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ABSTRACT PAGE

This study is a community-level analysis of an African American plantation
neighborhood grounded in archaeological excavations at the Quarterpath Site
(44WB0124), an antebellum quartering complex and post-Emancipation tenant
residence occupied circa 1840s-1905 in lower James City County, Virginia. It
asserts that the Quarterpath domestic quarter was a gathering place, a locus of
social interaction in a vibrant and long established Chesapeake plantation
neighborhood complex.

By the antebellum period, as marriage “abroad,” or off-plantation, became the
most common form of long term social union within plantation communities,
enslaved social and kin ties in the Chesapeake region were typically
geographically dispersed, enjoining multiple domestic areas across dynamic rural
plantation neighborhoods. Such neighborhoods came to comprise 1) Sets of
interrelated places common across virtually all large Chesapeake plantations,
and 2) Sets of social relationships that transcended plantation borders, becoming
invested and embedded in local places over time.

This work examines the ways in which structures of community became
embedded in a variety of familiar places across the Quarterpath neighborhood as
enslaved persons appropriated plantation landscapes through habitual practices
and meaningful bodily orientations. It expands the frame of reference beyond the
core domestic homesites to embrace the other grounds and places where
residents spent much of their time, places in which relationships were built with
neighbors performing common tasks on familiar grounds. It offers new insights to
archaeological analyses concerning African American domestic sites throughout
the African Atlantic diaspora, envisioning home grounds as dynamic social
configurations embedded within mosaics of local places that came to embody
community, family, and roots. It is an archaeology of a community in transition
but it is also an archaeology of landscapes. It adopts a methodologically
innovative approach intended to address often overlooked interpretive contexts
and horizons of meaning, exploring mechanisms of community development and
associated processes of place-making in a pre- and post-Emancipation African
American community.
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Introduction

1l faut cultiver notre jardin. — Voltaire

October 29, 1862: Jamestown, Virginia An expeditionary force of 500 mounted
Confederate cavalrymen descends, in battle formation, upon a local plantation with the
intent of quelling a burgeoning insurrection and breaking up an impromptu gathering of
around 100 enslaved persons. Two weeks previous, perhaps emboldened by the recent
presence of the United States Army in lower James City County, factions within the
group had burned the manor home along with several other buildings on Jamestown
Island and captured and executed a group of plantation managers on a neighboring farm.
The Richmond Daily Dispatch reported that the cavalry unit “left the vicinity of
Richmond at day-dawn of Sunday, the 26th ultimo and proceeded, without important
incident or interruption, to ‘Neck of Land’ near Williamsburg, where it was represented
the camp of negroes existed . . . The object of the expedition was to break up this camp,
and capture the negroes connected with it.” As the cavalry unit approached the main
quartering complex along the creek that formed the sole geographic boundary between
the plantations of Jamestown Island and Neck of Land, they found it deserted. Word of
mouth was apparently faster than the swift moving cavalry, as news of the approaching
military expedition had traveled from plantation to plantation across the peninsula,
reaching the camp in advance, “Much to the disappointment of the troops, and the officer
in command it was soon discovered that the negroes . . . hearing of the approach of Col.
Ball's command, had broken up their encampment on the day previous, and retired to the

rear of Fort Magruder, below Williamsburg.” With the city of Williamsburg and the



adjacent Fort Magruder both in the hands of United States troops, the commanding
officer “deemed it prudent to retire without making an attack”, returning to Richmond

empty handed. (Daily Dispatch November 3, 1862: University of Richmond, Richmond)

This brief historical episode presents a unique window into the intimate
geographies of social relations that enjoined multiple domestic spaces across local
plantation communities in the antebellum era. Extant historical documents indicate that
at the outset of the Civil War around 60 persons occupied multiple quarters across the
adjoined plantations of Neck of Land and Jamestown Island. The region had been in
relative chaos since nearly 73,000 soldiers crossed swords at the Battle of Williamsburg a
few months prior. In the ensuing turmoil, civilians of all sorts sought relative safety and
companionship offered by familiar faces. According to an eyewitness, a free-black man
that survived the encounter with the party of armed conspirators that initiated the cavalry
advance, the quarter at Neck of Land had swelled with local refugees. He recognized
many of the individuals as residents of the two plantations. Others, he noted, were from
“the neighborhood” (Flournoy 1968 [1893]: Vol XI, 233-236). Perhaps among those
counted from the neighborhood were residents of another local quarter — residents who
maintained close relations from plantation grounds at Kingsmill, just over a mile to the
east along the James River, people whose homesite I would have the privilege to

excavate nearly a century and a half later.

My association with the Quarterpath Site (44WB0124/CWF 51AG) began in the

spring of 2003. By the early years of the new millennium, attendance at historical sites



such as Colonial Williamsburg, and historical tourism in general for that matter, was in a
relative declining trend. The Colonial Williamsburg Foundation decided to liquidate
several wooded properties outside of the Historic Area in order to finance recent
construction projects and museum renovations. Colonial Williamsburg archaeologists
had conducted a broad survey of the area in 1990 and identified several potential
archaeological sites on the tracts intended for sale. In the interest of responsible
historical and archaeological stewardship, the Foundation would not open the parcels for
potential development until revisiting and investigating the cultural resources in question.
As a project archaeologist in the employ of the Foundation’s Department of
Archaeological Research I was given the task of doing just that, of relocating and
assessing the integrity and significance of the archaeological deposits identified a decade

earlier.

After an additional survey followed by a more intensive archaeological
investigation that blossomed into a full scale data recovery project completed with the
help of students of two field schools in historical archaeology, conducted in conjunction
with the College of William and Mary in the summer of 2004, it became apparent that the
domestic homesite that we dubbed the Quarterpath Site because of its proximity to
Quarterpath Road was a unique archaeological resource. Not in the sense that it was
originally a quartering site. It was not at all surprising to discover a domestic quarter
along Quarterpath Road, on a tract of land identified as a working plantation (albeit two
different operations) on both eighteenth and nineteenth century maps and plats. What
made the site unique archaeologically was its range of occupation, circa 1840s-1905.

The Quarterpath Site began its life as an antebellum quartering complex. Two dwellings
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housed enslaved workers adjacent to a compound of agricultural fields on the northern
extremity of the recently consolidated Kingsmill plantation enterprise, on grounds that
had formerly comprised three independent farms. Archaeological evidence suggests a
continuous period of occupation from its inception until the incineration of one of the
dwellings prompted site abandonment around 190S5. After Emancipation the residents
remained on the site as tenants and continued to work the same fields to which they had
been previously bound by enslavement. The Quarterpath Site remains to date the only
African American domestic site spanning Emancipation excavated by Colonial

Williamsburg.

With a rich archaeological legacy at places such as Colonial Williamsburg,
Jamestown Island, and Thomas Jefferson’s Monticello, among others, and paralleling the
growth and development of historical archaeology as a discipline alongside the budding
field of cultural resource management, the Chesapeake Bay region is arguably one of the
most archaeologically documented in America. It was the earliest nexus of British
colonial efforts in the New World and it became a core area of experimentation and
development in the Atlantic plantation complex. Yet with regards to Chesapeake
plantations, despite an increasing body of data generated from research and compliance
projects since the late 1960s, there is much we have yet to address. In a recent (2012)
blog posting on the Society for Historical Archaeology’s website, two Chesapeake
archaeologists explain, “For all that archaeologists and historians have learned from
studying plantations in southeastern Virginia, there is a remarkable amount we still do not
know.” “Much of this gap”, the authors assert, “exists under the guise of things we think

we know. . . . If we accept that plantations essentially operated as small towns, complete
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with systems of roads, quarters, agricultural buildings, fields, docks, and manor houses,
and often complemented with mills, manufacturing enterprises, and formal gardens, how
do we explain why a region so densely populated with historical archaeologists and so
inherently connected with the history of colonial America has made so little progress in

understanding the majority of this landscape?” (Brown and Harpole 2012, my italics)

Brown and Harpole make a compelling point. As archaeologists, we have
focused our attention primarily upon domestic homesites, with good reason, but for all
that we have learned there is still a fundamental disengagement between many
archaeological inquiries pertaining to domestic sites and the greater plantation settings of
which they were a part. Much of the problem is epistemological, arising from the
methodology attached to the cultural resource (section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act) compliance process, under which the vast majority of archaeological
excavations are conducted (including excavation of the Quarterpath Site). The primary
objectives of compliance archaeology are to determine: 1) if a cultural resource is eligible
for National Register listing and 2) to collect and record in great detail as much
information as possible from threatened cultural resources. Technical reports are
generated with these goals in mind. Although we often use other venues such as
academic conferences and occasional publications to synthesize our data, we often do not
have the resources to “connect the dots” between related sites across time and space in
compliance documents. This is not to say that compliance archacology is somehow sub-
par. On the contrary, most compliance projects are done to the highest standards of
archaeological professionalism, however the stated goals of compliance driven projects

often determine the analytical trajectories of technical reports.
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Yet even in the context of archaeological projects conducted under the auspice of
cultural resource management, perhaps it would be beneficial to adopt a more
comprehensive view of plantations as complex mosaics of interconnected places, “small
towns” that incorporated a variety of common elements — domestic areas, work spaces,
supportive infrastructure, and the like. Perhaps we might begin to open new avenues of
inquiry into the lives of those to whom we cast our interpretive gaze and add nuance to
our archaeological works. When the fieldwork at the Quarterpath Site was completed
and I settled down to analyze our field results and began thinking about enslaved
household structures, basically trying to answer the question: Who actually lived on the
Quarterpath Site? and When?, it became readily apparent that this seemingly, perhaps
deceptively simple inquiry had a much more complex answer, one that could only be

addressed by adopting a much broader frame of reference.

