ownership and buttressing Ame
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	Some fundamental differences among scholars of Native American dispossession are largely a function of the strong activist component inherent in the historiography of Native American–Euro-American relations. Like Williams and Miller, et al., Indigenous scholars such as David E. Wilkins, K. Tsianina Lomawaima, Vine Deloria, and others see removal and allotment as a continuous, intentional, and premeditated process. Banner, who does not seem to share this activist impulse, sees a great deal of contingency as 
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	In Conquest by Law: How the Discovery of America Dispossessed Indigenous Peoples of their Lands (2005), Lindsay Robertson skillfully situates the resurgence and redeployment of the Discovery Doctrine following the American Revolution in legal history. Through a meticulous contextualization of the details of the Johnson case, Conquest by Law maps the emergence of the Discovery Doctrine as the legal basis for Euro-American property (not simply sovereignty) rights over the land and U.S. claims of legitimate ti
	In Conquest by Law: How the Discovery of America Dispossessed Indigenous Peoples of their Lands (2005), Lindsay Robertson skillfully situates the resurgence and redeployment of the Discovery Doctrine following the American Revolution in legal history. Through a meticulous contextualization of the details of the Johnson case, Conquest by Law maps the emergence of the Discovery Doctrine as the legal basis for Euro-American property (not simply sovereignty) rights over the land and U.S. claims of legitimate ti
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	legal precedent for other British colonial off-shoots to follow. Like Banner, Robertson sees a story marked more by contingency, unintended consequences, and immediate circumstances than a vindictive pursuit of dispossession and genocide. They agree, for example, that with the Johnson ruling Marshall was attempting to help the claims of Virginia militiamen to western lands, and Robertson sees Marshall’s ruling as an attempt to secure western lands for Virginia war veterans, a point on which Banner agrees, r
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	control jurisprudence. Robertson’s book is the first history of Johnson v. M’Intosh to draw on the complete corporate records of the United Illinois and Wabash Land Companies, documents he located in a trunk in the basement of Jasper Brinton (the great-greatgreat grandson of John Hill Brinton, the company’s last secretary) while conducting dissertation research in 1992. The re-discovery of these documents is important not only because they contain information from the judges, attorneys, and company officers
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	claim to a continent. 
	Conquest by Law is less the story of how “the discovery of America dispossessed Indigenous peoples of the lands” as the subtitle suggests, than a detailed history of a 
	Conquest by Law is less the story of how “the discovery of America dispossessed Indigenous peoples of the lands” as the subtitle suggests, than a detailed history of a 
	land company’s decades-long legal struggle to gain land title and the unintended role that that struggle and the ruling it produced played in Indian removal. For Robertson, the history of Johnson v. M’Intosh is “a story of unintended consequences.” By looking at Chief Justice John Marshall and analyzing his ruling, Robertson highlights not only the legal dispossession of eastern Natives but also the ability for people to manipulate the young American legal and political systems “for private aims.” This is a
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	The Johnson v. M’Intosh ruling ultimately became the foundation on which the American legal and political systems constructed the three definitive myths of nineteenth-century U.S. expansionism: the European “discovery” of America, the inability of Native peoples to “own” their lands (despite conformity by groups like the Cherokee, Creek, Choctaw, and others to European agricultural practices and slave labor), and the prerogative of the Euro-American legal system to make these distinctions. Johnson represent
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	With a flourish of his pen, Marshall codified an invidious understanding of land rights and property ownership, and the impact of the case was swift. Johnson and the Discovery Doctrine were increasingly cited as legal justification for removal of Native peoples. Marshall, recognizing the implications of the case, attempted to correct the distortions of his ruling with his opinions in Cherokee Nation v. Georgia (1831) and Worcester v. Georgia (1832), but the damage had been done. Andrew Jackson’s unwillingne
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	Marshall did not intend Johnson to become the foundation of U.S. property law or to serve as the intellectual basis for the legal dispossession of Native Americans, but these outcomes highlight the transformation of the Doctrine itself from one distinguishing land claims among European powers to one defining land title in terms of a 
	-

	racial hierarchy—from one claiming sovereignty over land to one claiming property in land. Rather than delineating which European power has the right to exclude the territorial governing ambitions of other European powers, the Doctrine became an instrument for validating what David Nichols succinctly labels the “ethnic cleansing of the eastern United States.” This shift reflected, among other things, the changed balance of power between the colonizing European entity—at this point the young United States—an
	39
	-
	”
	40

	property rights in the United States. 
	Yet this book is much more than a history of Johnson v. M’Intosh. Indeed, the history of the case itself consists of only four chapters. The scope and in many ways the heart of the book is really “the divergent views of Native land rights” and the changing political, legal, and military contexts that contributed to the culminating decision in Johnson. Watson weaves together Native American and frontier history and the history of early American law and politics into a compelling and highly readable account o
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	The history of Native land rights is, for Watson, the story of how racism and nation-building converged to create an invidious redefinition of property. In a classical Lockean perspective, the court presented Native conceptions of land use and property in terms of an inherent inferiority and illegitimacy, while presenting their own culturally contingent conceptions of property as though they were objective representations of “natural” law—indeed, not conceptions at all but simply 
	The history of Native land rights is, for Watson, the story of how racism and nation-building converged to create an invidious redefinition of property. In a classical Lockean perspective, the court presented Native conceptions of land use and property in terms of an inherent inferiority and illegitimacy, while presenting their own culturally contingent conceptions of property as though they were objective representations of “natural” law—indeed, not conceptions at all but simply 
	-

	manifestations of Truth. Thus, Johnson served (continues to serve) as a short-hand rationale for declaring that Native title to land was inferior to that of European title. As Watson points out, one of the glaring ironies of this story is that no Natives were present when this ruling was made and the land in question had not been inhabited by Natives for nearly two decades. 

