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chapter 1

The Importance
of Knowing Annapolis

Annapolis is and always has been a small city. It is important because of
what happened in it—and what was designed to happen in it. It has tall
historical stature because it is vividly connected to the American Revolution, the events of which remain so important to us. It remains famous
because the United States Naval Academy, the embodiment of American
naval excellence and ingenuity, occupies a signiﬁcant and beautiful piece
of the city. Indeed, for most Americans, Annapolis means the Naval Academy, its traditions, midshipmen and women, and football against Army
(Fleming 1988).
Annapolis also means holidays sailing on the Chesapeake Bay. To
some, it is an old, distinguished state capital. To others, it is a historic
destination. If we limit ourselves to a rehearsal of what we know as outsiders, then Annapolis has an identity made up of its role in American
independence, naval history, boating and sailing, and a historic place to
visit. Most people either know or are willing to guess that it is Maryland’s capital.
I shall examine these identities brieﬂy so that there is some context
for the details I provide that explain what can be learned from the archaeology of this old city that came, long ago, to call itself “the Ancient
City.” Before I wander into familiar and comfortable identities for Annapolis, I want to be fairly clear that I do not think that they are the only
reasons for the city’s importance. It is the planned, deliberately created
nature of the city’s identity and operation, from which its famous side
1
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is derived, that I hope to draw out. Annapolis may appear durable but
small, important but not paramount, and historic but not crucial; however, it is also clear that it epitomizes a part of America that we tend to
ignore. Annapolis and its way of life were planned, thought out, and then
created. It is of great importance because it was not spontaneous, opportunistic, or dependent on the success of capital or entrepreneurial activity. Historically, it combined southern, patriotic, upper-class conceptions of right government with ways of social planning for an afﬂuent,
slave-owning hierarchical society that minimized conﬂict (Riley 1887,
1897, 1901; Stevens 1937; Taylor 1872).
This is a good time in American history to learn about Annapolis. It
has never been more beautiful or more accessible. We have also just
ﬁnished a quarter century of archaeological excavation there (see Appendix), so there is a lot to show. Moreover, we are also living in a time
of very steeply distributed wealth and social quiet, and Annapolis can
also show us how that is sustained.
Before I report on the archaeology, here is the impressive surface that
should prompt a closer look at the city. Today, 35,000 people live in Annapolis. At the time of the American Revolution, about 1,300 did. But
only in the demographic sense is it small. Historically, Annapolis was a
place where the Revolution was argued and played out, and as a port on
Chesapeake Bay, where some of its dangerous consequences during the
War of 1812 occurred. Washington and Jefferson visited it—Washington
often. Annapolis was on the land route from Virginia’s Northern Neck
and Williamsburg, where Virginia’s leaders sat, to Philadelphia, New
York, and Boston, where the North’s wealth, population, and leaders
were. For a brief period after the success of the ﬁrst phase of the Revolution, Annapolis became the capital of the new United States and the
new legislature met in the still new Maryland State House. In fact, the
formally organized and widely attended ceremony where Washington
resigned his congressional charge to lead the army against the British
occurred in this building. Every once in a while, as with the Watergate
crisis, we remember how signiﬁcant it is that the military forces are constitutionally subordinate to elected civilian ofﬁcials. This carefully choreographed act in Annapolis established that subordination. This act may
not be as important as the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution, but it quashed the notion of government by king, hero, general,
or acclamation.
All four of Maryland’s signers of the Declaration of Independence lived
in Annapolis. Their houses are still there, and two of them are open to
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the public. The William Paca house was restored and opened to visitors
in 1976, with its gardens opened in 1973, by the Historic Annapolis Foundation, the city’s—indeed the state’s—premier preservation organization.
The most famous, or at least most effective, Annapolis signer was
Charles Carrollton of Carrollton (Hoffman 2000), whose big house and
large property were given to the Roman Catholic Church twenty years
after his death for the founding of the permanent parish and as a seat
for an order of missionary priests and brothers. Carroll broke the colonial-era law against Catholics voting. He played the role that exempliﬁed
what Jefferson meant by not legislating to establish religion. Carroll was
wealthy and he contributed to the industrial revolution in America by
ﬁnancing the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, the country’s ﬁrst, the
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal, and the iron mines and foundries (worked
by slaves in some cases) that were the origins of the steel industry in Baltimore. The Carrolls also patronized Benjamin Latrobe, who, with his
colleagues, designed the most important new buildings in Baltimore, making it an example to the new nation of how to build a republican city in
an independent country.
As you walk around Annapolis, the Naval Academy is both more and
less noticeable than you supposed it would be. The occasional midshipmen and women (the latter are ofﬁcially called midshipmen) are self-evidently nice American kids about to undergo a substantial transformation. You rarely see a naval ofﬁcer. The Academy is behind a tall yellow
and red brick wall, and although open to the public, it is still physically
removed from the level of access and intimacy that characterizes the rest
of the city. The Academy is big and has big buildings that emphasize
grandeur, reminiscent of the New York Public Library and Grand Central Station, built between 1899 and 1907. It is an engineering school for
unusually talented students and is both accessible the way a college is
and as remote, because you cannot see its purpose happening, any more
than a visitor walking through Harvard Yard can see learning and fame.
Annapolis is on a small peninsula, and at its waterfront, you can see
far enough to imagine the expanse of Chesapeake Bay. You know this is
a port city, a water-oriented city, and you can see plenty of water as you
walk around. Its buildings frame water views. But there are no large boats,
ships, steamers, or cargo vessels. There is nothing really big at the dock.
And historically there never was much that was big either. Annapolis is
an administrative city masquerading as a port. But the real port is all of
Chesapeake Bay and its 150 rivers. And then after the Revolution, Baltimore grew up and became the match for Charleston, Philadelphia, New
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York, and Boston. But even so, Annapolis today is the self-named boating capital of America in popular lore and, perhaps, commercial fact. Its
waterfront is crowded as completely as you could imagine with the masts
of all kinds and sizes of pleasure boats. There are many hundreds of them
on view and thousands of them around the Bay.
Throughout the nineteenth century and the ﬁrst half of the twentieth,
Annapolis was one of the many Chesapeake Bay ports where watermen,
black and white, formed the base of the oyster industry. Many African
American oystermen worked out of Annapolis and supplied the city’s
packing houses, where African American women worked, processing tons
of oysters annually.
Boating, as it is now called, is done for pleasure; it is not a livelihood,
although it is a very big business. It is a weekend activity that occasionally becomes a sport. In the fall in Annapolis, there are two large boat
shows, one for sailboats and one for motor boats. These are very large
sales fairs that show off models, machinery, and improvements in all the
many ways that make leisure boating more attractive. Annapolis is a place
to see boats, store and maintain boats, build them, and berth them. Although visitors normally approach Annapolis by land, many have arrived
and continue to arrive by water. For the city is not only a port, it is also
a destination and a node on a string of settlements to be visited around
Chesapeake Bay.
With the publication of Alex Haley’s Roots (1976), Annapolis became
famous because Kunte Kinte arrived there from Africa and became a slave.
Annapolis suddenly became known for its slave past, something that is
still being deﬁned as a subject. The city’s African American past and
present (its population is one-third African American) are still being negotiated, and archaeology has played an important part in this. Annapolis
has a large, vibrant, and historically old African American population
that is certain of its own past. The facts, traditions, patterns, African origins, and American records of that past are now being winnowed and
assembled.
The ﬁnal prominent reason to learn about Annapolis is historic preservation. Preservation in Annapolis has deliberately transformed the city,
using an idea for the city’s identity that ﬁrst appeared in the 1880s. You
don’t go to Annapolis to see the results of historic preservation. Yet that
is what you do see. Annapolis is full of ﬁne old, beautiful buildings. It
has ﬁfty-ﬁve eighteenth-century buildings, including the wonderful State
House. It has several of the ﬁnest houses built in eighteenth-century America, among them the Hammond-Harwood, Chase-Lloyd, Brice, Upton

—Bay.
[FIGURE]
[Figure 1
near here.]
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figure 1. Aerial view of the central part of Annapolis, showing the oldest
part of the city. Courtesy of the Historic Annapolis Foundation.

