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n 1771 Charles Catroll of Carrollton wrote a letter briefly relating his family’s

history. Anti-Catholic laws, he observed, had deprived his Irish ancestors of

their land, so his grandfather had moved to Maryland, a colony that offered
Catholics religious freedom and equal privileges with other settlers. Having won
a commission as attorney general, Charles Carroll the Settler arrived in 1688, the
year of the Glorious Revolution in England. A year later, rebels calling them-
selves the Protestant Associators overthrew the proprietary government of Mary-
land. “The Revolutionists,” recounted the younger Carroll, . . turned out of
their places all the Rloman] Clatholic] gentlemen vested with most or chief of
ye posts of honour, profit or trust, hanged some of them, & imprisoned many.”
That assessment was somewhat inaccurate and in his grandfather’s case prema-
ture. Charles Carroll the Settler continued to serve the proprietor privately until
1717, when the assembly’s hostility cost him his position.’

What Charles Carroll of Carrolltori could see so clearly—that the Revolu-
tion of 1689 had been a crucial turning peint for Catholics in Maryland—had
not been nearly so obvious to his grandfather. He knew, as his grandfather could
not, that Catholics had never regained the rights lost in 1689, and that, in fact,
their situation had considerably worsened in the ensuing eighty years. He also
kriew, as his grandfather could not, that Catholics had come to feel oppressed in
the colony they once had considered a refuge. Before 1689, the offer of religious
freedom had drawn Catholics to Maryland. Although their religious practices
had distinguished them from their neighbors, Catholics had not formed a sepa-
rate group politically. Instead, they allied with Protestants loyal to the propri-
etary family. The Glorious Revolution and the subsequent actions of the govern-
ment strengthened Catholics’ religious identity and eventually forced them to
create a new political identity for themselves. At first, Catholics joined with Quak-
ers to protest the establishiment of the Church of England. Both the governor
and assembly, however, took actions aimed specifically at Catholics, isolating
them from any possible allies except the proprietor. Catholics cast their lot with
the proprietary family, remaining loyal until the 1750s, when proprietary offi-
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cials agreed to a double tax on Catholics. At the same time, imperial events weak-
ened their loyalty to England and international events eroded their identifica-
tion with English Catholics. It was therefore as Marylanders that Catholics in the
1770s allied with Protestants and rebelled against both proprietary and English
rule.

In 1689, Catholics in Maryland did not know what the future would bring,
but their reaction to the Glorious Revolution does shed light on what they knew
about the past and how they perceived their own place in Maryland history.?
Together with Protestants loyal to the proprietor, Catholic leaders expected to
put down the rebellion relatively easily, since the government had weathered
several revolts earlier in the century and had always survived. Two months after
the rebellion started, Charles Carroll the Settler advised Lord Baltimore, “cer-
tainly your Lordship’s charter is not such a trifle as to be annulled by the bare
allegations of such profligate wretches.” Carroll ended his letter with an assur-
ance of his “hearty prayers that your Lordship may meet with noe great difficul-
ties in composeing these matters”?

Although virtually every Catholic sided with Lord Baltimore, they did not
initially consider the revolt a religious conflict pitting Catholics against Protes-
tants nor did they conceive of themselves as a Catholic political party. They be-
lieved the rebellion was simply a political uprising against proprietary authority
and saw themselves as defenders, along with many Protestants, of the propri-
etary interest. Carroll, for example, reported that the rebels had excluded from
office “not only all Roman Catholiques . . . but also all Protestants that refuse to
join them in their irregularities, . . . arbitrarily threatening to hang any man that
takes upon him to justify your Lordship’s right” Carroll concluded, “Neither
Catholic nor honest Protestant can well call Lis life or estate his own.” Colonel
Peter Sayer of Talbot County tried to console the proprietor by observing that
“the best men & best Protestants . . . (men of the best Estates, & real professors of
the Protestant Religion) stand stifly up for your Lordship’s interests.”*

The causes of the uprising puzzled Catholic leaders, who believed that the
colony had simply been misled by the rebels. Colonel Henry Darnall I, a deputy
governor and the proprietor’s agent, thought “the people were led away by false
reports and shams,” while Charles Carroll the Settler blamed “the wicked insti-
gations” of the Protestant Associators for “the strange rebellion.”® They seemed
oblivious to the long-term grievances which contributed to the revolt, including
the perception by many Anglicans that the Catholic Church held a privileged
position in the colony compared to the Church of England.

In England, the Anglican Church benefited from its status as the established
church. Taxpayers supplied its finrancial needs; laws required attendarce at its
services; the monarch even served as its head. English Catholics, by contrast, had
long suffered from persecution, and their numbers had declined precipitously:
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by the 1600s, they constituted fewer than two percent of England’s population.
Despite their small numbers, “the poor afflicted Catholics,” according to the first
Lord Baltimore, “have their grievances daily multiplied, their estates spoiled, and
their persons disgraced.” Over time, however, English Catholics had developed
strategies for coping, living quietly to avoid attracting attention from the gov-
ernment, They established chapels at their homes and supported chaplains, who
ministered to the gentry families and their neighbors and dependents. Some
priests rode circuits between chapels, relying on their families and congregations
for support.®

When the Calverts founded Maryland in 1634, they deliberately tried to cre-
ate a society different from England’s, a society where religion was a private mat-
ter and all Christians enjoyed liberty of conscience. This was a matter of both
principle and necessity: the Calverts wanted their colony to be a refuge for fellow
Catholics, but they also needed to attract as many settlers as possible if Maryland
was going to be a success. The Calverts could afford to alienate neither prospec-
tive Protestant settlers nor the English government by favoring the Catholic
Church. In any case, their own experience with religious discrimination led the
proprietary family to support the principle of liberty of conscience.”