	Watson does an exemplary job of presenting the many people, motives, and unintended consequences of the case and provides a thorough account of the Illinois and Wabash Land Companies, the purchases they made, and the dispute over Indian land rights that culminated in the Johnson decision. Utilizing the social, political, and legal history of these land purchases as strands linking the history of Native land rights with that of Euro-American expansion in the United States, he demonstrates the central role pl
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	These works reveal a considerable expansion in historiographical emphasis to include not only the changing nuances of the Doctrine of Discovery and the unintended consequences of its invocation, but also the continuing implications of legal conquest. Yet this historiographical development nevertheless begs the question: How can the Discovery Doctrine be at once almost universally disparaged and remain the primary basis by which the United States and other English colonies maintain sovereignty and property c
	These works reveal a considerable expansion in historiographical emphasis to include not only the changing nuances of the Doctrine of Discovery and the unintended consequences of its invocation, but also the continuing implications of legal conquest. Yet this historiographical development nevertheless begs the question: How can the Discovery Doctrine be at once almost universally disparaged and remain the primary basis by which the United States and other English colonies maintain sovereignty and property c
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	established permanence—the idea that the present is independent of the past. The Discovery Doctrine is an example of this phenomenon. As Daisy Ocampo writes, the internalization of superiority in society and law has not only “laid the foundation for the hegemonic societies as we know them today,” but has also allowed for the imagined separation of the racial, legal, and imperial discourses proposed by Williams. 
	-


	The persistence of Native Americans has put the lie to the assumption of their racial inferiority as well as the “savage as wolf ” theory that Indians, like wolves, will retreat before the advance of civilization. In 1825, when Henry Clay expressed the general consensus among Americans that Indians were “impossible to civilize” and “destined to extinction,” a ruling based on the Discovery Doctrine like that in Johnson might have seemed appropriate. But since Natives have not vanished in the nearly two hundr
	-

	The Johnson ruling has come to stand in a euphemistic way for the ideology of discovery and the Discovery Doctrine and has allowed for the decoupling of the property claims inherent in the ruling from the racism and ethnocentrism for which the Discovery Doctrine has historically stood. Courts can appeal to the Doctrine without having to overtly indicate the ethnocentric assumptions underlying its rationale of Indian racial inferiority. This latest evolution in Discovery ideology allows the Johnson ruling to
	-

	Part of the Discovery Doctrine’s inconsistency is also a result of its historical evolution, how it has changed as an overall discourse, not only in terms of law, but also culturally, intellectually, and as social commentary. Initially grounded in the assumption of a Christian/non-Christian and civilized/savage hierarchy, its rational
	Part of the Discovery Doctrine’s inconsistency is also a result of its historical evolution, how it has changed as an overall discourse, not only in terms of law, but also culturally, intellectually, and as social commentary. Initially grounded in the assumption of a Christian/non-Christian and civilized/savage hierarchy, its rational
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	ization transformed during the twentieth century into a relic of historical memory—a product of the past that greatly influenced the present but cannot be undone. Therein lies the paradox. The Doctrine itself has not changed and continues to be utilized to mediate disputes over land claims independent, at least ostensibly, of the racial assumptions from which it originated. The elimination of overt racism as a valid means for claiming the land demanded a greater emphasis on legalities of title in the presen

	These authors illustrate that the Discovery Doctrine is a moving target, constantly re-conceptualized in light of social, political, and legal developments. During the sixteenth century, it was born largely out of the twin imperatives of parceling out the New World to European interlopers and spreading Christianity to “heathen” populations. By the end of the seventeenth century, the understanding was that Indians possessed their lands outright and legal title must be purchased from them. Thus, the Discovery
	-
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	Following the American Revolution, land speculators fought to have their pre-Revolution land purchases validated. But as Eric Kades has pointed out, by granting an exclusive right to the federal government to buy Indian lands, Johnson created a system of monopsony, which averted a bidding war between settlers and enabled the acquisition of Native American lands at the lowest possible cost. Moreover, with sovereignty now reflected in the rights conferred by the fee-simple ownership of land by individual citi
	Following the American Revolution, land speculators fought to have their pre-Revolution land purchases validated. But as Eric Kades has pointed out, by granting an exclusive right to the federal government to buy Indian lands, Johnson created a system of monopsony, which averted a bidding war between settlers and enabled the acquisition of Native American lands at the lowest possible cost. Moreover, with sovereignty now reflected in the rights conferred by the fee-simple ownership of land by individual citi
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	enues of exchange in land. This transition marks the completion of the Doctrine’s shift from a declaration governing inter-European relations to one concerning Western-Indigenous relations. It was this shift that John Marshall ultimately codified through the legal notion of “occupancy title,” inadvertently providing the legal justification to remove Native populations and setting the trajectory for Native property rights and land title up to the present day. 

