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FOR GOD, KING, AND COUNTRY: LOYALISM ON THE
EASTERN SHORE OF MARYLAND DURING THE
AMERICAN REVOLUTION

By BARRY PAIGE NEVILLE

Few events in American history have been studied as much as the War for Independence.
Advocates of the Whig interpretation of the American Revolution argue that the colonists
rose in a unified mass movement to throw off the yoke of British tyranny.! This, however,
was not the case. The War for Independence was America’s first civil war. Not only was
there fighting between American colonists and British forces, there was also conflict
between Patriots and those colonists who wished to remain under British rule. As John
Adams observed, the American Revolution was fought by one-third of the population
against another third to benefit the remaining third.?

With the exception of New York,? such divided loyalties are best illustrated in Maryland.
During the war, the revolutionary government in Annapolis often faced political dissension
and feared an armed rebellion by citizens who remained loyal to the British Crown. One
of the most strife-torn areas in Maryland was its Eastern Shore, a large peninsula that lies
between the Chesapeake Bay and Atlantic Ocean. Approximately 180 miles long and 60
miles wide, it includes parts of Maryland, Virginia, and all of Delaware. The area is inun-
dated with innumerable rivers, creeks, and inlets, making it a center for trade, ship build-
ing, and smuggling. Enjoying access to fertile land, Eastern Shore farmers had long repu-
diated tobacco farming in favor of producing grains, vegetables, fruits, and other cash
crops. Consequently, the Eastern Shore, as local historian Charles Truitt describes it,
became the “breadbasket of the Revolution.”

During the American Revolution, the Eastern Shore proved to be an area of great stra-
tegic and economic importance to the war effort. The Chesapeake Bay and the Atlantic
Ocean were of vital significance to the colonies, not only for trade, but also for communi-
cation and supply lines between Philadelphia and the Southern colonies. Maryland ship
captains kept the colonies supplied with vital materials from Europe and the Caribbean,
and privateers were recruited from the area to attack British commerce. These factors,
coupled with the fact that Eastern Shore farmers supplied Washington’s Continental Army
with essential foodstuffs throughout the war, demonstrate the strategic and economic
importance of the region to the Patriot cause. If the British or their Loyalist surrogates
could have separated Maryland’s Eastern Shore from the Patriot movement by cutting off
the flow of supplies and restricting communications that crossed the region, they might
have improved their chances of suppressing the rebellion.

To maintain its authority on the Eastern Shore, the extra-legal state government of
Maryland adopted restrictive laws and quartered troops there to restrain Loyalist sentiment
in the region. Despite these measures, the Annapolis government never exercised complete
control over Eastern Shore Loyalists. Consequently, Eastern Shoremen hampered
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Maryland’s war-making capabilities throughout the American Revolution. Nevertheless,
constant harassment from the Annapolis government prevented these Loyalists from ever
gaining military or political control over the Eastern Shore.

This paper examines the nature of loyalism on Maryland’s Eastern Shore, identifying
three distinct groups labeled as Loyalists, or the disaffected, by the revolutionary state
government. First, there were the outspoken Loyalists, that is, those individuals or groups
who actively opposed the state government. Second, there were the political opponents of
the new state government who refused to accept the governmental institutions established
during the 1775 State Constitutional Convention. Lastly, there were Eastern Shoremen
who the state government characterized as Loyalists, in large part, because of their reli-
gious affiliations. This study focuses on the actions taken by the Annapolis government to
subdue these various groups of disaffected people, and the reasons why the Loyalists
failed to seriously challenge the authority of that government on the Eastern Shore.

Formation of Maryland’s Extra-legal Government

As the first shots of the American Revolution were fired at Lexington and Concord in
April 1775, Maryland moved forward as did other colonies in declaring its independence
from Great Britain. When the Second Continental Congress met in Philadelphia one
month later, Maryland representatives Charles Carroll and William Paca, both of Anne
Arundel County, Samuel Chase of Somerset County, and Thomas Stone of Charles County
all favored independence.®

Once independence had been declared in early July 1776, Maryland established a new
state government. Its first order of business was the elimination of the proprietary charter.
To be sure, by the 1770s the British government had assumed much of the actual power
of the proprietary government, but the Calvert family still controlled vast amounts of land,
capital, and patronage privileges in Maryland. More importantly, Maryland taxpayers
were still assessed thousands of pounds sterling annually for the maintenance of the pro-
prietary class.® In dealing with these issues, the State Constitutional Convention abolished
the proprietary government and transferred its assets to the state treasury.’

The convention then moved quickly to frame a new constitutional state government in
order to manage state affairs and the regional war effort. The same property qualifications
that existed under the proprietary government would continue to apply to the election of
officials who would serve in the new state government. All freemen over the age of
twenty-one possessing a minimum of fifty acres of land or owning property worth at least
£40 sterling could elect Delegates to represent them in Annapolis.®

Even though Maryland had established an “elected” representative government, it was
never a legal government until independence had been secured on the battlefield and in
the subsequent peace conference. Rather, it was an extra-legal government whose legiti-
macy rested on its ability to control the state’s population, either by force or by persuading
Maryland residents that it was the legal heir-apparent to the old governmental system. As
long as state residents aligned themselves with the revolutionary government in Annapolis,
it had credibility. If, however, a substantial number of citizens chose to remain loyal to the
British Crown, the survival of the new government would remain in doubt. Thus, the
legitimacy of the new state government became the focal point in the struggle between
Patriots and Loyalists for control of Maryland’s Eastern Shore.
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Political Dissidents and Other Disaffected Peoples

During the war, the Annapolis government made no attempt to classify the various
opposition groups within the state according to their degree of loyalism. Any person who
did not support the state government whole-heartedly was labeled a Tory. This blanket
condemnation of all disaffected people as being “true Loyalists” was erroneous. The
majority of Marylanders characterized as Tories were essentially opponents of the new
state government for both political and social reasons. With regard to Eastern Shore resi-
dents, several factors explain their disaffection: localism, disintegration of the prewar
social structure, deprivations wrought by wartime food shortages, and the increased tax
burden to prosecute the war effort.