What the Calverts intended to be equal treatment of all Christians was per-
ceived by some Protestants as favoritism toward Catholics. Protestant settlers
had outnumbered Catholics from the first day of colonization, but the Catholic
Church had fared relatively well compared to the Anglican Church.? Lay Catho-
lics in Maryland voluntarily supported the church and built chapels. Priests, freed
from the shackles of the English penal laws, zealously ministered to their flocks
and sought converts. A close-knit Catholic community quickly developed, offer-
ing its members a variety of advantages: Catholics acted as godparents for each
other’s children, watched out for orphans and widows, attended Mass regularly,
and transacted business with each other.’

By comparison, the Anglican Church in Maryland languished. Although the
majority of settlers in Maryland were nominally Anglican, they never fully ac-
cepted the idea of voluntarily building churches or supporting their pastors, Few
Anglican clergymen found Maryland attractive, preferring to settle in neighbor-
ing Virginia, where they could count on regular salaries. As a result, the Church
of England failed to establish a lasting presence during the period of toleration,
forcing most Anglicans to choose between not practicing religion at all or con-
verting to Catholicism or Quakerism.!°

Politically, Catholics in Maryland had also enjoyed an advantage over Prot-
estants before the Glorious Revolution. Cecilius Calvert, the second Lord Balti-
more, had appointed both Catholics and Protestants to governmental offices.
However, Charles Calvert, who succeeded his father as Lord Baltimore in 1676,
preferred to award provincial offices only to an inner circle of his friends and
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Eastern Shore Catholics bequeathed money and land for their churches ir: the late seventeenth century,
Shown here are portions of the wills of John Londey (above} and Henrietta Marin Lloyd (below), to
wiliom Londey had left half his estate. (Maryland State Archives, MSA SC538.)
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relatives, nearly all of whom were Catholics. In an era when economic and social
elites normally wielded substantial political power, many wealthy Protestants in
Maryland found themselves excluded from profitable provincial offices. Some,
such as ex-cleric John Coode and attorney Kenelm Cheseldyne, had once en-
joyed but then lost proprietary favor, while Nehemiah Blakiston, another attor-
ney, had never gained it. Henry Jowles, a large planter, served in many county-
level offices but was unable to make the leap to the provincial level. These frus-
trated Protestants tended to blame their lack of opportunity on Lord Baltimore’s
favoritism toward Catholics, and all four became leaders of the Protestant
Associators.'! During the Revolution their resentment prompted them to re-
move Catholics from all civil and military offices and close Catholic chapels.'?

Restriction ard Reaction

After the revolt the English government decided that Maryland would become
a royal colony but that Lord Baltimore would retain his lands and certain propri-
etary revenues. A royal governor arrived in 1692. The newly elected assembly pro-
hibited Catholics from serving in the royal government, although the ban did not
apply to the remaining proprietary offices, such as collectors of quitrents. In addi-
tion, the assembly officially established the Church of England. The law did not
require attendance at Anglican services or ban other churches, but henceforth Catho-
lics had to pay an annual poll tax of forty pounds of tobacco to support a church
they did not attend. The government also allowed the Catholic chapels to reopen.*?

The establishment of the royal government and the Anglican Church forced
Catholics to begin to accept the possibility that this time Lord Baltimore would
not regain control of the government in the short run. The government’s actions
compelled Catholics to begin to identify themselves as a distinct group in the
early 1690s, although they did not immediately develop a new political iden-
tity." Instead, they continued to be loyal to the proprietary family, hoping for
the restoration of the colony to Calvert control; the more optimistic among them
even hoped for the restoration of Stuart control in England. Catholics joined
with the Quakers, another group that dissented from the new order, to oppose
the Church tax and promote a return to proprietary rule. The Anglican clergy
complained that both Catholics and Quakers “dayly Endeavour to draw People
to their parties, by suggesting” that Lord Baltimore would again govern the colony.
The council complained that Lord Baltimore’s agents—presumably a reference
to Henry Darnall T and Charles Carroll the Settler-—were using their control of
the Land Office to win support for the proprietor. Additionally, some Catholics
drank toasts to the deposed king, James I1."°

Catholics’ political troubles strengthened their cornmitment to their faith.
Even among the gentry, who stood to lose the most by exclusion frem office, very
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few responded to the discrimination they faced by converting.'* Instead, they
rallied around the Church. At least half of the Catholics who wrote wills in the
1690s made bequests to the Church, compared to only about one-third a decade
earlier.”” Catholics continued to attend Mass and to be baptized, married, and
buried in the Church, allowing them to maintain their religious identity as a
separate group.'®