	The codification of the Discovery Doctrine in Johnson became part of the intellectual foundation of Manifest Destiny—the idea that American citizens had a God-given right (and obligation) to possess and populate all the land between the Atlantic and Pacific oceans—and the Johnson decision continues to be cited with approval by the U.S. Supreme Court. Scholars, however, have out-paced the legal establishment in calling for a new relationship between law and land that not only takes responsibility for the wro
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	The more than five-hundred-year legacy of European influence in America has made clear the extent to which law is political and ideological and subject to forces beyond legal theory and the judicial system. It has also revealed the power of law to establish the definitions, demarcations, and justifications of Western cultural imperatives. The Doctrine of Discovery is indicative of a broader ideological perspective concerning the nature of civilization and progress on the one hand and normative patterns of h
	The more than five-hundred-year legacy of European influence in America has made clear the extent to which law is political and ideological and subject to forces beyond legal theory and the judicial system. It has also revealed the power of law to establish the definitions, demarcations, and justifications of Western cultural imperatives. The Doctrine of Discovery is indicative of a broader ideological perspective concerning the nature of civilization and progress on the one hand and normative patterns of h
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	reflected in the organization of space and the relationship between laws and land. The works reviewed here as well as the historiographical trend of which they are a part force us to question the assumptions that have long validated Western titles to Native lands and help us to better understand not only how Natives lost their lands but the effects that that process continues to have on Native peoples today. By fully understanding the historical events, motives, and unintended consequences that shaped the D
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	In an era of de-colonization the legal claims to Indigenous lands must be validated in a way that satisfies our current understanding of what we might consider “natural law.” The works examined here explore not only the history of Native land rights and Discovery law, but also the unsustainability of a legal property regime built on the assumptions inherent in the Discovery Doctrine. They ask us to consider what role the Discovery precedent plays in land title today, and what its next evolution might be. Wh
	Whether land was to be bought from Native American groups as was the case in the English colonies during the seventeenth and much of the eighteenth centuries or taken by force through legislatively mandated “removals” like that of the Cherokee, Chickasaw, and a number of other groups during the 1830s, law was the underlying continuity. It established the rules and mediums of exchange and provided the bedrock for political scaffolding. As Christopher Tomlins explains, “law inventories the human activities th
	Whether land was to be bought from Native American groups as was the case in the English colonies during the seventeenth and much of the eighteenth centuries or taken by force through legislatively mandated “removals” like that of the Cherokee, Chickasaw, and a number of other groups during the 1830s, law was the underlying continuity. It established the rules and mediums of exchange and provided the bedrock for political scaffolding. As Christopher Tomlins explains, “law inventories the human activities th
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	able. This process hinges on the Doctrine of Discovery, which is the core intellectual link between the fifteenth- and sixteenth-century papal bulls regarding the “New World” and the Johnson ruling some three hundred years later. The central question is not, “Is the Discovery Doctrine a racist ideology of conquest?” The authors to one degree or another agree on that point. The elephant in the room is how do we move forward, beyond the Doctrine of Discovery. The house of cards built atop it is so layered and

	February 8, 2012, marks the 125th anniversary of the 1887 General Allotment Act in which the U.S. government attempted to assimilate Indian peoples into mainstream white culture by converting Native land trusts into individually owned allotments the excess of which were sold as “surplus” to non-Indians. This legislation, grounded in Discovery ideology and born of the same superiority complex, resulted in the loss of nearly two-thirds of all Indian land, a total of 90 million acres. In 2009, The Supreme Cour
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	Book Reviews 
	Lotions, Potions, Pills and Magic. By Elaine G. Breslaw. (New York: New York University Press, 2012. pp. xiv, 236. Cloth $35.00.) 
	-

	In Lotions, Potions, Pills and Magic, Elaine Breslaw meticulously details medical behavior and health conditions in America from the arrival of the Pilgrims in 1620 until the third quarter of the nineteenth century. Rather than portraying the development of modern American medicine as having constantly progressed and advanced, her monograph provides a more complicated and nuanced history that was profoundly affected by deep professional struggle, fluctuating levels of public faith in orthodox medicine, comp
	-

	The precept that orthodox medicine was often dangerous, ineffective and lethal, at least until around 1890, is pivotal to Lotions, Potions, Pills and Magic. In response, Breslau maintains, the public routinely looked for alternative forms of cure and prevention ranging from traditional folk healers to botanical and water cure methods and native varieties of medicine. Regardless of this development, and despite an easily discernible incapacity to provide cure, members of the orthodox medical profession stubb
	-

	A critical problem with the ambitious scope of Lotions, Potions, Pills and Magic is that Breslau’s various themes are not explored with the degree of depth normally expected in an academic monograph focusing on medical history. Breslau has undeniably produced a strong introductory overview to America’s medical past, but one that is not consistently rigorous enough to most medical historians. The reader learns that native populations were devastated by diseases carried across the Atlantic Ocean by European s
	116 
	for women; that the nineteenth century saw the widespread institutionalization of insanity; that public health emerged in its modern form from around the 1840s, and so on. These are hardly new themes. Furthermore, Breslau, for the most part, fails to situate these already well-analyzed developments in the specific context of early America in a way that invites the reader to consider what was truly unique about medicine in the specific geographical context under analysis. Breslau’s key thesis is that medicin
	-
	-
	-

