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ABSTRACT

The purvose of this study is to document the
terns of population growth, distribution of wealt
geographic mobility in Amelia County, Vi rmzmla, b
the yvears 1768 and 1794. This county received it
settlers in the 1730s and, by the period stucied i‘
papers had entered a time of stagnaticon end dimini
opportunitye.

The study first compares the social sitructure of
five other counties in the same ar' of Virginia with
thet of Amelia. These counties Cfc chos cn at randon

i I’s" i

from among those in the Southside
:Secondy it deals with the economi
in re”te detailil and discusses
“of 1dnd and property-ovnershin
and household oiZ Lasty the 1
and phrriath (CCutlDUOd habitati
dents from (hd to 1794 in order to
picture of the society of the countye.

“_

The investigation maix
tithable lists and land an
of Amelia County Two ot
of deliroruau ta xnayer ir
Pritish Mercentile Claims of 1775= 1803, both
help pinpoint the destinations of departing

es use primerily
nd personal prone
1er major sources
n 1788 for Amelia

)y

i
.
1

The results of the study show that Amelia was a
stratified society, with a poor and middling majority
controlled by a thin layer of wealthy men at the top
of the econcmic scales As time went on, 1t became
harder for unestablished men to be successful in fumelia,
and there was a large incldence of ov+~m1“rutlon.
Apparently, the cause of the diminishing opportunity
was not the American Revolution or the events ieddln&
to 1t, but the ineviteble stagnation of a maturing
frontier societys

viiil
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INTRCDUCTION

In the second half of the eighteenth century, the

regions of Virginia were in various stages of growth and

o, 1
[}

development. The Tidewater region, first settled in the
early seventeenth centurys had, by the eighteenth century,

entered a period of decline in population growthe Tidewater

emigrants pushed into the Northern. Neck, which had expanded

csteadily from the 1650s until the early 1700s, when popula-

1

ion grcwith theres too, began to fall off. At mid-century,

=

<+

the Scuthsgide and FPledmont regions were still being popu-
lated by migrants from eastern sections of Virginia and from

western Maryland and Pennsylvaniae. Though still frontier

areas at mid-century, the Southside and Piedmont encountered
the same slowing of growth and eventual stagnation after

the Revolution that the Tidewater and Northern Neck had

. 1
undergone earliers.

1A number of studies have dealt with the stages of
growth in the different regions of Virginiz. Qeu, for
exauple, Edmund S. MHorgan, fmericen Siavery, American
Freedom: The Crdeal of Colonial Virginia (New York, 1075),
305=43%2; Jackson Turner Main, ''The Distribution of Proverty
in Post-Revolutionery Virginia," Mississippi Valley
Historicel Reviecws 41 (195L- 19v5\ 2L1=258; Karla Ve
MacKesson, Growth in a [Irontier Soc1ety Population Increase
in the Horthern Neck of Virginia (M.A. Thesis: The College
of Villiem and Mary, 1976); Michael Lee N1v401¢o, Origins
of the Virginila South51de. A Sccial and Fconomic Study
(PheD, Dissertation: The College of William and Mary, 1972);

D

ity
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Iach region in turn experienced three phasss of
growthe In the first twenty to twenty~iive years after
the initial settlement, hundreds of families migrated
into the region and the population increased rapidlye.
The second phase of development, which lasted zpproxi~
mately thirty or forty years, was marked by a siowing
of the rate cof population growth. Finally, the areca

entered a period of stagnation and diminishing oppor=
tunitys in which nearly as many people emigrated or died

. ) 2
as came into the region or were borne.

o

The object of this paper is to desument these

o

vatterns in fmelia County, located in Southside Virginia.
This county grew rapidly in the 1730s, but heavy out=
migration had begun by the 1780s. While this paner will
examine the long~term swings of propulation in Amelia from
1768 to 1794, it will focus on the period of stagnation
that occurred in the post~Revolutionary years. This
period of stagnation must be seen in the context of bhoth
an earlier slowing of population growth and a later move
toward stabilization. Alsoy since the time span of this

peper coincides with the American Revolution, oquestions

Bdward Ayres, Migration and Social Structure in Prince
Edward County, Virginie, 1782-1792 (Unpublished paper,
1969); Edward Ayres, "Albemarle County, Virginia, 1744~1770:
Av Iconomic, Political and Soclal Analysis,' llagazine of
Albemarle Countv History, 25 (1966-1967), 36-72.

>
“For more about the theory of frontier societies
and population growth, see MacKesson, passinm.
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concerning the economic changes preceding the war and
the conflict itself are important to the discussione.
There are several areas of consideration within this

study. Mrst, there is the question of the Scuthside

counties as a unit. How did the sccial structure of

Amelia compare with that of five other counties in the
Southside area of Virginia? Second, a portion of this
study treats more specificelly the social and econcnic
structure of Amelia during the period in guesticn and
deals with personal property ovnershinp, landovnershiy,

dependency, tenancy and houschold size. Third; the

order to reveal further patterns of ocprortunity for
county inhabitants.

Cne way to accomplish these objectives is to
examine county tax records. For the pre~Revolutionary
veriod; the Amelia County tithable lists for several ycars
in the late 17608 are nearly intact and furnish valuable
information about personal property and landownershipe.

By using the personal property and land tax books of the

Z

“The tithable lists for the years 1766 to 1769 record
white and black tithes and land acreage for each house-
holde These rerords are incomplete, but the 1768 list used
for this nuudJ is missing only one 1list of about 625
tithes (out of Ly 755 for the counﬁy) and perhaps a
smaller list of 100~odd tithables. The list of 625
tithes tsken by Commissioner ¥Wells for one section of
Raleigh Parish has not survived; the other list is for
a part of Nottoway Parish. See Amelia County Tithable
Lists,; Box 3, Virginia State Library, Richuonde.



Southside counties from 1782 to 1794, one can compute
distributions of wealth and determine levels of migration
and persistence. In the post-war period, each county in
Virginia kept records as provided by an act of 1781,

"for ascertaining certain taxes and duties, and for
establishing a permanent revenue@”4 Though not flawless,
the records provide one means of uncovering the social

and economic life of Virginia in the early national

yearse

: AThis was the official title of the act, which was
passed in November, 1781, For the text, see William W.
Hening (ed.), The Statutes at Large: Being & Collection
of All the Laws of Virginie Ircm the First Session of the
Legiglature in 1619 (Richmond, 1810=1823), X, 501~517.
The categories of taxable wealth changed elmcst every year
from 1783% to 1789. TFor these alterations in and additions
to the criginal act, see Hening, XI, 93-95, 112-129,
368-369; XII, 243~255, L412-43%2. The lists are in the
Virginia State Library; Richmonds.




CHAPTER I
AMELIA AND THE SOUTHSIDE

he pattern of growth and decline. === Amelia County,
formed in 1735 from Prince George Countys was the oldest
in the Virginia Southside. Five other counties in that
areay chosen for discussion heremeuCkingh;ms Cumberleand,
Lunenburg, Powhatan, and Prince Edward-~were crgenized
within forty-two years after the founding of Amelia (see
Figure 1) The overwhelming majority of settlers in this
region were of English or African extraction and had
moved from the middle counties of Virginia, especially
Henrico, Goochland and Hanover. The Tidewater counties
of Virginia provided few direct settlers to the Scuthside,
In turn, many Amelia residents migrated to the scuthwest
in the 1740s and helped to form Lunenburg Countya5

While most of the white Southside settlers were
English, a substantial percentage were alsc Scots-
Irish and German; and in Powhatan, French were numerouss,

Many of the people of Scottish and German descent had

migrated south from western Maryland and Pennsylvania,

-

“Michael Lee Nicholls, Origins of the Virginia
Southside: A Social and Economic Study (Phe.D. Dissertation:
The College of William and Mary, 1972)s; LO-L7.

6
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the only other colonies to contribute large numbers to the
settlement of the Virginia SOuthside,6
By the first years of the American Revolution, these
Southside counties had all been formed and settled,; bhut
life in the region was far from stable. The influx of
settlers éince about 1730 more than balanced the loss of
Southside tithables through death and migration and led to
a rapid increase in the taxable population of the regione
The rapid growth in the number of taxpayers is evident
in Amelia County, where, in its first thirty-three yeérs,
the number of tithables increased from 588 to 4,?5507
The arrival of new settlers permitted older Southside
residents to sell their lands to eager buyers and
move farther west in search of new opportunitiesa8
The Revolution may have contributed to the slowing
of growth of the tithable population of Amelia, for the

tax list of 1784 shows an increase of only 328 tithables

over the 1768 figure.’ During the 1780s, the six Southside

6Ibid., 5L. For epproximate percentages of nationalities
among the settlers of these counties, see R. Bennett Bean,
The Peopling of Virginia (Boston, 1938), 124, 138, 14l, 158,
173,

7'I'he 1735 figure was taken from a table in Nicholls,
L4, The 1768 figure is from unpublished research by Allan
Kulikoff.

8icholls, 217~222.

9The figures for Amelia and the other five counties
were drawn from. aggregate data entered on the perscnal
property tax books for each county from 1782 to 1794,
Virginia State Library, Richmond.
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éounties grew considerably, though erratically. Table

1 shows the general pattern for these six countieses

In the years from 1782 to 1786, these counties experienced
either reductions in the white tithable peopulation or
small gainse. The largest annual increase in these years
was of 99 people from 1785 to 1786 in Amelia, although
the total number of white tithables in the latter year
fell below the 1,215 tithables in 1782. However, in
1787 and 1788, all the counties grew substantially and
all finally surpassed their 1782 figures. These erratic
year=to=year changes are negligible and may merely
denote errors in the tax lists or a switch in taxing
practice (see page 20 below). The black tithable
population reflected similar fluctuations; resuming
growth between 1786 and 1787 but becoming again unsteady
after 1790. What the overall picture shows is the
slowing of growth and ultimate stagnation typical of

all maturing frontier societies.