Following the ratification of Maryland’s new constitution in 1775, the state government
immediately had to address the issues of voting rights and holding office. The use of pre-
war voting qualifications barred most Marylanders from the election rolls. For example,
only 74 of Kent County’s 3,500 free whites were eligible to vote for Delegates.® This pro-
duced an intolerable situation. The major pretense for the revolt against Great Britain had
been that the British government had restricted the colonists’ rights as Englishmen. The
Patriots sought to rectify this by declaring independence and demanding the loyalty and
martial support of their fellow citizens. Yet such restrictive voting requirements meant that
only the wealthiest members of the gentry in Maryland could participate in the new gov-
ernment. According to the new state constitution, one had to possess £500 real property
to serve as a Delegate; £1,500 to serve on the Council.'” These requirements for holding
office, coupled with state restrictions on voting rights, meant that no more than fifty-five
percent of Maryland’s free white population could vote or hold office. Consequently, only
a handful of individuals held county seats. For example, in Queen Anne’s County, between
1777 and 1787, only nineteen different individuals filled that county’s forty-five elected
seats. Of those individuals, James Kent, William Bruff, John Seney, Clement Sewell, and
Edward Coursey each served in the state legislature five times. This trend holds true in
other counties as well."

To correct this situation, more moderate members of the Council, men such as Chase,
Paca, and Rezin Hammond of Anne Arundel County, were able to reduce the property
requirement for voting from £40 to £30. But an attempt to further reduce that requirement
to £5 was soundly defeated.'? Apparently, the elite who now controlled Maryland had no
intention of sharing their power with “social inferiors.” That included officers and soldiers
of the Maryland Line who could not vote in any state election until 1781."

The gentry’s efforts to restrict the franchise and limit office holding illustrates a phe-
nomenon peculiar to the American Revolution. In contrast to Marx’s dialectic, where the
oppressed proletariat led the revolution, or the middle class in the French Revolution, the
American Revolution was shaped primarily by the gentry. They had led the initial protests
to break away from Great Britain. On the other hand, the “middle class” and the poor often
opposed the belligerent policies of the revolutionary government, remaining either neutral
or aligning themselves with Great Britain. In prewar Maryland, the gentry, true to English
tradition, assumed political leadership in the colony. Their greater wealth and higher level
of education made them ideal leaders. Lesser men could not afford to participate in gov-
ernment because property requirements and the lack of salary for such service discour-
aged them from doing so.

This situation was tolerated before the Revolution, but the social upheaval prevalent in
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any war rent asunder the status quo. While they were not threatened directly by the
Revolution, the poorer classes may have been alarmed by the possibility that the political
system that replaced the proprietary government might be more oppressive. Most small or
middling farmers, who held their land as tenants of the Lord Proprietor, had the right to
petition for redress of grievances through the governor. This might not have afforded them
much legal protection, but it was something they could depend on. Thus, as the power of
the gentry increased after the overthrow of the colonial government, the poor became
increasingly apprehensive about the prospect of facing a more difficult existence without
the meager legal protections afforded by the proprietary government.

The eradication of the proprietary government and the ouster of Governor Robert Eden
swept away a system of checks and balances inherent in Maryland politics. Without the
security provided by British rule through the proprietary government, the tenuous gentry-
common man arrangement broke down. The poorer classes saw the Revolution as a “rich
man’s war,” and asked themselves why should they fight for the elite, or support the gov-
ernment when they had no stake in the conflict? They could neither vote nor participate in
that government. Why, then, fight the British when Britain had at least provided them with
a modicum of security? Such thoughts led many Marylanders to refuse to serve in the state
militia, to scoff at paying their ever-increasing taxes or provide goods for the war effort.'

Even more dangerous than the refusal of some local residents to offer any assistance to
the war effort were various attempts to overthrow gentry rule in Maryland. As early as
May 1775, anti-gentry sentiment ran so high in Dorchester County that opponents of the
state government had the audacity to consider an alliance with slaves to topple that gov-
ernment. Before the plot blossomed, however, John Simmons, the leading conspirator, was
arrested. At his trial, Simmons was implicated in this plot based on the testimony of one
of his neighbors, James Mullineaux. Both men were members of the local militia.
Mullineaux testified that when he asked Simmons whether he was going into Cambridge
to muster, Simmons replied:

Yes, but not to muster for he had other business, ...[Mullineaux] understood that
the gentlemen were intending to make us fight for their land and negroes, and
then said damn them, if I had a few more white people to join me I could get all
the negroes in the country to back us, and they would do more good in the night
than white people could do in the day.'s

According to Millineaux, Simmons also stated: “If all the gentlemen were killed we
should have the best of the land to tend and besides could get money enough while we
were about it as they have all the money in their hands.”'¢

Though this insurrection never materialized, and Simmons received only a light pun-
ishment for his threat, this episode demonstrates the general disdain that the poorer
classes held for the elite. The connotation in each of Simmons’ statements is quite clear.
Like many poor whites, he believed that the war was undertaken to benefit the rich. If the
rich were opposed, they would be forced to surrender vast amounts of land as well as
hoarded specie and other necessities of life. In expressing such thoughts, Simmons spoke
for many Eastern Shoremen angered by wartime shortages and the inclination of the gen-
try to stockpile much needed goods.

One of the most important commodities in the colonial period was salt, which was
used to season food as well as cure and preserve meat in the pre-refrigeration age. During
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the war, the requirements of the Continental Army left little salt for civilian use. Before
the war, salt had been imported from the Caribbean. During the war, the British cut off
this valuable import as part of an attempt to starve the recalcitrant colonies into submis-
sion. In an effort to overcome this shortage in Maryland, state authorities built salt works
near the Chesapeake Bay. The bulk of salt produced under the auspices of the state, how-
ever, went to the Continental Army. Meanwhile, many private concerns held by plantation
owners began to experiment with the evaporation of sea salt. The salt produced through
this process was of poor quality but it could still be used effectively to cure meat. The
gentry, who produced the salt, kept it for their own needs. To be sure, some salt was sold
to acquire cash, but the wealthy hoarded most of it."”

The inability of the poorer classes to obtain salt from the state government or buy it
from local planters led to a series of ‘salt riots’ during the fall of 1776 in Dorchester and
Talbot counties. Residents in both counties were in desperate need of salt. The Committee
of Observation in Dorchester County reported that “the want for the absolute necessities
of life is so great that many families for months past have not had a spoonful of salt.”’®
The fall season was the traditional time of the year for the slaughter of livestock. As their
winter meat supply became rancid, local residents resorted to force to acquire what they
needed. The first victim was Robert Wilson, a wealthy merchant. A mob broke into his
storehouse in early October and helped itself to his salt. At the same time, the estate of
James Murray, a wealthy planter, located in the Hunting Creek area of Dorchester County,
was overrun by another mob searching for hoarded salt. They broke open the salt bin and
helped themselves to whatever salt they required. This, however, was not robbery; Richard
Andrew, the leader of the mob, attempted to pay Murray’s wife for the fourteen and one-
half bushels of salt taken. When she rejected the offer, Andrew left fourteen dollars and
fifty cents on the table. When local authorities tried to punish the mob, Andrew reorga-
nized his followers and marched on Cambridge. His boisterous, riotous band intimidated
the Committee of Observation and escaped punishment. The committee considered call-
ing out the state militia to quell Andrew’s activity but further disorders in nearby counties
prevented it from doing so."