	University College, Dublin 
	From Slave Ship to Harvard: Yarrow Mamout and the History of an African American Family. By James M. Johnston. (New York: Fordham University Press, 2012. 310 pages. Illustrations, bibliography, notes, index. Cloth, $29.95.) 
	Since the 1970s historians have emphasized the stories of those long overlooked: women, Native Americans, the working class and African Americans. A recent trend in the crafting of social histories has been an increased number of biographies and micro-histories. Biographies and micro-histories provide the depth and detail of 
	Since the 1970s historians have emphasized the stories of those long overlooked: women, Native Americans, the working class and African Americans. A recent trend in the crafting of social histories has been an increased number of biographies and micro-histories. Biographies and micro-histories provide the depth and detail of 
	lived experience often lacking in other historical works and can shed new interpretive light on broader forces of social and cultural transformation. Works such as Randy Sparks’s Two Princes of Calabar and the Gilder Lehrman Center’s “Priscilla’s Homecoming” project (http://www.yale.edu/glc/priscilla/doc.htm) have offered vivid depictions of the lives of enslaved peoples in the Americas. A recent addition to this burgeoning social history of enslaved peoples in the Atlantic is James Johnston’s From Slave Sh
	-


	On the morning of June 4, 1752 more than one hundred Gold Coast Africans who survived the Middle Passage anxiously awaited being transported ashore at Annapolis. As a group the Africans on the Elijah were unremarkable; their voyage to America was not a story of valiant resistance such as that of the Africans on the Amistad, nor was their passage across the Atlantic more deadly than the typical slaving voyage of the era. And as was true for most of the more than two hundred thousand Africans coercively trans
	Among the Africans on the Elijah and sold in Maryland that fateful day in 1752 was Yarrow Mamout. Although much of From Slave Ship to Harvard is concerned with slavery and its legacy, Mamout’s life is known not from any event during his enslavement. Instead, Mamout became part of the historical record due to the fact that his portrait was painted while a free man in the early nineteenth century by the preeminent artist Charles Willson Peale and the little known James Alexander Simpson. In From Slave Ship to
	In constructing the story of Mamout and his ancestors Johnston faced significant challenges. Most slaves of the eighteenth century were illiterate and there are few contemporaneous writings by enslaved peoples of the period. Thus, as is true for most enslaved peoples in the colonial era, the factual record of Mamout’s life is incomplete. Johnston employs the experiences of other individuals to provide likely scenarios for the unknown portions of Mamout’s life. He contextualizes Mamout’s life prior to enslav
	-

	Johnston stresses that Mamout was “more than a statistic” and that his life often 
	did not conform to modern stereotypical images of enslavement. Slavery in Maryland was more diverse then modern images of gangs working on tobacco, rice, or cotton plantations. He also emphasizes the intertwining of black and white lives. Yarrow and his kin are depicted as deeply enmeshed in networks of kinship and business with whites. These networks, whether they assisted Yarrow in becoming the owner of bank stock and land, or the manumission of relatives, were critical to the progress of Mamout and his f
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	Eastern Illinois University 
	John Randolph of Roanoke. By David Johnson. (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 2012. 343 pages. Illustrations, bibliography, notes, index. Cloth, $45.00. E-publication, $38.00.) 
	-

	David Johnson offers a riveting portrait of an equally acerbic and eloquent founding father, whose volatile emotions and political ambition damaged relationships and kept him trapped within his eccentricities. Johnson’s portrait of a complex John Randolph allows us to experience Randolph’s life as he knew it. From childhood to adulthood we see that Randolph was an agile thinker, gifted statesman, and dedicated legislator who grappled with the challenging issues of his day. Johnson argues that Randolph, an o
	-

	Emerging from a lineage of power and privilege, Randolph began his lifelong career of government service at the young age of twenty-six. He was a proponent of national debt reduction and small government: a true Jeffersonian. According to Johnson, when Randolph was in Congress his views were clear, and unusually controversial: he continually conveyed a general distrust of government. The election of 1800 clarified the problem at hand: Should the republic be left to Jefferson, who was potentially a simple pi
	-

	Following the republican triumph, Randolph’s star continued to rise. At the age of twenty-nine Congressman Randolph chaired the House Ways and Means Committee. Later, he was House Majority Leader. As Johnson points out, Randolph’s strategic—and volatile—views and friendships were important in his rise to power. Fearing northern mercantilist attempts to subjugate the South just as much as he did the untenable system of human subjugation that defined southern agriculture and economic activity, Randolph was to
	-

	Understanding that he was a patrician outcast, Randolph stood for all things controversial and yet clung to deep moral principles that only became clear later in his life. Unafraid of enemies, he continually challenged those around him to question the power and politics that shape government, which inadvertently led individuals to continually challenge Randolph himself. In many ways, Randolph was a modern man struggling with exceptional questions but unable, in frustrated contrast to James Madison, to execu
	Unfortunately, Randolph also suffered from melancholy and health ailments, which virtually confined him to his residence at times. Moreover, his temperament was nearly his undoing. Even after fourteen years in the House, Randolph was shocked at the behavior of his fellow legislators, who unfortunately began to tire of his constant tirades against them and the government generally. The sour note of southern discord that Randolph so clearly sounded in the early years of the republic was not quelled but simply
	Although he was an unwilling delegate to Virginia’s constitutional convention and continued to serve in various political roles, what had once been eloquent oratory and organized action turned into frenetic and frenzied activity in later years: a hastily written will that granted freedom to all of his slaves, an ill-organized attempt to flee to England, and peripatetic wandering in the early morning hours on his 
	-