Not only did these Southside counties lose popula-
tion in the 1780s, but the region apparently became pcorers.
The total personal taxable wealth of these Scuthside
residents (their slaves, horses and cattle) did not
increase proportionately with the number of tithables
but either decreased or rose imperceptibly; and as a
result, personal property per white tithe declined
during the 1780s and early 1790s. From 1782 to 1787

(the last year cattle were taxed), the number of horses
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TABLE 1
GROWTH OF WHITE TITHABLE POPULATION BY CCUNTY
SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA, 1782-1794

Ameiia Buckinghan Lunenburg
1782 1215 709 750
1783 1070% 696 767
1784 981 713 678
1785 981 736 705
1786 1080 725 727
1787 1309 846 808
1788 1598 1046 SL9
1759 1588° 987 983
1790 1632 1055 988
1791 1624 1096 1050
1792 1640 1143 1036
1793 1688 1136 1131
1794 1692 1239 1171

a‘Estima”ce

b . . . . .

Nottoway became a separate county from Amelia in 1789;
but for the purposes of this paper, its white tithable
count is included with Amelialse.



Prince Kaward Cumberland Powhatan

1782 691 548 366
1783 - 245 393
784 671 ohe 436
1785 - 563 Ll
1766 674 40 h4as
1787 - 614 -
1788 764 776 516
1789 - 823 -
1790 - 816 -
1791 - 831 563
1792 863 824 -
17953 1000 916 -
1794 1059 934 -
Scurce: Personal Property Tax BRooks, 1782~1794, Virginia

State Library, Richmond (hereafter cited as VSL).
Prince Edward figures from Edward Ayres,
Migration and Social Structure in Prince Edward
County, Virginia, 1782-1792 (Unpublished papers
1969), Chart I.
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and head of cattle per white tithe decreased in each county,

and half of the counties witnessed a reduction in slaves
per white tithee The numbers of slaves per white tithe
either stagnated or increased unnoticeably in Amelia,
Buckingham and Lunenburg (see Table 2),

Powhatan was the wealthiest of the six counties in
terms of personal property per taxpayer throughout the
1780s and early 1790s, with Amelia and Cumberland not
far behind. In facty these three counties were amcng the

10 Although the numbers

richest in the state of Virginia.
of slaves, horses and cattle per white tithe in Powhatan
decreased steadily during the 1780s, the county still
remained the wealthiest in the Southside region. 1In
1787, according to a study by Jackson Turner Main,

45 percent of the slaveholders in the county owned ten
or more slavesy and 35 percent of the cattleholders had
over twenty head of cattle apieces Also, the mean
nunber of acres per landowner in Powhatan that year

was 340, All of these figures were well above those for
the other regions of Virginiaﬂ1

However, the Southside in the 1780s and early

17908 was not exclusively a region of large property

1Oyain, 253.

"1pid.,252-253. The averagesin 1787 in the eastern
part of the state, for examples; were 195 acres, L slaves,
2e¢5 horses and 11 head of cattle; in the rest of the
Southside region, 260 acres, 6.5 slaves, L horses and 14
head of cattles




TABLE 2
PERSONAL PROPERTY PLR WHITE TITHE,
SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA, 1782-1794

Number of
Slaves Horses
County 1782 1787 1794 1782 1787 1794
2
Amelia 8»05 803 ’-’—}'@O L!-@S 3.8 300
Cumverland 712 609 3-930 5'@8 5@4 2(33
Powhatan 9¢5 8.7b o 5.0 4@59 -
Buckinghanm Lel2 Le3 2ol 363 3e 1 el
Lunenburg Le5 L4e9 2ely Sely 360 265
Frince Edward 560 4°7b Z2e¢5H 267 5@Ob 2e5

2In 1788, the recording practice for young blacks
was changed to include only those between twelve and
sixteen years of age, instead of all those younger than
sixteeny as before.

o . .

_“The figures for 1787 were not available for Powhatan
and Prince Bdward Counties; therefore, the figures given
are for 1786



The

Number of

Cattle

County 1762 1787
Amelia 16.2 125
Cumberland 1468 1161
Powhatan 1844 14,0P
Buckinghan 113 8.9
Lunenbursg 128 10.3
Prince Edward 127 9¢8b

Sources: Personal Property Tax Books, 1782-=179L,
Prince Edward figures are from Ayres; I
and Social Structurey; Chart I.



and land holdings. .Scuthside Virginia was predominantly
a middling area, in which almost half (or slightly more
in some counties, such as Powhatan and Amelia) of the
adult white males owvmed land, and farms tended to be
small~ to medium~sized., Tenancy was less common there
than in other sections of Virginia, and personal
property was more evenly distributed among white tax-

payerse.

What the figures mean, == Jhalt can be inferred fron

the history of population and wealth in these counties
during the decades following the fmerican Revoiution?
The number of tithes increased or decreased erratically,
and the wealth of the white population (as measured by the
number of slaves, horses and cattle available to citizens)
diminisheds Since birth rates remained high, substantiszsl
numbers of families must have lefl in search of new
opportunities. These six Scutheside counties; like the
Tidewater and Northern Neck during earlier decadesy had
entered a period of stagnation and deciine.

Not everyone left the Southside, however, and some
families migrated there from eastern counties. These
new nigrants were probably landless and young and came
to the Southside with few taxable perscnal effectsy in
hope of buying land from departing planters. But they
were caught in the economic slump of the mid-1780s and

found it difficult to acquire slaves, farms and work
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animals of their own. Those who left the area may have
been slightly better off and took their slaves; horses
and cattle with them to cther counties or states. As a
result, the total wealth of the region declined during
the 1780s and early 1790s.

How well did Amelia fit into the prattern of decline
and stagnation? Amelia was one 0f the wealthiest counties
of the Southside. Between 1782 and 1787, Amelia residents
owned more slavesy, horses and cattle than did those of

C . . 12
any other county in the area but neighboring Powhatans

stantially wealthier than Buckinghém, Lunenburg or
Prince Bdwarde. Residents of the poorer counties owned
only half as many slaves and three-quarters as many
horses and cattle per white tithe as the citizens of
Ameliey Cumberland and Powhatan.

Though Amelia wes wealthier than the other counties
studied herey; the county fit the general pattern of social
and economic change which characterized the region as
a whole in the decade after the Treaty of Paris. Amelia's
taxable population fluctuated and the property of her

residents declined slowly. The in-migration of landless

o
1‘*Po'.vhed:an averaged 8.9 slaves, 4.6 horses and 15.5
head of cattie, while Amelia averaged 8.8 slaves, Lok
horses and 14 head of cattles For the other counties, the
averages were as follcws: ILunenburg--4.9 slavesy 3.4 horses,
112 head of cattile; Cumberland~~7.2 slaves, 3.7 horses,

12.5 head of cattle; Buckingham~-L.l slaves, 3.4 horses,

10,2 head of cattle; Prince Edward--5 slaves, 3s35 horses,
119 head of cattle.
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youths probably explains the decline of wealth in the
county (as in the entire region), since young migrants
owned few slaves, horses or cattle. Long-time residents
of Amelia may actuvally have retained their wealth,

despite the overall declines



- ECONCMY AND SOCIAL STRUCTURE IN AMELIA COUNTY

(

Povulation growth. == During the 1730s and 1740s,

tmelia was at the edge of white settlement and hundreds
of white families rushed toc claim iis virgin lands.
Ameliia County grew at a rapid pace during the first
twenty vears after its formation in 17325. Its popula-

A tion doubled every eight years during these two decades.
When the county wes first organized, there were only
588 tithes living within its bounds, but 3,755 taxable

& whites and blacks resided there by 1755. Pooulation grew

i at less than half this rate in the 1750s and 1760s, because

Fy

rontier roved farther and farther west and south.

taxeble population of Amelia dipped drasticaliy in

f'd
D

Th.
1

'\\]

756 scon after Prince Edward County was formed from
its less~settled parts, and then rose steadily until

1768 From 1756 tc 1768, the county's taxable popu-

(O]

lation rose from

N

+ 121 to 44755~-an increase of a little
wore than ope—halfo

A veriod of sftagnation had begun. The number of white
tithes reached cnly 5,172 in 1776, a rise of less than
one~tenth since 1768. Taxable figures have not survived

for the turbulent war years from 1777 to 1781. In 1782,

18,
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however, we can once again cocmpute the number of
tithablesy, this time by means of the personal property
tax bookss In that year, the number ¢f tithables was
approximately 5,800, an ilncrease in six years of 105
per year, After 1782, the tithavle figures began to
jump erratically, plummeting to 5,083 in 1784 and not
again exceeding the 1782 figure until 1787, when the
number of tithables reached 6,395. Here again is
evidence of renewed growth in 1787 and 1788 which
occurred in all of the six Southside cocunties studied
(see Tekle 3 and Figure 2).

During the first thiriy years of Amelia's
existence, population grew rapidly through in-migration.
By the 1770s, new counties had formed farther west in
Virginia. The loss of tithable persons in the 1770s scens
te indicate two things: 1.) fmelia residents were
beginning to move out in noticeable numbers; and
2.) not enough newcomers arrived to offset out-migration
and deaths within the county. A few new people may
have come to Amelia during the Revolutionary period,
but not enough to mske a significant difference.
finally, the shifts in population in the decade following
the peace treaty with Britain may have had a purely
adninistrative explanation: a change in taxing definition
may have excluded a number of tithables from the lists
between 1782 and 1786, While no such change appears on the
tax books,; there may have been a silent change in prac-

evidenced by the sharp decrease between 1782 and



FIGURE 2
AMELIA COUNTY TITHES, 1735-179L4
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1784 of 280 to 15 in the number of non-~slaveocwnerse

in this respecty, Awelia may have been typical of
cther Southside counties. A recent study of Prince
Ddward County du rlng the same time span reached similar
conclusions about population figures. In that county,
which bordered Amelia and was formed from it in the
mid=1750s8, the tithable population increased steadily
during the early years of settlement from 1757 to 1773a
The population dipped slightly in the 1760s end during
the early 1770s but recovered during the Revolution.
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The vovuletion of Prince Tdwa:
stabilize again until 1780; even then, the rate c¢f

increase was nuch slower than in the earliest years

“q

e
settlement. ' It may be, then, that a change in

of

axing practice occurred throughout Southside Virginia

=

n the mid-1780s and causced an apvarent interruption

in an otherwise steady pattern of growth.