One of those “disorders” that the Committee of Observation in Dorchester County
alluded to involved a raid on the estate of James Chamberlaine. Almost two months after
Andrew’s raid, a group of seventeen men gathered in neighboring Caroline County and
marched on the Chamberlaine estate. Chamberlaine, a leading Eastern Shore Patriot, was
not home at the time. William Milward and his wife were managing the property when the
rioters attacked the estate. Led by Jeremiah Colston, the armed band forced Milward to
open the storehouse, seized seventeen bushels of salt, but offered no monetary compensa-
tion for this pillaging.?

Shortly thereafter, Chamberlaine and members of the local militia captured
Colston and some of his followers. As they were taken before the local magistrate,
Chamberlaine was physically assaulted by John Gibson, a member of the Committee of
Observation. Chamberlaine had been hoarding salt, and his contemptuous attitude towards
others had created sympathy for the salt raiders. As Gibson testified:

I need not remind you of these distressing times,... no violence has occurred and
[1] Hope that you’ll not think them men of seditious principles who might be
desirous of stirring up party factions. They are not such. I know several of the
leading men to be men of reputation ... [and] good moral character as most men
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in the county. They have been sincere in their country’s cause and have acted like
men of spirit and principle,... which is more than can be said with truth of any
engrosser of salt here [i.e., Chamberlaine].”'

When the committee ordered Colston to apologize to Chamberlaine, he did so rather
grudgingly. He maintained that despite the appearance of “Rapin and Violence,” his
actions were borne out of necessity.?

The salt riots reveal an interesting aspect of the political situation on Maryland’s
Eastern Shore. The men whose property had been violated were individuals of real sub-
stance. The Maryland Tax Assessment List of 1782 shows that Murray and Chamberlaine
each had annual incomes of about £3,000. Chamberlaine also owned more than 4,000
acres of land in Talbot and Caroline counties.” In contrast, only half of the salt rioters
possessed any land, and only one in five owned slaves. The exceptions were Andrew and
Colston. Both men were propertied, especially Colston, who owned fourteen slaves and
nearly 400 acres of land worth £936.2 Thus, the leaders of the uprising of the poor were
men of property. This, combined with Gibson’s defense of his act of civil disobedience,
shows the developing rift between various elements of the gentry in Maryland during the
American Revolution.

At the outbreak of the war, many members of the gentry stood at the forefront of the
revolutionary movement. But some of their ardor soon cooled when it appeared that the
movement sought independence too quickly. They feared that the status quo would be
undermined. Henry Hollyday, one of Talbot County’s leading citizens, expressed concern
that some of the more easily persuaded members of his class would fall under the influ-
ence of those “warm gentlemen ... disposed to dragoon people into their hot measures.”?
For Hollyday, the cause of Boston was not necessarily the cause of Maryland. Such dis-
trust of the aims of the state and national governments led many local residents to either
remain neutral or actively resist measures to prosecute the war.

The lesser among the gentry believed that the more powerful members of their class
would ultimately gain the most from the Revolution.? This was especially true on the
Eastern Shore, in large part, due to localism. Eastern Shore residents have always been
viewed as a breed apart. They have maintained their individualism, independence, and
unique character up to the present day. They have rejected outside influences and tend to
remain neutral or violently oppose authority. Such localism manifests itself through a
distrust of outsiders, particularly toward Marylanders from across the Chesapeake Bay.
Their distrust of what they perceived as the self-serving interests of the Annapolis govern-
ment led Eastern Shore residents, gentry and common folk alike, to view the new state
government with deep suspicion. '

Dissidents on the Eastern Shore who were true Loyalists in the sense that they sub-
scribed to the policies of the British Crown had a detrimental impact on the conduct of the
war in Maryland. Civil disobedience causes a government to divert its attention from other
pressing matters, thus weakening its ability to rule effectively. This is particularly true of
a government seen as lacking in legitimacy. The extra-legal government in Annapolis
could only exercise authority if Marylanders pledged their allegiance to it and accepted its
actions as emanating from a legitimate authority. This was not the case; the Annapolis
government was not recognized as a legal political organization until the war ended. Its
fragile control over some regions of the Eastern Shore forced Committees of Observation
and Safety to be conciliatory and moderate in their treatment of dissidents. This explains
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the light punishments meted out to Simmons, Andrew, and Colston. Nevertheless, as will
be shown, the state government exercised enough authority to prevent British control of
the Eastern Shore. Consequently, dissension on the Eastern Shore would prove to be more
of a nuisance than a real danger to the Patriot cause in Maryland.

Religious and Pacifist Groups as Loyalists

Though not as numerous as political and social opponents of the revolutionary govern-
ment, there were certain religious groups in Maryland whose teachings challenged the
authority of the new state government. While the pressures of war produced civil unrest,
the existence and growth of certain religious dogmas based on support of the British Crown
and pacifism intensified the clash between Patriots and Loyalists on the Eastern Shore.

It has always been infinitely easier for a revolutionary group to change the existing
political system than to legislate the religious beliefs of the people. Attempts to interfere
with freedom of worship leads to a retrenchment in beliefs of the group under attack. This
situation was made more critical by the fact that the Church of England, the established
church in Maryland, was steeped in rampant loyalism. For two centuries, ministers of the
church had been colonial officials, receiving their commission from the proprietor and
their pay from the colonial legislature. They were required to take an oath of allegiance to
the British monarch, who, since the Reformation, served as the Supreme Head of the
Church of England. There was no separation of church and state; absolute loyalty to the
sovereign constituted part of the dogma of the Anglican Church.?