	horse. A brilliant man with a tragic character defect, Randolph spent his later years in self-imposed exile, battling health demons likely neurological and psychiatric in nature and perhaps connected to an inability to sire offspring. Nonetheless, whether fueled by an internal drive for righteousness, an “eager [desire] for anything strange and peculiar” (190), or a fundamental distrust of all others, Randolph made a distinct impression on American government. In so many ways, Randolph, who was distrustful 
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	The Civil War and American Art. By Eleanor Jones Harvey. (Washington, D.C: Smithsonian American Art Museum in association with Yale University Press, New Haven, Connecticut, 2012. 316 pages. 103 color and black-and-white illustrations, notes, bibliography, index. Cloth, $65.00.) 
	Visitors to the 150th Anniversary Civil War Exhibit at the Maryland Historical Society pass a distinctive introduction that pays homage to the importance of photography between 1861 and 1865. Next, they are confronted with a giant, idyllic 1863 “Autumn, Harpers Ferry” painting by Augustus Weidenbach. While a war-torn Harper’s Ferry was gaining distinction as one of the most fought over towns in the Civil War east, Mr. Weidenbach was portraying a mythical landscape with no hint of trouble. That painting, a r
	-

	This is a striking, sprawling throwback of a tome, worthy of a serious coffee table. I’ve been a devotee of this crowded genre of Civil War picture books ever since the Civil War Centennial of the early 1960s. Much of the emphasis over the decades has been on the stark photographs that hypnotize viewers then and now. This exhibit catalogue again includes many of those photographs but concentrates instead on the famous American painters of the era. 
	It’s easy to ignore the book’s text with a beautiful illustration on every third page. The long, detailed narrative, however, has something new and thoughtful to say about long familiar Civil War–era paintings and photographs. The presence of shocking photographs and relentlessly grim news from the war’s unimagined killing grounds threw the country’s arts and culture into questioning and confusion. 
	The advent of photography had been changing the art landscape for decades. 
	The first victims were itinerant folk portrait painters put out of business by photo studios. In 1861, war brought millions to the colors of both sides and profit-seeking photographers flocked to the armies to record soldiers and scenes of war. Frederic Edwin Church, Sanford Gifford, and other students of the Hudson Valley School were suddenly faced with an emergency. How should they respond to Americans who no longer flocked to see their giant canvasses of unspoiled wilderness? In 1861, Church had success 
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	Maryland Historical Society 
	Lincoln and the Border States: Preserving the Union. By William C. Harris. (Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 2011. 424 pages. Illustrations, map, notes, index. Cloth, $34.95.) 
	In 2012, Gettysburg College and the Gilder Lehrman Institute of American History awarded the Lincoln Prize, for the best scholarly work on Lincoln or the Civil War, to Elizabeth Leonard’s Lincoln’s Forgotten Ally: Judge Advocate General Joseph Holt of Kentucky, and to William C. Harris’s Lincoln and the Border States, which is under review here. Harris’s book is an informative work that comprehensively assesses the political history of Maryland, Kentucky, and Missouri during the Civil War. Harris, Professor
	In 2012, Gettysburg College and the Gilder Lehrman Institute of American History awarded the Lincoln Prize, for the best scholarly work on Lincoln or the Civil War, to Elizabeth Leonard’s Lincoln’s Forgotten Ally: Judge Advocate General Joseph Holt of Kentucky, and to William C. Harris’s Lincoln and the Border States, which is under review here. Harris’s book is an informative work that comprehensively assesses the political history of Maryland, Kentucky, and Missouri during the Civil War. Harris, Professor
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	Lincoln and the border states offers insights into the president’s leadership and the unique and daunting problems he faced in the Civil War” (1). 

	Maryland specifically provided numerous challenges for Lincoln early in the war. Governor Thomas H. Hicks, and many of his constituents, resisted Lincoln’s initial call for troops. The ensuing Baltimore Riot was partly a response to federal mobilization efforts. Military arrests of John Merryman and Baltimore officials challenged Lincoln’s suspension of the writ of habeas corpus. Maryland’s General Assembly also debated whether to remain with the Union or not. Seemingly in spite of these uncertainties and t
	W. Bradford as governor in late 1861. In Bradford’s January 1862 inauguration speech, he denounced secessionism, but cautioned that Lincoln’s push for emancipation in Maryland could reverse the Old Line State’s unionist sentiments. Lincoln’s push for emancipation in the border states is Harris’s overriding theme. Late in 1861, Lincoln concluded that “emancipation could achieve the twin objectives of suppressing the southern insurrection and ending slavery” (162). After Congress failed to adopt legislation f
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Although this volume treats an important subject, the author’s sources might limit the book’s long-term value. Harris’s footnotes show a reliance on overused primary sources. His primary sources consist of the War of the Rebellion, Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln, and a few published compilations of Civil War newspaper editorials. His only use of archival manuscript sources are the Lincoln Papers at the Library of Congress. If he had wanted to add something new to his research, for instance, he could hav
	-