Trends in landovnershive == The effect of a

growing population and accelerated migration on Amelia's
so0c¢ial structure is seen through an examination of land-

ovnership in the county over a twenty-year period. Although

.
»] - e . .
1’Ayress Migration and Social Strcuture; 5-7.
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complete recoerds on landholdings exist only for the
years 1782, 1787 and 1739, =sn incomplete 1list for
1788 and a partisl tithable list for 1768 help to
show the trend over a span of two decadesa14

In 1768, over half of the landowners held belwee
100 and 50C acres of land (small- to medium~-sized
farms)« The largest number of landowners had farms
in the 200 to 299 acre categorys Those cvming fewer
than 100 acres constituted only La5 vercent of all
landowners, and most of these had between 50 and 100
acres to cultivete. Altogether, farmers with fewer
than 500 acres were in a majority, comprising about
75 percent of all landowners (see Table 4).

o
{

Cvmers of 500 to 1,000 acres made up 18 npercent
~ H i RS

‘J

of the landowners, and 8 percent owned more thaa 1,000
acres. Yet the number of acres they controlled was nore
than that of the smell and middling farmers. The ilargest
lendhoiding belonged to Thomas Tabb, who owned 11,028
acres. QOthers owning over 1,000 acres may have been
speculators rather than large cultivators. Those men
with farms of more than 500 acres controlled about 61

percent of all the land in Amelia, Those with more than

10 . . L
TAs noted above (see note 4)s; the tithable records

for 1768 are missing about 700 tithables {and an unknown
number of landowners)e. The complete land tax books for
1794 are not extant. There probably never were any land
tax books for 1783%-1786; they simply noted alterations in
the 1782 book until 1787. Informaticn provided by Boyd
Coyner. The CO«_CF“ of William and Mary, 1979,

A



LAND DISTRIBUTION IN AMELIA COUNTY,

TABLE L

1768~1788

2le

Number and Percentage of Landowners

Leres 17682 1782 1788
Fewer than

100 31 Le5% 104 10.1% 118 12.3%
100-229 32 50,2 523 509 451 L5
300-499 133 19.6 185 18 174 18,2
500-999 121 17.8 156 1541 168 178
1000-2999 49 7.2 57 565 59 6ol
2000~-4999 L .6 2 ol L . Iy
5000+ 1 o 2 .2 2 .2

Hpy . "
Based ¢n approximately

taxpayerse

County, 1768-1788, VSL.

four~fifths of the county

Tithable lists and land tax books, Aumelia
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1,000 acres owned & third of the county's landy while
small to middling fermers had only a slightly larger
sharey; just under 4O percent. In 1768, moreover, landless
taxpayers in Amelia comprised a full fifth of the county's
taxpaying pepulation. This fact reveals that land was not
as evenly distributed as might be expected in the first
stages of scttlement (see Table 5).

By the 1780s the size of farms had declined. 1In
1782, the percentage of landowners owning farms between
one hundred and three hundred acres in size had increased
from about one-fourth to over one-~half of all lancdowners:
The largest percentage owned one hundred to two hundred acres,
while a fourth of &ll landowners occupied two hundred to

fact demonstrates the

three hundred acres of lande. This
lower niddle~class orientation of the county. The

percentage of farmers with fewer than one hundred acres,
however; had also grown considerably since 1768,

Most large speculators apparently sold their holdings
between 1768 and 1782 to middling farmers. While nearly
eight out of ten landowners possessed fewer than 500
acres in 1782, the percentage of landowners who held
tetween 500 and 1,000 acres declined (see Table 4)a

Tabb was still the greatest landholder; Thomas' son,
John, held 13,151 acres. John Tabb prcbably divided
his land into different tracts throughout the county,

but probably none of these would have been smaller than



TABLE 5

LAND DISTRIBUTION IN AMELIA COUNTY, 1768 AND 17868

Number and Percentage of Householders

Acres 1768°% 1788

No land listed 188 21.6 % 308 2ibe4 %
Fewer than

100 31 366 118 9e 3
100~299 She 29.4 451 5he 1
200-499 133 15.3 17 128
500-99¢ 121 1349 168 133
1000+ 5L 6.2 65 Sel

a * “ 1
Based on approximately four-~fifths of the county
Laypayers.

Sources: Titheble lists and land tax books, Amelia
County, 1768 and 1788, VSLe.
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1,000 acres in size. 24t fipst glance, then, it appears
that most of the land in Amelia was under the control of
the lower middle class which was a majority in the countys
But, in fact, the total number of acres held by planters
owning 500 acres or more was greater than that held by

all the small and middling farmers. John Tabb alcone con=

t

end than the 10 percent of the landowners

1~
)

more

o,

troilec
who owned fewer then 100 acres eache
By the end of the 1780s, there were only minor
alterations in the landholding vattern in Amelis. Table 5
shows landholding data for all houscholders in Ameiia in

the years 1768 and 1788. While all the changes were not

clining orportunity in

(¢
(9]
{-*4
joR
]

MAnelias The numbers of landless men end small landowners
increased contiauously betwesn 1768 and 1788. The landless
may have been either newcomers to the countly or sons who
came of legzl age alter 1768. As the popuiation of the
county aged, more and more mature men left their

holdings to their sons. This practice of partible
inheritance would inevitably lead to smaller holdings

if most of the sons stayed in the county and could not
find open lands near their parents' acres. A mediuam-

sized 250«acre piot, for exemple, might he portioned cut

1)Jac:}won lu ne” Maing "The One Hundred," [Yilliam and
Mary Quarterly, XI (195&)g 355n. Main ref@rs liis readers
to Louis Morton's Robert Carter of Hominid Paxﬂs which states
that Carter's land was leld@a into tracts of about 7,000
acres each., This practice cannot be ussumed to be the
norn, and Main points out the need to examine other planters

recordsy of which, unfortunately, few exist.
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among a man's three sonsy thus bhecoming three 83-acre

-

plotse Partible inheritance, then, might explain the

increase in the proproriion of small holders.

The numbers of large landowners increased somevwhat

during the 1780s. They bought small-~ or medium-sized tracts
that had belonged to men who lost thelr land during the
depression of the mid-1780s3, died intestate; or decided

to try their luck in another county or state. John Tabb,

fer exemple, increased his 1782 holdings of 13,151 acres

of Southside Virginia's land was in »rivate hands, plotls
had to be purchased from their owners or else lnherited.

hatever the explanation for these reapporticnments of

land, the changes were at the expense 0f the small-~ and
medium~sized farms and to the benefit of the larger farms,
especially those in the 500~ +to 1;000-acre category.

Denendency and tenancve == AS 0P

O

diminished,

youths in the county who
young wmen left the county

- ~ ol
varents?

constituted on
1762, they coanstiti

tazable population;

one might expect a

or neighbors?
men

living

nted only

but a change

rise in the number of
had no hcouseholds; but apparently

farmse The level

declined over time in Amelia

at home, laborers or

~third cf 211 white tithes.

16 percent of the white

in taxing practice in



e
&
@

1781 stipulated that conly males over twenty-one years
of age should be counted as tithable, instead of males
over sixteen as beforee16 By 1788, the tax laws had
changed once more to define tithables as males over
sixteene Non—-householders who were despendent now

comprised cne-~fifth of the taxable population, and that

3

roportion remained stable through 17954,
Hon=householders who did not pay their own taxes
fell intoc two categories: those bearing the same family
names as those who paid their poll taxes, and those with
gifferent names. e will assume that the former were
in some way related to the persons who paid their
taxes-~indeed, many of thelr names are followed by
"Jr.ii-—and that the latter were not. In 1768, relatives
and non-relatives each made up 50 percent of the depen—
dent white tithes. In 1782, relatives constituted only
about one~third of all taxpayers; the decline is
explained partly by the elimination of the sixteen-
to twenty~-year olds. Those unrelated in name to the
versons who psid their taxes comprised a fourtn of
the total non-taxpaying white tithables. These non-
taexprayers were probably laborers cr overseers; in some
instances; they may have been sons-in-law, stepsons or
relatives with different surnsmes. The number of actual

relatives, then, 1s probably underestimated. The

16 5 < .y
Hening., Xy 501,



TABLE 6
DEPENDENCY, AMELIA COUNTY, 1768=1794

1768 17822 1788 1794
Number of
tithables 1383 1215 1598 1692
Numbper of
householders 869 1016 1264 1327
Number of
dependent white
males who did not
nay own tax 514 199 33 365
White tithes
related in name 7
tc those who Unable ftc Unable to
paid tax 255 72 computeb compute
White tithes
not related in
name to those Unable to Unablie to
who paid tax 259 52 conpute compute®
Dependents who Not Not Not
paid owvn tax listed 75 listed listed

a ) .
Includes only white males 21 years of age and older.
The figures for 1768, 1788 and 1794 are for white males

16 and oldere.

bDependent white tithes for these years were not

listed by name.

Sources: Tithable lists and personal property tax bocks,
Amelia County, 1768~1794, VSL.



remaining dependents paid their ocwn taxes. The figures

for 1788 and 1794 are not as revealing as those of 1782;
dependents for these years were not listed by name, only
in numbers, and those paying their own taxes were unlisted.
If earlier trends in dependency are reflected in 1758 aad
17945 relatives and non-relatives each probably ceame

to comprise over 10 percent of the entire white tithable
population17 (sze Table 6).

Mcst whites paid taxes on one or more youths,
“usually their sons, who could not yet afford farms of
their own, though they might acquire them later in 1life.
These dependents were nct necessarily poor, only younge
On the cther handy the wealthiest planters palid taxes
for numerous whites who probably acted as overseerse.
John Tabb paid the poll taxes of eight white tithables
in 1788 and 1794, none of whom was a Tabb. These men
undoubtedly supervised the two hundred adult black
slaves who worked Tabb's various plantations.