The Quarterpath Site was a domestic field quarter on one of the largest plantations
in the region. Kingsmill was a 4000 acre plantation enterprise containing three large
agricultural field complexes, each of which were formerly independent plantations before
being integrated into a single operation shortly after the turn of the nineteenth century.
The consolidated estate included multiple quartering sites, a brick manor home,
numerous agricultural buildings and provisioning facilities, a mill, and a large wharf.
Kingsmill was one of several large holdings inherited by William Orgain Allen from his
great uncle while still in his infancy in 1831. By the time he came of age in the 1850s,
Allen assumed control of a network of plantations that comprised nearly 26,000 acres of
land and 350 enslaved persons in several counties. In James City his holdings included

roughly 8,000 acres, including Kingsmill and adjoined plantations on the Neck of Land
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and Jamestown Island. With the exception of a single farm between Kingsmill and Neck
of Land-Jamestown Island, the two operations occupied a nearly contiguous, roughly
eight mile stretch of James River coastline, tended by an enslaved labor force of about
100 persons scattered throughout various local quarters. From its inception the
Quarterpath Site was an integral component in a multi-plantation agricultural enterprise.
Primary sources suggest that the Quarterpath residents may have been transfers from
other Allen family estates in James City or across the James River in Surry County.
Whether or not they may have been recent arrivals from other quarters at Kingsmill,
Neck of Land-Jamestown Island, or from the opposite shore of the James River in Surry,
the residents of quarters across these estates were neighbors. They may have been
consolidated into common labor units during harvest times and it is likely that they
extended social ties across networked Allen family lands, perhaps incorporating other

local farms and settlements in the process.

Enslaved household structures and residence patterns in the antebellum period
must be contextualized in terms of a social practice commonly known during the era as

%

marriage “abroad”, or off-plantation (also “broad marriage”). Although not legally
sanctioned, as the eighteenth century progressed it became one of the most common
forms of long term social union between men and women in enslaved Virginian
communities. By the antebellum era the practice was so prevalent that 82% of Virginia
freedpersons interviewed in the early twentieth century reported that they had been
children of divided residence families under enslavement (Stevenson 1991: 108, Perdue

et al. 1976). Under enslavement, statutory regulations enforced matrifocal residence

patterns. Virginia law imposed a state of hereditary enslavement, meaning that children
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inherited the status of the mother and were considered the property of the mother’s
owner. As such, children typically remained upon the mother’s quarter of residence.
Freedpersons explained that fathers residing upon other plantations typically “had
privileges, you know like married folks”, often traveling abroad to visit at night, on
Sundays, and holidays (Perdue et al. 1976: 94). Artifacts associated with the presence of
children at the Quarterpath Site date primarily from the 1870s, implying several potential
scenarios: perhaps of the birth of children in more optimistic times, or, in the context of
marriage abroad, this pattern could also prove to be a material indicator of household
reconfiguration, of divided residence families uniting under a single roof after

Emancipation.

Perhaps the most useful frame of reference concerning the composition of the
Quarterpath households and how they may have changed over time comes from those

who were raised within contemporaneous plantation communities: Neighborhood. There

are nearly forty independent references to neighborhood in Weevils in the Wheat (Perdue
et. al 1976), the published compilation of the testimonies of approximately 150 formerly
enslaved Virginians recorded by federal interviewers between 1936-1939. The question
of the reliability of the interviewing process as well as the testimonies of elderly
individuals who were children at the time of Emancipation arises occasionally in
scholarly works (see Osofsky 1969, Hill 1998) and need not be revisited here. In many
ways, the narratives are artifacts of the 1930s inasmuch as primary accounts of life under
enslavement. However neighborhood also appears time and again as a primary context of
social relations in the narratives of individuals who lived in contemporaneous enslaved

communities in the Chesapeake region, such as Nat Turner (Gray 1831), James L. Smith
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(1881), and Frederick Douglass (1845, 1882), as well as the surviving eyewitness to the

1862 Neck of Land-Jamestown Island insurrection, among others.

Revisiting the Quarterpath Neighborhood

Growing primarily from natural increase and at a rapid rate by the mid-eighteenth
century, the African American population of the Chesapeake Bay region achieved a level
of stability and maturity that its counterparts in other core plantation areas in the British
Atlantic, including the South Carolina and Georgia Lowcountry and the British West
Indies, would not experience for decades (Morgan 1998: 80-84). I submit that the
creation of geographically dispersed plantation neighborhoods not only paralleled but
contributed significantly to these processes. As enslaved men and women reoriented
themselves to Chesapeake landscapes and communities they laid down new roots that
took hold and spread across grounds that became increasingly familiar through the
generations. By the antebellum era the Upper York and James River valleys had
experienced a black majority for at least half a century (Chambers 1996: 329, Morgan
1998: 81-101, Sobel 1987: 3-5). Although whites may have assumed legal ownership,
plantations were undeniably “black places” (Vlach 1993: 16-17) and the residents of the
Quarterpath domestic complex lived in a Chesapeake plantation neighborhood that had

been a century in the making.

Historical references to plantation neighborhoods are common in primary sources
but they beg further inquiry and elaboration. ~What, for instance, might these

neighborhoods actually have encompassed? What might it have meant to be a neighbor?

9



How might we approach this archaeologically? And how might this lend an insight into
the lives of the Quarterpath residents that would otherwise remain elusive? Plantation
neighborhoods incorporated diverse yet intimately entwined physical and social elements,

including:

Sets _of interrelated places common across virtually all large Chesapeake

plantations — including (but not limited to) multiple quartering sites and other
domestic spaces, agricultural fields, stables and maintenance facilities, processing
and provisioning sites, outbuildings and other work areas, wharves and landings,
roads, byways, and informal paths, and liminal spaces such as forests,

bottomlands, creeks and waterways.

Sets of social relationships that crisscrossed and transcended plantation borders,

becoming invested and embedded in various ways in local places over time.

Stimulated by an ethic of landkeeping that incorporated notions of reciprocity
between place, community, and individuals, neighborhood building was a
multigenerational process involving both individual and collective investments in
particular lands and places. Places, like selves, are in a perpetual state of making,
remaking, and becoming. “A place” asserts Edward Casey “is more an event than a thing
to be assimilated to known categories . . . places not only are they happen™, thus “To live
is to live locally and to know is first of all to know the places one is in” (Casey 1996:18,
26-27, original italics). Plantation neighborhoods constituted the physical domain of
daily routine, as arenas of activity as well as loci of social interaction. As enslaved men

and women built relationships that cut across plantation borders, neighborhoods came to
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encompass the terrain of social alliances and rivalries, the grounds of contestation, of
struggle, solidarity, and division — in short, the horizons of everyday life. If we are truly
interested in interpreting the daily lives and experiences of people such as the
Quarterpath residents, it would be useful to expand the frame of reference beyond the
core domestic homesites to embrace other related grounds and places upon with the
residents spent much of their time, places in which relationships were built with

neighbors performing common tasks on familiar grounds.

Bearing these notions in mind, how did the Quarterpath Site fit within the greater
plantation landscape at Kingsmill and within the broader neighborhood? And for that
matter, how do we define the geographic expanse of the plantation neighborhood that
enveloped the Quarterpath domestic quarter? As mosaics of interconnected places
plantation landscapes came to be marked by the types of activities performed upon them.
The antebellum Quarterpath neighborhood comprised at least eight domestic homesites
including the Quarterpath quarter, a multitude of bounded fields and agricultural support
structures connected by a network of roads, pathways, and river landings, and liminal
spaces — forests, creeks, and marshlands, perhaps cut by informal footpaths and well
worn trails. Through a variety of habitual practices and bodily orientations the residents
of these estates shared in labors and experiences, formed common bonds, and built a
plantation neighborhood on grounds that became increasingly familiar through the

generations.

The widespread prevalence of marriage abroad is a testament to the fact that
enslaved persons routinely overcame many of the obstacles to mobility that defined the

statutory terms of enslavement, customarily traversing a variety of familiar landscapes,
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occasionally at fairly great distances and often with relative impunity. With permeable
boundaries, neighborhoods invariably had different focal points depending upon the
orientation of individual persons. As domestic sites, quarters such as Quarterpath were
gathering places, grounds in which the ties of kinship and camaraderie overlapped at
maximum density. We may never know the names of the Quarterpath residents or of
many of those to whom they extended the most intimate of social bonds. Most of the
historical sources that could have provided such information were either destroyed or
displaced during the Civil War. However, certain historical events provide subtle clues
as to the geographic extent of neighborhood social networks, such as the 1862
insurrection on related plantation grounds at Neck of Land-Jamestown Island.
Archaeological sources, in conjunction with surviving documents, provide a window into
the sorts of common undertakings of the Quarterpath residents, activities that extended
beyond the homesite, opening a panorama into other familiar places and landscapes, both
physical and social. Virginia freedpersons explained that enslaved men, women, and
children often relied upon emplaced neighborhood networks for support in times of need
or distress. Deploying an intimate knowledge of liminal plantation spaces gained through
practical activities in conjunction with the assistance of various neighbors many
successfully effected changes that carried weight in the balance of power. Many of the
same testimonies also imply an inherent danger of places in which these networks did not

exist.

The creation of plantation neighborhoods lay at the interstice of initiative on the
part of enslaved persons who extended social ties across geographically dispersed

quarters and settlements and economic, social, and political imperatives of planters. To
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understand the neighborhood complex in which the Quarterpath residents lived, it is
worthwhile to trace the unique histories of these local plantations and the generations of
people, planters and enslaved alike, who constructed, modified, and dwelled upon them.
Part I (Chapters 1-3) explores the varied sociohistorical processes and mechanisms of
community development that gave rise to the Quarterpath neighborhood. Chapter 1
traces the development of several large Chesapeake estates and the entangled social
alliances that developed between elite planter families with the intent of tracking parallel
geographic migrations, through purchase, inheritance, and dowry, of those who preceded
the Quarterpath residents, and from whom the residents may have descended. The
majority of these cross plantation movements were local. As enslaved men, women, and
children were transferred to new quarters, many undoubtedly continued to maintain ties
with those from previous quarters of residence, expanding the geographic range of
enslaved social networks that contributed to the emergence and development of multi-
plantation neighborhoods such as the one that enveloped the antebellum Quarterpath
quarter. Chapter 2 examines these connections, the historical processes that led to
geographic concentrations of members of particular African ethnic groups on home and
neighboring tidewater plantations, and the legal conventions that afforded a degree of
generational continuity on the estates that contributed to the development of the
Quarterpath neighborhood. Chapter 3 contributes to a regional chronology of change in
an archaeologically observable pattern that parallels these sociohistorical processes,
drawing connections between architectural forms and orientation of domestic structures
at the Quarterpath Site with others throughout the region as cultivated spaces that

promoted social interaction between the Quarterpath households and with neighbors.
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Landscape Perspectives and Archaeologies of Place

Historical archaeology has lent much to our understanding of the varied lifeways
within enslaved plantation communities in the Chesapeake region. Associated patterns in
material culture, archaeologically observable modifications to physical environments, and
most recently, new lines of environmental data have proven invaluable in interpreting the
lives of peoples whose histories are largely undocumented. As archaeologists we are
tasked with recovering and interpreting the physical remnants of everyday activities and
behaviors. But what about the areas we cannot excavate but nevertheless figured
prominently in the lives of those who resided upon the quarters and domestic spaces we
seek to interpret? And what of the immaterial aspects of the lives of people such as the
Quarterpath residents? Should they not remain within the scope of archaeological
inquiry? What of the emotional impact of enslavement on the residents and the
community of which they were a part? Are intangibles such as sensation, experience, and

emotion archaeologically recoverable?