Scott, and Adams-Kilty houses. It has others that are even more famous
because of their owners: the Charles Carroll House and the William Paca
House. It has a thousand nineteenth-century buildings, mostly vernacular houses. It has more than all these however; it has their urban context, which is made up of the intact seventeenth-century city plan and
its subsequent use as a footprint for the growth of the city. As you walk
through Annapolis today, you see a seventeenth-century street pattern,
a scatter of large, beautifully placed eighteenth-century homes, a homogeneous set of nineteenth-century houses and stores, and a hundred and
twenty years of effort to keep them all intact. All this appears as a set,
without anything inauthentic, and none of it is the result of happenstance
(Fleming 1988; R. J. Wright 1977; St. C. Wright 1977c; R. Kearns 1977a;
Tatum 1977).
On the surface, Annapolis gives the appearance of always having been
the way you see it today, as though it were a marvelous serendipitous
survival. There is a little truth to that, however, because Annapolis never
industrialized the way its eighteenth-century peers did, and it had lost
its investment capital to Baltimore by the 1790s. Baltimore became the
industrial urban giant of the Chesapeake and remains one. But it is what
lies below the appearance of accidental survival that makes Annapolis
important for us. Annapolis was and is no accident. It was designed, held

—1977).
[FIGURE]
[Figure 2
near here.]
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figure 2. The façade of the Chase-Lloyd House, one of eleven or twelve
large Georgian mansions built in Annapolis from the 1760s on, most of which
survive and remain in use. All of these houses are highly compartmentalized
internally, and most have extensive archaeological records. They represent the
architectural and aesthetic acme of the city’s prerevolutionary achievement.
Photograph by Howard Erenfeid.

a clear view of itself, hosted carefully scripted political events, and remains highly controlled, all of which constitute the real basis for our
scholarly attention, and beyond that, our attention as citizens of the country whose founding republic was thought out and created in Annapolis
by men who went there often. The history to learn in Annapolis is neither in the mannequins and sales room reproductions nor in the furniture and often scant explanations in the historic houses. It is in the views,
glimpses, and archaeology (Kryder-Reid 1991; Little 1987; Matthews
2002; Matthews and Palus 2005; Palus 2005b; Mullins 1999; Potter
1994; Shackel 1993; Warner 1998; Yentsch 1993) of the town, and this
is much harder to understand but conveys a deeper lesson, one that makes
Annapolis stand for the American universe.
You go to Annapolis because you hear it is special, a unique survival.
You discover, as I did, that it illustrates how the country came to be as
it is. In this sense, it is a place to learn a general lesson, one nowhere on
display explicitly, but visible everywhere if you know where to look. My

1.Leone,TheArchaeologyofLib

4/26/05

5—06 PM

The Importance of Knowing Annapolis

Page 7

7

approach turns Annapolis around. It takes a place that presents itself as
unique and makes it serve a general educational purpose.
Annapolis is worth understanding, indeed, is historical in the ﬁrst
place, because it was an environment for what planning actually means,
which is social control. The work I report here is both a part of the process
and a deliberate effort to make the control visible and conscious.
There are two quite obvious and living elements to understanding Annapolis as a planned city, and a third that is much less obvious, but far
more important and special to this study. Obvious is the fact that Annapolis was drawn up and laid out as a city by Maryland’s second royal
governor, Francis Nicholson, in 1695. It is not a happenstance city like
Boston or early New York, nor is it organic: it didn’t just happen the way
early cities arose as trading centers (Reps 1965, 1972). The second is that
since 1952, there has been a planned, politically powerful, and successful effort to preserve the city against unwanted development: big, modern, poorly designed buildings scattered anywhere. This is a kind of planning, although it is diametrically opposed to the urban renewal that began
with tearing down large, old urban cores, and replacing them with bigger,
denser, up-to-date buildings.
The third way that Annapolis is planned is seen in the social fashioning of people into a homogeneous whole, in their own eyes, if not in economic and political reality. Annapolis made itself into a community, and
similar phenomena occurred all over the new republic. The topic of this
book is the many ways this happened. Not all the ways in which homogeneity was achieved are still visible, but one is and can still be appreciated today quite directly: the three-dimensional look of the city, which
is the result of its baroque street plan, the principles of which were also
used to build its formal gardens.

a baroque city
People go to visit Annapolis today to see a survival, and they go to
Williamsburg to see a re-creation. Although both have been heavily altered, the two cities appear the same because of their size, the number
of eighteenth-century buildings left, and the sense of order that both communicate. Even though Annapolis has many intact eighteenth-century
buildings surrounded by nineteenth-century urban fabric, and Williamsburg is a twentieth-century creation around a core of eighteenth-century
buildings, both were and are baroque, and they were both designed within
a few years of each other by Francis Nicholson, who was governor of
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Maryland ﬁrst and then governor of Virginia. The term “baroque” implies spatial and thus visual order and comes from Counter-Reformation
Rome, which created an architectural and urban style that put hierarchy
in place on the ground, as well as in social life. Pope Julius II (1503–13)
and his successors redesigned and rebuilt Rome to articulate power
through art, urban planning, and architecture. The Rome we see today,
the Rome of enormous churches, prominent places for them, the Rome
of vistas to the Cross and to the papal arms, the Rome where the popes
are ever present, and the institutional church is everywhere is a product
of the use of baroque built forms and their intent to establish the authority of those at the top of the social pyramid and the hoped for subordination of those not so placed. Art historians, architectural historians, and urban historians will also recognize that there is a theory that
accompanies all built baroque forms. The theory involves mathematical
proportions, optical illusions, and the creation and maintenance of social order.
That order was one with steep sides and a potentate on top. Fernand
Braudel, the French historian of the early modern European world’s economic and social structures, points out, however, that baroque design
was based on a wish for a monopoly on power rather than being an expression of power already achieved (1979, 489–91). When Louis XIV
was refounding royal authority in France and Christopher Wren was bolstering monarchial authority in London, Nicholson was displacing the
Catholic Calverts, who had owned Maryland outright as lords proprietors since Maryland’s founding in 1634, by establishing the authority
of the new Protestant king of England, William II. These are the circumstances under which authority was sought by employing baroque
forms in urban design, landscape design, architecture, and the decorative arts.
Baroque urban design employed lines of sight, usually along principal
streets, ending in a symbol of monarchical authority at the focal point.
Thus any pedestrian in such an urban setting confronted objects of papal
or royal authority everywhere throughout the day. The symbols of authority thus appeared to be unavoidable. This physical and thus psychological inevitability was a way of achieving power. It is much cheaper than
maintaining an army, although it is not a substitute for doing so.
Annapolis is a true baroque city. Its streets were and remain organized to lead the viewer to the seats of civil and religious power. In the
center of the city, on its highest points, Nicholson placed two circles, in
baroque fashion, one for the state house to sit in, the other for the state