From the outbreak of hostilities, members of the Anglican Church were divided over
whether they should support the Revolution. Many were involved in the revolutionary
movement; others supported the Loyalist opposition. This placed many church members
in a predicament. If they supported the Patriot cause, they stood in direct opposition to the
teachings of their faith. If they did not take the loyalty oaths or participate in the military
efforts of the state, they were deemed traitors.?®

This dilemma was further complicated by the position of the Anglican clergy in
Maryland. An article of their faith was an oath of loyalty to the British Crown, taken dur-
ing ordination vows. As a consequence, they were bound to oppose the Patriot cause, and
to preach against the Revolution. To violate this oath and actively support the rebels would
result in excommunication and ensure that their source of revenue would be cut off. To
avoid such a fate, many Anglican clergymen left the colony. Of the thirty priests on the
Eastern Shore in 1776, only fifteen remained in 1780. Of those fifteen, most were of
inferior quality, either suffering from some form of senility or being notorious drunkards.
By 1784, the situation reached its nadir when an Anglican layman lamented that “there
were but two Anglican clergymen on the whole Peninsula, and one of these is a drunk-
ard.”® The situation was probably not that bad, but the exodus of Anglican priests meant
that those who chose to remain in the region were unabashed in their enmity towards the
new state government.

The most virulent and outspoken Loyalist clergyman on the Eastern Shore was Father
John Bowie, rector of St. Martin’s Worcester Parish. When instructed to take the state’s
loyalty oath, he refused and declared that he would, “suffer his right arm to be cut off, and
wished if he took it his tongue might cling to the roof of this mouth and never come
loose™ So virulent was his preaching against the Patriot cause that in 1777 he was
arrested and held captive in Annapolis. Upon returning to the Eastern Shore, Bowie con-
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tinued his anti-Patriot crusade in Oxford and St. Michaels.?!

Other Eastern Shore clergymen mimicked Bowie’s loyalist tendencies. John Scott,
another Worcester rector, was also arrested for his Loyalist activities. The Worcester County
Committee of Safety indicted him on the charge of inciting a Loyalist uprising and sent him
to jail in Annapolis on a £1,000 bond. He was later exiled to Frederick County and forbid-
den from engaging in political discussions or correspondence with fellow Loyalists.*

The actions of Bowie, Scott, and other recalcitrant Anglican clergymen, such as
William Wye and William Edmission of Cecil County,* placed the church in a perilous
position. If it continued on its present course, its membership, already decimated, would
further decline. It also faced the danger of being abolished by the state government, which
had already disestablished the church in 1777.3* To avoid this fate, the leadership of the
Anglican Church pursued a more compliant course. With the exodus of the majority of
parish priests, the church was forced to find new leaders. William White, who would
become the first Anglican Bishop in Maryland, and Samuel Seabury, future Bishop of the
American Episcopal Church, stepped forward to fill this need. Aware that the survival of
the Anglican Church depended on its cooperation with the new state government, they
ordered local parish priests to desist from attacking Patriots. They also cut their ties with
Great Britain by supporting the Vestry Act, which transferred the ownership of the indi-
vidual parish from the Church Universal to the parishioners.* This allowed White and
Seabury to consolidate their power in Maryland, and bought the church time to replenish
its membership. Its support for the Act Concerning the Freedom of Religion freed the
church from further government interference as long as clergymen focused solely on
theological matters. Both laws ushered in a new policy towards religion in Maryland; that
is, the state government tolerated passive resistance towards the Revolution, as well as
non-compliance towards certain laws and demands for military service, as long as reli-
gious groups did not participate directly in anti-revolutionary activities.>

Under the protection of these new laws, the Anglican Church staged a dramatic
comeback in the latter war years, especially on the lower Eastern Shore, where the
Presbyterian Church had become its strongest rival. In Worcester and Somerset counties,
the introduction of Presbyterianism by Francis Makemie in 1683, and the immigration of
countless Scot-Irish to the area produced a fierce struggle between Anglicans and
Presbyterians for economic and political control of the region.” Presbyterians generally
backed the Revolution; Anglicans, for the most part, supported the British Crown. To
prevent the more populous Presbyterians (many of them being members of the ruling elite)
from effecting total control over the Eastern Shore following the ouster of the colonial
government, Anglicans took up arms to protect their position. This test of strength
between these rival religious groups contributed to much of the Loyalist activity in
Somerset and Worcester counties early in the war.

While the Annapolis government had problems with the Anglican Church, it also had
to contend with other religious sects whose beliefs placed them in direct opposition to the
interests of the state. The largest and most problematic of these groups were the
Methodists. The Methodists were not a separate religious sect; they were a faction within
the Anglican Church. The founders of the Methodist movement, George Whitefield and
John Wesley, had grown tired of the traditions and relative coldness of the Anglican ser-
vice. They complained that the dogma of the church was based more on the practice of
ritual than the message of Christ.® Wesley, who emerged as the chief apostle of the sect,
found the worldliness of the church unacceptable. He urged his supporters to reject drink-
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ing and other worldly delights and to place their faith in the Bible and Christ’s teachings,
not the ritual mass of the Anglican Church.

As the Methodist movement gained a considerable following in England, it was only a
matter of time before it made its way across the Atlantic. George Whitefield brought its
message to the Delmarva Peninsula in 1739. By the Revolutionary era, there were substan-
tial numbers of Anglicans in the region who professed themselves to be Methodists.
Francis Asbury, the man most responsible for the founding and growth of the Methodist
Church in the region, estimates that there were 19 itinerant ministers and 3,158 devotees
on the Eastern Shore in 1775.4 With the departure of the majority of ordained Anglican
priests, Asbury and other itinerant ministers found a vast pool of Anglicans who they
could convert to the Methodist fold. Ministers selected by Wesley and Asbury traveled
throughout the Eastern Shore exhorting people to join the faith.

As a competing religious movement within the Anglican Church, Methodism endured
much criticism from the church hierarchy due to its rejection of traditional Anglican val-
ues. Religious beliefs were not the only reason for the authorities’ antagonism towards the
Methodists, however. Part of the social dogma of Methodism included its view that slavery
was immoral. This belief led many to view Methodists as enemies of the state. Slavery was
an integral part of the economic and social structure of the Eastern Shore. If Methodists
were allowed to undermine its existence, this would jeopardize the favored position of the
planter aristocracy.*! This concern helps to explain the repressive measures taken against
Methodists during the early stages of the American Revolution.

Methodist opposition to slavery highlights one of its strongest fundamental positions,
one that accounted for much of its phenomenal growth during the war. One of the corner-
stones of Wesley’s teachings was an egalitarian approach to the social structure of the
state. The Methodists preached that all men are equal in the eyes of God. In other words,
all men were equal under the law.”> The thought that the lowest member of society was
equal to the richest planter raised the hackles of the aristocracy. The elite feared that if
Methodism went unchecked, the poorer elements of society would clamor for increased
power, which, in turn, would undermine the social structure. Such fears seemed justified
since this concept had special appeal to poor whites who were already disillusioned with
the deprivations of the war and the lack of political power granted to them during the 1775
State Constitutional Convention.