Andew Agha writes in a brief article concerning plantations in South Carolina that
“Landscape may be the most powerful interpretive, theoretical, and tangible unit of
analysis in historical archaeology today” (Agha 2006: 53). I agree with Agha. I also
think that Agha is spot on in his assertion that the concept is often poorly defined or
simply taken for granted in many historical archaeological works. The editors of the
recently published Handbook of Landscape Archaeology (2008), a collaborative effort
sponsored by the World Archaeological Congress, explain that despite the breadth of
archaeological approaches, “the notion of landscape archaeology retains its usefulness as

an orienting concept, one that directs the archaeologist to unpack emplacement, in all or
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any of its dimensions™ (David and Thomas 2008: 19, original italics). Strains of thought
that embrace place are proving to be quite fruitful in a variety of recent archaeological
works (see Ashmore 2002 for an overview), and are becoming more conspicuous in

American historical archaeology.

Yet there is often an analytical disjunction between conceptions of place and
space that underlie many archaeological interpretations, resounding throughout the pages
of otherwise solid archaeological works, whereby place is often implicitly understood as
something that is created from “space”, a sort of a priori medium that implies emptiness
or absence, a material substrate upon which cultural forms are inscribed through human
activity. In the introduction to her excellent book, On the Edge of Purgatory: An
Archaeology of Place in Hispanic Colorado (2011), Bonnie Clark cites Julian Thomas’
assertion that “it is through inhabitation that a space becomes a place” (Clark 2011: xxiv,
Thomas 1996: 86, my italics). Anne Yentsch echoes these sentiments as well, beginning
an insightful archaeological study of colonial interactions in the Chesapeake with a
chapter entitled “Transforming Space into Place” (Yentsch 1994). Likewise, in his plea
for incorporating notions of place in African American historical archaeologies, Agha
writes, “Technically, we can identify landscapes as sets of places within space” (Agha
2006: 55). The assumption that space is both general and universal and place specific
and contained is a particularity born of an epistemology espoused by Continental
philosophers, scientists, and mathematicians during the Enlightenment that, for all intents
and purposes, continues to pervade not only ethnographic and archaeological texts but

persists in popular thought concerning place and space as well (see Casey 1997). Yetitis
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a set of perspectives that was not necessarily embraced by peoples of non-Western

descent (or amongst many Westerners for that matter) throughout the recent past.

It is my contention that historical archaeology has much to benefit from what the
philosopher Edward Casey has termed “the phenomenological enterprise” (Ibid). A
recurring theme in phenomenological works is the assertion of the primacy of place,
articulated eloquently by Casey: “The world is, minimally and forever, a place-world”
(Casey 1997: 4). Phenomenological lines of reasoning argue that the varied processes of
emplacement are not only inextricably bound with but revolve around the circumstances
of embodiment (Merleau-Ponty 1962, Csordas 1990, 1994, Casey 1996, Ingold 2011).
So what exactly is landscape? In a recent collection of essays, archaeologist Tim Ingold
opened a discussion by explaining what the landscape is not, “It is not ‘land’, it is not

292

‘nature’, and it is not ‘space’” (Ingold 2000: 190). Informed by intersecting discourse on
embodiment and emplacement by scholars such as Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, Bourdieu,
Edward Casey, Thomas Csordas, Keith Basso, and Tim Ingold, perhaps we can begin to

redefine landscape not as a thing but a process.

If we begin with a consideration of place as a basic unit of lived experience
(Casey 2008: 44) closely aligned with embodiment, in which sensations and perception
are emplaced and informed by social and cultural processes, perhaps we can open new
avenues of inquiry. We write of place-making but what we are really contemplating is
the relationship between people, as embodied, knowing-sensing beings, and places — the
complex, dynamic, and intimate process of embedding and retrieving, renewing and
transforming meanings relevant to the places we experience — that is at the core of

landscape. Ingold (following Heidegger 1996, Merleau-Ponty 1962) asserts that “If the
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body is the form in which a creature is present as a being-in-the-world, then the world of
its being-in presents itself in the form of the landscape” (Ingold 2000: 193). People
experience places through sensations generated in the course of practical activity, both
gathering and embedding meaning through bodily interaction with landscapes. We
modify places in meaningful ways that, in turn, may generate new horizons of
significance and we develop intimate psychological and emotional bonds to certain
places. Archaeological field methods are crafted with an eye towards identifying
patterning in physical alteration and material culture signatures relevant to these
processes but phenomenologically informed perspectives have the potential to bring
intangibles such as sensations, experience, memory, and emotion — the very essences that
make us human — into the scope of anthropological inquiry as well. After all, it is the
people behind the material culture in which we are most interested. And with regard to
people who constructed meaningful lives in spite of regimes of enslavement that sought
to dehumanize them as commodities, perhaps we owe them as much. “People lie at the
core of a landscape archaeology . . . A landscape archaeology is an archaecology of place .
.. in all its lived dimensions” (David and Thomas 2008: 38, original italics). At its core,

archaeology is a landscape practice.

Archaeologists working in a variety of regions and temporal contexts have
deployed several promising approaches in contemplating the dynamic relationship
between people and place conveyed as landscape, including “sensuous geography” (Agha
2006, following Tuan 1977, Rodaway 1994), “life histories of place” (Ashmore 2002),
and a “dwelling perspective” in which landscape “is constituted as an enduring record of

— and testimony to — the lives and works of past generations who have dwelt within it,
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and in so doing, have left there something of themselves” (Ingold 2000: 189). Each of
these perspectives approach place from the dimension of lived experience with both
individual and communal elements through “the experiential and expressive ways places
are known, imagined, yearned for, held, remembered, voiced, lived, contested, and
struggled over; and the multiple ways places are metonymically and metaphorically tied
to identities” (Feld and Basso 1996: 11). The senses of place (Ibid) that arise out of “the
business of dwelling” (Heidegger 1996, Ingold 2011, 2000) and the ways in which they
relate to senses of community and self may ultimately prove to hold great promise for

historical and archaeological queries of landscape.

With regard to African Diasporic archaeologies, Ogundiran and Falola assert that
“There is perhaps no other domain in the archaeological record of the Americas where
group identity, race, power, and class intersect and are most succinctly expressed as the
landscape” (Ogundiran and Falola 2007: 29, Kelso and Most 1990). As mosaics of
interconnected places plantation neighborhoods encompassed landscapes of contestation,
solidarity, and division replete with daily struggles and triumphs. Saturated with
intersecting and contrasting horizons of meaning dependent upon the orientation of
individual persons and bodies and informed by one’s station within the hierarchy of
slaveholding societies these landscapes were both multiscalar and polyvalent. Thus it is
simply less productive to view domestic sites such as Quarterpath in isolation. By
drawing connections with the places and people that shaped the contours of the broader
plantation neighborhood, perhaps we might be afforded a more comprehensive insight
into the lives of the Quarterpath residents and how they might have negotiated the

significant sociopolitical changes wrought through the period of occupation.
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Part II (chapters 4-6) employs a multiscalar landscape approach in interrogating
the Quarterpath domestic site and the broader plantation neighborhood. Chapter 4
examines commonalities in ethics of place-making amongst African Americans in the
Chesapeake, drawing connections between the Quarterpath Site and other
contemporaneous quarters to broader plantation and neighborhood landscapes. Chapter 5
is a consideration of the varied processes through which the Quarterpath residents
appropriated and fashioned intimate domestic spaces into familiar home grounds, most
notably through domestic landscape practices that reference broader neighborhood
community relationships. Chapter 6 traces the impact of Civil War and the sweeping
changes that accompanied the Freedom that followed as the Quarterpath residents and
their neighbors collectively realigned households, struggled towards self-determination,
and strove towards self-improvement.

This is first and foremost an archaeology of a community in transition but it is
also an archaeology of landscapes. This approach is intended to address often overlooked
interpretive contexts and horizons of meaning relevant to a particular domestic homesite.
While the Quarterpath Site may be unique archaeologically, at least for the moment, it is
by no means unique historically and it is my belief that insights from studies such as this
have the potential to broaden our archaeological interpretations of homesites in plantation
contexts throughout the greater expanse of the African Atlantic diaspora and, perhaps, to
lend a richer and more nuanced perspective into the lives of those who dwelled upon

them.
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The Greater Antebellum Quarterpath Neighborhood: (Quarterpath Quarter location
at top right), other domestic quarters across Kingsmill Neck (Right) and Neck of Land-
Jamestown Island (left) circled — map details approximately nine linear miles of James
River shoreline in lower James City County.
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Part I: Laying Down Roots: Enslaved Social
Networks and the Makings of a Chesapeake
Neighborhood
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Chapter 1

Mirrored Alliances: Plantation Development and the
Geographic Expansion of Enslaved Social Networks in the
Virginia Tidewater, 1618-1861

The plantation neighborhood that came to envelop the Quarterpath Site in the
antebellum era was a conglomeration of several earlier agricultural enterprises and
numerous domestic quarters constructed on some of the earliest grounds to be settled by
non-Indigenous peoples in the region. The residents of these earlier plantations, many of
them counted among the charter generations of Africans in the Virginia colony, built
early colonial plantation communities through the decades of the eighteenth century only
to be displaced as the owners of these estates moved their operations and people
westward in the years following the American Revolution. Many of the antebellum
residents of the Quarterpath neighborhood may have had roots in these earlier
communities and within a related group of eighteenth century quarters on the Southside
of the James River. Thus to understand the neighborhood complex in which the
Quarterpath residents lived it is worthwhile to trace the entwined histories of the
generations of people — planters and enslaved alike — that contributed to the development
and expansion of successive communities on these colonial and antebellum plantation
grounds. In tracking the development of these large Chesapeake estates and the
entangled social alliances that developed between elite planter families, we may also
track parallel geographic migrations, through purchase, inheritance, and dowry, of those
who preceded the Quarterpath residents, and from whom the residents may have

descended. These migrations were instrumental in expanding the geographic range of
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early social networks cultivated by enslaved persons that, in turn, constituted the

foundation upon which local plantation neighborhoods were constructed.