—so.
[FIGURE]
[Figure 3
near here.]
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figure 3. William Paca House mantel. The baroque scrollwork in this 1760s
mantel shows that Renaissance design interpreted as Georgian aesthetics is
actually better connected to later ideas of order and power. Annapolis’s great
houses and the Georgian order are baroque, not Renaissance, in theoretical
derivation. Photograph by Howard Erenfeid.

church to stand in. Circular roads were designed to ring each building
the way the very large public squares of Rome, and later Paris, served to
highlight large public monuments, which were either in their center or
appeared as the centerpiece.
Nicholson was ingenious in that he combined the idea of a public
square focused on a civic monument and the Roman idea of an amphitheater where the inclined sides of an oval focused all eyes down on an
object, the action in the arena. Nicholson wrapped his public buildings
around with perimeters that functioned like public squares and then took
the natural hillsides and sculpted them so that all views led up to the seat
of public action. He took the amphitheater and turned it inside out; he
made people’s eyes climb the hill to look at the centers of political and
ecclesiastical action.
Part of Nicholson’s late seventeenth-century plan drew the main streets
and paths of the city into the two circles. Often this sort of baroque urban
design is called a wheel or sunburst, having the effect of putting the
monarch’s seat in the hub of a wheel or in the face of the sun, with the

—centerpiece.
[FIGURE]
[Figure 4 near
here.]
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figure 4. St. Anne’s Church and the Maryland State House. A period painting of the central buildings in Annapolis, which also shows vernacular houses.
Photograph by Howard Erenfeid.

spokes or rays leading to or radiating out from the central place. A wheel
cannot operate without a hub, and the sun radiates warmth and power.
These are the images and concrete effects behind baroque design, including Nicholson’s Annapolis. One can see its operation today as one
walks around the city. It is one of the reasons Annapolis feels so intimate. You can see and be seen by those who wish to be in authority. And
it was so intended.
Eight streets and paths lead into State Circle and seven lead into Church
Circle. Some are long, some short; all direct the view to the two centers
of power. Because their operation is still clear, Annapolis is worth a visit.
Because my project in Annapolis worked extensively on State Circle, its
visual design and structure are better known than they were before our
extensive archaeology.
One of the reasons to see and appreciate Annapolis is to see how it
is part of Maryland, a state that was and remains—at least in its built
form—a product of the Enlightenment. The Enlightenment is characterized by rationality, the idea that the universe was governed by knowable laws or rules, and so was the whole of human society. This set of
optimistic assumptions began in the Renaissance of the ﬁfteenth century,

1.Leone,TheArchaeologyofLib

4/26/05

5—06 PM

The Importance of Knowing Annapolis

Page 11

11

but it was inﬂuenced by Lutheranism and Calvinism in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries and combined with the growth of the sciences. By
the time Maryland was founded in the 1630s, it could exhibit a wellworked-out idea that you could combine practices like town planning
and social reform like widespread landownership and an owner’s political independence as expressed in his right to vote in his own governance.
Maryland was founded as a society in which one could worship freely,
own property, and vote, provided one was a male Christian (Brugger
1988). This excluded women and Jews, but it covered both Puritans and
Catholics and later included Quakers and Methodists. Such Enlightenment liberty existed to weaken war and struggle, was utopian, and was
an experiment in social change. This is one way, among many, in which
Maryland can be seen as a planned society.
In Maryland, the social organization of the Enlightenment was ﬁrst
projected in a small baroque settlement called St. Mary’s City (H. M.
Miller 1988, 57–73), today an important archaeological park in southern Maryland. In every way, we now know, thanks to the work of Henry
Miller (1986, 1988), Garry Wheeler Stone (1974), Silas Hurry (1998),
and Timothy Riordan (1995), that St. Mary’s City was the planned predecessor to Annapolis. It was organized using lines of sight that combined
roads and focal points at their ends that consisted of the chief seventeenthcentury public buildings, the church and state house. At the center of the
town, where the major roads met, was the large house of the proprietary
Calvert family, where the colonial governor lived.
Once Henry Miller ﬁgured out how St. Mary’s City was organized on
the ground, it made far more sense to archaeologists and tourists. It was
not a medieval holdover from rural England. It was an early modern effort
put together by people educated in Europe, familiar with Rome and inﬂuenced by the Counter-Reformation through the Jesuits, among others.
The houses were crudely built because English technology was being applied to new American materials, but neither their spatial arrangement
nor the aims of the colony were in any sense crude.
Centralized, modern planning using baroque principles, as carefully
expressed in St. Mary’s City, was also available to Francis Nicholson ﬁfty
to sixty years later when he laid out a new capital, Annapolis, over Arundel Town, a very small port on the Chesapeake Bay to the north of St.
Mary’s City. But whether Nicholson needed St. Mary’s City as a model
or not, is moot, given the baroque rebuilding of London as designed by
John Evelyn and Christopher Wren.
One of my messages, conveyed through archaeology in this book, is
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the planned quality of Annapolis. Although for some historical reason, the
use of such centralizing and controlling ideas is not widely celebrated now
as a part of Maryland’s history, the trajectory is quite obvious and runs
from the seventeenth-century founding city to Annapolis to late eighteenthcentury Washington in the District of Columbia, which was part of Maryland when created, to nineteenth-century Baltimore, to the Levittown of
the 1920s, and to James Rouse’s Columbia of the 1950s. Much of Maryland is not planned, at least visually, but there is a strong civic tradition
(Ernstein 2004) behind the examples I cite.
I want to develop this idea further because there are abundant data
on landscapes in Annapolis. I argue that urban planning embodies a tension experienced as a desire for social control because the plan is based
on the idea of citizens with sufﬁcient individual freedom to recognize and
respond to a summons by the monarch or the state. You have to think
you have some freedom if you are to answer a call to be organized. Therefore, Annapolis is a place to see how individual liberty and central planning work together.
If I am to explain why Annapolis is worth knowing, I inevitably have
to explain its relation to Baltimore, a city unlike Annapolis that needs
no introduction. Baltimore is a nineteenth-century city, not an eighteenthcentury one. It was small and unimportant before the American Revolution but grew rapidly. By the 1790s, it had become the hub of industrialization in the Chesapeake area, and it was important enough by the War
of 1812 for the British to try to capture it, a ﬁght that produced the American national anthem.
Baltimore not only led the industrialization of the state, but many of
those who led the Revolution founded important institutions there based
on the same ideas of deliberate social planning they fostered in Annapolis
(Frey 1893; McDougall 1993; Olson 1997; Stover 1987). Baltimore is
every bit as thought-out as Annapolis was, but with a different theory.
Baltimore is a federal city; it ﬂourished during the Federal Era (roughly
1788–1830), was designed and built then, and housed serious intellectuals like Charles Carroll of Carrollton and Benjamin Latrobe. These men
may not be seen as intellectuals as we use the term of Thomas Jefferson
and Alexander Hamilton, but they read and wrote widely and thought
in public about the founding of the new American republic.
Baltimore was a series of separate towns that grew toward one another around a set of novel domed public buildings placed on the city’s
hills and squares. The greatest and most famous of these are Latrobe’s
cathedral, the ﬁrst monumental Catholic church in America and one of
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figure 5. The Maryland State House. This late eighteenth-century print
shows the height of the new dome, its ranks of windows, and the public
grounds around the capital, which contained a treasury, eight-sided public
privy, school, and public market. Photograph by Howard Erenfeid.