	As for his use of secondary sources, only a handful of his citations are to books published since 2001. One important secondary source he omitted was Brian McKnight’s Contested Borderland: The Civil War in Appalachian Kentucky and Virginia (University of Kentucky, 2006). The secondary literature on the border states has been rapidly changing during the past few years, and Harris’s choice not to interact with recent journal articles, books, and dissertations about the subject limit his book’s value for stude
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	S. Chandler Lighty, 
	Papers of Abraham Lincoln 
	Catoctin Furnace, Portrait of an Iron-Making Village. By Elizabeth Yourtee Anderson; Elizabeth Anderson Comer, ed. (The History Press, 2013. 128 pages. Illustrations, bibliography, index. Paper, $19.99.) 
	Montgomery County Mills: A Field Guide. By Michael Dwyer. (Rockville, Md.: Mid-Potomac Chapter of the Archaeological Society of Maryland, Inc., 2012. 97 pages. Illustrations, notes, index. Paper, $20.00.) 
	Two new books treat the orphan field of industrial history in Maryland counties, one covers the long, varied story of Catoctin Furnace, the other the small gristmills of Montgomery County, a formerly rich agricultural area. Both are the distillation of years of interest, collecting, and preservation activity. Catoctin Furnace was a large business even in colonial times and it was owned by wealthy and well connected Maryland families. It was just getting started when the American Revolution provided a demand
	Two new books treat the orphan field of industrial history in Maryland counties, one covers the long, varied story of Catoctin Furnace, the other the small gristmills of Montgomery County, a formerly rich agricultural area. Both are the distillation of years of interest, collecting, and preservation activity. Catoctin Furnace was a large business even in colonial times and it was owned by wealthy and well connected Maryland families. It was just getting started when the American Revolution provided a demand
	-

	-

	For thirty years Mike Dwyer was park historian for the National Capital Park and Planning Commission which bought him in contact with the stream valleys of Montgomery County where the rural gristmills flourished starting in the late eighteenth century. Montgomery County once had its own port city, Georgetown, absorbed into the District of Columbia in 1791. Some of the larger mills disappeared into the District’s history, but the rugged interior of the county hosted numerous gristmills and smaller woolen wor
	on homespun cloth to full up or give body to the fibers; a helpful hint quoted from the Maryland Gazette instructed wool weavers to soak the finished cloth in stale urine and trod it out with bare feet. Dwyer also reproduces a number of plats showing the mill seats and the canals that channeled the water to run the machinery. There are also photocopies of advertisements to sell or rent mills, texts that go into a lot of detail about the number of millstones and the business possibilities of the location. So
	Retired Baltimore County Historic Sites Planner 
	Reforming Jim Crow: Southern Politics and State in the Age before Brown. By Kimberley Johnson. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010. 326 pages. Bibliography, notes, index. Cloth, $35.00.) 
	-

	Refuting widely held historiographical conceptions of the Jim Crow era, Kimberley Johnson finds that black and white southern Progressives, cognizant of the South’s modernization efforts, carefully implemented social, political, and educational reforms within the region’s racial caste system, thereby creating the conditions which eventually led to southern segregation’s demise in postwar America. She contends that these white and black reformers, working to improve public order and stability within southern
	-
	-

	Although most civil rights’ scholars rightly credit African American activists for helping to dismantle the South’s segregationist features in the 1950s and 1960s, Johnson departs from conventional wisdom about how and why the Jim Crow order fell apart. She has unearthed new evidence that points to early twentieth-century white and black progressive initiatives that not only ushered in vital reforms within 
	Although most civil rights’ scholars rightly credit African American activists for helping to dismantle the South’s segregationist features in the 1950s and 1960s, Johnson departs from conventional wisdom about how and why the Jim Crow order fell apart. She has unearthed new evidence that points to early twentieth-century white and black progressive initiatives that not only ushered in vital reforms within 
	the South’s racially divisive socioeconomic, political, and legal frameworks, but also established important civil rights’ ideas that would eventually embolden postwar African American activists to challenge and uproot the South’s racial folkways and the very meaning of southern citizenship. 

	Deftly untangling the socioeconomic and legal implications behind class, race, and political relationships in the South, Johnson first examines white reformers’ efforts and failures to rehabilitate state authority and power in addressing racial violence. In doing so, she observes how white reformers vigorously attempted to regulate lower-class whites’ physical reprisals against blacks by instituting stricter law enforcement measures, which would effectively empower southern state officials to monitor unsavo
	-
	-

	many African American teachers and administrators, however, vociferously pushed for racial integration in southern educational facilities and openly questioned the racial logic behind the Jim Crow reformers’ ambitious designs, as they yearned for, in Johnson’s estimation, “the strengthening of southern black social capital and social citizenship” (170). One infamous court case, Sweatt v. Painter (1950), effectively disestablished the “equalization” efforts of white reformers, who had rushed to create a sepa
	-
	-

	 University of Rochester 
	The Struggle for Equality: Essays on Sectional Conflict, the Civil War, and the Long Reconstruction. Edited by Orville Vernon Burton, Jerald Podair, and Jennifer L. Webber. (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2011. 314 pages. Bibliography, notes, index. Cloth, $45.00.) 
	James M. McPherson has left an indelible mark on the historical profession. An esteemed scholar and public intellectual of the Civil War and Reconstruction and a true pioneer in African American history, McPherson is also a highly valued mentor 
	James M. McPherson has left an indelible mark on the historical profession. An esteemed scholar and public intellectual of the Civil War and Reconstruction and a true pioneer in African American history, McPherson is also a highly valued mentor 
	and friend to those who had the opportunity to work with him. This fine collection of essays—written and edited by eighteen of his former advisees—pays tribute to the man who instilled in them a passion for history in general and the issue of equality in particular. More specifically, The Struggle for Equality: Essays on Sectional Conflict, the Civil War, and the Long Reconstruction contains essays that explore the contested meanings of “equality” in the United States between the 1830s and 1960s. Employing 
	-