Early Settlement, 1618-1660s

On the twelfth of May, 1607, the day before a diverse group of colonists landed
on the shores of a low-lying yet defensible island that they would rechristen Jamestown
in honor of their king, they debarked at the mouth of a creek eight miles downriver to
explore another potential site of settlement. George Percy, who would become deputy

governor of the Virginia colony in 1611, wrote of the episode,

“we . . . discouered a point of Land, called Archers Hope, which was sufficient
with a little labour to defend our selues against any Enemy. The soils were good
and fruitfull, with excellent good Timber. There are also great store of Vines, in
bignesse of a mans thigh . . . We also did see many Squirels, Conies [rabbits] . . .
and diuerse other Fowles and Birds of diuerse and sundrie collours . . . We found
store of Turkie nests and many Egges. If it had not beene disliked because the
ship could not ride neere the shoare, we had settled there to all the Collonies
contentment” (Percy and Quinn 1967: 15; Hatch 1957: 467-484; Goodwin 1958:
4)

Land patents were granted at Archer’s Hope shortly after the Virginia Company approved
the “Great Charter” of 1618, which authorized the dispersal of lands to individual
planters beyond the confines of Jamestown Island. There were probably few people
living in the area initially.! A list of “all the Titles and Estates of Land” in Virginia

indicates that 3000 acres at Archer’s Hope were held by fourteen individuals in 1625, at

! Virginia Company records indicate only five casualties at Archer’s Hope due to the Powhatan assault on
March 22, 1622, on the lands (300 acres) held jointly by Ensign William Spence and Joseph Fowler, while
seventy-nine deaths were recorded on the nearby (within earshot) settlement at Martin’s Hundred.
(Kingsbury 1933: Vol. lll, 570; Goodwin 1958: 6)
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least some of which was under cultivation. By 1629 the population of Archer’s Hope had
increased to the extent that it warranted representation in the House of Burgesses.’
During the same year, John Browning served as representative for “Several Plantations in
the area between Archer’s Hope and Martin’s Hundred”, suggesting that there were
already multiple settlements scattered across the neck of land on the east side of Archer’s

Hope (College) Creek (Kelso 1984: 33-37; Hening 1820: Vol. I, 147-149).

Richard Kingsmill came to Virginia aboard the Delaware in 1620 and was living
on the Neck of Land adjacent to Jamestown Island by 1625. According to records of the
General Court, 300 acres owned by Kingsmill at Archer’s Hope were “laid out and begun
to be planted” by 1626 (Goodwin 1958: 8). Kingsmill served as a representative for
James City in the General Assemblies of 1623/4, 1625, and 1629. Goodwin reports that
although his name is not found in surviving records after 1630 (he probably died between
1631-1638), Richard Kingsmill’s land at Archer’s Hope continued to be associated with
him in later decades. Subsequent patents for adjacent properties in 1637/8 and in 1646
reference “Kingsmill’s Neck” and “Kings Mill Neck” respectively (Goodwin 1958: 7-
10). A 1781 map drawn by Jean Nicolas Desandrouins, a French cartographer attached to
the army of Rochambeau, depicts “Arche’s-hope” as a spit of land adjacent to “King’s

Mill”, formed by the confluence of the James River and Archer’s Hope Creek, renamed

? Goodwin notes that the lists of burgesses indicate “special representation for the Archer’s Hope area
from 1629-1640”. In 1629, Archer’s Hope sent two representatives to the General Assembly. The
following year, two burgesses represented “Archer’s Hope and Glebe Land”. The Glebe lies in between
the Neck of Land and Archer’s Hope/Kingsmill Neck, suggesting that early settlements may have been
concentrated on the west side of College Creek. Archer’s Hope and Glebe Land continue to be listed
together with two burgesses between 1631-1633. James City County was organized by order of Charles |
in 1634. In 1639/40 “Johnson’s Neck, Archer’s Hope, and Neck of Land” were collectively represented by
one burgess. After 1640, Archer’s Hope was no longer listed individually, being represented by one of the
burgesses for James City County. (Goodwin 1958: 4-5)
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“College Creek” following the chartering of the College of William and Mary in 1693

(Figure 1.1).

Figure 1.1 — Detail of 1781 Desandrouins Map: 17" century place names in white, 18"
century place names circled — from left: “Arche’s Hope”, “King’s Mill”, and “Little
Town”. Archer’s Hope Creek renamed “College’s Creek”, “Jame’s City Glebe” located
immediately west of “Arche’s Hope”.* Sources: CWF Rockefeller Library,

Williamsburg; Kelso 1984: 34; VA DHR, Richmond

By 1650, numerous small agricultural operations were scattered across Kingsmill
Neck. The number of plantations in tidewater Virginia increased exponentially
throughout the second half of the seventeenth century as European newcomers -
adventurers and servants alike — endeavored to benefit from the commercial production

of tobacco. A confluence of factors, including an increasing life expectancy of

* Desandrouins map series, 1781: CWF Rockefeller Library, Williamsburg. Nearly a century later, J.W.
Donn’s 1873 map entitled “James River, VA From Burwell’s Bay to College Creek” depicts Archer’s Hope as
the spit of land at the mouth of College Creek adjacent to “King’s Mill Wharf” (See Figure 4.2)

* Note — Although the encircled location identified as “Littie Town” on the Desandrouins map detail is in
the upper right corner of Kingsmill Neck, historical records and archaeological evidence suggest that the
manor house and seat of Bray’s 18th century estate may be the complex of structures depicted on the
original 17" century bluff designated as Littletown (See Kelso 1984, Fesler 2004).
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indentured servants and the rising demand for labor to cultivate, cure, and export the
labor intensive tobacco crop prompted colonial administrators to orchestrate a transition
in modes of labor across tidewater Virginia plantations beginning around the mid-
seventeenth century (Parent 2003, Morgan 1975). Thus it is probably not coincidental
that the cultivated lands across Kingsmill Neck between Archer’s Hope/College Creek
and Martin’s Hundred were consolidated into two large plantation holdings as area

planters began to adopt a new system of bonded African labor.

By the mid-seventeenth century, Virginia’s elite planters, most of which were also
active participants in governmental affairs, acting with the support of royal administrators
and with the sponsorship of the Royal African Company, deliberately and strategically
implemented a series of legal resolutions intended to further their collective economic
interests, transitioning modes of labor from indentured servitude to race-based and
hereditarily transferrable enslavement in the colony (Parent 2003, Jordan 1993, Morgan
1975, Lee 1988).° Utopia (44JC32), initially a tenant site dating from the 1660s located
on the eastern half of Kingsmill Neck (Figure 1.1) illustrates this transition across
Virginia plantations during the period, as a series of quarters housing the first generations
of enslaved Africans and their Virginia-born descendants was constructed on the property
in successive decades (Kelso 1984, Fesler 2004). In the latter half of the seventeenth
century, as Virginia’s enslaved population began to increase, colonial officials created
various legal mechanisms to distance themselves physically and socially from emerging

enslaved communities. The Atkinson Site (CWF CG-10), excavated by the Colonial

® Each group held a vested interest in the transition in modes of labor. The Royal African Company,

chartered in 1660, maintained a monopoly on the British trade in enslaved persons until 1695, when the

trade was opened to private interests. Virginia planters sought to expand their agricultural enterprises

and bolster social prestige and the Crown had a stake in the increase and expansion of British commerce.
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Williamsburg Foundation between 2000-2002, located on the grounds of Carter’s Grove
bordering the Littletown Plantation, illustrates the shift from indentured servitude to
enslavement between 1680-1710, as evidenced by changes in architectural forms and
associated physical boundaries during the later period of occupation of the domestic
complex that suggest that social distance materialized on the landscape in the form of

physical barriers and geographic distance (see Chapter 3).

Plantation Development and the Growth of Enslaved Social Networks across
Kingsmill Neck and Beyond, 1670s-1770s

By the closing decades of the seventeenth century the eastern half of Kingsmill
Neck consisting primarily of the Littletown and Utopia farms had been consolidated by
the Pettus family into a single large plantation operation of some 1280 acres (Hatch
1957). The opening decades of the eighteenth century witnessed the consolidation of the
remaining independent farms, approximately 1500 acres on the western half of the neck
adjacent to the newly renamed College Creek. The whole of Kingsmill Neck was
eventually brought under the control of two prominent tidewater families — the Brays and
Burwells — each of which endeavored to build large neighboring agricultural operations.
Across the James River in Surry County, the Allens, another elite planting family, began
to accrue and consolidate parcels and persons into large plantation operations as well.
These estates would become highly profitable enterprises as proponents and producers of
the Virginia colony’s core commodities: tobacco and enslaved persons. Historical

evidence also suggests that these networked estates may have become grounds upon
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which a burgeoning influx of forced African migrants began to cultivate the region’s

earliest black neighborhoods.