the great buildings of Western architecture, and Robert Mills’s early monument to George Washington. The domed lecture halls of the ﬁrst University of Maryland building, the stock exchange, the prison, the public
library (never built), and the Unitarian, Baptist, and Episcopal churches
were all designed by Latrobe or his students and protégés. They were to
form a skyline or horizon, with the monument to Washington watching
over the whole. Yet the skyline is not what’s important: The interior of
each of these buildings is a domed room, often with good acoustics, derived from the then new science of acoustics. These rooms were often
well lighted by large windows with clear glass. The rooms had two qualities: people could both see and hear and be seen and be heard. The explicit reason for this design was that it gave citizens democratic access
to those in elected authority. Also important, however, the new republic
based much of its power on teaching people to watch both one another
and themselves, based on the notion, elaborated by the English utilitarian thinker Jeremy Bentham (1748–1832), that if individuals were confronted with the fact that they could actually be watched—as from a
perch or a lectern—they would respond by watching themselves, mak-

Figure
before call
to keep in
section,
okay?
SRS/ ICS

1.Leone,TheArchaeologyofLib

4/26/05

14

5—06 PM

Page 14

The Importance of Knowing Annapolis

ing it less likely that they would need to be cited for civic misbehavior.
Such a notion of surveillance was fostered by buildings Bentham called
panopticons. Baltimore is an ideal place to see such buildings.
The 1780s dome of the Maryland State House in Annapolis, which
could be seen all over the city and still can be today, is an early example
of socially motivated panoptic architecture (the term I prefer to “Federal,” a name for the architectural style that tends to deny information
about social intent). Subsequently, the urban format still so evident in
Annapolis was perpetuated in Baltimore, but the planning there was
panoptic rather than baroque. Anyone studying Annapolis thus needs a
guide to understanding Baltimore, because although the two cities seem
so different, their intellectual origins were quite closely linked. This is in
part because men like Charles Carroll played so big a role in both, thus
creating a real continuity.

wealth and class
The way in which the wealthy and the poor, the powerful and the powerless, were managed without substantial violence is another reason to
seek to understand planning in Annapolis. It teaches us much about America’s history. The relevant material was gathered by Lois Green Carr and
her colleagues, and I have been guided in my attempts to understand its
importance by Jean Russo’s study of changing wealth in the eighteenthcentury city.
Annapolis did not produce a school of historians that focused on itself until the 1960s, when Carr brought together a group of American
scholars who examined the primary documents (Walsh 1983) of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries to better understand the founding generations and subsequent colonial history of Tidewater Maryland, from
St. Mary’s City to Annapolis. Although Dr. Alexander Hamilton, a local physician who founded the Tuesday Club in 1745, produced a social
commentary on many aspects of political life at the time (Hamilton 1948
[1744], 1988, 1990), he had no intellectual descendents until Carr and
her associates began their lifelong study of rural and urban Maryland.
Edward C. Papenfuse’s study of Annapolis is foundational to this effort
(Papenfuse 1975).
I use the material on wealth in Annapolis to show the change from a
very small city, where there was substantial equality in wealth from one
family to the next, to one with a steep hierarchy with very wide ranges
of wealth among families. Once the trends in wealth holding are clear,

—continuity.
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questions arise that become the reasons for my analyses in this book.
These questions make Annapolis worth understanding and remain relevant in this country today.
In the late seventeenth century in Annapolis, there are only a few
records to indicate how rich people were at the time of their death, which
is when a written inventory and estimate of the wealth of the head of a
household was made. The numbers in table 1 combine inventories of
wealth at time of death, called the decedent population, and of course
give only a partial view of the distribution of wealth in Annapolis. The
base lines are the periods 1689–99 and 1700–1709. In 1689–99, 28 percent of the wealth was held by the poorer 75 percent of population, and
72 percent by the 25 percent who were moderately richer. The former
possessed less than £50 each and the latter between £226 and £1,000
each. This was not egalitarian, but neither were the moderately well off
equivalent to the truly rich who soon emerged. In the ﬁrst decade of the
eighteenth century, when Annapolis was still being organized as a capital city, there was more evenly spread wealth within the middle wealth
groups, representing 69 percent of the population, than soon came to be
the case.
Then the trend to great differences in wealth becomes clear by the
period ending in 1722. The trend to consolidating wealth in a few hands
that was in place by 1730 continued through the Revolution. By 1770,
85 percent of the wealth recorded by probate inventories in Annapolis
was held by 20 percent of the population. Thirty percent of the people
had 2 percent, and they were the poorest. The middle wealth groups, or
56 percent of the population, held 13 percent of the wealth. By the Revolution, there was a lot more wealth in Annapolis to be sure, but it was
concentrated in very few hands. Moreover, a very large percentage of the
population had very little of it. Inventories of the decedent population
represent neither all the wealth nor all the people; they are, in fact, a
skewed sample. They do not represent women, slaves, long-term residents who died elsewhere, children, and the very poor or the propertyless. But decedent inventories do show wealth and its concentration in
fewer and fewer hands through its passage into the possession of the richest. The trend to concentrated wealth holding intensiﬁed throughout the
eighteenth century.
The early distribution of wealth was both reﬂected in and fostered by
the street plan with its many small, inexpensive lots intended for artisans and small business owners. Possession of these many pieces of city
land passed into the hands of a very few rich men whose wealth was

—case.
[TABLE]
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75
46
38
30
37
48
26
30

Population
0
14
18
7
8
4
7
8

Wealth
0
23
42
30
27
13
34
43

Population
72
51
21
13
12
7
7
5

Wealth
25
23
13
21
16
13
15
13

Population

£226 –£1,000

0
21
56
78
77
86
84
85

Wealth

0
8
8
18
20
26
25
20

Population

> £1,000

£321
£2,175
£8,444
£41,769
£19,804
£15,292
£32,673
£17,697

Wealth

4a
13
40
33
51
31
53
30

Population
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sources: Russo 1983; Leone and Shackel 1987, 1990.
a Not a statistically valid sample but the only data available.

28
8
5
2
3
3
2
2

Wealth

£51–£225

Total wealth and
number of those
inventoried

4/26/05

1688–99
1700–1709
1710–22
1723–32
1733–44
1745–54
1755–67
1768–77

Year

£0–£50

Estate values

table 1 Percentages of wealth by social group (class) in Annapolis, 1688–1777
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founded, in part, on aggregating these as the base for even more wealth
in a process yet inadequately described.
The original plan was to have as many landowners as there were lots, but
in actuality, a small number of men were acquiring large numbers of lots
in the town, contrary to the intent of the legislature and Governor Francis Nicholson. In 1707, the General Assembly moved to curb the ownership of large tracts of land within the city. Because the greatest part of the
lots within the same Town and Port [have come] into very few hands to
the great discouragement of several neighbors and others who would build
and live there.
Lindauer 1997, 20