The changed environment made maintaining access to their chapels a criti-
cal issue for Catholics. Eastern Shore Catholics displayed tremendous concern
over the fate of their chapel at Doncaster, which was owned by Colonel Peter
Sayer. In 1693 planter John Londey bequeathed half his estate to support the
Doncaster chapel, but the bequest was to be void if “the Catholics of Talbot
County should be under persecution and restrained from having Liberty of
Conscience at my Decease.” Londey left the other half of his estate to Henrietta
Maria Lloyd, a wealthy Catholic widow, who bequeathed her share of Londey’s
estate plus an additional three hundred acres of land for the support of the chapel
in 1697. A year later Sayer’s widow died, leaving no children. She carefully speci-
fied in her will that the Doncaster chapel should become the property of her
nephew Charles Blake and Lloyd’s son, Richard Bennett 111, Nor was this con-
cern with chapel access limited to the isolated Catholics living on the Eastern
Shore. In 1698, Joshua Doyne of St. Mary’s County specified in his will that the
“Church Stuff” should go first to his wife Jane and, after her death, to his son
Jesse. Although lay Catholics had maintained chapels and left bequests to the
Church and individual priests for many years, they had not previously used their
wills to ensure the chapels’ existence."”

Catholics’ religious zeal was also evident in their efforts to seek converts.
According to Governor Francis Nicholson, an epidemic that swept the Lower
Western Shore in the late 1690s provided an excellent oppertunity for “several
Popish Priests and zealous Papists . .. (under pretence of visiting the sick during
this time of common calamity and sickness) to seduce, delude, and persuade
divers of His Majesty’s good Protestant subjects to the Romish faith.” Addition-
ally, Catholic masters sometimes prevented their servants from attending Prot-
estant church services, pressuring them to convert to Catholicism.?

Nicholson, a zealous Anglican and royal appointee, already suspected Catho-
lics for their loyalty to the proprietor, support for the Stuart kings, and opposi-
tion to the establishment of the Church of England. Allowing Catholics to seek
converts among the vulnerable was more than he could endure. Nicholson is-
sued proclamations in 1698 forbidding Catholics to proselytize and banning toasts
to James II. He also signed a law to limit the importation of Irish servants—
mostly Catholics—into the province.?

Catholics did not react in any organized way to these new restrictions. Two
Charles County court cases suggest, however, that some individuals stubbornly
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refused to obey the proclamations and tried to impose their religious beliefs on
others, especially their Protestant dependents. In the first case, Mary Stigalier, a
Protestant, complained to a member of the council in 1701 that her husband
James and their friends James and Elizabeth Neale, all Catholics, had pressured
her to convert, When she refused, her husband told her “that within two yeares
shee and all the rest of the protestants would bee forced to turne Roman
Catholicks.” If they resisted, “the Roman Catholicks would broyle them all on
Grid Irons . .. for feare the times should turne againe.” This man had come to see
Protestants—even his own wife—as enemies. A jury found him not guilty, but
required him to post a recognizance bond for good behavior.? In the second
case, a servant named John Emory alleged that his master, Anthony Neale, “a
Seveare and Rigid Roman Catholick,” had forced him “to go to the Romish
Church” and had burned some Protestant books belonging to Emory. The court
acquitted Neale, while admitting that he probably had burned the books.?

A new governor, John Seymour, arrived in 1704, two years after the outbreak of
Queen Anne’s War. He quickly let it be known that he would not tolerate any more
misbehavior by Catholics, closing the Jesuits’ large brick chapel at St. Mary’s City
and threatening two priests with expulsion. Additionally, he lobbied for anti-Catho-
lic legislation. Parliament had recently passed a new, stricter anti-Catholic law, and
with Seymour’s encouragement, the Maryland assembly now passed its own ver-
sion, entitled an “Act to Prevent the Growth of Popery,” which banned Catholics
from teaching or proselytizing and prohibited priests from celebrating Mass.*

The measure stunned Catholics, who were used'to practicing their faith rela-
tively openly. The Maryland act was much milder than its English counterpart,
but rigorous enforcement of it eventually would have destroyed Catholicism in
the colony. Several leading Catholics quickly petitioned the assembly for relief
on “behalf of themselves and all the Rest of her Majes]ties Roman Catholick
Subjects.” This petition marked the first time Catholics identified themselves as
a group when approaching the government. The petitioners probably included
Henry Darnall I and his son-in-law Charles Carroll the Settler; both men had
resisted the Protestant Associators and were the two highest-ranking officehold-
ers in the proprietary revenue establishment. They may have been joined by
Carroll’s nephew James Carroll, a wealthy merchant in his own right, and by
Richard Bennett 111, a very rich and well-connected Eastern Shore Catholic whose
sister had married Darnall’s brother.®

The petitioners appealed to the assembly’s sense of fairness, claiming a com-
mon heritage for Catholics and Protestants in Maryland. They were “much sur-
prised to find themselves . . . deprived of that Liberty in point of Religious
worshipp wch they and their Ancestors have without interuption constantly
enjoy’d from the first seating of this province togeather with the Rest of theire
fellow Subjects of Different perswasions.” This religious liberty had been included
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in the charter, advertised in the public conditions of settlement used to attract
settlers, and codified by a law passed by an earlier assembly. Maryland’s experi-
ment in religious liberty had led to a firm “union between all the people towards
carryeing on the Comon interests of the Crowne of England and their owne.”
The Catholics had “been as active and forward in hazarding their lives and for-
tunes for the Comon interest and reduction of the Country to the English .. . as
any other proportionable number of the people.” The colonists, whether Catho-
lic or Protestant, had paid a heavy price for advancing England’s interests: “A
great many of them left their lives as well by the hands of the infidell enemy as by
the Hardshipps which the scating of such a desarte as must of necessity Render
people lyable to.” Given all that Catholics had done and suffered in Maryland, it
seemed to the petitioners only just that the “covenant” of religicus liberty “ought
to continue to posterity.”?