Littletown

Thomas Pettus passed away in 1669 leaving his Littletown plantation holdings to
his son, also named Thomas. The younger Pettus continued to reside on the estate that
his father had built at Littletown. A document recording a transaction by an agent acting
on his behalf “for payment for the production of [indentured] servants and a negro
woman, and 14 crops of tobacco”, implies that Pettus had a mixed labor force of
indentures and enslaved persons working his estate at Littletown (Kelso 1984: 36;
Mcllwaine 1924: 253, 259, 276). A probate inventory compiled after his death in 1691
contains a list of servants, including an English indenture with “about 5 years to serve”,
and several “Negro” servants, including two men named Briby and Sylliman of 25 and 50
years of age, a 12 year old boy named Webb, and two women, Nan and Moll, ages 30 and
32 respectively, and precedes an inventory of possessions at his manor house, implying
that they may have resided in the primary domestic complex with the Pettus family at
Littletown. Fesler suggests that by the time of the inventory many of the indentures as
well as enslaved persons may have been either sold to cover existing debts or they may
have been appropriated and redistributed by other family members. He also speculates
that the adults included on the list of “Negroes” may have essentially been two married

couples (Fesler 2004: 104).
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James Bray II married Mourning Glenn Pettus, the second wife and widow of
Thomas Pettus, junior, shortly after his death in 1690. It appears that Bray II may have
been living at Littletown as early as 1691 when the inventory was recorded. After an
exhaustive legal battle, the 1280 acre Littletown property was released by Pettus’s
surviving heirs and formally deeded to James Bray II along with 1500 acres along the
Chickahominy River in New Kent County in the year 1700 (VMHB 1938: 52-55; Fesler
2004: 103-104; Kelso 1984: 36-38). In 1704, he held 3500 acres in James City including
his 1280 acre Littletown property as well as 1500 acres comprising his Rockahock
plantation in New Kent County (Stephenson 1963: 20; VMHB 1938: 52-55). Bray raised
tobacco on his Littletown and Utopia farms on the eastern half of Kingsmill Neck and
continued to expand his holdings at Rockahock along the Chickahominy River some
twenty miles up the peninsula from 1500 to 2200 acres until his death in 1725. Each of
these expansion events was likely accompanied by additional purchases and transfers of
enslaved persons between these estates. Bray’s holdings on Kingsmill Neck and at
Rockahock each contained multiple domestic quartering sites, several of which may have
served as “seasoning” quarters (Fesler 2004: 112-113), places in which new arrivals, or
“saltwater” Africans (Smallwood 2007), resided for a period of orientation to the regimes
of plantation life. For those that survived the initial period of seasoning, it was common
practice amongst many elite planter families to transfer enslaved persons to other
working quarters across networked agricultural operations such as those held by the
Brays. Many of these individuals may have been presented with opportunities to

maintain social ties with persons in their previous and neighboring quarters of residence,
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expanding the geographic range of emerging enslaved social networks during the period

of highest importation (1700-1750).

By his 1725 will, James Bray II left his Williamsburg residence and town lots to
his son Thomas and bequeathed his 2200 acre Rockahock estate to his daughter Elizabeth
(Bray) Allen in addition to giving her exclusive rights to “Land and plantation stock and
Negroes that is to say all that are now on and that properly belong to that Plantation
called Little Town untill my Grandson James Bray [III] comes to the age of twenty one
years” at which point the said property would pass to his grandson and heirs to be held in
perpetuity (James Bray Will, MS 00 1725 Nov 18: CWF Rockefeller Library,
Williamsburg). Elizabeth Bray had married Arthur Allen III (c. 1689-1727) of Surry
County and resided upon the Allen estate in the brick manor home that had come to be
known as “Bacon’s Castle” in Surry County. This marriage also produced a dowry
transfer of enslaved persons, an early connection in a network of elite alliances that may
have contributed to the geographic expansion of parallel social networks between
enslaved persons on these estates, made all the more significant in that Bray and Allen
plantations were eventually consolidated into the agricultural enterprise in which the
Quarterpath Site was to become a key domestic component. Elizabeth sold her rights to
Littletown to her brother Thomas Bray II in 1728, who operated and managed the
plantation for his son James Bray III until he came of age in 1736 (Fesler 2004: 120-121;

Stephenson 1963: 19).

As he came of age and assumed control of Littletown, the Tutter’s (Tuttey’s)
Neck farm on the northwestern corner of Kingsmill Neck (Figure 1.1) passed in title to

James Bray III as well, by way of a series of complicated property transferals that had
30



begun years before with the acquisition of the property by the sister-in-law of his
grandfather, James Bray II (Kelso 1984: 38; Stephenson 1963: 22). Thus Bray’s
agricultural operation came to encompass multiple quarters scattered across Kingsmill
Neck, circumscribing the neighboring 1500 acre plantation operated by the Burwells.
The Desandrouins map, drawn a few decades later, indicates that most of the quarters
across Kingsmill Neck were connected by a network of roads, pathways, and bounded
agricultural fields. Most of these domestic quartering sites were located within a
geographic range of fewer than three miles with several well under a mile distant. Some
may have been situated along mutual lines of sight, across open and cultivated fields, or
certainly within earshot. The residents of these quarters may have begun to cultivate
social relationships that extended into adjacent and nearby homesites as these plantation

operations expanded across Kingsmill Neck.

James Bray III died without issue in 1744 and attempted to leave Littletown to his
wife Frances Thacker Bray, but due to an entail, a Virginia legal convention that inhibited
the sale and removal of enslaved persons from inherited lands (see Chapter 2) °, placed
upon the plantation grounds and its workforce decades before, ownership of the estate
and the majority of its enslaved population reverted to his father Thomas Bray II. In
January of the following year, Francis Thacker Bray married Lewis Burwell IV of the
neighboring Kingsmill plantation. Thomas Bray II negotiated an agreement with the
newly married couple, deeding the Utopia farm and 29 enslaved persons, presumably the
residents of the Utopia quarter, to Frances in exchange for relinquishing her dower rights.

The records do not indicate whether Utopia’s enslaved residents remained in their

® The legal convention and social practice of entail and its ramifications for community development on
the properties in question will be discussed in further detail in the next chapter.
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quarters of residence or if individuals may have been transferred to others across
Kingsmill or beyond. Life for many of these residents may not have been impacted
significantly by the change in ownership and many may have already established ties
with residents in neighboring quarters across Kingsmill Neck. Yet it is significant that
the Burwells acquired the ability to sell or transfer individuals throughout the expanding
network of quarters across Burwell family operations on Kingsmill Neck and throughout

middle tidewater.

Burwell and his wife retained rights to Utopia, operating the farm for three
decades between 1745-1775. Thomas Bray II died in 1751, the right of inheritance to the
remaining Littletown estate passing to his surviving daughter and sister of James Bray III,
Elizabeth Bray Johnson and her husband Philip Johnson. Frances Bray Burwell and
Lewis Burwell 1V initiated a series of unsuccessful legal suits during the 1750s with the
intent of acquiring the enslaved community residing at Littletown originally entailed by
James Bray II in 1725. Philip and Elizabeth Bray Johnson and heirs retained ownership
of Littletown from 1751-1796, effectively sandwiched between the Kingsmill estate and
Utopia farm owned by Lewis Burwell IV and Frances Bray Burwell between 1745-1775.
The intermarried Brays and Burwells retained mixed ownership of the two largest estates
and associated farms on Kingsmill Neck through the 1770s and the associated turmoil of
the American Revolution (Fesler 2004: 129-131; Kelso 1984: 40), yet the Brays in
particular expanded their own social network to include the Allens of Surry County, a
relationship that could very well have been paralleled by the enslaved communities

across these networked familial operations. Thus it is not altogether surprising that the
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Allens moved to acquire and consolidate the estates of Kingsmill Neck as the Brays and

Burwells relocated their operations westward in the years following the Revolution.

Kingsmill

The son of Edward Burwell, an original investor in the Virginia Company, Lewis
Burwell was typical of the generation of Englishmen that immigrated to Virginia during
the height of the early tobacco boom. Lewis arrived in Virginia in 1635 to claim rights to
lands inherited from his father. With a family fortune at his disposal, he transported
himself and enough persons to the colony to claim a significant amount of headrights’, or
the right to patent thousands of additional acres in tidewater. He built a family seat at
Fairfield in Gloucester County. The often harsh Virginia climate with a host of
associated perils and diseases alien to European bodies eventually got the better of
Burwell. He succumbed to illness in 1653. His son and firstborn in Virginia, Lewis
Burwell II (c. 1646-1710), built upon his inherited wealth, adding additional properties
and peoples to his increasing estates and intertwining political and social ties with many
of Virginia’s wealthiest planter families in the process, “[enabling] his offspring to
operate comfortably in the highest circles of power in the colony” (Walsh 1997: 23-24).

All of Burwell’s sons as well as several of his grand and great-grandsons were elected

7 The headright provision recorded in the Great Charter of 1618 allowed any person who settled in
Virginia or paid the transportation fees to the colony for another to patent 50 acres per transportee, or
“head”. This was the primary means of acquiring land during the seventeenth century. Headrights were
often bought and sold and were subject to various abuses. Legal statutes also specified that patented
lands must be improved upon by either the owner or the installation of a tenant by the landholder within
several years after the initial patent or the land would be considered forfeit and open to be patented by
another. Although the headright provision was not officially discontinued until the 1770s, it was rarely
enacted during the eighteenth century.
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burgesses, two of which also served on the Governor’s Council. The Burwells presented
a united front in advancing their family interests, acquiring more lands and enslaved
persons and bolstering their social prestige. In a letter to the Board of Trade in 1714,
several years after Burwell II’s death, Governor Alexander Spotswood decried that “the
greater part of the present Council are related to the Family of the Burwells. . . . there will
be no less than seven so near related that they will go off the Bench whenever a cause of
the Burwells come to be tryed” (Ibid: 24). In their collective motivation to amass wealth
and prestige, Burwell II and his contemporaries comprised the generation of planters that
orchestrated the critical transition in modes of labor from indentured servitude to
enslavement throughout the Chesapeake region as they tuned their tobacco enterprises
and created tremendous fortunes seated upon the labors of individuals whose bodies had

become commodities in and of themselves and whose status had become inheritable.?