Apparently, white families did not practice any
form of birth control, believing perhaps that thelrx
children would eventually find land and slaves of
their own. Families were consistently medium-sized
or large by the standards of the time. This trend

can be seen in the censuses of 1782 and 1785, taken for

7 The lists for 1788 and 1794 give only the names of
the dependent white males in Raleigh Parish, which became
Amelia County in 1789. For Hottoway Parish (Nottoway
County in 1789)s the number of taxpayers is recorded, but
not their naumes.,
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every counly by order of the Virginia state legislature.
In 1782, the census recorded only the number of white
and black "sculs'; in 1785, it listed white "souls,"
Ydyellings:" and "outbuildings" but omitted black

18 During both of these years, families of

Ysouls
four to nine "souls" predominated among whites, consti-
tuting roughly 64 percent of all white families in the
county. In 1782, families of seven were more numerous
than those of any other size, while in 1785, families

of five were most sbundant. In the latter year, house=
holds of fewer than five persons decreased while those
of more than ten increased (see Tables 7 and 8).

The census of 1785 shows that 11 percent of the
femilies in Amelia County did not own even one dwelling
and were probably renters, overseers or tenants. Since
Tdwellings' are clearly distinguished from "ecutbuildings®

Eal

in the census,; there is a guesticn why some fenilies
owned more than one house., In the case of Pauling
Andersons who owned five houses and between two and

three thousand acres of land, the dwellings may have been
on several different tracts of lands It is also unclear

whether slave quarters were considered "dwellings'" in

this censuse In other instancesy, the additional houses

18For the text of the act; see Hening, XI, 40. Data
in this discussion are drawn from Heads of Families at
the First Census of fhe United States Taken in the Year
1790 Becords of the State Inumerations, 1782 to 1785
(Vashington, 1908), 10~13%, 51~8%, The 1785 enumeration
for Amelia is only a partial list,




TABLE 7
DISTRIBUTICON CF WHITE FAMILY SIZE, AMELIA COUNTY, 1782

% total number

Number of whites® Nunmber of families U
Number of white 1 ki & of families

2y 2oy %
85 Bl
83 8e2
112 11,0
114 112

1L 11.2
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N = 1016
Average size = 6oi
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“Tncludes head of household.
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U.S. Bureau of the Census,; Heads of Families at
the First Census of the United States Teken in

the Year 1790: Records of the State mnunerations,
1782 Lo 1785 (Washington, 1908), 11~-13, 81-83




TABLE 8
DISTRIBUTION OF WHITE FAMILY SIZE, AMELIA

COUNTY, 1785

By

-

Nunmber of whites Number of families

% total nun
of fTamili

b
e

er

5

OO 3 O\l W =
co
Co
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‘W
O

=1 Ot W
- e s Ny O

-—8
o

N = 754

Average size = 6.7

dhe list for 1785 is incompletes

®Tncludes head of householde

Source: Ibids



may have been for adult sons or tenantss who technically
lived in the same household 1f not under the same roofe
This latter possibility would be consistent with the

idea that some white meles found it difficult to =secure

farms of their own and lived at home longer to help farm

relativest lands (see Table 9).

TABLE 9

DISTRIBUTICN OF DWELLINGS, AMELTIA COUNTY, 1785

% totel number

dwellings Number of hcuseholds ;
WESLLSR0 wiver cuseno of households

>
@9}

T1e4 %

1 258 476
2 172 228
3 78 10.3
b 28 3o
5 32 Lo 2

N = 754

a mas 7 .o s . .
_ The 1785 list is incomplete; since it records only
754 households,

Source: 1Ibids




Al though almost half of Amelia’s families occupied
only one houses 70 percent ¢f the one-dwelling house-
holds had two or more outbuildings on their land. Presum-
ably, some of these outbuildings were slave quarters,
but we cannot tell from the 1785 census the number of
blacks belonging to each household. Otfher outbuiidings
may have been barnsy; stables or f0¢9001o A full

"

82 percent of all households owned at least one oute-

building, which indicates the ownership of some personal

i]

property, either slaves, horses or cattle {see Table 10).

Patterns of land, house and outbuilding ownership
.substantiate the idea that Amelia, like several other
fcountlies in the Southside region of Virginia, was an
area of small- to medium-sized farms, where most
» people owmed a house and a few outbhuilldings. Aubrey
" Land has described these early scuthern planters as

"small fry" whose '"lives were drab."

Theixr houses more nearly resembled shacks
than the mansions of tradition, and almost a
third of them disappeareds « &« «Lhe produce
of their smell plantations included meat, grain
and vegetables for subsistence and tobacco,
rice and other staples that could be sold for
cashe IEven their plantations hardliy extﬁno@n
beyond the dimensions of a small farme s e o

Q } _ . -

]’Ranscm Be Truey '"The Censuses of 1782 and 1785:
Defective Yet Useful and Fascinating," Louisa County
Historical Magazine, 5 (1973), 15.

2OAubrey Land, ede, Bases of the Plantation Society
(Columbiay; SaCes 1969), 2-=3




TABLE 10

2
—
~J
(@]
Ui
3]

DISTRIBUTION OF OUTBUILDINGS, AMELIA COUNTY

Number of Number of % total number
cutbuildings households of households
0 138 18+3 %
1 88 11.7
e 89 178
b 103 1347
i 75 10.0
510 210 279
10+ 51 6.6
N = 754
a

785 list is incompletey, since it records only
754 househclds

Scurce: Lbhide

Property- holding, as we have seen, was fairly widespread

in Amelia with each white tithe averaging 6.8 slaves,

Lol horses and 14 head of cattle. A closer examination

of the sources confirms the prevalence of personal

property ownership among Amelia householders but establishes
that the trend throughout the 1780s and early 1790s was
toward holdings of small numbers of slaves and horses,

with relatively larger numbers of cattlee.
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Distribution of personal pronerty. == At the

time of Amelia's formation as a county in 1735, 61
percent of the houscholders had no other sources of

lebor—-=white or black—--bhesides themuclvewa1

By
1768, howevers; over two-thirds of the householders
in Amelia owned slaves, Some of the men without
taxable slaves may have cowned a few blacks under
sixteen years of age, but the tithable lists do not
permit knowledge of this. A majority of householders
in 1768, then, had at least one black tithe. Over
half of the householders owned between one. and five
slaves. Seventeen perceat owned between six and

fifteen adult slaves; and only fourteen planters in

the entire unty claimed more than sixteen black
tithes.
0 22 .
By 1788, the number of slaveless men head rise

ot

to 36 rercent of the householding populatiocn. But a
the same time, the {tithable population had increased,
and those entering the ranks of white householders in
Amelia seem to have been largely non~slaveholderse They

were perhaps in~coming settlers or else propertyless
P

2
2lyicholls, 129,

ddT”e 1782 llst underrepresents both tenants and
non= sl i0lderse. 'The possible change in taxing practice
for severa¢ years after the Revelution (ca. 1782-1786)
would explain this phenomenon. The 1768 list of slaves
is more directly comparable to the 1788 and 1794 lists;
therefore, 1762 has been eliminated from the discussion
¢i slave-owning in fmelias
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adult sons (see Table 11)e

TABLE 11
DISTRIBUTION OF BLACK TITHES AMCONG HOUSEHOLDERS

[y

AMELIA COUNTY, 1768-179L

Number and vercentage total number
of householders

Mumber of slaves 1768 1788 1794
0 265 30.4% L57 36.2% L76  35.9%
1-5 Lz 51 5L0 L2e7 570 43
&m15 147 17 221 1747 221 16.6
16+ T4 1e6 L3 3.4 60 Lo

Sources: Tithable lists and personal property tax books,
Amelia County, 1768-1794, VSL.

The figures for 179L are almost identical to those
of 1788« In the 17908y as in the preceding decadeg the
new Amelia tithables were probably largely without slaves.
The increase after 1768 in the number of holdings of six-

teen or more slaves indicates a rise in the number of

large slaveholders, but no real increase or decrease in
the proportion of households owning slavese The rise in

the number of these holdings may signify the death of

some large slaveholders and the dispersal of their slave



1,

to sons and relatives who had previously owned fewer
than sizteen adult blackeg.
Ovmership of horses and cattle did not follow the

4=

slaveholding pattern in the 1780s and 1790s but

55

remeined
fairly steacdy throughout these decades. Jackson Turner
ain noted that horses, not slavesy, were the most

common type of versonal proverty in Virginia at this
time, and the fact that throughout the 1730s and 1790s
over &0 percent of all householders in Amelia owned at
least one horse beesrs this oute This high rate of

horse ovnership was characteristic not only of Virginia,

2
3 P S he «2
but of most frontier regions in the South.
T 10 . T . . -
In 1782, an overvhelming majority of househclcers
had fewer than five horses. This fact agalin suggests

a county c¢f small= ©To medium-~sized farms and moderate
weelthe The next largest rercentage ¢f householders
owned betwveen s5ix anc fifteen horses. Only a minute
vercentage had more then fifteene M
county were under the contrcl of the small and middiing
farmers (see Table 12).