The petition persuaded the lower house to suspend part of the Act to Pre-
vent the Growth of Popery, pending the queer’s approval. Queen Anne eventu-
ally ordered that the suspension be made permanent, allowing priests to cel-
ebrate Mass but only in private houses, not publicly. The provision that Catho-
lics worship only in private houses was hardly onercus, since most of the exist-
ing chapels, even those belonging to the Jesuits, were either attached to houses or
were rooms in houses. The suspension was only a partial victory for Catholics,
because the rest of the Act to Prevent the Growth of Popery remained in effect.
Governor Seymour and the council continued to attack Catholics, especially their
control of the Land Office, but they were stymied by support for Catholics in the
lower house.”

No anti-Catholic laws passed for the remainder of the royal period, which
ended in 1714 with the conversion of the fourth Lord Baltimore to Protestant-
ism. The crown restored control of the government to the Calvert family. Catho-
lics rejoiced, believing that the restoration of the Calverts meant the restoration
of their own political power. Charles Carroll the Settler had become the
proprietor’s agent after Henry Darnall I's death, and the proprietary family now
rewarded him for his years of loyal service by granting him additional offices
and powers. At the same time, the Jacobite rebellion in 1715, which sought to
return the Stuarts to the throne of England, inspired open sympathy for the
Pretender among some Catholics—a few Jacobites, in fact, fired cannons in An-
napolis to celebrate the Pretender’s birthday. Together, these events made Protes-
tant leaders uneasy. Led by Governor John Hart, they passed laws to strip Catho-
lics of any political power by banning them from voting in elections and from
serving in the proprietor’s private revenue establishment. The assernbly also re-
pealed the 1704 Act to Prevent the Growth of Popery, intending to leave Catho-
lics subject to the harsher English laws.?

The actions of the assembly prompted Peter Attwcod to write an essay en-
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titled, “Liberty and Property or The Beauty of Maryland displayed.”” Attwood
was a Jesuit priest closely associated with Charles Carroll and Henry Darnall I1.%
His essay is the longest, most detailed, and best documented discussion of Catholic
history in Maryland written by a cclonial Catholic. His understanding of
Maryland’s early history resembled that in the 1704 petition, stressing the com-
mon heritage of Catholics and Protestants. Attwood observed that with the en-
couragement of the charter and the toleration laws, “Christians of all Persua-
sions lived intermixed in this Province, in Peace & good Neighborhood: nor was
there any Difference to be seen, save only in their different Places, & manner of
worship.” In every other way, “they all agreed as Neighbors, Friends & Brothers,
whilst some of all Persuasions (that is to say, those that were thought most fit &
capable) employed promiscuously Places of Honor, Trust & Interest.”*!

The trouble for Catholics started with the Revolution of 1689. “From this
Epoch,” wrote Attwood, “we may date our changes, not only in Governmt but in
manner Laws & union to & wth each other: then it was prejudice & party set up
their unhappy standards, & Religion wch till then lay quiet & undisturbed, was
discountenanced, brought to ye Bar & confined to much narrower Limits than
she enjoyed before.” He did, however, excuse Maryland’s Protestants, blaming
instead the governors of the royal period, “who ... came to fleece & not to feed,
to raise their own Fortunes, not to advance ours: Govrs who instead of healing
our wounds, widened our Breaches, fornented our Divisions, & wn no other
Crime could be objected made the Religion of some high Treason, or at least a
mark of Disgrace.” John Seymour in particular attracted Attwood’s condemna-
tion: the governor, complained Attwood, pushed for the Act to Prevent the Growth
of Popery out “of a Pique” against some Catholics “who, wn the Govr had mod-
estly demanded a purse well lined, had the indiscretion or Impudence, as it was
then deemed, to refuse the same.””

Attwood’s main concern was the effort to impose the English penal laws,
and he argued thatliberty of conscience was a fundamental law in Maryland. For
more than seventy years, he observed, no one—from the lowliest Catholic to
Queen Anne and her Privy Council—had considered the English laws to extend
to the colony. As a result, regardless of any actions by the assembly, Attwood
believed that Catholics were free to practice their faith.”