The process was not reversed.
I have long wanted to know how this could have happened peacefully,
with civic cooperation, and at a time of social and political revolution.
Revolutionary leaders like William Paca and Charles Carroll were among
the richest men in the city. After independence, Paca was elected governor and was reelected twice, although there was as yet no popular vote.
Carroll was simultaneously elected a state senator and a U.S. senator. Where
did their popular support come from among a population that was getting poorer and poorer, not necessarily in absolute terms of amounts of
money, but in sheer numbers? Even though there was a property qualiﬁcation for holding ofﬁce, I want to know the source of their support and
the absence of opposition to them and their peers among the still disfranchised. Look at the last horizontal line in table 1. Thirty percent held
2 percent of the wealth and 43 percent held 8 percent of wealth around
1775. These people were poor, and they were three-quarters of all the
people in the city. Why were they revolutionaries? Even more, why did
they elect the very men to ofﬁce who were making money off them by
collecting their rents and interest payments? These are among the questions that make Annapolis worth bothering with.
I do not know the difference in terms we would all understand today
between how a family lived on £50 a year as opposed to £1,000. In some
ways, it does not matter. But among such people, the man, who was
legally the head of the household, would have rented both his house and
the lot it was on, paying separate rents. He would have been a craftsman who owned his tools, a few dishes, some furniture. He employed
no slave labor and probably died early.
These ordinary people often paid their land rent and sometimes their
house rent to Charles Carroll or to one of the other three very wealthy
men who owned much of the land in the city. These men had invested in
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city lots and some of the property on them and made some of their money
by loans, the resulting interest payments, and the rents they collected from
their neighbors throughout the small town.
Table 1 shows that over three or four generations, a hierarchy of wealth
was created in Annapolis. It does not matter to my argument whether
that hierarchy was imported from the original capital in southern Maryland or grew locally. It could have been created both ways, because the
Carrolls, for example, were given a great deal of land by the Calverts
when they arrived in Maryland and thus had considerable capital to begin with. I am interested in how the substantial differences in wealth were
sustained without violent protest, without police, without an army of
the colonial elite’s own, and in an environment of social and economic
tension with Great Britain from at least 1750 on, which led to violent
revolution.
The American Revolution was a long time coming in a town like Annapolis. It was not an overnight affair at all. Where did its support come
from when those who led it and those who fought it came from the same
town, and where the leaders had been making some of their money out of
the rent and interest payments of those who became their followers?
This is not a fundamentally different question from Edmund Morgan’s in his controversial 1975 book American Slavery, American Freedom, which points out that the southern leaders of the American Revolution sought their independence and political liberty on the backs of
their slaves, furthered that relationship through the Civil War and Emancipation, and then continued it in other forms. Conservative historians
were uncomfortable with Morgan’s analysis because he strongly implied
that this country’s love of personal liberty was supported—indeed, was
made possible—by the labor of an unfree slave population and then an
exploited working class. My own analysis here asks the same question
of life in Annapolis, which became highly stratiﬁed in terms of wealth
in the course of the eighteenth century and remained that way after the
Revolution.

population
Although I have established why Annapolis is important to write about,
the historical fact to be overcome is that the city was small in terms of
its permanent population (tables 2 and 3). The total population of Annapolis in 1783, ninety years after it was made the capital of Maryland,
was 1,280. In 1800, it was 2,212, and in 1810, 2,188. In 1820, the total
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table 2 The population
of Annapolis, 1699–1980
Year
1684

1699
1760
1775
1783
1790
1800
1830
1860
1870
1880
1950
1960
1970
1980

Population
“the towne land at Proctors”
consisted of a handful of houses
and one tavern
about 250
about 1,000
1,326
1,280
2,170
2,212
2,623
4,658
5,744
6,642
10,047
23,385
29,592
30,000

source: Papenfuse 1975, 14.

population was 2,292. We are thus dealing with a small, highly stratiﬁed
population.
Annapolis was the capital, and the legislature met there annually for
ninety days, during which time the populace was much larger. The added
population was transient, as were the students at St. John’s College in
Annapolis, which was chartered in 1784, then the much larger U.S. Naval
Academy, founded in 1845. These populations, not normally counted in
a census, make the town more like a city in its diversity. They also make
it bigger, richer, and more stable. A ﬂuctuating population of legislators
and students also characterized Williamsburg. These were not natural
cities with multiple economic or market functions; they were in fact
planned, artiﬁcial towns, surrounded by much larger rural populations
only loosely connected to the center.
Annapolis is the seat of Anne Arundel County, which had a total population in 1755 of 13,150. However, the county had no other city, so
these people were scattered in small settlements, large plantations, and
smaller homesteads. There is no separate ﬁgure for people living in Annapolis in 1755, although it is likely that there were fewer than the 1,280

—population.
[TABLE]
[Tables 2
and 3 here.]
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table 3 Census information on whites and blacks
in Anne Arundel county and Annapolis, 1755–1860

Year

Location

Group

Population

1755

Anne
Arundel
County

white
mulatto
free
slave
black
free
slave

7,648
210
105
105
5,292
33
5,259

Percentage
group
population

Percentage
total
Total
population population
58
2

50
50
40
1
99
13,150

1783

Annapolis

white
slave

822
453

64
36

1800

Annapolis

white
black
free
slave

1,294
919
273
646

58
42

white
black
free
slave

1,296
892
328
564

white
black
free
slave

1,374
917
391
526

white
black
free
slave

1,587
1,036
458
578

white
black
free
slave

1,707
1,085
586
499

1,275

30
70
2,213

1810

Annapolis

59
41
37
63
2,188

1820

Annapolis

60
40
43
57
2,292

1830

1840

Annapolis

Annapolis

61
39
44
56

2,623
61
39

54
46

2,792
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table 3 continued
Percentage
group
Population population

Year

Location

Group

1850

Annapolis

white
black
free
slave

1,826
1,185
533
652

white
black
free
slave

3,228
1,301
826
475

1860

Annapolis

Percentage
total
Total
population population
61
39

45
55

3,011

71
29
63
37

4,529

sources: For 1755, see “The Population of Maryland, 1755,” Gentleman’s Magazine 34 (1764), in Papenfuse and Coale 1982, 37; for 1783, see Maryland 1783; for 1800, 1810, and 1820, see U.S. Bureau of
the Census 1800–1820. Figures for 1755 to 1820 supplied by Jean Russo. For 1830, see U.S. Bureau of the
Census 1832; for 1840, 1850 and 1860, see id. 1841, 1853, and 1864. See also Maryland State Planning
Commission 1934–35.
a Data from tax assessment records. No free blacks were enumerated.