Itinerant preachers were primarily responsible for spreading Methodism on the Eastern
Shore. The most famous of these ministers was Freeborn Garrettson. Born into a slave-
holding family in Hartford County, Maryland in 1752, Garrettson became a latter-day St.
Paul after seeing a vision that inspired him to spread the Methodist faith.** During the
American Revolution, Garrettson traveled throughout the Eastern Shore, spreading the
message of Christ to anyone who would listen. He spoke in every known Methodist soci-
ety in Delaware and Maryland, often putting his own life at risk. He was arrested in Queen
Anne’s County, jailed in Talbot County, and accosted by revolutionaries in Somerset
County. Undaunted, he traveled from one hot spot to another, preaching a gospel of faith,
pacifism, and equality of all men.*

On at least two occasions Garrettson’s religious beliefs nearly cost him his life. On June
24, 1778, in Chestertown, Maryland, Garrettson was accosted by a band of opponents led
by Judge John Brown. The mob beat Garrettson with sticks and would have hanged him
had not an elderly lady interceded on his behalf. When Judge Brown later tried to arrest
the minister, Garrettson lectured him on his imminent damnation and persuaded Brown to
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read the scriptures. Convinced that Garrettson was a man of God, Brown freed him.*
Three months later, in September 1778, a mob in Dover, Delaware, tried to lynch
Garrettson. This time he was rescued by a local merchant who hid him in his shop.*

Following a series of revivals in Delaware and Maryland, Garrettson traveled to North
Carolina to preach the word of God. There, he had his first experience preaching to blacks.
He was moved by the suffering of slaves, stating, “many times did my heart ache on
account of slaves in this part of the country.... I endeavored to inculcate the doctrine of
freedom [in] a private way, [but] this procured me the ill will of some who were in that
unmerciful practice.”’ He preached to slaves until this practice placed his life in danger.
He prudently returned to Maryland and again ran afoul of Patriots. His life was threatened
on four more occasions, including once in Salisbury where a man tried to shoot him as he
preached. When his gun misfired, Garrettson took this as a sign of providence. He refused
to vacate the area, establishing a Methodist circuit in Quantico.*

The activities of Methodist preachers, coupled with the potential for civil unrest inher-
ent in their teachings, led the state government to adopt measures to silence them. Many
itinerant preachers were driven off the Eastern Shore or arrested on the charge of refusing
to take the loyalty oath. The Maryland Loyalty Oath not only required a declaration of
allegiance to the state; anyone who subscribed to it also pledged themselves to defend the
state by arms if necessary.* This violated the pacifist teachings of Methodism. In oppos-
ing the oath, Garrettson argued that the taking of an oath violated the teachings of God,
especially if it required the bearing of arms. The oath, he declared:

... is too binding on my consciencg, .... I want in all things to keep a a conscience
void of offense, to walk in the safest way, and to do all the good I can in bringing
sinners to God.*

Garrettson, like many other Methodists, took the Delaware oath, which was less
restrictive and contained no clause requiring the taking up of arms. This, however, did
not save Garrettson from further harassment. On March 9, 1780, he was jailed for his
refusal to take the loyalty oath under the auspices of the Act for the Better Security of the
State. He was ordered to post a £20,000 bond, but being insolvent, Garrettson was jailed
for twenty days in Dorchester County.”® Thomas Hill Airey, a prominent Dorchester
County resident, petitioned Governor Thomas Johnson to release Garrettson, who,
despite his opposition to the oath, was a “true friend of this country.” The governor freed
Garrettson, who resumed his preaching without any interference from the state.” By
then, the threat of a British invasion of Maryland had passed; the Methodists were no
longer considered a threat to the state.

It is interesting to note that the restrictions placed on religion in Maryland were always
tougher on the Eastern Shore, presumably because of its distance from Annapolis. If the
state government had pursued a more conciliatory policy towards religion, it may have
affected a much greater measure of control over the area. In all likelihood, religious oppo-
sition would have abated once it became evident that the state had no intention of restrict-
ing religion. By bowing to the demands of anti-Methodists who opposed that religion’s
anti-slavery message, the state government unnecessarily complicated the situation on the
Eastern Shore.

Of all the Loyalist tendencies, religion should have been the easiest to overcome.
Instead, religious Loyalists became a significant problem for the Annapolis government,
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not so much because they were virulent opponents of the Revolution, but because of the
policies the state instituted against them. The various measures employed to subdue the
Anglican Church and the embryonic Methodist movement contributed to the growth of
both groups.® To be sure, the state government eased its restrictions on religion during the
latter stages of the war, but its early paranoia toward any group that opposed the Patriot
cause led to a besmirching of the ideals of the Declaration of Independence.

Loyalist Activity on the Eastern Shore

There were certain groups on the Eastern Shore that rejected the necessity of the
American Revolution to settle differences between the colonies and the British Crown.
They chose to remain loyal to the Crown out of true affection for King George IlI, their
political and religious beliefs, opposition to the elite groups in power, and, in some
instances, anti-social tendencies which caused them to oppose any hint of change. Eastern
Shoremen who actively sought to overthrow the state government were few in number, but
even their small number, a few thousand perhaps, concentrated in certain parts of the
region, represented the most serious threat to state authority in Maryland during the
American Revolution.

As the American Revolution swept away the old proprietary government, a large group
of potential opponents to the new system emerged. The old proprietary groups who lost
their source of income and political power might have served as the vanguard of Toryism,
but instead they cooperated with the Annapolis government. They did so because their
close proximity to the seat of power made it easier for the state government to keep them
in line. More importantly, the old proprietary group and the elite shared similar political
views. By allying themselves with the elite, members of the proprietary class ensured their
future after the war. This explains the lack of direct opposition of this group to the Patriot
cause on the Western Shore. With the exception of Robert Alexander (an Eastern
Shoreman), most of the Loyalist leadership and activity in the state was centered across
the Chesapeake Bay. The natural antipathy between the Shores and the diversity of reli-
gious and political beliefs made it easier to formulate opposition toward the new state
government on the Eastern Shore.