A1though the number of cattle~ovmers dropped to
76 percent of 211 householders in 1787 (the lasi year
in which cattle were deemed taxable wealth), the

Ve

igures show a consistently high rate of cattle owner-

iy

shipe. The decline in percentage in 1787 does not

4
E)Main, "The Distribution of Property in Post-

Revolutionary Virginia." 249



TABLE 12
DISTRIBUTICH OF HORSES AMCNG HOUSEHOLDERS

AMELIA COUNTY, 1782=1794

Fumber and percentege total number

of householders

Tumber of horses 1782 1788 17S4L

2665

69 920 72.8 912

6-15 26. 261 201 16 2V 16. L
16' 23 205 18 101—5- 16 1a

Amelia County Personal Proverty Tex books,
1782=179L, VSLe

necessarily denote a deterioration of the relatively

equal distribution of wealth among householders in
17

82 Instead, it may point to in-migration of

oy

propertyless taxpayers or the coming of age of young,
unestablished mens

Those householders who owned cattle in Amelia
tended to have larger numbers of these animals than
In 1782, over a

householders had horses cor slaves.

fifth of al1 houscholders had between five and nine

Lile
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head of cattle and another fifth between ten and

fifteen heads As many householders owned more than
twenty head as held fewer than five head. The figures
for 1787 vary only slightly but show that, while mediume=
sized herds of cattle still predeminated, the total
number of cattle (as in the case of horses) was more
evenly spread among householders in 1787 than earlier

in the decade (see Table 13)e The figures suggest
Ameliaw
TABLE 13

DISIRIBUTION O CATTLE AMCONG HOUSEHCLDERS

AMELIA COUNTY, 1782-1787

Number and percentage totel number
of householders

Number of head 1782 1785 1787
0 199% 174 17.6% 311 23.7%
1=l 107 1065 10 10.5 177  13%.5
5-~0 2L7 243 206 21 246 1868
10=-14 204 20.2 155 15,7 185 1hs!
15=10 132 153 117 119 124 9¢5
20+ 326 32 2350 23%.53 268 204

“See Note Lk below for explanaticne

Source: Amelia County Personsl Property Tax Books, 1782
17875 VSLe
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picture emerres. == ¥hat, the had happened-

B

to the social structure ¢of Amelia County from its
inception in 17%5 to the early national years of the
,

1790s8%? The eariiest setitlers had lived in a stratified

socletys A year after its formation in 1735, Amelia

..J
)
b
i
jng
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County had a tithablile population Tl
white servants; hired laborers and slaves. The
wealthiest tenth of the population coniroiled most of
'} o~ 3 - J . Ty o deey 3 1 E.L{- wr .
the land and personal property in the counly. Most
taxrayers were wen of very small means. Yely in these

ess whites could atten

o
bt
ZD
<
[
;..J

early years, wt to eke out

s

. . P R Py [T S 3 4T e Ty e e ey b I
a modest living, by Tarming thelr nicts by tnemselvese.
Some who were unsuccessiul may have moved on to try
LR TR N - vy T e e ol e e
thelr Iuck in other newly=-formed counties, such &8

Lunenburg and Prince Idwarde Still
the first twenty years of its exicsltence; experience
a rapid rise in poprulations suggesting thal hesavy
in~migration offset lcsses by death and ouvt-misration.
By the 1760s, only men with slaves or land were
able to succeed in the county Thoese whe had neither
rparently left. The social structure c¢f Anmelia
renained tightly stratified through the following

three decades. Newcomers and sons who came 0f age

24The wealthiest 65 pi rs in 1788 owned a2bout
28% of the land in Ameliae , same was btrue of other
Scuthslde countiless such as Irince Edward3 where in 1787,
the wealthiest clxtymturpc men ovmed 35% of the land.
See Ayres, Migration and Social Structure, Chart V, and
15-16; and Nicholls, 124~136.
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after 1768 faced the problem of diminishing orportunity
in the county. Texpaying white adults held on to the

added to ity by occasionally

t/)

proverty they had and nerhap:
buying or acquiring through inheritance a few uore acres
or slaves. Fersonal property, therefores increased
disproportionately with the tithable populaticns. There
was very little available for those seeking even a modest
start in Amelis. Since the number of slaves, horse

and cattle increased, the distribution of wealth among
householders nust have beconme mere concentratede

During the 17805 and early 1790s, Ameliz, like most

[

Southelide counties, consisted primarily of small and
pidcoling farmers and lancless and propertyless mene.

IR R NN g du -~ B -5 . 2 - IS N 3 e - P B
Thereiore, the fact that, in the Llate 17803, there were
4

higher provortions of land and versonal proverty wer

4.
18

SJ

spayer in Amelia than in most cther counties in

N
w1

Virginia is deceptive. The aggregate figures of

Table 2 (sce pages 13 and 14) suggest a solidly

middle~class orientation for Amelie County, with the

average farmer owning an unusually large smount of

personal provertye. Closer examination of the figures

reveals small holdings and large numbers of people without
.

There were, of course, large estates in Amelia and

several extremely wealthy men who occupied the highect

2 e
5TJ¢5 fact is stated in Maing '"The Ul
Property in Post-R vevolutionary Virginia," 2
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rungs of the social and economic laddere Of the one
hundred wealthiest planters in Virginia in 1787-1788
listed by Jackson Turner Main, seven owned land in
fmelias anc three of those made their homes in Ameliaaz

ALYl seven owned farms in at least one other county~-

on the average, in four. ho

]
[

severn men ovned 294133

h

vercent of all the land in Amelias

ac

3
=t

es or about 7 1
ogether they held 565 slaves;,; 188 horses, and 849
head of cattles John Tabb was by far the wealthiest

man in Amelia, with 14,7306 acres of land, 326 slaves,

six other counties, all in the Southside or central

Fiedmont, and his total acreage was 22,421 acres. Tabb

‘owned a larger nunber of cattle in a single county
than any other menber of HMeain's "one hundred!”; and he

.hed one of the two largest herds of horses in the

27

state. The other belonged to George Washingtone
Tabb cbviously was exceptional. The above figures
show that he alone owvned most of the land, slaves, horses
and cattle listed as belonging to the seven richest
planters in Amelia, Besides his wealth; Tabb also
enjoyed politicel strength and sat for Amelia in many

sessions of the General Assembly. Most cther political

ar
OT he seven were: Theodorick Bland John Cocke,
Francis Ipunes, llathaniel Harrison, & ter Jone“, Villienm
Lee and John Tabbe Amelia was the home of bopes, Jones
and Tabbe

r7- . e N
“lliain, "The One Hundred," 3£1~382.
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leaders emerged from the category of planters directly

IJ.OJ
beneath Tabvh-~those who owned between five hundred and

28

one thousand acres of land,
For those who had acgquired their holdings eearly on,

actual distributions ¢f proveriy and land remained

fairly constant in Amelia after 1763; but opportunity

diminished for maturing sons and nevcomers to the countys.

Young men may have stayed at home longer or worked as

iaborers for more esteblished Ameliz residents. Those

4

vho tired of waiting for & chance to succeed may have

found it exmedient to leave the region altogether. As
for -the newcomers, the same was probably true. Coming
from the east and north into Amelia,; they found by the
late 17608 that the county no longer had much to offer

unestablished farmerss, The cocunty had entered a pericd

of stagnation. ‘When they found their options severely

o

+1limitedy; maeny newcomers did exactly as they had done

before--packed their meager possessions and moved Ons

diLlliam Ge Stanard and Mary Ne. Stanard (compse).
The Colonial Virginia Register (Baltimores 1965), 173-209;
Larly Ge Swem and John We #Williams (comps.), A Register
of the General Assembly of Virginia, 1776-1218 (Richnmond,
19]8)3 ?"'59@




CHAPTER III

DIESTINATIONS COF SOUTHSIDE MIGRANTS

"An unsettled disposition." == According to one

yriter in 1787 Americans naturally rpossessed "“an
unsettled disposition’ because they were all either
immigrants or descended from immigrantsaag Geograrhic
nobility has been characteristic of American life and
may have been especially so in the decades preceding
and following the American Revolution. As we have
already seen, certain counties in the Scuthside region
cf Virginia exverienced great fluctuation of population
after the Revoiution, fiuctuation that did anct begin to

subslide until the 1790s. This instability of ponula-

tiony caused by in- and out-migration. may have been the

result ¢f an "unsetiled" or wandering disposition,

but it alse had concrete economic causes. Families
migrated when they could obtain neither land nor
versonal property. Others left the Southside counties
to find "fresh lands" in other places; lands whose soil

had not yet lost its fertility through continued

in Jacikson Turner Hain, The Sccial Structure of
Revolutionary America (Frinceton, N.J., 1965);

164

2 I, ] 1 1 2 ", 4 '
9Tn@ Pittsbursh Gazette, March 17, 1787. Quoied

L7
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planting of tobaccoe” -

VWhere, in general; did people migrating from
Anelia go? In most modern sdéietiess few migrants
travel long aistances. Instead, they tend to ston at
the first place where an ovportunity for employment

ceurse. If the Y"intervening cpportunity,™ as one

©

. scholar terms ity disappears, the migrants fravel

B

i

to the next nearest place where a job is cffered.

The direction of migration from Amelia was

]

xJ)

probably largely to the south (althocugh verhans to

other Virginia counties first) and to the west.

= Frasmentery dats concerning the destinaticns of

Anelia emigrents exist in a list of delinguent Amelia

taxpayers for the year 1788. This list records the

»nanes, property and destinaticons of all "Insclvents®

in that year. The data show that a wmajority of the

ALfty-three delincuent taxpayers “"removed! to western

or southern counties of Virginia, especially to Prince
Bdward Countys; directly southwest of Amelia. The

remaining delinguents left Virginia &ltogethe most

0, L ’ ] |
Ppyvery 0. Craven, Soil Fxhaustion as & Factor in the
Lervicultural History of Virginia and Harvland, 1606-186C
(Urbana, Ill., 19206); 72-75.

, 51LQG, Ravenstein, '"The Laws of Migration," Journal
of ithe Royal Statistical Society, XLVITI (1885), 167-227;
Ravens feln "The Laws of ul*“aﬁiona Second Paner,' ibldae,
LII (18 89), 2L7~305; oanuol As Stoffer, “Iﬁtorvening
Cprortunities: A Theory Relating Mobllnty and Distance,!