of 1783. No independent demographic dynamic that I know of was operating to create a larger city population, and the county’s population remained far larger than that of Annapolis until well into the nineteenth
century.
Much is known about town development in early Maryland and the
difﬁculty of establishing cities in the area of Chesapeake Bay in the seventeenth century. Baltimore was Maryland’s ﬁrst large city, with a population of 90,000 by 1800. In 1752, Baltimore had about 200 residents,
and it did not begin to grow until the time of the Revolution, after which
it grew rapidly. Many efforts were made by the colonial government to
found and sustain towns along the Bay and its many rivers, but these did
not work out well. Tobacco farming, Maryland’s major crop and business throughout the colonial period, required large amounts of land and
resulted in a thinly spread population. Tobacco exhausted the nutrients
in the soil, which required constant clearing of new ground and moving
houses. Originally, the Bay’s rivers were navigable to areas far further
inland than later silting allowed, so tobacco could be put aboard ships
more easily. This meant that no transshipment points in the form of towns
were needed. While this set of facts is universally used to explain the absence of towns in Maryland in the seventeenth century and for much of
the eighteenth, it does not explain adequately how the scattered planta-
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tions were provisioned, governed, or sold indentured labor and, later,
slaves. These, for the most part, are town-based activities, and we know
they did occur in towns like Londontown and Providence (Gibb 1999;
Luckenbach 1995; Luckenbach, Cox, and Kille 2002; Gadsby 2002), but
these were small.
Annapolis was not just a town, however; it was a city. It had power,
wealth, highly specialized workers, producing industries, a steeply hierarchical social order, civic monuments, and the written records required to make all these work. Notably, too, Annapolis was slave city.
A large proportion of its people were from Africa or of African descent.
The 1783 tax assessment shows a total population of 1,280, of whom
822 (64 percent) were white and 453 (36 percent) black (table 1.3).
Slaves were held in 116 households, or 53 percent. Censuses recorded
2,213 Annapolis residents—1,294 (58 percent) white and 919 (42 percent) black—in 1800; 2,188—1,296 (59 percent) white and 892 (41 percent) black—in 1810; and 2,292—1,374 (60 percent) white and 917 (40
percent) black—in 1820.
So, by the end of the Revolution and throughout the era of the early
republic, Annapolis was roughly a third black and two-thirds white. Today, about a quarter of the population of Annapolis is of African descent
and about three-quarters of northwest European, Latin, and Asian descent. It has been a diverse town since the eighteenth century, and its culture should be expected to be as diverse as well. Archaeologically, it has
certainly turned out to be.
Many people in Annapolis of African descent were free, not slaves.
This is a particularly important part of the city’s history, because freedom was neither easily obtained nor kept. In 1800, the total black population was 919, with 273 free and 646 slaves, or 30 percent free and
70 percent slave. It is not clear how long so many people had been free,
but we must see freedom as a condition based on earning capacity, some
emancipation, the availability of jobs, and a general social willingness
to support freedom. We must also see an African American population
deeply committed to freeing its members and to advertising their liberty.
In 1810, the total black population was 892, with 564 slaves and 328
free, or 63 percent slave and 37 percent free people of African descent.
By 1820, the total black population was 917, with 526 slave and 391
free, or 57 percent enslaved and 43 percent free. Such ﬁgures go up to
Emancipation and show (1) an expanding number of free people of
African descent, (2) and decreasing number of slaves in the city, and (3)
that about a third of the total population was of African descent, more
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and more of whom were free. They depict a demographically small but
politically important American capital city, fully in the slave South, but
one of the more northern such cities, with a large African and African
American population.
These ﬁgures are quite surprising for the slave-holding South. If we
ﬂash back to the ﬁrst population ﬁgures for Anne Arundel County, which
includes Annapolis, but in which ﬁgures for Annapolis were not broken
out, the total population in 1755 was 13,150 (table 3). The total black
and mulatto population was 5,502, or over 40 percent. But 5,364 of the
black and mulatto population were enslaved. That is 99 percent of all
people from Africa, or of mainly African descent, were thus slaves in 1755.
There were only 138 free people of African descent. This changed substantially by 1800 in Annapolis, as opposed to Anne Arundel County,
when free and enslaved people of color were enumerated separately. By
then, a third of the black people of Annapolis were free, and one can begin to see the difference between the city and the plantation countryside
in terms of promoting freedom.
Population ﬁgures for Annapolis are not evenly available. But if we
set the ﬁgures for the distribution of wealth from 1688 to 1777 alongside the fact that about a third of all Annapolitans were black, a few of
whom were free wage earners, it is clear that the city’s wealth spanned
a wide range, from the rich to middling property owners, to wage workers, to the poor, to those who were slaves, which is to say other people’s
property. This hierarchy became ﬁxed and permanent by about 1720 and
did not change with the Revolution.
Why did this pyramidal society last? What made it stable? This is a
signiﬁcant question when asked of Annapolis society in the period from
1690 to 1770, which was not a time of substantial internal conﬂict. There
were strains, yes, but not violence. The economy of both the city and the
surrounding countryside was based on slavery. Annapolis was not a major slave market, but William Paca owned a hundred slaves and the Carrolls over a thousand in the course of the family’s history. Despite these
differences in wealth, freedom, and opportunity, there was support for
the American Revolution among some of the members of these different
groups. Many among the rich and those with property, and even among
those with only some, helped rationalize, promote, ﬁnance, and ﬁght for
American independence. When it was over, the rich became the newly
powerful, and slavery and poverty still existed, albeit now surrounded
by the new ideals of personal liberty, freedom, and voting rights for property holders. The Revolution was a big risk for all who supported it. It
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also was a risk, in retrospect, for those who did not support it. The rich
who supported it got new power. The poorer who supported it got a new
idea but not political or economic change.