From the outbreak of the war, Loyalist activity flourished on the Eastern Shore. As
soon as the Declaration of Independence had been issued, groups loyal to the British
Crown tried to suppress Patriot activity in the region. In Caroline County, for example,
John Williams and John Cooper mustered troops to oppose recruitment efforts on behalf
of the Continental Army. Both efforts failed; Cooper sought amnesty, and Williams was
arrested, only to be freed on his word of honor that he would obey the law.> In Worcester
County, William Barkley Townshend, one of the wealthiest landowners in the area, peti-
tioned Virginia Governor John Dunmore for troops to defeat the revolutionary movement
on the Eastern Shore. While awaiting Dunmore’s response, Townshend stockpiled muskets
and ammunition on his estate, and gathered what forces he could. When the Committee of
Safety dispatched the local militia to confiscate Townshend’s property, including his arms
and munitions, he fled to Virginia. The state government indicted him in absentia, confis-
cating his property until he renounced Loyalism. Upon his return to Maryland, Townshend
received only a mild fine and a reprimand for his Loyalist acitivities.*

If state authorities expected to suppress loyalism they could not do so through light
punishments meted out to these early offenders; they needed to enforce stronger penalties.
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On July 4, 1776, the state government enacted the Treason Act, which threatened to
impose a punishment of death against anyone providing aid and comfort to Maryland’s
enemies.* The state government, however, rarely assigned this fate to traitors. Perhaps this
was out of compassion for those ‘misguided souls’ who supported the king, but more than
likely this represented some recognition of the state government’s weak position. As a
rebel body, the Annapolis government had no legal standing as a governing body under
international law. To impose the death penalty against Loyalists would invite similar treat-
ment of Patriots by the British if they invaded Maryland. Hanging was an acceptable legal
punishment for rebels, and to paraphrase Ben Franklin, the revolutionary government
could have been “hung together.” One should also bear in mind that early opponents of the
Revolution, such as Townshend, Williams, and Cooper, were from the same social class as
the governing elite. It would have been bad form to hang a peer. This, to some extent,
explains the light punishments handed out to these Loyalists.

Despite the adoption of the Treason Act, Loyalist activity on the Eastern Shore contin-
ued unabated, reaching a crisis point in 1777. As the wartime fortunes of the Continental
Army hit one of its low points, Maryland Tories, aided by British military activity in the
area, stepped up their attacks against the state government. British naval units occupied
Smith Island, Tilghman Island, and Hooper’s Island, effectively cutting off the Patriots
from the Chesapeake Bay. From these islands, the British and their Loyalist allies burned
estates and confiscated rebel property.s’

The most famous of the Loyalist sea captains (‘pirates’ in the eyes of the state govern-
ment) was Joseph Whaland. Whaland and his men based themselves on Tangier Island,
Virginia, and for seven years they sailed the narrow waters between Hooper’s Straits and
Dorchester County, Maryland, disrupting local commerce. Whaland seized barges,
destroyed their contents, and used them for scrap.® He was arrested often for his actions,
but received only minor punishment, after which he would return to his old ways. For
example, after one arrest in 1780 Whaland convinced George Dashiell that he would
change his ways. As Colonel Dashiell ordered the release of the pirate, a messenger arrived
carrying a deposition from Valentine Peyton, alleging that Whaland had seized his boat and
burned his cargo.®® Whaland was incarcerated in Baltimore but he was soon released and
resumed his attacks against Patriot commerce in the Cheasapeake Bay. Avoiding apprehen-
sion by a frustrated Dashiell, Whaland never suffered any punishment for this new wave of
violence against Patriot commerce, which continued through the end of the war.5

As Loyalists challenged the state government for control of the Chesapeake Bay, they
also tried to undermine the revolutionary movement on the Eastern Shore. The state’s hold
on the region was tenuous at best. Loyalist activity was held in check only by the efforts
of the local Committees of Safety and the presence of militias. If Loyalists could have
overcome these local militia units, they might have effectively destroyed state authority
on the Eastern Shore.

Loyalists in Somerset County tried to do just that. In late 1777, Isaac Atkinson, a
Somerset planter, was indicted for attempting to raise a company of Loyalists to challenge
state authority. During a muster of local troops. Atkinson convinced many of the men that
they were fighting for the wrong side. When the men lined up, “part of the Company drew
up apart, under the said Atkinson, as their captain, wearing red cockades instead of black,
which they had formerly worn.” Atkinson then told the remaining troops that he intended,
“... to oppose the Congress and Convention, for that he did not like any of the proceed-
ings, or anything they had done.”¢!
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When Atkinson was arraigned at the Somerset County Courthouse, he refused to be
cowed by the court. He boasted that he had influential supporters who encouraged him “to
go on in the manner he was then in.”® Atkinson had enough intelligence to come to his
arraignment with a band of his followers. Had the Committee of Safety tried to arrest him,
bloodshed would have ensued. He was simply admonished to go home and avoid partici-
pation in Loyalist activities. When Atkinson emerged from the courthouse, “nearly fifty
people [surrounded] him.” He delivered a short speech urging his followers to continue
their fight against the ‘oppressive’ state government.%

Loyalist agitation on the Eastern Shore increased in late 1777 and early 1778. Tories in
Somerset and Worcester counties organized a force of over 300 men, led by a well-organized
cadre of officers, to oppose the state government. More importantly, they enjoyed a large
measure of popular support. It is little wonder that fresh reports of Tory deprivations arrived
daily in Annapolis. In one instance, Samuel Chase informed the state government that:

Tories have been gathering in Sussex, Worcester and Somerset counties for sev-
eral days. They have 250 men collected at Parker’s Mill about nine miles from
Salisbury, and [it is] reported [that] they have three field pieces which they
received from the Roebuck [a British warship] ... with the intention to sei[z]e the
Magazine and destroy the property of the Whigs.*

The Loyalists destroyed the magazine, thus preventing the local militia from exercising
control over that part of Somerset County. The state government ordered Colonel Henry
Hooper to take command of a militia regiment and suppress the disaffected in and around
Salisbury. To support Hooper, the brigs Enterprise, Defense, and Dolphin, which com-
prised the entire Maryland State Navy, were dispatched to the area.*®

As Hooper proceeded to the Eastern Shore, additional Tory activity led the state gov-
ernment to petition Congress to send Continental Army troops to suppress the revolt. In
response, Congress, on February 1, 1778, directed the Maryland General Assembly to
“raise a sufficient number of men and artillery to suppress Tory activity and then assemble
the inhabitants of both counties to take an oath of allegiance to the state and disarm anyone
who refused to obey the order.”®® It also instructed General William Smallwood to lead a
regiment of Virginia infantry to aid Hooper. The deployment of troops from another state
demonstrated a lack of trust in using local militias to suppress Toryism. And with good
reason: desertion was rampant, local units often refused to leave their own counties to
serve, and those that did often looted the surrounding countryside.*’