A New Generation

Catholic leaders apparently considered presenting a version of Attwood’s
essay to the assemnbly in 1719 but backed off after a neutral observer warned
them it sounded more like a claim of right than a humble petition.* This troubled
period ended in 1720 with the death of Charles Carroll the Settler and the depar-
ture of John Hart. Later that year, Charles Calvert, the fifth Lord Baltimore, wrote
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to his colonists that he hoped “to Bury those Seeds of Rancour and Jealousie wch
have too long prevailed,” and that Catholics would “peaceably & Quietly Submitt
to the Known Laws . . . And rest happy under the Indulgence pmitted to them.”
The assembly quickly announced that it also desired peace with Catholics and
did not intend to enforce the penal laws if Catholics behaved themselves.” The
Catholic community, wearied by the long years of trouble, accepted the olive
branch and gave up their attempts to restore their lost political power.

This was an important transition for Catholics. To this point, their leaders—
Henry Darnall I, Charles Carroll the Settler, Richard Bennett 111, and others—
had fought to regain the rights they had lost and return to an equal footing with
Protestants. They had stressed the common experiences of Catholics and Protes-
tants, who together had settled the colony and advanced the interests of both the
proprietor and England. The attitudes and goals of the rising generation of Catho-
lic leaders were quite different. Born in Maryland and descended from Catholic
gentry, they surely had heard stories of Catholics’ glorious past in the colony but
had never personally known a time when Catholics could serve in provincial
office or practice their faith publicly. They lacked the sense of deprivation felt by
their fathers, who had chosen to migrate to Maryland in search of religious free-
dom only to see it snatched from them in 1689. This younger generation took a
more defensive position: they were willing to live quietly, as Catholics in England
did, and not challenge the existing laws. Rather, they simply sought to maintain
the status quo.*

Like their fathers, the younger generation of Catholic leaders tied their political
fortunes to the proprietary family and demonstrated their loyalty at every opportu-
nity. In 1727, for example, they thanked Lord Baltimore for sending his brother as
governor and asked him to present their congratulations to George 11, the new king.
Five years later, when the proprietor visited Maryland, Catholics again sought to
ingratiate themselves by congratulating him on his safe arrival and reminding him
of their loyalty to the now-Protestant proprietary family and the English monar-
chy?

The desire of both Catholics and Protestants for peace in the colony survived
the outbreak of war with Spain in 1739 and with France in 1744. It even survived
the Young Pretender’s rebellion in 1745, which did inspire some Jacobite out-
bursts in Maryland. The most notable was by William Fothergill, a landless Catho-
lic in Anne Arundel County, who voiced his desire “to see the time that the Poor
Roman Catholicks (who had been kept in Slavery forty two years) out of their
Bondage and to wash their hands in the hearts Blood of the Protestants”
Fothergill’s reference to forty-two years of “Slavery” clearly is a reference to the
passage of the Act to Prevent the Growth: of Popery. That a poor Catholic had
such specific knowledge of Catholic history in Maryland suggests that such knowl-
edge was not limited to the wealthy and well-educated but was part of what it
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meant to be a Catholic, transmitted from generation to generation and priest to
congregation along with Catholic rites and practices. In any case, despite the
Fothergill incident, Catholics in Maryland enjoyed a peaceful relationship with
the government from 1720 to 1750.%

The peace was shattered in 1751, not because of anything Catholics had done
but because a convert to Protestantism, Dr. Charles Carroll, had embezzled a
large estate and tried to cover up his misdeeds by preventing the heirs—two
Jesuit priests—from claiming their inheritance. Dr. Carroll, a member of the
lower house, proposed that the English penal laws be strictly enforced, for under
English law, Catholic priests did not have the right to own property, even prop-
erty bequeathed to them. The lower house agreeably passed a bill explicitly de-
claring England’s penal laws to apply in Maryland and appointing officials to
enforce them.”

Catholics were shocked. Had this bill become law, the effect on them would
have been devastating. Twelve prominent Catholics immediately asked the up-
per house to reject the bill. The petitioners, political leaders of the Catholic com-
munity, were men of wealth and maturity, averaging forty-five years of age. Most
had been teenagers when their fathers and grandfathers resisted Governor Hart.
They were an interrelated group; each one was related to at least one of the oth-
ers. Ignatius Digges, for example, was the half-brother of Philip Darnall and Henry
Darnall of Portland Manor and the cousin of William Digges III, whose sister
was the wife of Clement Hill III. Geography also contributed to their role as
political leaders. All lived near Annapolis-—eight in Prince George’s County, three
in Anne Arundel County, and one just across the Chesapeake Bay at Queenstown.”

The petition reveals how much Catholics’ view of themselves and their place
in Maryland had changed. Unlike their predecessors earlier in the century, the
petitioners made no mention at all of a common heritage with Protestants, nor
did they claim equal rights. Instead, they hoped “that a ready and implicit obedi-
ence to the Laws in being and quiet Submission to the Civil Power would have
justly intituled them to the Protection of that Government, which they so
chearfully contributed to support and so willingly obeyed.” The implication was
that they had kept their side of the bargain struck in 1720 and had done nothing
to merit this crackdown. Look into Catholics’ conduct, they begged, “before you
consent to deprive them .. . of all those Liberties, and Privileges which they have
hitherto been blessed with."*!