ideology and theory
My explanation involves ideology and its critiques. The concept of ideology I use here is Marx’s and was deﬁned most usefully for me by the
French theorist Louis Althusser (1918–90). It was taught to me by Steve
Barnett and Martin Silverman (Barnett and Silverman1979, 39–81) and
their former students Janet Dolgin and JoAnn Magdoff (Dolgin 1977;
Magdoff 1977). The critiques of my use of this idea that I respond to
come from Nicholas Abercrombie, Stephen Hill, and Brian Turner (1980)
but enter archaeology through Ian Hodder and Lauren Cook and Mary
Beaudry. In light of the empirical work I describe from Annapolis, I tend
to see Althusser as being more correct than his critics when all is said and
done, albeit with some room for modiﬁcation.
Without too much scholarly apparatus on my part, the argument begins by asking the large version of the question I have asked. Why don’t
people rebel against the conditions capitalist economies put them in,
namely, exploitation? You either see slavery, racism, sexism, poverty, and
joblessness as exploitation, or you see America as the land of limitless
opportunity. I see more of the ﬁrst than of the second, and I want to understand how it works, as well as how to change it. The second condition also exists and I believe that making opportunity more widely available is not only healthy for democracies but also can be done by getting
at the origins of the ﬁrst set of conditions through scholarship and social
action based on it. I have tried to do this through Archaeology in Annapolis, conceptualized in 1981 by St. Clair Wright as a citywide project to
excavate sites for the purpose of understanding the city as well as preserving its below-ground remains. I brought the University of Maryland
into partnership with the Historic Annapolis Foundation on the basis of
using resulting archaeological research to educate students, residents, and
visitors.
Althusser deﬁnes ideology as the given, the obvious, and our ideas about
things taken to be natural (Althusser 1971, 127–86). Ideology is what we
say we take for granted. It is neither formal religion, philosophy, nor civic
religion. Ideology is hard to spot, but once spotted, it appears to surround
us. Ideology is notions of cause, person, gender, nature, time, life’s reasons for being, opportunity, hope, and so on. Althusser’s contribution to
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Marx was to allow us to see an example of ideology in the concept of the
person, one we call the individual, whom we normally deﬁne as the basic unit of social life, explored throughout this book.
The purpose of ideology is neither to motivate nor to teach but to hide
and mask. Within capitalism’s classes, social divisions such as those I have
described for Annapolis, are antagonisms based on substantial differences
of wealth and on the exploitation among neighbors that created those
divisions: slavery, rents, manipulated interest rates, monopolies on landownership, differential access to power, racism, an inferior place for
women, and religious bigotry. Marxist scholars see these as the political
and economic facts of daily life in a capitalist society. The function of
ideology, depending on the stage of capitalism that a society is in, is either to justify these conditions as given in nature and ordained by God
or to mask them behind notions like personal freedom, liberty, and opportunity that blind people to the realities of everyday life.
Ideology hides the conditions of daily life, so that they appear to be
beyond discussion. There are two ways this can happen. Realities like
uneven wealth and unjust working conditions can be explained in ordinary but universally used language that tells people that the hierarchy of nature—its measured qualities and its law-like forms—includes
society, which is naturally a social pyramid with those at the top being
all-powerful. Thus, ideology takes a historically accidental circumstance
and explains it as inevitable, making it seem unchallengeable, or unwise,
treasonous, or sacrilegious to challenge. So, ideology can place cultural
forms in nature and make them seem natural, and thus given. Marx and
Althusser point out that the reverse is actually the case. Nature or the divine is made to look hierarchically ordered and social life is declared to
be natural and an emanation of the natural or divine, or both. This mixes
up the explanation for order by pointing people to the heavens or the
woods, rather than to local circumstances and the immediate motivations of the rich. This is called a transparent or naturalizing ideology.
Transparency comes because one hierarchy produces the other and they
are both scaled; natural because cause is placed outside human control
and, to some degree, beyond human understanding, but not beyond human admiration.
The other kind of ideology is one that masks. If a person believes that
he is an individual with rights and opportunities, believes that hard work
and talent will produce equity because he (or she eventually) is guaranteed equal access by law or nature, then that person sees himself as having free will or as an active agent of his own life. This is a very power-
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ful cultural convention and serves to mask the social reality that surrounds
many people who believe this. It is not so much that people deny poverty
or injustice as that they see themselves as exempted from them by their
rights, opportunities, and will.
The ﬁrst kind of ideology, one that naturalized social inequality, characterized life in Annapolis through the time just before the American
Revolution and certainly lasted until the early 1770s. It depended on
people seeing themselves as individuals who could, as a result of their
being in possession of themselves and their freedom or personal liberty,
be called successfully to take a place in a natural hierarchy. The second
kind, which can be illustrated by the notion of a watchful citizenship,
can be found in Annapolis by the 1750s and became ascendant after
the Revolution. This version of ideology also depended on deﬁning a
person as an individual, but one whose personal vote gave life to the
state. I hope to trace the forms of the ideology of individualism, whether
placed in nature or hidden in watchful citizenship, through our archaeological work.
The problem with using the Marxian concept of ideology is that it
does not adequately support democracy (McGuire 1992, 93–144; Miller
1972, 432–47), to which I and the vast majority of all American scholars who are interested in class are dedicated. The reason to use the idea
of ideology is its explanatory productivity and its capacity to reverse tired
and uninteresting explanations of American liberty, which have come
close to bankrupting themselves.
The major critique of Althusser’s work on ideology has two components to it. The most global critique argues that if ideology masks social
reality so completely as to be virtually impenetrable, then democratic
processes, which are based on universal participation and majority rule,
are not enough to cure or address the inequities created by capitalism.
If Althusser’s hypothesis is correct, workers and most others who are exploited not only do not see the truth of their condition but also are virtually powerless to change what they are subjected to. It also denies any
substantial analytical ability among those who are rich and powerful to
moderate the conditions within society, even in self-interest. Althusser’s
is a pessimistic view.
The second part of the critique of ideology asserts that Althusser is in
fact empirically incorrect, and that only the rich and powerful are usually taken in by ideology, whereas the exploited often see right through
it, but are subjected to violence and threats to such an extent that they
can do little to moderate their own circumstances. Thus, ideology is
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pierced frequently, but such clarity leads nowhere, because political
change is either very slow or constantly aborted.
The concept of alternate or other voices derives from the second part
of this critique and, at least as articulated in historical archaeology, is a
source of hope for democratic action. In my opinion, this argument is
best made by Jürgen Habermas (1984–87), who contends that despite
the absorptive capability of capitalism, which seeks to homogenize and
to reproduce people in conditions useful to producing, buying, and consuming, capitalism is resisted successfully by some groups. These include
many Native Americans, the Amish, radical Mormons who live communally, monastic communities, and others with explicitly conscious rationales of social equality, socialized wealth, consensus as a governing
principle, or divine revelation in the context of a deep concern about
avoiding the world’s goods. These goods are those produced in abundance by the consumer revolution that began in the eighteenth century,
when plenty and frequent replacement came to dominate buying. Habermas allows us to see the importance of some American groups, whose signiﬁcance we may not have seen before. But there are many, many others,
often known as ﬁrst peoples, indigenous people, religious minorities,
radical Muslim groups, ethnic groups, and in general those who have
not yet been incorporated into capitalism, or who have rejected it, as
in the case of both Fidel Castro’s Cuba and aspects of Ayatollah Khomeini’s Iran.
Normally, within American historical archaeology, the purpose of
ﬁnding and highlighting other voices, sometimes called muted groups (Little 1994, 196–204), is to extend the cultural franchise to these speakers.
If such people found their past, celebrated, and learned about it, or if
their past, long ignored, denied, held in contempt, or regarded as anonymous, was dug up and called heritage, then they would be equally proud
Americans. There is, no doubt, some effectiveness to this hope, especially
through pride and catharsis. The aim of this rationale for American historical archaeology is twofold. It is, ﬁrst, to enfranchise those thought
to be without a history and, second, to protect democracy by bringing
more participants to it.
But there is much more to Habermas. He points out that there are
those who successfully exempted themselves from such disfranchisement.
He wants to move that process into democratic capitalist societies. He
wants to change the consciousness of the majority about their own circumstances by showing them how others have perceived capitalist conditions and created a way around them. For Habermas, the alternatives
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figure 6. Death’s head, protesting the Stamp Act, excavated from Jonas
Green’s print shop. In 1765, this piece of type was used to accompany a
headline announcing the “expiration of free speech.” Photograph by Howard
Erenfeid.

are already saved; they don’t need archaeology. It is the increasingly wide
bottom of the mainline that needs those outside it. My interpretation of
this is that the job of historical archaeologists is to understand how some
groups ameliorated capitalist practices, and then to explain both that fact,
and the means by which they did so, to those who are aware that they
need an alternative, but do not have one, so that they can do so too. Our
job is to translate to our own needy peers, which has been the main goal
of anthropology since its founding.
When the goal of consciousness for the majority becomes the goal of
historical archaeology, there is a secondary problem that is immediately
evident. The main goal is to explain to ourselves the lives of others who
kept themselves free or freer. This may provide an alternative for the reading, attentive, needy parts of society. It may also enhance the democratic
process for those excluded because they were neither appreciated nor noticed. But then, because we can actually see the results of the operation
of ideology on past peoples and on their present descendants, we can
hope to know whether its impact can be moderated.
One of my goals in this book is to ask whether groups have escaped the
enveloping role of ideology. Who saw through it, and what is the evidence?
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If there is a positive answer, then Althusser needs to be modiﬁed so that
the concept of ideology provides for a less dense and hard-to-pierce mask.
A big piece of the reason to understand Annapolis is to see the long struggle for freedom by people of African descent and by poor people of European descent that took place there. Annapolis is a long-term site of struggle for freedom and liberty, and it is worth seeing that struggle. The struggle
was not only against the British, it was with one another.
Annapolis is an arena for viewing the struggle, because it has made
itself into a museum town. You can not see much of that struggle when
you look today at Boston, Philadelphia, or New York. You can see parts—
and famous ones at that—but they are often so altered that they look
like stage sets. I am thinking of the strange setting of Faneuil Hall in
Boston. And the odd, garden-like setting of Independence Hall in Philadelphia. Although quite different now from the way it looked in the eighteenth century, Annapolis imparts an authenticity that combines both the
reality of a densely lived in place and one with a lot of fairly old buildings. It is a Williamsburg that works, a Williamsburg without the need
for the preﬁx colonial.