American Sociological Review, Vv (1940), 845-8C7.




migrating to elither North

Ca

rolinae or Georgia.

the classic theories of migration hold true, it is
tely that the western Virginia counties merely
provided a stopping-off place on the way to the new
territories of Kentucky and Tennesses, while the
southern counties were a stop on the road to the
deeper south of the Carolinas and Georgia. Thece

data would

migration. However,

one

year,
32
from Amelia

sour

nrob

1

Henover, located northeast

Tidewater Virginia was less

of geographic mwobility in K

o
[

the early national period

+h

(VRS

~
(V]

at Tidewater county went,

Piedmont, but to cities on the peninsula,

Norfolk and Portsmouth.)3

supprort the short-

= {ENTLCO,

of Amelia,

theories of
and for only

of migration

Ameliz in the

into

£
v
-

able thnat

had

;. they

Yigration from

frequent. A recent study

K3

Lizabeth City County curing

snowed that most migrants from

4~

cne

fg

not to the south or the

especially

32

Foun»y?“ Virginia Genealogl

"Some Delinquent Taxpayers,

1787~1790:
\.Jt, 19 (LTl).ly k)ebtaq

Amelia
1975) s

193191

!

z
22Sarah Shaver Hughe».s
782-1810: The Economic and

1

BElizabeth City County, Virginia,

Scceial Structure of a Tide~

water County in the Early National Years (Ph.D. Disserta-

tlon. The College of William and Mary,

1975), 106~111.
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Humber of % total number

Destination? veople of emigrants
Urince sard County Q 169 %
Horth Carolina v 1%s2
Georgia S 11.5
Chesterfield County L Vet
rovhatan County s 76
Canpbell County 3 Csh
Kentucky 3 5.6
Mecklenburg County 3 5¢b
Dinwiddie County 2 5ol
Lunenburg County 2 365
South Carolina 2 3.3
Bedford County 1 1.9
Brunswick County 1 1.2
Cherlotte County 1 1.6
Cumberland County 1 1.9
Haldi fex uOUthy 1 1.9
Lancaster County i 169

ttsylivania County 1 1«9

N

(S
AN ==

1
100

Y
“A1l)l the counties are within Virginia.

Taxpayers,

1787-1790: Amelia
19 (July~Septey

Scurce: YSonme Dellnquent
County," ”lr rinia
19%=19

Genealogist,



M"Removal to distant lands. == Another helpful

source of information about migration to and from the
Southside region is a listing of British mercantile
clajms fer 1775 to 1803 ‘These were grievances of

nerchants against debtors throughout Virginiae.

'—J
O
(]
e}
el
)_l
est
b

Debtors! accounts from stores in lunenburg and
Hottovay Counties appear anong the British mercantile
claims and document the destinationsof many South
migrants. Apperently, no list remains for stores in
Amelie Countye. Though the claims from Lunenbursg and
Nettoway do not show migration from Amelia, it is

‘

vossible that Amnelia migrants followed mobility

1.

patterns similar te those of thelr Scuthside neighbors,
Of the 177 peovle listed as debtors to eltner
Buchanan, Hastie and Co., or A. Splers, Je. Bowman and
Lo+, the largest vercentage "removed' to South Carclina;
11 cercent went even farther south to Georgia; and

15 percent were listed as simply moving "southward"

or "to the southern states.”" A significant numbver

also went west, either to Kentucky, or to Halifax
County within the state of Virginia. In all,
approxinately one-fifth of the migrants listed ""reumoved®
to other places in Virginia, mostly to counties in the
western part of the state (see Figure 3). Over half
left the state to go southward, while 13 percent
traveled to some part of the "western country.'" DPeodle
who simply went "from Virginia' to unknown places

comprised 5 percent of the sample. Only four people

—
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FIGURE 3

DESTINATIONS OF 177 SOUTHSIDE EMIGRANTS, 1775-1803

T
T
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i
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& Tennessee Nortrt CAROLINA
Soutr CAROLINA
GEoRGIA
FLORIDA

J

Source: Adapted from the Virginia State Library, A Horn-
hook of Virginia History (Richmond, 1965), 25-=29.
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went north. A widow went to "Little York Town,"
presulably distinguished from "bhig" Yorktowvm on the
peninsula. One man migrated to the "Spanish Covernment®

(Florida) and another went to the "Creek Hation," but

.L.‘

-Z o
these cases were extremely unusual”" (see Table 15),

Almost half of these men and women moved during

i
oyt
@

next largest number left during
1790s. In the 1780s, South Cerolina wes the most
woruiar cestination; in the folleowing decade,
Kentucky was most »opular. Irobably no more than

a dozen ncople left during the Revolutionary Jsr. The

other times of devarture (Vlately,? several years
- H . kN - 3 - 11 P
rast’) are too vegue to tell exactly the yvesr, though

o o U PR [T S 3 . M= T 47
ve can make avyroximaticns (see Table 16).

Scre ¢f the migrants "removed’ more than once
before they reached their final destinations. fne
nost mobile of these Southside debtors was Agnes Hay,

who owed Buchanan, Hastie and Co. &.15.9.,10 3/l This

3

woman "removed from Lunenburg about 1782 to Halifax County

and from there in 1789 to Rotetourt County and about

t[35 N o o ) T b T

179L to Kentucky. Some of the Lunenburg and ¢

O
<t
(e
@]
W
<4

debtors may have migrated first to these Soutl

Shiritish HMercantile Olaims, 1775~180% (079/79,
Public Record Office, Colonial Virginia Record Froject
Microfilm, Colonial ulLll&ﬂubLP Foundation, Williamsbureg,
Vi .L"gl.p]..'l)g L")-Lg 50"“0)3 6(‘5"(10 r-;) 890

ibides 35, Multiple moves are usually not listed



TABLE 15
DESTINATIONS OF 177 EMIGRANTS

FROM LUNENBURG AND NOTTOWAY COUNTIES, 1775-13C3

Number of % total number

Destination pecple of emigrants
In Virginia 35 1999

Helifax County 15 Gols

Pittsylvania County b 262

Campbell County 3 Te7

Charictte County ) Te!

Prince EHEdward County 3 Te?

Botetourt County 1 o6

@
[OAY

Brunswicl: County

Cumberland County 1 o6
Fauguier County 1 o0
"Little York Town' 1 o6
Northern Neck 1 .6
Nottoway County 1 «6

23.8
1%.5

South Carolina

4=
(AW

TS50uthward”

A
AN G R aag
o
L 4
~J

Georgia

~J
O
C

Kentucky

N
~J
L]

YN

Vorth Carolina

"From Virginila" 8 Lie5
“"The Western Country" 4 2ol
"From Lunenburg! 2 Tel
Tennessee 2 1ol




Number % total rumbe“

of
Destination reople cf emigraants
"The Creek Nation ] 6 %
"The Spenish Government! 1 )
Unknown 9 561
N 177 00,0
Source: DBritish Hercantile Claims. 1775=1803 (T79/79,
Public Records Qffice; bOLOfidl Virginia Record
Project Microfilm, Colonial Y¥illiemsburg Founda-
tion, ¥Williamsburgy Virginia), 2-54, 59~65,
68""71«; 29"“8,}0
TABRLE 16
TIMES OF DEPARTURE OF 177 BEMIGRANTS
FROM LUNENBURG AND NOTTOWAY COUNTIES, 1775-~1803
Number of % total numper
ime of departure reople of emigrants
1770s 10 5.6 %
1780s 85 L8 .0
17905 49 277
180C--16073 5 2.8
"Many years pasth 13 7+3
Unknown 15 8.6
N 177 100.0
Source: JIbide



counties from outside. Many of the surnames are So
distinctive that they are undoubtedly those of former
Anelia taxpayers. Bartlett Crenshaw, for example, must
have moved from Amelia tc Lunenburg, from which he

went Yto Halifax County about fifteen years past"36
(cas 1775-1778).

Also, an unknown number of people may have left
only temporarily. For example; Ambrose Ellis, ori-
ginally of fmelia, allegedly owed A. Spiers, J. Dowman
and Coe £ 1%3:11elk 3/L. TFllis denied the debt, claiming

to have settied with the factor around 1775:

actbually did set off there and continued a

length of time and then returned unexpectedly

to the state. Ambrose Ellis states it very

imrrobable that the factor would take a note

or bond from a man just about to remove to

the Spanish Government with 2ll his pr@pergy

‘and at that time not to return here againe)7

In several instances, people with the same surname
"removed” to the same place in the same year or within
a few years of each other. Major Thomas Tabb, a
relative of John Tabb of Amelia, "removed from Lunen-
burg in 1780 to Mush Island, North Carolina where he

lived many years and died there about twelve years

past in affluent circumstances.'" Edward Tabb, perhaps

%010id., 15

3 1hids, 80-81.
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Thomas! son, also went to Mush Island in 1780, John

Hawktinss Jres "removed to Kentucky before the peace,"

4
2long with hie father, John Hawkins, Sr‘.’)9 Around
1785, Lockley Brown migrated to South Carolina. Valen=-

tine Browm and John Brovm followed him around 1790. All

re}

three were probably relatives because their names

appear together in the list cof claims.qo Perhaps

those who traveled with relatives chose to go longer
distances to the south and west,

From these mercantile claims, 1t aprears that the
heaviest period of migration was from 1780 to 1720 inclu=-
sive. Feeks of migration for this ssmole cf debtors were
in 1780, 1783, 1738 and 1790, Heny of the migrants

"791,‘-9

-

left during the 1790s, especially around 1795~

but relatively few in the second hali of the decads.

Reasons for migration. == Many of these people

probably ieft the region to make a fresh start in
other places. After many of the names apvear the
gualifications, "very poor," 'mo property,! '"possessed
of very inconsiderable property" or "insolvent."

Several of the debtors,; though, were "in affluent cir-

\N
4
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cumistances”" like Major Tabb, or were '"possessed of
sufficient property," "in good circumstances' or
simply Yable." Thus, while some delinguents may have
been unsble to meet their debts because of extreme
poverty, other more affluent, "able' planters simply
decided not to. The case of Nicholas Hobson of

Nottoway shows purp

&£

N oseful deceit on the part of one
of theze "able'l debtors. Hobson owed é558915.9 and

removed to Georgia around 1792. An explanatory state-

ment was attached to this claim:

Thi ate lost & very considerable sum of
money vhich he lllobson} had collected as
deputy sheriff in Halifax County in 1785
and 1786: about 1787 he took care to cover
all his proverty and his creditors were by
his various tricks defeated ultimately fronm
the recovery of their claims.h

The mercantile claims for Southside Virginia

[

el Tto call the classic theories of short~distance

e

migration intc gunestion. Almost one=fourth of these

delinguent debtors migrated to South Carolina, whose
northern border is approximately 150 to 200 miles from
Lunenburg County. In all, 100 debtcrs out of 177 left
Iirginia for southern states or territories and 23

for "the western country." Those who left for
unknown places may conceivably have gone beyond
Virginia's borders.