	Organized in rough chronological order and divided into three sections— sectional conflict, Civil War, and the long Reconstruction—these fresh, insightful essays introduce the reader to a diverse array of case studies embodying the theme of equality. Not surprisingly, numerous contributors—including Ryan P. Jordan, Judith A. Hunter, Ronald C. White Jr., Bruce Dain, James K. Hogue, Tom Carhart, John M. Giggie, Peyton McCrary, Monroe H. Little, and Jerald Podair—examine the intersection of race and equality (
	-

	Other authors, including Philip M. Katz, Joseph T. Glatthaar, Jennifer L. Weber, Catherine Clinton, Brian Greenberg, Thomas C. Cox and Michele Gillespie, consider how various American individuals, organizations and institutions conceptualized equality outside the sphere of race. Glatthaar, for example, surveys the relationships between officers and enlisted men in Robert E. Lee’s army, highlighting the important role that the latter held relative to the election of the former. Cox analyzes the little studie
	-

	via an investigation of Mary Ann Harris Gay and her embrace of an existence that combined promotion of a conservative, Confederate past and greater gender equality. The volume concludes with a brief interview with McPherson, in which he discusses how events of the 1950s and 1960s shaped his interests in history, reveals his views about the significance of the Civil War to American identity, and sheds light on the role of the historian in American society. Ultimately, The Struggle for Equality not only recog
	-
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	University of Georgia 
	Young Thurgood: The Making of a Supreme Court Justice. By Larry S. Gibson. (Amherst, N.Y.: Prometheus Books, 2012. 413 pages. Illustrations, notes, index. Foreword by Thurgood Marshall Jr. Cloth, $28.00.) 
	-

	“So, what am I supposed to do, kiss you?” asked Supreme Court Justice Thurgood Marshall while he and attorney Larry S. Gibson waited to have their photograph taken during the dedication of the Clarence M. Mitchell Courthouse in 1985 (13). This amusing anecdote, suggesting a humorous side to the first African American Supreme Court Justice is only one of the more surprising insights into the character and career of Thurgood Marshall found in Gibson’s recent biography, Young Thurgood: The Making of a Supreme 
	“So, what am I supposed to do, kiss you?” asked Supreme Court Justice Thurgood Marshall while he and attorney Larry S. Gibson waited to have their photograph taken during the dedication of the Clarence M. Mitchell Courthouse in 1985 (13). This amusing anecdote, suggesting a humorous side to the first African American Supreme Court Justice is only one of the more surprising insights into the character and career of Thurgood Marshall found in Gibson’s recent biography, Young Thurgood: The Making of a Supreme 
	Supreme Court dissents”—the biography is illuminating. Aside from a brief glimpse of the elder Marshall in the preface, that figure doesn’t make an appearance. What the book provides is exactly what is promised by the title, a portrait of the civil rights pioneer, lawyer, and future Supreme Court Justice as a young man. The author’s narrative takes the reader from Marshall’s birth in Baltimore in 1908 to the end of the 1930s, just prior to his emergence on the national stage as Chief Counsel of the National

	Gibson, a lawyer, professor, and former political advisor, has been a vocal and tireless advocate for drawing attention to Maryland’s, and particularly Baltimore’s, role in the early years of the civil rights movement. It is no coincidence that he chose to focus exclusively on Marshall’s early life in Maryland. The book documents both the young Thurgood Marshall’s rise to prominence and Maryland’s role in the burgeoning civil rights movement. The state’s early contributions to this history are often oversha
	The seeds of Marshall’s later career as a lawyer and civil rights advocate, as well as his core belief in integration, can be found in his early life in Baltimore. The Old West Baltimore neighborhood of Marshall’s youth was a racially diverse area of some sixty blocks where whites and blacks lived in close proximity but where schools, restaurants, and stores remained segregated. His family provided strong early role models: his maternal grandfather was an influential leader in the community, pushing for pub
	-
	-
	-

	While Gibson gives due attention to Marshall’s childhood and college years, the bulk of the narrative focuses on the four-year period between 1933 and 1937. Here we see Marshall’s transformation from young law school graduate into civil rights lawyer and advocate beginning soon after he completed his education. Within a week of being admitted to the bar in October 1933, Marshall was among a group of lawyers who met with Maryland governor Albert Ritchie to push for an investigation into the recent lynching o
	While Gibson gives due attention to Marshall’s childhood and college years, the bulk of the narrative focuses on the four-year period between 1933 and 1937. Here we see Marshall’s transformation from young law school graduate into civil rights lawyer and advocate beginning soon after he completed his education. Within a week of being admitted to the bar in October 1933, Marshall was among a group of lawyers who met with Maryland governor Albert Ritchie to push for an investigation into the recent lynching o
	-

	Princess Anne, the last recorded lynching in Maryland, added fuel to the ultimately unsuccessful national anti-lynching campaign already in progress. A month after the Armwood lynching, Marshall lent his services to the Buy Where You Can Work Campaign, providing legal counsel and acting as the personal attorney for campaign leader Kiowa Costonie. Marshall, who came to believe the road to equality for African Americans was through the legal system rather than peaceful protest, also supervised and participate
	-