Charles Carroll of Annapolis, the wealthiest Catholic in Maryland and a kins-
man of the Protestant Doctor Carroll, sent his own petition to the upper house.
Unlike his co-religionists, however, Carroll wrote not of liberties and privileges
but of rights. He stressed the contributions made by Catholics to the settlement
of the colony, observing “that a very great Number of Gentlemen of good and
antient Families and other Roman Catholicks” had “quit their native Countries,
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Charles Carroll of Annapolis (1702-1782) suc-
cessfully petitioned the Maryland legislature on
behalf of Catholics in 1751, (Courtesy, the Charles
Carroll House, Annapolis.)

Friends, and Relations,” and migrated to Maryland, “then a Wilderness and in
the Hands of a Barbarous and savage People, hoping and confiding that by such
a Sacrifice they should procure to themselves and their Descendants, all the Re-
ligious and Civil Rights they were deprived of” in England and Ireland. But their
hopes had been in vain, as Catholics had lost some of their rights. Despite his
militant tone, Carroll did not demand the restoration of these lost rights but
merely asked for the maintenance of the status quo. For the past thirty years, he
noted, “the Roman Catholics as a Body” had behaved quietly and decently, so he
asked “that no new penal laws be enacted against them ... whereby the Religious,
and Civil Rights they have hitherto enjoyed may be any ways infringed.”*

The upper house accepted the petitions and refused to pass Dr. Carroll’s bill.
For the next five years, the lower house periodically attacked Catholics, but the
upper house and the governor consistently defended them. It was not until 1756,
two years into the French and Indian War, that the lower house succeeded in
penalizing Maryland Catholics. A major supply bill to raise defense funds im-
posed a new land tax, and the lower house added a provision that Catholics
should pay double. Given the urgent need to protect frontier settlers, the gover-
nor and the upper house agreed to the tax.”

The tax itself was not a heavy burden for Catholics, amounting to one shil-
ling per one hundred acres annually. It was not the actual cost which so alarmed
Catholics, but the fear of what might come next. They interpreted the actions of
the governor and upper house as signalling an end to the proprietary protection
on which Catholics had long relied. The governor and upper house had always



Catholic Identity in Maryland, 16891776 151

blocked the efforts of the anti-Catholic party in the lower house, but perhaps
that group would now Lave a free hand to tax Catholics’ property and possibly
even impose other restrictions on them. The Provincial Court justices appointed
by the proprietor had steadfastly refused to enforce the English penal laws, but
Catholics feared the courts would no longer protect them. Particularly disturb-
ing in this regard was the arrest in September 1756 of James Beadnall, a Jesuit
priest, for celebrating Mass and trying to convert a Quaker to Catholicism.*

Leaders among the Catholic gentry responded to the sudden deterioration
in their position by sending petitions to Governor Sharpe and to Frederick Calvert,
the sixth Lord Baltimore. Like Carroll five years earlier, they stressed the contri-
butions Catholics had made to Maryland, depicting them far more heroically
than Carroll had. Catholics formed “the Bulck of the first Settlers,” who over-
came nearly insurmountable obstacles. “The Country was a Vast and one uncul-
tivated Forest: the Possessors of that Forest a savage and Cruell People,” with
whom the colonists frequently fought. In addition, “the Labour of clearing thickly
wooded Lands was allmost intollerable, the Scarcity of Provisions and the warnt
not only of the conveniences but of necessaries of Life, allmost unsurportable.”
Worst of all, “the distempers and sicknesses attending a new unhealthy Climate
were most discouraging.” Despite these woes, Catholics had “looked on Mary-
land as an Asylum and place of Rest for themselves and their Posterity.” That had
changed beginning in 1689; from that time forward, “many severe Laws were
made . .. by wch we were oppressed.” These laws reduced Catholics almost “to a
Levil with our Negroes not having even the Priviledge of voting for Persons to
represent us in Assembly” Catholics nonetheless had “not only increased the
Trade and riches of their M[othe]r Country butlaid the foundation of the present
flourishing state of this Province.” Justice and gratitude, argued the petitioners,
should compel the proprietary government to veto the double land tax.*

The Jesuits, meanwhile, portrayed the Catholic community as especially cho-
sen by God and encouraged Catholics to endure. James Beadnall, the priest ar-
rested in 1756, observed, “You suffer Persecution for Justice sake! You're deprived
of Liberties! Debar’d from high Posts & Offices! You're revil'd (as I may say) but
all for Justice sake.” He urged his congregation to “Rejoyce therefore & be glad
for yr Reward is exceeding great in Heaven.” Joseph Mosley compared Catholics’
suffering to that of the ap ostles and encouraged his congregations to “Stick steadily
to your Faith, adhere firm to your Religion, against whatever oppositions, your
Enemies can only hurt ye Body, by ye Soul they can’t endamage.” Finally, James
Carroll, one of the Jesuits whose inheritance Dr, Carroll had embezzled, scunded
a more militant note: he urged Catholics to cast off the “heavy yoke which we
have too long carried,” give up trying to please “the wise men of this world [who]
are so lyable to be mistaken and so often err,” and “manfully defend ourselves
and our holy liberties, liberties belonging to the children of God alone.”"
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The proprietary government never again agreed to any anti-Catholic laws,
but what the Catholics saw as their betrayal in 1756 struck at their identity and
radicalized their outlook. Since the Glorious Revolution, they had seen them-
selves as siding with and relying on the proprietary family, but the proprietary
family had deserted them in their tirme of need. The events of 1756 destroyed this
long-standing identification of Catholics with the Calverts. No family had been
more loyal to the proprietor than the Carrolls, yet Charles Carroll of Annapolis
bitterly wrote to his son in 1759, “remember ye ill treatment yr Grandfather met
with after so long a series of services, remember ye cruel usage of ye Rornan Catholicks
by ve late & present Ld Baltimore & let yt so weigh with you as never to Sacrifice yr
own or yr Country’s Inter{es]t to promote ye Inter[es]t or power of ye Proprietary
Family.”#