How can we begin to explain this unusual long-

41

LR

Abides 43
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distance migration, which seems to contradict both

the classic migration theories 2nd the data taken from
the list of delinqguent Amelia taxpayers? First, some
of those who went tc the southern states '"many years
ago' may have stopped along the way for "intervening
opportunities,” Possibly, meny people migrated only
short distances at first; as shawn by the Amelia list.

By the early nineteenth century, when there was an

L

attempt to collect the British debt, a great number
of Scuthsiders had reached distant places in the

west and south. Second, once a single member of a
family settled in a distant region and was successful,
he might have brought other members of his cian to
live nesr nhim. The overriding determinant, though,

is thats while Southside Virginia had passed Through
its frontier stage by the 1780s, the states of the
deeper south were still relatively new and unsettled.

The propertion of landless to landed white men in

ensiderably higher in the late 1700s

<
i_l
N
oS
'..J .
]
', .}
)
=3
<
o
m
o

than it was in either North or South Carolinaeqa Aad
Georgia had not come into existence until the 173%0s.
Viewed in any one of these three ways, long-distance
migration from the Southside is not as unusual as it

first appears.

4.2

Main, Sogcial Structure, 60~61,
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CHAPTER IV
RATES OF MIGRATION FOR AMELIA COUNTY, 1768~1794

A samnle of the population. == How many householders

left Amelia in the period from the 1760s to the early

179CsT  Were most residents really of "an unsettled

L}

digpositiony? The calculsation of rates of persistence

migration

o]
it

by 3 - 1 . :.'7
(taking deaths into consideration™) and

o

for Amelia suggests the dimensions of movement into and
out of the countye. A sanmple of taxpayers was taken from
the fmelia tax books for the years 1768, 1782, 1788 and
179Ls ©~ Every fourth name on the tax lists for these
vears was recorded, along with the personal preperty
and lend held by each person. These names were then

Ly

B9

traced Lo the other tax liste in the semple.

1, 2

*Based on West Level 6 of the model 1ife tables,
re the crude death rate for age 5+ is 17/1000 per
« Ansley J. Coale and Paul Demeny, Regional Model
Tables and Stable Povulations (Princetony Nede,

s -ttt
O o
NS B D
Q\ D 5 b

); 75 132-133, 180~181.

QQOn@ MdJOP difficulty with this approach is trying
to delermine 1f the Thomas Jones or William Harris who
appears in the 1768 1list is the same person who appears
on the later tex lists. 1In some cases, the man who
appearq in the later lists may be the son of the man on
the 1768 1list,; but he may also be tetally unrelateds
The John Scott who, in 1768, claimed eight black tithes,
three white laborers and 1,400 ACres, for evample, may
not be the same John Scott whe, in 1782 and 1788, had
no black or white tithes, nc land and orly one horse.

60



These data suggest substantial out~migration
in the 1770s, increasing out-migration in the 1780s
but a slackening of movement by the early 1790s (sce

Table 17). Nearly four in ten cf the householders

| ]
E

isted in 1768 left by 1782, A more dramatic increase
ie reflected in the fact that only 57 percent of the
householders resident in the county in 1782 remained

by 1788, and an additional 16 percent of the men who had
lived in the county since 1768 left as well. A greater
proportion of men resident in the county in 1788

stayed until 1794; in facts only about one in three

laft during these years.

In-migration overlapped with out-migration in

3

that is, there is evidence ¢f consliderable

the 1780s;

irculation migrationy; of movement in and out over

0

A second rroblem is the repetition of certain names
irn the tax lists. There are so many Peter Joneses,
Willianm JObﬂanag John Halls and Samuel Morgans, many
with similar property holdings; that it is impossible
to distinguish among them, Alsoy in prominent Amelia
femilies such as the Robertsons, names like Christopher
and Francies were passed down from generation to genera-
tione These difficulties make exact migraticn iigurss
impossible to obteine Yet distinctive names like Bartley
Baugh and Hall Hudson appear frequently enough to allow
an estimate cof migration and persistence to be takene.

Another problem occurs with the 1782 data. The
sample taken for that year was originelly couposed of
173 teaxpayers. However, some of these were non-
householderss The 1782 census shows 1,016 households
eand the 1782 tax list records 1,215 tithaebles., There-
fore, *FC%e were 199 non-hcuseholders among the 1,215
tithabless Since 199 taxpayers did not ovin cattle (see
Table 13), cattle ownership is an unbiased indicator
of household status. All those taxpayers in the sauple
who owned at 1baSb one CowW, then, were considered house=-
nolderss They T ctaled 123 people



TABLE 17

OUT-MIGRATICN OF HOUSEHOLDERS, AMELIA COUNTY,

1768=1794

Sample I

1768-1782 1768=1788 1768~1791L;
Sample size 165 165 165
Deaths 39 56 73
Missing at end
of period (ex-
cluding deaths) L8 52 60
Orude persistence® 78/165 47%  57/165 35% 32/165 19%
Refi%sd persist~ '
ence 78/126 62%  57/109 52% 32/92  35%

Sample II

1782-1788 1782=1794
Sample size 123 123
Deaths 13 26
Missing at end
of period (ex-
cluding deaths) L7 52
Crude persistence® 63/123 51% us/123%  37%
Refi%ed persist-
ence 63/110 57% £5/97  L46%




Sample 11T

1788=1794
Sample size 171
Deaths 17
Missing at end of
neriod {excluding deaths) 50
Crude persistence® 104/171  61%
. Refined persistemceb 104/154L  68%

Qo . s oes - ‘
Defined as: Number "persisting' from first yeaxr
last

~

Sample size (N)

Defined as: Number "persisting" from first year
last

N = Estimated Death

9]

Sources: Amelia County tithable and personal property
tax liSth 1768"17942 VSLa



short periods of time. OFf all the emigrants from the
17862 mampley over onc=~third had been in-migreants at sonme
point after 1768. The data from the 1788 samplie also
reveal a high rate of c¢irculation migration, nearly
equal to that of the 1782 sample. An extension of the

1788 sample to 1800 wight disclose higher rate of in-~

b

o
@

and ouit-migrations more comperavle to that of the 1782

Ju

samples These data suggest that the "intervening

(O

tunities'" that brought migrants to Amelia hac

dried up feirly gulckiy and caused the wanderers to move

from 1768 te 1794 OCf the new householders, an
estimated 101 were song who came of azge; and the remainiy
were probably in-migrentss The deata presented in Table

18 show a fairly high level of oubmmlg ration amcng

)

o

those who had jolned the ranks of Amelia taxpayers
only after 1768.

Two types of migration from Amelia may be assumed:
circulation migration and, based on the data from
Lunenburg and Nottoway Counties, long~distance migration.
Circulation migratio as noted above, involved short
distances and short periods of "persistence! in a
given areaes The fact that so often in-migrants were

also out-migrants before 1794 suggests the theory of

short—-distance migration end the yelated concept of

s

18
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TABLE 13
EW HOUSEHOLDERS, AMELIA CCUNTY, 1768-1794

Sample II1 Sample TIT Sample IV
1782 1788 1794
Sample size 123 171 198
Total number of . )

. new householders 89 134 S
In~-migrants %8 53 65
Sons® 51 76 101
In=-migrants who
were later out- ]
nigrants 19 17 -
Sons who were b
later out-migrantis 25 22 -

aTheirwsurnames appeared on at least one Amelia
County tex list after 1768. All lists after that year
were checked and not just the sample lists.

Ponly those who left before 179l

sources: Amelia County tithable and personal property
tax books, 1768-179L4, VSL.



66.
Mintervening opportunities." A gocd example is Agnes
Mays one of the debtors in the mercantile claims, who
moved farther west every five to seven yesars (see page
53 above).
By putting these data together with those gleaned

from the list of delinguent Amelia taxpayers and from the

i

=

British mercantile claims, we can draw a picture o
mature county caught off balance. 'There were amcng

Amelia taxpayers & considerable number of short-distance
migreants who resided in the area only & bhrie

[y

Cn the other hand were migrants who reached more distant

s S , P Py J L3 gy et NP A
ains whe Journeyed far to the south and west, perhaps

after taking advantage of "intervening owoo

The datae surport the notion of "an unsettled
“for Amelis, with people moving in zund out rather Ffre-
for Amelia, with people moving in and out rather fre

guently and in large numbers.

heonomic considerations. == According to these

amples from Amelia, over a fifth of those traced were
enigrants; therefore, it would help to know their
econonic status to determine if it was relevant to
their ”removal” from Amelia. In trying to ascertain
economic status, the arbitrary categories of "poorg®

L5,

"moderate," and "wealthy" are defined as follows

4)Th(, categories were set up in Ayres, Migration and
Social uﬁrufuurv, 23 (ne 22) The stipulation "0-1'" slaves
for the poor is my addition; Ayres used "OF slaves.
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O~1 slaves, O-3 horses, and/or 5
head of cattle

Soad
.
B

¢
$

o

Moderate: 2-5 slaves, 3~10 horses
Wealthy: over 6 slaves, over 10 horses
The use of landownershiy as a critericn of economic
wealth is also possible (except for 1794, when the
complete land figures are not available), in which
cese, the categories are as follows:
Poor: fewer than 100 acres

Moderate: 100-500 acres
Wealthy: over 500 acres

Foxr the peoprle whe left, these measures of wealth
reveal thet the majority had little personsl proverty,
vt over half had farmed medium-sized holdings of land:
Tt is not surprising that very few wealthy planters left
{see Table 193, Gauged by their personal proverty
holdings, nearly half of the in-migrants during this
period were poory, with few slaves; horses or cows., IMany
were unable to obtain even one hundred acres. Newly
taxable sons tended to be poor or middle~class and to
ovn small or middling farmse. The dincreasing scarcity
of land aud property had probably induced many Amelia
residents to leave, and it now took its tcll on newconers
and sons. It is little wonder that the figures show
a falrly high incidence of in-~ and outemigration over
a short period of time.