	It is fascinating to read of Marshall’s daily struggles to juggle his commitment to the cause of civil rights with the hard reality of providing for himself and his family during the Great Depression. Despite being plagued by financial burdens— he was “flat broke” in 1936, just three years out of law school—Marshall took civil rights cases for little or no pay. His first high profile case, as a member of the team defending fellow attorney Bernard Ades, was pro bono. Ades, the lawyer for the Maryland Chapter
	Marshall also received little financial compensation for his role in Murray v. Pearson in 1935, probably his most important case prior to Brown v. Board of Education in 1954. The case, which led to the desegregation of the University of Maryland School of Law, was the first major school desegregation victory in the United States, the “first step on the road to Brown” (231). Gibson devotes an entire chapter to documenting this landmark case. It would be another fifteen years though, before another African Am
	-

	At the same time Marshall was developing the reputation that would later garner him the nickname “Mr. Civil Rights,” he was also building a fledgling law practice. As an attorney himself, Gibson devotes a large portion of the book to detailing the non-civil rights side of Marshall’s legal career. The portrait that emerges is of a man devoted to furthering the cause of civil rights but who was also a hardworking and 
	dedicated lawyer who easily could have embarked on a long and successful career in private practice. Between 1933 and 1936, Marshall handled over seventy-five civil cases, from personal injury to estate and divorce cases. He also was involved in a number of criminal cases, including his first case working with Charles Houston while still a student at Howard University. Houston enlisted the budding young lawyer as a researcher for his defense of George Crawford, an African American accused of murdering two w
	-
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	Maryland Historical Society 
	A Faithful Account of the Race: African American Historical Writing in Nineteenth-Century America. By Stephen G.  Hall. (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2009.  Pp. xv, 334. Paper $25.00.) 
	Baltimore native Stephen G. Hall examines the construction, dissemination, and ultimate meanings of African American historical writing in the nineteenth century. Often overlooked by scholars of historiography in the United States, Hall sought to remedy a field of study that privileged an elite group of amateur historians who chronicled the new nation by setting out to understand “the origins, meanings, methods, evolution, and maturation of African American historical writing” (3). He 
	Baltimore native Stephen G. Hall examines the construction, dissemination, and ultimate meanings of African American historical writing in the nineteenth century. Often overlooked by scholars of historiography in the United States, Hall sought to remedy a field of study that privileged an elite group of amateur historians who chronicled the new nation by setting out to understand “the origins, meanings, methods, evolution, and maturation of African American historical writing” (3). He 
	identified three key themes: African American historical writing in the nineteenth century was situated within “the ideological and intellectual constructs from larger, mainstream movements”; it “simultaneously reinforced and offered counternarratives to more mainstream historical discourse”; and it was shaped by “the African diaspora, especially as it relates to Haiti and Africa on the development of historical study” (4). Using a variety of sources, Hall proves his theses by examining the complex ways in 
	-
	-


	Hall begins by examining a variety of African American historical texts created during the first few decades of United States history.  Exploring “some of the earliest manifestations of textual historical production among African American intellectuals” (19), he analyzes their efforts through providential, universal, and progressive historical lenses. These early African American thinkers were “troubling the pages of historians” and actively seeking to present “a more holistic portrait of human history” (48
	-
	-
	-

	In the second half of A Faithful Account of the Race, Hall charts the progression of the African American historical enterprise as intellectual activity in the United States moved toward professionalization in the later part of the nineteenth century. He examines the work of two prominent African American historians of the period, William Wells Brown and William Still, and contends that their work demonstrated the movement toward national networks, modernization of book production, and aggressive marketing 
	-

	and early twentieth century, making “sense of the shift in historical production and the meanings of professionalization among African American scholars and within the black community” (191). He points out that the process of professionalization and the establishment of a formal African American academic culture moved beyond the new trends in mainstream historical thought; “it was by the work of lay intellectuals in the black community who continue to contribute to, undergird, and add their own uniqueness t
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	Joseph L. Arnold Prize 
	Joseph L. Arnold Prize 


	for Outstanding Writing on Baltimore’s  History in 2013 
	Submission Deadline: February 1, 2014 
	Thanks to the generosity of the Byrnes Family In Memory of Joseph R. and Anne S. Byrnes the Baltimore City Historical Society presents an annual Joseph L. Arnold Prize for Outstanding Writing on Baltimore’s History, in the amount of $500. 
	Joseph L. Arnold, Professor of History at the University of Maryland, Baltimore County, died in 2004, at the age of sixty-six.  He was a vital and enormously important member of the UMBC faculty for some three and a half decades as well as a leading historian of urban and planning history. He also played an active and often leading role with a variety of private and public historical institutions in the Baltimore area and at his death was hailed as the “dean of Baltimore historians.” 
	Entries should be unpublished manuscripts between 15 and 45 double-spaced pages in length (including footnotes/endnotes). Entries should be submitted via email as attachments in MS Word or PC convertible format. If illustrations are to be included they should be submitted along with the text in either J-peg or TIF format.  
	There will be a “blind judging” of entries by a panel of historians. Criteria for selection are: significance, originality, quality of research and clarity of presentation. The winner will be announced in Spring 2014. The BCHS reserves the right to not to award the prize. The winning entry will be posted to the BCHS webpage and considered for publication in the Maryland Historical Magazine. 
	-

	Further inquiries may be addressed to: baltimorehistory@law.umaryland.edu. 