historic preservation in annapolis
The ﬁnal reason why Annapolis is worth paying attention to is its authenticity and how that quality was created. Even though the ﬁrst house
was designated as historic in the 1880s, probably to help preserve it, and
a group of citizens tried to preserve the town in the 1920s, the current
appearance of the city dates to a preservation effort started in 1952 and
organized by a group of women and men known originally as Historic
Annapolis Incorporated and more recently as the Historic Annapolis
Foundation. Annapolis is not simply old and historic. Nothing is. It was
made that way.
Nobody rebuilt Annapolis the way that John D. Rockefeller Jr. sponsored the complete redesign, rearrangement, and rebuilding of Williamsburg to produce Colonial Williamsburg. Rather, the buildings and
the city plan that were there were protected by laws and by the placement of new, well-designed adjacent buildings, the removal of numerous
storefront signs, overhead utility lines, 1950s aluminum streetlight poles,
and buildings that blocked vistas to the water, and the use of sympathetic materials and proportions for pavements, home additions, and controlled height and width for the larger commercial and public buildings
in the city. Annapolis looks quite different in 1950s photographs, even

—another.
[FIGURE]
[Figure 6
near here.]
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though it was neither rebuilt nor renewed the way many other large cities
were in the 1950s and 1960s.
The story of Annapolis’s preservation is famous, and the heritage
tourism it generates for the city is the measure of its success. St. Clair
Wright, who helped found the modern Annapolis preservation movement,
envisaged the city as a museum without walls, as she put it, and saw the
context of the buildings as just as important as any one of them individually. This idea gave great signiﬁcance to vernacular buildings, those
of no particular historical importance, worker housing, African American churches, the street pattern and its focus on vistas, and nineteenthand early twentieth-century domestic structures. The concept was remarkably advanced for its day, has turned out to be impressively democratic in an aesthetic sense, and produced what many call a remarkably
livable town. However, in the past decade or so, it has become a fossil,
which was never the intent of those who saw the need and use for a resuscitated urban, historic core.
So that the new Annapolis, one that appeared to be both modern and
historic would not be a fantasy—and long before Disneyworld and Disneyland made such a policy necessary—Historic Annapolis Incorporated
stressed the need to assemble all the city’s historic documentary records,
plus surveys of standing buildings, most of which had never been catalogued in any way. Historic Annapolis began a collaboration with many
scholars, particularly in the period 1960–80. A photographic archive was
created. Surveys of the ownership of all the lots in the historic area were
done. There were analyses of the tax records, censuses, probate inventories, court records, and ads in the Maryland Gazette. There are about
1,900 buildings in the core of the city, and they were all classiﬁed by style
and period. They were then connected to their own lot histories and some
speciﬁcs of who had owned them (Papenfuse and McWilliams 1971). All
this too, makes Annapolis a planned city, but in the sense of a determination to keep the past alive and of use. My problem was how to use this
past for public, democratic purposes.
I began to study the archaeology of the city in 1981 and 1982, at the
invitation of St. Clair Wright, and in turn invited Anne E. Yentsch (1993)
and then Richard J. Dent to join me as partners. Archaeology in Annapolis
was sponsored by the University of Maryland, College Park; Historic Annapolis Incorporated; and the City of Annapolis, all of which consistently
and generously funded the project.
Between 1981, when we began to excavate, and the early twenty-ﬁrst
century, we dug several dozen sites (see Appendix), some big, some small,
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and came to know the city’s archaeology very well. The area was settled in the early 1650s, and the earliest remains, which date from the
late seventeenth century, are quite scarce, but the stratigraphy is intact
in most places.
The research design for Archaeology in Annapolis was the examination of the structure of power based on changing wealth. We initially
used critical theory that combined Marxian concern with economics and
politics to make a commitment to explaining in public how modern conditions came to be. Subsequently, we combined critical theory with
Habermas and eventually with postcolonial theory. We took the archaeology and tried to show, not just George Washington and the great houses,
but class structure. Then, work with African America changed my use
of theory.
Some Marxists in the early twentieth century envisaged raising the consciousness of ordinary working-class people by explaining how society
worked, either publicly, in settings like museums, or privately through
books about social conditions. Certainly, by the mid twentieth century,
this hope was gone, crushed and completely destroyed by the success of
Nazi propaganda—the very opposite of self-reﬂective consciousness—
and of the equally lie-ﬁlled totalitarianism of Stalin’s era.
Out of this failed hope, a hope generated in Europe as much by Freud
as by Marx, came Althusser, who argued, convincingly I believe, for the
extreme difﬁculty of creating a popular class-based consciousness. This
entire book is about showing Althusser to be incorrect. Nobody could
want him to be correct, after all. Nonetheless, his argument remains quite
powerful when one looks at modern society.
One early effort to prove ideology to be changed through popular consciousness was made by the Hungarian Marxist Georg Lukács, who
spelled out Marx’s role for historical activity, namely, how historians—
and I hoped people like me and my students—could work honestly and
productively in a public setting like Maryland’s capital city.
Lukács argued that popularly available historical narratives would
create consciousness of people’s actual conditions. He was wrong, and
it’s a pity that he was, for we still do not have a way to show how divisions of wealth, power, and the divisions in society that they cause are
created and maintained. Our best cures are still charity, philanthropy,
and prayer. These are good but regularly prove incomplete. Democratic
action through voting and other means of nonviolent action were what
I hoped for when I used Lukács’s idea of explaining the origins of the
modern conditions that lead to inequality.
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figure 7. Large holster boss with spread eagle, excavated from Brice House.
The image of the eagle with wings and feathers probably represents ﬂight in
an African American context of spirit use. Courtesy of the Anacostia Museum
and Center for African American History and Culture, Smithsonian Institution.
Photograph by Steven M. Cummings.

When I felt that my use of Lukács failed, I turned to a later twentiethcentury idea based on understanding the same problem. Habermas, a German social philosopher writing in the aftermath of World War II and Stalinism, felt that enhancement of democratic processes was the only solution
to the inequality inherent in capitalism. His major work is devoted to
promoting equality through the use of language modeled in such a way
that the settings of its use and its content promote both mutual understanding among all users and equal opportunity to speak and be heard.
This is one of the origins of notions like equal voices, muted voices, hidden voices, and hidden transcripts.
My use of Habermas, however, comes from his idea that critiques of
capitalist society exist and were made by those at its bottom and margins, by those who saw its actions and found ways to survive it. These
critiques and alternative social on its actions—cultures—may be of use
in mainline capitalism if adopted to promote a discussion of alternatives
to some of capitalism’s excesses.
Lukács (1971, 83–222) generated the way I chose to explain ideology
in public. Because that tie did not produce a critical self-awareness, I
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turned to Habermas, ﬁrst, by extending history making to others and
second, by seeing others who were outside of the blindness of ideology
and had alternatives to capitalism within democracy.
Habermas has led to postcolonial ideas like those of Homi Bhabha
(1994, 236–56), who helped me rationalize novel changes in critical theory. These changes involved placing archaeology in the hands of others,
who then produced different critiques and different archaeological results.
The following chapters on landscape, printing, ceramics, and spirit
bundles derived from Africa make the case not only for the power of ideology and for who modiﬁed it.

—democracy.
[FIGURE]
[Figure 7 near
here.]