Smallwood’s force arrived in Salisbury on February 19 and established a defense line
running from Salisbury to Princess Anne and Snow Hill. After reading a proclamation
condemning Loyalists in Somerset and Worcester counties for their “traitorous” activities,
the general ordered all civilians to retire to specified locations, to surrender their firearms
and contraband, and to take an oath of allegiance to the state. Upon strict compliance with
this edict, a general pardon would be issued to all Loyalists, except the ringleaders of the
insurgency, who were identified as Angelo Atkinson, Josephus Beall, Rev. John Bowie,
Hamilton Callallo, Dr. Andrew Francis Cheney, Jesse Gray, Dr. John Odell Hart, Levi
Lankford, Staughton Maddox, Thomas Malcolm, Thomas Pollet, Jr., Thomas Moore,
William Pollet, and Whittington Turpin. All of these men were arrested and imprisoned,
except for Callallo and Moore, who escaped to the protection of the British fleet.®®

Smallwood’s actions checked Loyalist activity on the lower Eastern Shore temporarily.
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After the departure of the Continental Regulars, Colonels Joseph and George Dashiell of
Somerset and Worcester counties continued to hunt for recalcitrant Tories. But the unreli-
ability of the militia and the large numbers of Loyalists in the region prevented the
Dashiells from exercising effective control over the area. Ordinances issued by the state
government could not be enforced, especially if the edict required the appropriation of war
matériel. Following one effort to collect shoes for the Continental Army, Colonel Joseph
Dashiell bemoaned the total disregard toward the wishes of the state by a number of area
residents:

I should have got a much larger quantity of shoes in the disaffected shoemakers
would have made them up. But as soon as they heard the shoes were wanted for
the [Continental] Army they raised the price from five to fifteen shillings.*

Perhaps more insulting than refusing to fulfill the state government’s request for war maté-
riel, Eastern Shore Loyalists enjoyed a thriving trade with the British Navy, which landed
on the coast with impunity.”

A slight [ull in Tory activity on the Eastern Shore ended abruptly with the British inva-
sion of Pennsylvania. In 1778, British General Sir William Howe landed his army of
20,000 men at Head of Elk in Cecil County and then occupied Philadelphia. The general
issued a proclamation to the people of Pennsylvania, Delaware, and the Eastern Shore of
Maryland, in which he tried to allay their fears regarding the consequences of British
occupation of the area. He announced that King George III would pardon “officers and
private men in arms against His Majesty ... [who were] willing to relinquish the part they
have taken in the Rebellion.””! Howe’s proclamation may not have lured many Patriots into
the fold, but it reignited Loyalist activity on the Eastern Shore. They supplied food to
British troops and acted as scouts while the Redcoats marched towards Philadelphia. More
importantly, during this time the British considered the possibility of forming a Tory
regiment to fight alongside the British Army. David Heath, a local Loyalist, offered to
raise a regiment of 500 men to combat the local militia if it tried to interfere with Howe’s
advance. Howe considered the offer, but rejected it. Hoping to limit the bloodshed in tak-
ing Philadelphia, Howe had no intention of arming Americans to fight one another.”

Meanwhile, Tories in both Worcester and Somerset counties renewed their efforts to
undermine the Annapolis government. They harassed state recruiters and tax assessors,
and tried to coordinate an uprising with the support of British troops. Fortunately for the
Patriots, the plot collapsed because British troops never rendezvoused with the Loyalists.”

To get a better sense of what was happening on the Eastern Shore, the state government
dispatched Martin Luther, then a young attorney, to assess the situation. His report could
not have pleased the Delegates: ... the disaffected inhabitants of [Somerset] County ...
have arrived to so daring a height of insolence and Villainy that there appears but very
little Security for [the] lives or property of any person who from political or other reasons
are obnoxious to them.” He further observed:

The Sheriff does not dare to go [to] Annemessex [River] to summon witnesses
against the criminals who await their trial at the Special Court, and some of the
most material witnesses live in that neighborhood.... Several Boats with tobac-
co, Wheat Flower [sic] etc. have been taken away from Pocomoke, Jones Creek,
[and] Wicomico ... recently. Bodies of men have within these few nights past
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been seen passing and re-passing in the county. Persons in the low part of it,
particularly one John Sterling, a defector, are openly and avowedly enlisting and
sending them aboard enemy ships.

Martin then cited specific instances of roving bands of Loyalists raiding plantations,
attacking the residences of local militia, as well as plundering and kidnapping those who
were unfortunate enough to fall into their hands. He urged Governor Johnson to station
100 well-trained cavalrymen in the vicinity of Annemessex River.” The governor respond-
ed decisively, asking the state government to raise a militia unit of 150 men “to impose
martial law in Somerset County and establish a court martial system competent to conduct
trials against Loyalists with the power of ordering executions.””

Armed with this new authority, Maryland troops, under the command of Colonel
Mordecai Gist, restored the state’s authority in Somerset and Worcester counties. But a
change in British leadership created additional problems for the state government.
Following General Howe’s resignation in 1779, Sir Henry Clinton became the commander-
in-chief of British forces in North America. Clinton differed significantly from Howe in
one key respect. He was a soldier first, and foremost. He intended to suppress the
Revolution and did not care how he had to do it, even if it required using Americans to fight
fellow Americans.”He instructed James Chalmers, a Loyalist from Kent County, to raise a
regiment of 1,000 Maryland and Delaware Tories. Chalmers was assigned the rank of
Lieutenant Colonel and placed in charge of the unit. Daniel Addison, Isaac Costen, Crafton
Dulaney, Walter Dulaney, James Frisy, Caleb Jones, Patrick Kennedy, Phillip Barton Key
were appointed as company captains, and Isaac Atwood as regimental surgeon.”

The men of this regiment were uniformed, trained, and treated as Regular troops in the
British Army. The unit fought at the Battle of Monmouth (1779), and participated in
Cornwallis’s Southern campaign (1780). It was disbanded at Pensacola, Florida in 1781.7
It handled itself admirable, and showed what could have happened had the British pursued
a more concerted policy of using Loyalists to defeat the rebellion.