More significant was Catholics’ use of the word slavery to describe their situ-
ation. The landless Fothergill had complained in the 1740s that Catholics were
being “kept in Slavery,” while the gentlemen who petitioned in 1756 felt that the
laws diminished their status to a position equivalent to their slaves, specifically
by denying them the right to vote. These references to slavery should not be
dismissed as mere hyperbole. The word was commonly used in the political dis-
course of the times to refer to people who could not protect their rights and
property, and it was in this sense that the American revolutionaries often voiced
a fear of slavery. Stephen Hopkins of Rhode Island, for example, wrote in 1764
that “those who are governed at the will of another, or of others, and whose
property may be taken from them by taxes or otherwise without their own con-
sent and against their will, are in the miserable condition of slaves.”* It was ex-
actly in this sense that Maryland Catholics had begun to view themselves as slaves.
Despite the Jesuits’ assurances that Catholics would be rewarded for their suffer-
ing, the situation seemed intolerable to many laymen, particularly given their
increasingly heroic view of Catholics’ past experiences in Maryland.

Many Catholics grew sufficiently alarmed by their circumstances in the mid-
1750s to consider leaving Maryland. One petition reported that the troubles had
“already compell’d some to leave ye Country to ye great prejudice of yt Province,
to have sett others on winding up their affairs in order to quit it, & determined
many more to retire & look for peace & Quiet elsewhere.” No one was angrier
than Charles Carroll of Annapolis. Less than two weeks after the double tax be-
came law, Carroll placed an advertisement in the Maryland Gazette announcing
his intention “to wind up his Affairs” and sell hisland. He went to France in 1757
to negotiate a deal for land in Louisiana, but his plans fell through.”

A decade later, in 1767, Dr. Henry Jerningham, an English emigrant who had
moved to Maryland seventeen years earlier, tried to organize a move to Louisi
ana. He wrote to the Spanish governor that hundreds of families would move if
the Spanish would accept them and assured the governor that none of the Catho-
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HE Subferiber intending to wind up his
Affairs as foon as poflible, hereby gives
Notice to all Perfons indebted to him, by Bond,
e, to difcharge the fame immediately, or to
fecure the Payment in a fhort Time. He has fe-
veral valuable Seats of Land, which, with his
Houfes and Lots in 4nnapolis, he is willing to fell.
Any Perfon inclinable to purchafe, may apply
to hxm for the Terms of Sale.
f Cuarres Carrorr. |

l — - i

Angered by the Assembly’s double tax on Catholics, Charles Carroll of Annapolis planned to leave the
colony and in 1756 placed this advertisement in the Maryland Gazette. (Maryland State Archives,
MSA §C2311.)

lics in Maryland had ever sworn allegiance to the British government. A mixed
group of Acadian, Germarn, and English-speaking Catholics made the trip from
St. Mary’s County to Louisiana in 1769, but their ship was blown off course. The
local Spanish officials where they landed, not having been notified of their im-
pending arrival, imprisoned them. The Acadian and German families chose to
stay, but the English-speaking families did not. No mass migration resulted.*
Despite—or perhaps because of—the decline in Catholic political fortunes
after 1750, their religious lives flourished. To serve the growing population, the
chapel network expanded from twenty-two in the 1720s to at least fifty in the
1760s. This extensive network of chapels allowed Catholics to continue to attend
Mass regularly and enjoy rites of passage in the Church, a necessity for maintain-
ing their identity as Catholics.® One sign of this new sense of separation may be
a decline in the rate of intermarriage with Protestants, which fell from 22.1 per-
cent for Catholic gentry in the period from 1720 to 1750 to just 12.3 percent for
the remainder of the colonial period. Catholics expressed their religious com-
mitment in other ways. In the 1760s and 1770s, the Jesuits maintained lending
libraries at each of their plantations, and they also organized at least five sodali-
ties, which mostly women joined. Additionally, many more parents were able to
provide their children with Catholic educations. Before 1750 only about thirty-
five Maryland boys had attended Catholic schools in Europe, but the number
skyrocketed to at least eighty-two by 1773. Before 1750 only seven Maryland
girls had studied at convernts or joined religious orders, compared to at least
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thirty-six after 1750. This was an expensive comrmitment for parents to make: six
years at St. Omers, the most frequently chosen boys’ school, cost roughly one
hundred pounds sterling just for tuition, room, and board, while families had to
come up with dowries of anywhere from one hundred to three hundred pounds
sterling for daughters entering convents.” That so many parents were willing to
pay so much to provide their children with Catholic educations testifies to the
deep attachment they felt for their church.