By the time of his death in 1710 Lewis Burwell II had accumulated substantial
holdings in lands and persons by a combination of inheritance, marriage, and purchase in
at least seven tidewater Virginia counties (Table 1.1). His eldest son, Nathaniel (1680-
1721) inherited the home plantation at Fairfield in Gloucester. James (1690-1718)
received the King’s Creek estate in York County and a nearby quarter in James City, and
Lewis III (c. 1699-1744), his youngest son, inherited a patchwork of farms and quarters
on the western half of Kingsmill Neck, including “Farlow’s Neck with all the

appurtenances thereunto . . . Harrup Plantation and the Quarter land as it is Called” (see

® After 1662, Virginia law decreed that one’s status as free or enslaved was inherited and dependent upon
the status of the mother. Children of mixed ancestry occasionally challenged the law, such as Billy, born
in 1704 to an indentured white woman and an enslaved black man. it was decided that he would serve
until 32 years of age, after which he was to be free. Though Lorena Walsh notes that 13 other mulattos,
the children or grandchildren of black women and white men, were ordered to serve for life (Walsh 1997:
35-36).
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Figure 1.1. York County Records, Orders, Wills: Book XIV (1709-1716), 60-64; Walsh
1997: 40-41; Kelso 1984: 41-43). Burwell’s sons likely bolstered their workforces with
new purchases as well as transfers across these estates. Enslaved persons residing in
domestic quarters across Burwell family estates clustered along the York and James
River basins were, in many instances, either in close geographic proximity (within short
walking distance) or separated by a matter of no more than 10-15 miles. The
Desandrouins map indicates that there were multiple quarters across the Burwell and
Bray estates on Kingsmill Neck, typically separated only by bounded agricultural fields
or small patches of forest. The enslaved residents of these estates may have subsequently
begun to cultivate cross plantation social networks on these neighboring operations
during this period (see Walsh 1997). Furthermore, it was common for servants to
accompany elite planters such as the Burwells, Brays, and others who frequently called
upon relatives and friends upon area plantations and within the city of Williamsburg
(Walsh 1997: 24; Kelso 1984: 37; Tinling 1941: 438-439; Gregory 1990: 33). The
mobility afforded to certain enslaved persons may have also presented opportunities

Table 1.1 — Burwell landholdings: Quitrent Rolls of 1704

No. of Persons owning

county  TE™°"S 1000+ 2000+ 3000+ 4000+ 5000+ Ul

Listed Acreage
Gloucester 383 33 10 4 0 0 3300
York 205 11 3 0 0 0 2100
James City 288 27 6 4 3 1 1350
Charles City 98 13 5 3 2 2 8000
King William 217 28 13 8 4 1 4700
New Kent 492 28 11 5 2 1 200
Isle of Wight 256 27 7 4 2 2 7000

Total: 26,650

* Source: Blair 1964: 326
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to cultivate new relationships, to visit, socialize, and pass along news to other residents

within geographically dispersed plantation quarters.

Lewis Burwell 11l was appointed Naval Officer of the Upper District of the James
River in 1728, a lucrative and prestigious post that entitled him to “extract great fees” by
inspecting the cargos of incoming and outbound ships, assuring that each vessel adhered
to the “acts of Parliament and General Assembly about Trade and Navigation” and
collecting a percentage of export duties on “servants and liquors” in the process
(Goodwin 1958: xxii; Kelso 1984: 44). Burwell had a vested interest in increasing the
trade, and the revenues he was entitled to collect, in enslaved persons arriving at the
Kingsmill wharf. The deep water landing on the point at Farlow’s Neck, depicted as
“Burwell’s Ferry” on the 1781 Desandrouins map (see Figure 1.1), served as the port of
call nearest the city of Williamsburg, and a major commercial route that would eventually
come to be known alternatively as the road to Kingsmill or Quarterpath Road connected

the landing to the city.

A petition on behalf of Lewis Burwell III to the General Assembly in August,
1736 references a “Mansion-house” associated with Burwell’s 1400 acres of land on
Kingsmill Neck, “whereas the said Lewis Burwell hath laid out great sums of money, in
building a mansion-house, and other outhouses, and in making gardens, and other
considerable improvements, upon part of the said fourteen hundred acres of land,
intending the same for the seat of the eldest son of the family.” Burwell sought to
enhance not only his own prestige but also that of his family and of his future progeny in
creating an estate that would communicate political and social prominence in a very

visual manner. To finance his vision, he petitioned the General Assembly to dock the
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entail placed by his father upon 120 enslaved persons residing upon 4800 acres of
inherited land in King William County so that persons and parcel might be sold to pay for
his Kingsmill improvements. Many of these individuals were likely sold to other local
planters with similar interests in opening new parcels to development. Burwell also
placed a new entail upon 22 enslaved persons “and their future increase . . . to be annexed
to, and . . . forever hereafter remain, go, and descend, with the said . . . parcels of land
[upon his Kingsmill estate and a related Burwell plantation across the James River in Isle
of Wight County]” (Hening 1820: Vol IV, 534-537; Goodwin 1958: xxiv-xxvi), actions
which may have promoted the growth and development of an emerging enslaved
community across Kingsmill Neck, a colonial antecedent to the antebellum Quarterpath

neighborhood (see Chapter 2, also see Walsh 1997).°

Following the deaths of Burwell III in 1744 and his widow in 1745 their eldest
son Lewis Burwell IV (1716-1784) became the principal heir to the recently consolidated
and improved estate. Burwell IV married the widow of James Bray III the same year,
redoubling ties between the planter families and producing a transfer of enslaved persons
across Kingsmill Neck, as he acquired and consolidated the Utopia quarter on the
neighboring Littletown plantation with his Kingsmill operation. There are no surviving
property tax records for James City County prior to 1782, except for the years 1768-1769,
in which Lewis Burwell IV was charged against 1502 acres (James City County [JCC]
Tax Lists 1768-1769: CWF Rockefeller Library, Williamsburg), an increase of 102 acres

from his father’s petition to the General Assembly in 1736. It is quite likely that Burwell

® The petition is entitled “An Act to dock the Entail of certain Lands, whereof Lewis Burwell, Esq. is seised:
and for settling other Lands and Slaves, of greater value, to the same uses”, dated August 10, 1736 in the
reign of King George |l (Hening 1820: Voi IV, 534-537)
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acquired and incorporated the Tutter’s (Tuttey’s) Neck parcel and quarter on the
northwest corner of Kingsmill Neck from the Brays, either through his marriage to James
Bray III’s widow or by purchase from Thomas Bray II prior to 1751 or from Philip and
Elizabeth Bray Johnson thereafter, granting him leave to redistribute his enslaved
workforce across the multiple domestic quarters of Kingsmill Neck as he saw fit.
Burwell’s cousin Carter Burwell, son of Lewis III’s brother Nathaniel of Fairfield and
grandson of Robert “King” Carter of Corotoman on the Rappahannock River, inherited
the neighboring plantation lands at Martin’s (Merchant’s) Hundred, which had
subsequently been renamed Carter’s Grove (Walsh 1997: 42, 276). In her detailed study
of the eighteenth century Carter’s Grove enslaved community, Lorena Walsh (Walsh
1997) details the frequency in which enslaved persons were transferred within the elite
planting family networks that resided upon Kingsmill Neck and across related family
estates throughout middle tidewater (including those of the Burwells, Brays, and others).
Enslaved persons residing on these estates were likely presented with opportunities to
maintain ties with those remaining in their home and neighboring quarters of previous
residence, expanding the geographic range of cross-plantation social networks that were

instrumental in the development of neighborhoods transcending plantation boundaries.

By the 1750s, many of the Burwells of tidewater had begun to construct
plantation enterprises in the western part of the colony, acting upon plans originally set in
motion by Robert “King” Carter decades before. Carter had served as proprietary agent
for the Northern Neck, patenting thousands of acres in the names of his children and
grandchildren in the present day counties of Prince William, Fauquier, Loudoun,

Frederick, and Clarke (Walsh 1997: 205). Taking a cue from his kin and cousins, Lewis
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IV had also patented lands in 1745 on the Roanoke River near the North Carolina border
in what would become Mecklenburg County (Ibid: 211).  Upon the marriage of his son
Lewis Burwell V, the elder Burwell decided to retire to his Mecklenburg County estate,
leaving Kingsmill and adjacent lands in title to his son in 1775. In the years that
followed, Burwell V alienated his peers by expressing a degree of sympathy towards the
British as the Revolution encroached upon Virginia’s Lower Peninsula, “[Burwell] seems
to have been rather opportunistic during the war, supplying rum and shelter to American
troops with one hand and later stocking Cornwallis’s troops with the other” (Kelso 1984:
47; Walsh 1997: 211). In 1778, he placed an advertisement for a plantation manager to
oversee his affairs at Kingsmill (Virginia Gazette, August 18, 1778: CWF Rockefeller
Library, Williamsburg) and in 1781 Burwell began advertising to sell his Kingsmill
estate, moving to the city of Richmond and installing tenants and managers in his absence
(Ibid: xliii; Kelso 1984: 47). Four years later, he joined his remaining kin in
Mecklenburg County. At the time of his removal, Lewis Burwell V owned 172 enslaved
persons on quarters in four Southside counties, many of which made the journey west

with the Burwells to more distant estates (Walsh 1997: 211).

Historical sources associated with the removal of the Burwells provide a window
into the complexity of social networks that had developed across quarters upon Burwell
family estates such as Kingsmill, Utopia, Carter’s Grove, and others, transcending
plantation boundaries onto neighboring operations and into the city of Williamsburg.
Facing sale to new owners, removal to western lands, and ultimately separation from
family and friends, many resisted the impending forced uprooting, taking to the

surrounding forests and waterways. Twenty or so advertisements appear in the Virginia
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Gazette for runaways associated with the sale of Burwell properties, an extraordinary
number in and of itself, especially, as Walsh notes, that “others likely ran off but were
apprehended before their masters resorted to public notices™ (Walsh 1997: 213). Many,
such as Will and his 19 year old brother James who ran away from new owners near the
North Carolina border, and Joe, a man born at Kingsmill around 1743 who ran away from
new owners in Hanover County, were suspected of attempting to return to Kingsmill.
Another Will, a former ferryman at Kingsmill that had made the westward trek with the
elder Burwell in 1775, was captured south of Richmond as he too was attempting to make
his way back to Kingsmill Neck. There are nearly as many documented cases of
runaways apprehended en route to adjacent quarters at Carter’s Grove in association with
the removal of the neighboring Burwell family operation that had also been relocated
westward in the 1770s. Still others protested removal by seeking shelter with friends and
relatives in the neighborhood, such as Sally, sold in 1776 to a man in Charles City
County, who hid herself with the aid of friends and family in Williamsburg, and Tom,
who ran off from Kingsmill in 1779 to avoid being sold or transferred to the west (Walsh
1997: 210-215)'°. The forced removal of enslaved persons from Kingsmill transformed
the contours of a social terrain that had been shaped over several generations, exposing a
geography of intimate relations and underscoring the resolve of enslaved persons to
return to communities that had laid deep roots in grounds that had become intimately

familiar through the decades.