The formation of the Eastern Shore Loyalist Regiment proved to be the last gasp of
Maryland Tories in their efforts to thwart the revolutionary state government. Sporadic
fighting continued on the Eastern Shore between 1780 and 1782, particularly when British
raiding parties landed to ravage the seacoast during the Yorktown campaign, but such
incidents were limited in both their frequency and the damage that they caused.” The
revolutionary government thus withstood the Loyalist challenge in Maryland.

Conclusion

Why did the Loyalists fail? There is no easy answer to this question. First, there was no
coordination of anti-government activity among the Loyalists. Their attempts to overthrow
the state government were piecemeal, which gave officials in Annapolis ample time to
respond to each one individually. If there had been an overall strategic plan to defeat the
Patriots, it may have been successful. The powers of the state were overtaxed by the
actions of the Loyalists as it were. If the Tories could have mounted a sustained attack
against the state government instead of separate uncoordinated upheavals, they might have
achieved their goal. Here one should bear in mind that the confrontations between
Loyalists and Patriots seldom escalated into armed confrontation. Loyalist activity usually
consisted of passive, or restrictive attempts to hamper the war-making power of the state.
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Had the Tories concentrated on the application of force instead of harassment, they may
have destroyed the credibility of the state government early in the war.

Britain’s failure to make effective use of Loyalists to suppress the rebellion provides
another explanation for the failure of loyalism on the Eastern Shore. Traditional British
disdain toward colonials placed Great Britain in a situation where it defeated its own pur-
poses. During the early stages of the war, the British missed an opportunity to arm
Loyalists who could have served as a police force to suppress civil unrest. General Howe
must accept the blame for this. He had too much respect and admiration for the colonists.
He sought to defeat them with as little bloodshed as possible. He believed that the use of
colonists to fight against one another would produce a bloody civil war, merely prolonging
the conflict. With some foresight, Howe could have reduced the length and the outcome
of the war. General Clinton realized this, and tried to employ Loyalist troops. They fought
well in the Carolinas, but by then it was too late for them to offer much aid to the British
in Maryland.

This failure in British strategy prevented the Loyalists from defeating the Patriot move-
ment. Had the British occupied Maryland, they could have done much to suppress the
Revolution throughout North America. They controlled the waters around the state, using
the islands in the Chesapeake Bay as naval bases. If the British had mounted any kind of
concerted offensive with the aid of Loyalists, they could have retained control of Maryland.
This point is critical because Maryland served as the “breadbasket of the Revolution.”
Foodstuffs from Maryland fed the Continental Army throughout the war. For example, in
1780 the Eastern Shore provided the following foodstuffs for the Continental Army:

Beef 5,200,000 Ibs.
Flour 48,000 bbls.
Salt 4,000 bus.
Rum . 17,000 gal.
Corn 56,162 bus.
Pork 5,500 bus.
Hay 200 tonnes
Tobacco 1,000 hogsheads *

The British could have used Loyalists to burn crops and disrupt commerce on the Eastern
Shore. Any interruption of the economy on the Eastern Shore would have deprived the
Continental Army of vital logistical support. Equally important, such disruption of the
local economy would have caused greater unrest among Eastern Shore farmers, who
would blame the state government for their misfortune.

The final reason for the failure of loyalism on Maryland’s Eastern Shore has to do with
the actions of the state itself. In spite of its failings, the state government used as much
intelligence and patience as it possessed to keep Maryland on its revolutionary course. The
initial weakness of the Annapolis government made it impossible to muster much force
against the Loyalists. Had the governor tried to use military force to quell unrest, this
would have produced a bloodbath on the Eastern Shore. Nothing would have united
Eastern Shoremen more than a conflict with troops from the Western Shore. The state
government avoided this by using Eastern Shore troops, for the most part, to suppress
local disturbances. By using local militia from, say, Talbot County to put down trouble in
Somerset County, the state used the localism of Eastern Shoremen against them. The




INTERNATIONAL SOCIAL SCIENCE REVIEW 151

rivalry between counties was strong enough to check Tory activity on the Eastern Shore.

Two questions still need to be answered: First, did the Annapolis government adopt too
punitive a policy in suppressing loyalism; and, second, how strong was loyalism on the
Eastern Shore? At first glance, one can see that the state government adopted harsh penal-
ties against certain disaffected individuals and groups. During the war, it conducted a
harsh anti-Methodist, anti-pacifist campaign. Though it espoused a policy of religious
freedom, the state government did its best to suppress the growth of certain non-tradition-
al sects. This, in large part, demonstrated the traditional strength of the ruling elite and the
Anglican Church. Pacifism was not as deleterious to the state as was anti-government
rioting, but Methodists and Quakers often received heavier fines than did an avowed
Loyalist such as Isaac Atkinson who was jailed fewer times than Freeborn Garrettson.
Speaking out against slavery was more of a heresy than overt loyalism. This double stan-
dard also applies to political opponents of the state, where discriminatory voting laws
curbed Loyalist efforts to challenge the state government politically.

During the course of the American Revolution, the Annapolis government eased many
of its restrictive measures that it had adopted during the critical early war years. Once it
sensed that the threat of a British invasion had passed, it lifted restrictions on civil liber-
ties. In fact, only three men were executed for treason during the war.?! This indicates that
the state was far more lenient than appears to be the case at first glance. The Annapolis
government did not know that the British would never invade the state or that Loyalist
groups in Maryland would not cooperate in their efforts to overthrow it. Taking these fac-
tors into consideration, the actions of the state government of Maryland were mild in
comparison to those adopted by other states.

Just how strong was loyalism on the Eastern Shore? After reading the correspondence
of those who remained loyal to the British Crown, one must conclude that loyalism
seemed strong, but not strong enough to defeat the Patriot cause in Maryland. There were
several anti-government uprisings on the Eastern Shore, but in looking at the actual num-
ber of serious threats to the revolutionary government there were only twenty-six outright
disturbances throughout the course of the war. Many of these were not direct threats to the
solvency of the state; they were nuisances at best. Tory pirate activities in the Chesapeake
Bay proved to be the most serious threat to state authority. Simply put, the Loyalist move-
ment lacked sufficient strength to defeat the revolutionary government in Annapolis with-
out direct British assistance. By themselves, the Tories lacked the planning and organiza-
tion skills necessary to defeat the state government. Had they received British support, a
concerted effort may have defeated the Patriots by denying them vital supplies, shipping
points, and communication links on the Eastern Shore. Without such support, the Loyalist
effort to preserve British rule in Maryland ended in failure.
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