The "persistent" taxpayers fared much better. In

1788, many had at least moderate property holdings, and
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a large number were wealthy men. Over half of thos
"persisting" had either improved their lot or main-
tained their balance from 1768 to 1794 A majority
owned farms o0f cne to five hundred acres in size., In
the category of landholding, wealthy tazvayers composed
a significant number of those who had remained in Anmelia
for the entire period of twenty-six years under study

(see Table 19).

BCONOMIC STATUS CF AMELIA TAXPAYER3, 1768-1794

Personal Prcperty

Foor Middle~class Jealthy

}rlﬁra_%} 80 25,1% 52 18.3% 13 1179
(1 5)

Tn~migrants G3 29,1 51 179 17 15,53
(161)

Sons? 88  27.6 110 38.5 0 27.0
(228)

Those "per-

sisting" 58 18,2 72 25,3 51 46,0
(181)

Total 319  100.0 285 100.0 111 100,0

“Forty~seven were later emigrants.

bThirtymsix vere later emigrantse



Landholaing

Under 100 ‘ _ Over 500
- a es -
acres 100~500 acre acres
migrants 55 25,2% 80 32.0% 10 124 5%
(145)
Tn-migrents® 67  30.8 23 962 6 75
(96)
Sons® 5% 2he3 6l 256 10 12.5
(127)
Those "per-~
sisting! L3 1947 83 33,2 54 £7e5
(181)
Total 218 100.0 25C 100,0 & 1000

C-
Land records
in~nigrants end sons for

Amelia County land
County
1782-1794, VSLe

Sources:

for 1794 are 1ncomn¢ebe;
that year vwere not useoa

tax books,
tithable and personal

1782~1788;
o

proper 't:yv



CONCLUSION

The periocd from 1768 to 1794 in Amelia County,
inia, was a time of movement and imbalance. Dy
1768, Amelia had entered a period of stagnation, when
success and a good living were harder for young men to
achieve. Between 1768 and 179L, much of the nopulstion
thought 1t necessary to emigrate from the county. liany
in~ and out-migrants were noor, small farmers undoubtedly
segeking opportunity wherever they could find LTe A180C,

a number of young men came into legel adulthood and

found it difficult to obtain land and proverty oif their

own 1f their fathers were not wealthy enough o

- for them. However, a steacdy third of the taxpaying

population remained in Amelia for the full twenty-six
L

vears, and many middling farmers managed to improve

thelr economic situation by adding to their holdings

Cl
3
0]
]
-
]

aves, horses and cattle. At the top of the economic
scale were the great planters who controlled most

of the land in Amelia and were wealthy enough to pur-

-

chase additional land and personal property. Irom
several of these important families-~such as the Tabbs,

the Harrisons zand the Andersons--came also the poli-
tical leaders ¢f the countye

The American Revolution falls squarely inte the

70
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time span of this study, but its role in the lives

of these Virginiasns is difficult to ascertain. On the
surfaceg the events leading up to the American Revolution
and the war itself appear to have had little impact on
Amelia County in sccial and economic matterss At most,
the war may have caused some 2lteration in taxing
practices and skimmed off for military service a thin
layer of poor young men from the vopulation. But by

the 17808, life in Amelia continued as it had in the
pre~Revolutionary years. The social and economic

structure of fAmelia County in these early national

cF

agnation end diminishing opporitunity

©f the final steage of growth of a frontier society.



Ve

BIBLTOGRAPHY

MANUSCRIPTS
ginia State Likrary, Richmond; Virginias
Mmeliz County. Land Tax Books, 1782-1795,

» Personal Froperty Tex Books, 1732~

» WA1L Book Hoe 25 1771=1780.

e W11l Book Hoe 3, 1780-=1786.

-

@ l.J‘j. .1 l ,BO O}.‘: .l‘TO B 11{- Fl 1 7\.‘ () -1 9 :;) »

Ty relo st - g g e i . ™ " T T | R B
Buckingham Countye versonal Property Tax Books,
«w 30 IQ[‘
(O Yt ,7_/ Jo

Cumberiand County. Personal Property Tax Books,
1782=1795.

Lunenburg County. FPersonal Property Tax Books,
1782=1795,

Nettoway County. Perscnal Property Tax Booksy 1789-
1795

P
i

Powyhaten County. Personal Property Tax Books, 1782-

1795

Colonial ¥Williamsburg Research Library, Williamsburg,

Virginiae

Claims, 1775=1803% (T179/79, Public

Britisn Mercantile
"icey Colonial Virginia Record Froject

Record OF
Microfilm).

/ l-l)



PRINTED PUBLIC SOURCES

Hening, William Waller (ede). [The Statutes at Large:
Being 2 Collection of ALl the Lows of Virginia from
the First Seesion of the Legislature in the Year
1619. 1% volumes. Richmond and Philadelphia,
1610~1825¢

U.S. Bureau of the Census. Heads of Femilies at the Firsi
Census of the United States, laken i ’n the Vear 1790:
ecords of the State numerationss 1762 Lo 1785
Washington, D.C.y 1908

CTHER PRINTED SCURCES

Cnale, Ansley J. and
Tables and Stable
1966,

© Stanard, Willlam Ge. and
Colonial Virzinia R

1 e - T i [
Darl G. and John . U3
of the Ceneral Assembly of

Q_L(,’uj’)n(fi.g 191\:‘5

I ~ ~ ' ey w7 N e g oy T ! 3 B~ e P oy 3
Torrance, Clayton (comne)e Virginia Jills znd
tions, 16

L.
0

£32-1800. Richmond, 1930.
nt

e

“oeme Delinguent Texpayers, 1787-1790: fmelisz County."
Virginia Genealogist, 19 (July-Sep t., 1975), 19%-

194,

DISSERTATION, THESES AND PAPERS

Ayres,; S. Bdwarde Migraticn and Sccial Structure in
Prince Ldward County, Virginia, 1782-1792.
Unpublished paper, 196G,

Hughes, Serah Shaver. Elizabeth City County, Virginia,
1782~1810: The Bconomic and Social Structure of a
Tidewater County in the Darly National Years. Ih.D.
Dissertation: The College of WHlliam and Mary, 1975.

Maclessop9 Karla V, Qrow*h in & ¥Frontier Society: FPopu~
%atlo Increase in the Northern Neck of erglnla@
A, Thesis: The College of William and Mary, 1976,



7lie

Nicholls 3 Michael Lee, Origins of the Virginia South=
side: A Social. and conomic Studye. Phe.De. Disserta-
tion: The College of William and Mary, 1972.

SECONDARY SOURCES: BOCKS

-

Ambler, Charles. Sectionalism in Virginie froiw 1776 Lo
1861 MNew Yorks 196k

Beans R. Bennett. The Zeopling of Virginiae Boston, 1938
Browm Virginie, 1705~

,._-

Robert e and De Katherine Brow
86t bemogracy or Aristocracy?

Lansing, iilcCha,

N - 1 Py ~ - < 1.
lelle. So0il Ixheustion actor in the
3 : 5
1 Distory of Virgsinis vland, 1606~
- - ,-)’/
&g _[llas 192G

Cunnines; Ae D.  lNotioway Countvs Virginiae. Richmond,
”]('\FI\)G

Historisn!s

A e

il g (=44 ol

[ 3 e
D00 20T s

e

Turner. The social Structure of " Revpolne

Main, Jackson
tionary America. Princeton, He.de.s 19065

SECONDARY SCURCES: ARTICLES

Ayres, S. Edwarde 'Albemarle County, Virgi:
1770: An Economic, Political and bO“lal
Magazine of Albemarle County History, &5
1967), 36~7

Beemany Richard R. "Social Change and Cultursl Conflict
in Virginia: Lunenburg County, 1746-177L." 1jilliam
and Hary Ouarterliy, XXXV (1978),; L453=476.

s mmory Ge "Private Indebtedness and the Revolution
in Virginia, 1776=1796." Jilliam and Hary Cuarterly,

XXVITII (1971)s 349=374.

Ty ey o
.i.x Tans




Land, Aubrey. ''Econcmic Base and Social Structure:

The Horthern Chesaneake in the fdighteenth Century.™
¥ - el nd

Journal of Zconomdic Historvs 25 {1965), 639-65i,

Main, Jackson Turner. "The
Mary Quarteriv, XI '

« "Sections and
1787.%  “Hllieom and if
96“‘112&

o '""The Distribution
Revolutionary Virginia.
Historical Revicw, 41 (1954

Ravenstein, #.G. "The Laws of
the Roval Statistical 5o

EP v

227 a

HThe Laws of dlgration: Second Pazer.™
: -

Kal AN D~ B 3 43 3 Ll 3 4
£ the Royal Statistical Socieivs LI

(1369), 241-205,

2 Le  'Speculations on
K . DR_17RQ
i )"170 »

m Do ~ 0 -~ 1 . D G2 e N P y o

frue, Ransom Be "The Censuses of 1782 and 1785: Defectiv

A TT e a o~ ; 3 S S N o ey dewe TS sl e

Yetr Useful and Fascinaling." lLouvilsa County Historical
Magazines, 5 (1973), 6~15.



764

VITA

T

Pauls Jean Martinac

Born in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, July 30, 1954,
Craduated from Cenevin High School in that city, June,
1972 A.Be, Chathem College, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvaniay
Hay, 1976.

In September, 1976, the author entered the College

3

OIS T Y 2 e . A ¥ - - PO R P S S T
of Willieam and Mary as 2 graduete assistant in the

Devartment of Historys.



	"An unsettled disposition": Social structure and geographic mobility in Amelia County, Virginia, 1768--1794
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1539793463.pdf.LaF0D