10 Virginia Gazette advertisements for runaways associated with removal from Kingsmill: (Purdie and
Dixon) 3 August 1769, {Dixon and Nicholson) 24 August 1776, (Purdie) 10 July 1778, (Purdie) 2 August
1776, (Dixon and Nicholson) 26 February 1779; CWF Rockefeller Library, Williamsburg
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Following the departure of the Burwells, the 1500 acre Kingsmill tract passed
through a series of short term owners until it was consolidated with the neighboring
Littletown estate and an adjoining quarter to the north by William Allen II of Surry
County at the turn of the nineteenth century. These operations were integrated with
several others along the James River in lower James City County and peopled primarily
with transfers from numerous quarters across a familial network of agricultural
enterprises across the river to the south. These consolidated estates constituted grounds
that were appropriated by successive generations of enslaved Virginians, who, through
their works, lives, and experiences, gave rise to the antebellum Quarterpath

neighborhood.

Consolidation: Emergence of the Quarterpath Neighborhood, 1780s-1861

The ascendance of the Allens of Surry County into the upper tier of Virginia’s
material, social, and political elite follows a similar historical narrative to that of other
prominent colonial planter families. Arthur Allen, a merchant-planter born circa 1608 in
Bristol, England, claimed headrights for transporting himself and three others to the
colony, patenting 200 acres along Lower Chippokes Creek on the south side of the James
River in March, 1650. Allen purchased an additional 500 acres adjoining his estate in
1661. Four years later, at the age of 57, he began construction on a brick dwelling of
substantial size and expense for the time. Brick construction was a rarity in seventeenth
century Virginia that served as a physical marker of permanence set upon the landscape

in a time when the majority of planters favored dwellings of less substantial earthfast
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(post-in-ground) construction.'' Constructed in the twilight of his life, the brick manor
was a material statement intended to convey to neighbors and passers-by Allen’s resolve
to create an enduring family legacy in the Virginia colony. He died in 1669, leaving the
house and more than 2000 acres of land to his son, Arthur Allen II. In retaliation for his
support of the royal leadership of the colony, Allen II’s brick dwelling was occupied and
his crops and livestock pillaged by forces opposing Governor William Berkeley during

Bacon’s Rebellion of 1676.'? (Gregory 1990: 1-32)

Arthur Allen II continued to cultivate the wealth left to him by his father,
accumulating significant holdings along Upper Chippokes Creek, a few miles upriver
from Jamestown opposite the Chickahominy River. He died in 1710, bequeathing his
“manor house” in perpetuity to his widow. His eldest son John (c. 1684-1742)
established a household on the Upper Chippokes parcel and was residing on the estate by
1728 (Ibid: 33; See Figure 1.2 for location). Allen had inherited 1300 acres when his
father died in 1710 and acquired additional lands through marriage ten years later.
Following these acquisitions, he began accumulating additional properties and people
almost immediately. By 1730, he held title to more than 10,000 acres in multiple
counties. The lands and persons inherited from his father near the brick manor-house and
at Upper Chippokes had been entailed (Ibid: 35). In 1732 Allen petitioned the General

Assembly to dock the entail placed by his father upon the Upper Chippokes parcel in an

Y The Page house at Middle Plantation was similar in construction methods and floor plan, and also dates
from the 1660s. It was excavated by the CWF during construction activities at the Foundation’s Bruton
Heights School Education Center in 1989 (See Metz et al. 1998; For a detailed discussion of the
impermanent nature of earthfast construction in early Virginia, see Carson et al. 1988).

12 Allen’s brick house, currently owned by Preservation Virginia, is commonly known today as “Bacon’s
Castle”, although there is no evidence that Nathaniel Bacon played any role in the occupation of the
estate.
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act stating that he had made “considerable improvements” upon the plantation and
intended to “lay out more money in other improvements” if freed of the legal restrictions
upon his lands and persons (Mcllwaine 1910: 129). He was granted approval to transfer
entail from 550 acres at his home farm and principal residence along Upper Chippokes
Creek to 3570 acres distributed across other farms and quarters, opening a series of
ancillary quarters and redistributing his enslaved workforce across his Southside estates.
By the time of his death in 1742, John Allen had amassed over 24,000 acres and 229
enslaved people on seven primary quarters in the Southside counties of Surry, Isle of
Wight, Nansemond, and Brunswick (Gregory 1990: 33; Table 1.2). As with the Bray and
Burwell family enterprises across middle tidewater, the Allens likely bolstered these
newly opened quarters with a combination of additional purchases and transfers from
other family estates. John Allen certainly redistributed many individuals that were not
sold to other local operations across his own ancillary quarters following the Assembly’s
approval to transfer the entail across his newly acquired plantations. It is quite likely that
many of the residents of the antebellum Quarterpath neighborhood, perhaps the
Quarterpath residents themselves, had roots in this networked group of Southside Allen

family quarters.

Like many of their peers the Allens intermarried with other elite planter families.
John Allen’s younger brother, Arthur III (c. 1689-1727), married Elizabeth Bray of
Littletown on Kingsmill Neck and continued to reside upon the original Allen estate in
the brick-manor built by his grandfather. Elizabeth Bray had inherited her father’s
Rockahock plantation in New Kent County in 1725 and retained control of Littletown

until selling her interest in the estate to her brother a year after her husband’s death in
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1728. Through inheritance, purchase, and particularly through marriage, elite planter

families such as the Allens, Brays, and Burwells accumulated great wealth, lands, and

Table 1.2 — Summary of Enslaved Persons by Quarter of Residence listed in
John Allen's Estate - 1742

Plantation County Men Women  Sex Unknown  Total
Home House S 30 12 8 50
Nottoway Quarter S,IW,N 18 21 4 43
Three Creeks S,B 23 14 2 39
Fort & Kellys B 9 7 1 17
Cypress Swamp S 5 4 3 12
Old Brick House W 16 8 1 25

& Coomers
Poplar Swamp S,B 22 16 5 43
Totals: 123 82 24 229

Legend: S=Surry, IW-=lsle of Wight, N=Nansemond, B=Brunswick; (Gregory 1990:42)

Figure 1.2 — Detail of the Frye-Jefferson map, drafted in 1751. Circled areas depicts
core Burwell, Bray, and Allen family plantations that contributed to the emergence of the
19" century Quarterpath neighborhood. Source: Joshua Fry and Peter Jefferson 1755, “4
map of the most inhabited part of Virginia containing the whole province of Maryland
with part of Pensilvania, New Jersey and North Carolina.” Library of Congress:
Washington D.C.
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persons as they intertwined ties amongst themselves throughout the eighteenth century.
The frustrations of royally appointed governors became apparent as regional colonial
leaders and burgesses — a consolidated body of close kin, cousins, and in-laws by the mid
eighteenth century — typically presented a united front in representing and promoting
their own interests, which lay primarily in enhancing their wealth and prestige with an
eye towards creating enduring family legacies by expanding their estates, lands, and
people, often at odds with the imperatives of colonial administrators. The social and
political influence of these new generations of planters not only expedited the transition
in modes of labor in the Virginia colony. They were characteristic of and served to
influence regional economic and socio-political dynamics within the greater British

Atlantic world (Parent 2003, Jordan 1993, Morgan 1975, Lee 1988, Isaac 1982).

Ownership of enslaved persons often exchanged hands along the lines of elite
social unions and alliances, resulting in subsequent transfers of enslaved men and women
to ancillary quarters throughout the Virginia tidewater. In tracing the entangled social
alliances that developed between elite planter families on the plantations in question, we
may also track parallel geographic migrations, through purchase, inheritance, and dowry,
of those who preceded the residents of the Quarterpath Site (c. 1840s-1905), and from
whom they may have descended. Although Figure 1.3 is a much simplified map
illustrating a few of the historically documented transfers”® of enslaved persons across
local Allen, Bray, and Burwell plantations between 1720-1750, it is a visual

representation of the frequency of geographic movements of enslaved persons across

3 This illustration does not include the movements of recent Africans purchased from local markets - see

Chapter 2 for details.
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Figure 1.3 — A simplified map of social alliances among the Allens, Brays, and Burwells.
Blue arrows indicate transfers of enslaved persons by inheritance and dowry between
Allen, Bray, and Burwell plantations between the years 1720-1750. Detail of 1751 Frye-
Jefferson map: Library of Congress.

these networked estates during the period. The majority of these cross plantation
movements were local. As enslaved persons were transferred to new quarters, it is
probable that many would have had opportunities to maintain ties with kin, loved ones,

and friends from previous quarters of residence. Thus enslaved social networks may
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have come to mirror the geographic expansion of large familial agricultural enterprises
across the region. The antebellum neighborhood complex that enveloped the Quarterpath
Site was cultivated of deep roots that had initially been laid by enslaved men and women

decades previous along these distinct patterns of geographic dispersal.

John Allen died without issue in 1742, bequeathing his home estate at Upper
Chippokes to William Allen (1734-1793), his nephew and son of his younger brother
Joseph. Joseph Allen was living in New Kent County, serving as a member of the county
commission by 1732 (Ibid: 45). He died when his only son William was two years of
age. His widow Hannah and brother John Allen obtained an Act of Assembly in 1736 to
remove the entail on Joseph’s estates in order to sell a portion of his lands and persons to
cover existing debts, subsequently leaving 900 acres in Isle of Wight, 2000 acres in
Surry, 720 acres in New Kent, and at least 30 enslaved persons to his infant son (Ibid: 45;
Hening 1820: Vol. IV, 539). William retained the estate inherited from his father in New
Kent as his primary residence before taking possession of the Upper Chippokes
plantation, perhaps bolstering the enslaved workforce on his Surry property with transfers

from his New Kent holdings (Ibid: 45, see Figure 1.3).