While Catholics’ commitment to their religion did not waver in the late co-
lonial period, their sense of identification with English Catholics weakened greatly.
In 1765, for example, Marylanders discovered that the Catholic Church was con-
sidering appointing a vicar-apostolic or bishop for the English colonies. Charles
Carroll of Annapolis, Ignatius Digges, Henry Darnall of Portland Manor, and
256 other Catholics immediately petitioned against such a move. They feared
the appointment would give their enemies, who were “bent on our ruin, a stron-
ger handle yn anything they have hitherto been able to lay hold on, and conse-
quently terminate in the utter extirpation of our religion.” That the English Catho-
lic authorities could be so oblivious to the situation in Maryland frustrated the
colonists.™

The declining fortunes of the Society of Jesus may also have contributed to a
sense of alienation among Maryland Catholics. The Portuguese government had
expelled the Jesuits from its empire in 1759, the French followed suit in 1762, as
did the Spanish in 1767. Pope Clement XIV suppressed the Society of Jesus world-
wide in 1773. The Jesuits had always dominated the Maryland mission; since
1720 they had been the conly priests to serve in Maryland. Few Maryland Catho-
lics alive in 1773 had ever received communion, made confession, or been bap-
tized or married by any priest except a Jesuit. Suppression of the Jesuits severed
the close ties that had always existed between Maryland and European Catholi-
cism. Catholics in Maryland had little reason to feel any loyalty to or identifica-
tion with the Catholic Church beyond Maryland—it had turned its back on
them.>

Both the growing isolation of Maryland Catholics within the Catholic Church
and their alienation from the proprietor contributed to a subtle shift in their
identity. By the late colonial period, Catholics increasingly began to take pride in
their identity not as proprietary loyalists or as Catholics in the English empire
but as Marylanders. Petitions in the 1750s reminded Catholics of their proud
heritage in the colony. The efforts to organize mass migrations failed in part
because most Catholics had been born and had lived their entire lives in Mary-
land. They had familial and economic ties to the area and considered themselves
Marylanders just as much as any Protestant. Even the boys sent to St. Omers
took pride in this provincial identity, describing themselves as “Marylandians.”*

It was as Marylanders that Catholics began once again to participate in poli-
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Charles Carroll the Signer (1737-1832), yrand-
son of the Settler, signed the Declaration of
Independence in 1776, (Courtesy, the Charles
Carroll House, Annapolis.)

tics in 1773, joining with Protestants in opposition first to the proprietor and
then to England. The first to get involved was Charles Carroll of Carrollton, son:
of Charles Carroll of Annapolis. Carroll joined in a newspaper debate over the
fees paid to proprietary officials and wrote various essays opposing the propri-
etary government. His public stand brought him great popularity. By mid-1773
ke had become an important figure in the emerging popular party, while his
father assumed an active role behind the scenes.”

When the popular party turned its attention from the proprietary govern-
ment to the growing rift between Britain and her colonies, Catholics flocked to
join. Partly, of course, the fact that a Catholic was a leader of the popular party
helped draw them to the movernent. But Catholic support for the American Revo-
lution involved more than mere emotion. Principles the patriots espoused held
great meaning for Catholics. Taxed without their consent, denied the vote for
more than fifty years and stripped of cther rights for even longer, they could
easily rally behind the ideas of no taxation without representation and equality
before the law. The Revolutionary movement offered them the possibility of be-
coming political actors once again. Catholics served on the patriot comrnittees,
and Charles Carroll of Carrollton became a delegate to the Continental Con-
gress. The state constitution of 1776 formally returned to Catholics the rights they
had lost since 1689, and they once again became citizens with the same rights and
privileges as other Marylanders.™

Catholics had come full circle by 1776. Prior to 1689 they had established
themselves as a separate and successful group in Maryland’s competitive reli-
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gious environment, while politically, they had allied themselves with Protestants
in the proprietary party. The Glerious Revolution and the subsequent establish-
ment of the royal government and the Church of England had forced Catholics
in Maryland to fashion a new identity for themselves. Their new status as “Pa-
pists,” as a minority singled out for discrimination by the government, caused
them to become even more firmly attached to the Catholic Church, as seen in
their wills; they rejected the pejorative title Papist, always referring to themselves
in their petitions and wills as Roman Catholics. Politically, the changed circum-
stances required that Catholics give up ecumenical politics and form a separate
political group, cne specifically aimed at restoring Catholics to an equal position
with Protestants. The return of government control to the proprietary family
did not solve Catholics’ troubles, and, in fact, they lost the right to vote and
suffered other defeats. In 1720 a new generation of Catholic leaders informally
accepted the government’s offer to maintain the status quo. For thirty years this
defensive stand worked well, but in the 1750s the coming of the French and In-
dian War and the actions of Dr. Carrcll caused a crisis for Catholics. I 1756,
when the assembly passed a double tax on Catholic-owned lands, they turned
once again to the proprietor to defend them, complaining that they were re-
duced nearly to slavery, but the proprietor ignored their petitions. Alienated
Catholics eventually allied with Maryland Protestants in a revolt against both
the proprietor and England. The coming of the American Revolution turned out
to be their salvation, restoring to Catholics the right to practice their faith openly
and without penalty and removing the stigma of being Fapists in a Protestant age.
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