William Allen became eligible to claim his inheritance in 1755 and was probably
living on the Surry County tract shortly thereafter, appearing in a Williamsburg
merchant’s account book in multiple references the same year as “William Allen, Esq. of
Surry” and “William Allen, Esq. Chipac’s [Chippokes]” (Ibid: 46) and constructing a
new manor house on the estate shortly thereafter. Although William focused his attention
primarily on his Southside holdings (Table 1.3), his sons John and William II (1768-

1831) saw an opportunity for expansion across the James River in the vacuum created by
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the departure of the Burwells and others who journeyed westward. John and the elder
William Allen worked out an agreement with a James City planter in 1785 in which John
Allen acquired the 2000 acre Neck of Land operation adjacent to Jamestown Island in
exchange for 2144 acres on the Southside (Ibid: 128; JCC land tax records 1782-1832:
CWF Rockefeller Library, Williamsburg). John Allen likely transferred the bulk of the
labor force that worked the fields at Neck of Land from the network of family quarters
across the river to the south. This was the first of a series of transactions by the Allen
brothers who moved to acquire several large James City County holdings recently
vacated as planters such as the Brays and Burwells removed their operations westward.
Around the turn of the nineteenth century these holdings were consolidated and
integrated into an immense antebellum plantation enterprise stretched along the James

River watershed from tidewater to the city of Richmond.

Table 1.3 - Acres Held by William Allen I in Surviving
Land Tax Records, 1782-1793

Acres
County 1782-1784  1786-1787 1792-1793
Brunswick 4000 4000 4000
Greensville 3800 3800 3800
Nansemond 1000 0 0
New Kent 750 906 906
Southampton 4500 4500 4500
Surry 4011 1571 1348
Sussex 7269 7269 7269
Totals: 25,330 22,046 21,823

* Source: Gregory 1990: 48

Both John and the elder William Allen died in 1793, leaving William Allen II the
primary heir to the bulk of Allen family lands and persons. William II remained on the
Upper Chippokes estate, renamed Claremont by the time of the Revolution. He appears

48



in James City County land tax records as “William Allen, SC [Surry County]” with the
purchase of the 1280 acre Littletown plantation on Kingsmill Neck from the estate of
James Bray Johnson in 1796, followed by the acquisition of the neighboring 1500 acre
Kingsmill tract five years later (JCC Land Tax Records 1782-1832; CWF Rockefeller
Library, Williamsburg). In 1803 Allen purchased an adjacent 920 acre plantation from
the executors of the estate of James Southall, a recently deceased (1802) plantation
speculator and late proprietor of the Raleigh Tavern in Williamsburg. Depicted on the
1781 Desandrouins map, “Southall’s Quarter” directly abutted the Kingsmill and
Littletown tracts to the north, increasing Allen’s Kingsmill enterprise to 3700 contiguous
acres and extending his operation from the James River coastline to within a mile or so of
the city of Williamsburg (Figure 1.4). The Quarterpath Site would be constructed on this
parcel within a few decades. In 1805, after nearly a decade of legal proceedings
following the death of his brother John, who had left no apparent heir, William Allen II
obtained rights to the Neck of Land plantation as well. Over the next two decades he
acquired several additional tracts adjacent to Neck of Land as well as a 12 acre parcel
abutting his Kingsmill operation, increasing his holdings to 2271 contiguous acres at
Neck of Land and 3712 at Kingsmill. (Table 1.4). (JCC Land Tax Records 1782-1832:

CWEF Rockefeller Library, Williamsburg)

In removing operations from Kingsmill Neck the Burwells and Brays had taken
the majority of their labor forces westward, although some were left behind (Walsh
1997). It is possible that some of the original Burwell and Bray group may have been
sold along with the Kingsmill estates or to other area plantations. However the majority

of the people that worked the grounds at Allen’s Kingsmill and Neck of Land estates in
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Table 1.4 — Summary of Lands Acquired in James City County by William Allen
IT with Assessed Values

Parcel Year of Acres Value of Value of Land &
Acquisition Buildings Buildings

Littletown 1796 1280 $2,500 $8,890
Kingsmitl 1801 1500 $7,000 $18,990
Southall's Quarter 1803 920 - $3,220
Tyler’s 1810 12 - $42

Kingsmiil Operation 3712 59,500 531,142
Neck of Land 1805 2000 $1,200 $11,200
Broadribb's 1810 126 - 5441
Wilkinson's 1826 145 - $725

Neck of Land Operation 2271 $1,200 512,366
Totals: 5983 $10,700 $43,508

* Values after readjustment in 1820 JCC Land Tax Records, Wilkinson's from 1828 Land Tax, Littletown
values include a mill assessed at 51500, labeled “Johnson’s Mill” on 1781 Desandrouins Map (See
Figure 1.6) (JCC Land Tax Records 1782-1832: CWF Rockefeller Library, Williamsburg).

the antebellum era were likely transferred from the network of quarters across Allen
family enterprises on the Southside. Some may have had more distant roots in the
eighteenth century Bray-Allen dowry transfers from Kingsmill Neck (see Figure 1.3).
After consolidating his holdings in lower James City County, William Allen II placed
great emphasis upon maintaining his enslaved labor force intact across his conglomerated
estates. He ordered in his 1832 will that his estate “both ‘real and personal,” be ‘kept
together . . . for the term of five years’ after his death in order that his debts and legacies
could be paid out of the profits, after which time his executor would dispose of what ‘he
thinks proper’ of the personal estate, other than slaves or plate” (Goodwin 1958: 1x, my
italics). Allen died without issue in 1831, bequeathing a life interest in his estates to his
grand-nephew William Griffin Orgain (1829-1875) “upon condition that he take the
name of William Allen” (Ibid: 1x). His grand-nephew stood to inherit ““lands and
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Witliamsburg

Southall's

Figure 1.4 — Detail of 1781 Desandrouins Map. Adjacent tracts “King’s Mill”, “Little
Town”, and “Southall’s Quarter” purchased and consolidated by William Allen II into a
single agricultural estate with multiple quartering sites between 1796-1803.

plantations in Curls Neck in Henrico, and all the slaves now upon the same,’ all lands,
plantations and slaves in the County of Surry, including ‘Claremont,” with all plate,
furniture, etc. not otherwise disposed of by the will; all ‘lands and plantations in the
County of James City which lies on the right of the road leading from Williamsburg to
York Town (Kingsmill), and all the Slaves & other personal estate now at and upon the
same”. (Ibid: Ix)
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William Griffin Orgain subsequently changed his name to William Allen. In
December of 1842, his mother purchased Jamestown Island in its entirety and
consolidated the property with the adjoined Neck of Land tract, installing an overseer on
the island and increasing the Neck of Land operation in size to 3046 acres (JCC Land Tax
Records 1833-1861: CWF Rockefeller Library, Williamsburg; Goodwin 1958: Ix-Ixiii;
Gregory 1990: 65). By the time he came of age in 1850, William (Orgain) Allen
assumed control of a network of plantations that comprised nearly 23,000 acres of land
and 347 enslaved persons in Surry, Henrico, Charles City, and James City Counties
(Table 1.5, Figure 1.5). The consolidated plantations of Kingsmill Neck and adjoined
operations on the Neck of Land and Jamestown Island, tended by an enslaved labor force
of between 98-114 persons scattered across multiple domestic quarters, comprised just
over a third of his total holdings.

The two archaeologically identified dwellings at the Quarterpath domestic quarter
were constructed adjacent to a large agricultural field complex on the previously
independent Southall’s Quarter tract in the second quarter of the nineteenth century
(Figures 1.4, 1.6). From its inception the quartering site was an integral component and a
key domestic locus in a multi-plantation agricultural enterprise. With the exception of a
single farm between Kingsmill and Neck of Land-Jamestown Island, the two operations
occupied a nearly contiguous, roughly nine mile stretch of James River coastline, tended
by an enslaved labor force of about 100 persons scattered throughout at least eight
quarters adjacent to the major field complexes. These included bounded agricultural
fields on each of the original Kingsmill, Littletown, and Southall’s tracts, Jamestown

Island, Neck of Land, and several ancillary fields adjacent to Neck of Land opposite
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Table 1.5 - Acres Held by William (Orgain) Allen Reported in Surviving Land
Tax Records, 1834 - 1875

Acres

County 1834 1841 1847 1850 1857 1861 1875
Brunswick 1098 0 0 0 0 0 0
Charles City 0] 0 925 925 0 0 0
Henrico 3201 3201 3201 4245 4245 4245 3207
James City 5983 5983 5983 7686 8090 8090 8090
City of
Ric\f(vmon 4 0 0 0 0 0 1lot  2lots
Southampton 6448 0 0 0 0 0 0
Surry 9686 9470 9711 9711 13,025 13,002 9750
York 0 494 394 404 0 0 0
Totals: 26,416 19,148 20,214 22,961 25,764 25,337 21,047

* In 1834, 1098 acres in Brunswick bequeathed to Dr. Robert B. Starke and 6448 acres in Brunswick to
guardians of William Allen ll's nephews and nieces. 404 % acres switched from York County to James
City as a result of county survey and realignment in 1856 (JCC Land Tax Records 1833-1861: CWF
Rockefeller Library, Williamsburg). Sources: Gregory 1990: 68; JCC Land Tax Records 1833-1861

Figure 1.5 — Major estates in the Allen family network of plantations along the James
River by 1850. From left to right: Curle’s Neck (Henrico County), Berkeley (Charles
City County), Claremont (Surry County), Neck of Land-Jamestown Island, and Kingsmill
(James City County)
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Powhatan creek (see Figure 4.2). The plantation seat for the consolidated Kingsmill
estate lay at the original site of the Burwell period manor home south of the Quarterpath
Site along Quarterpath Road. Brick manor homes from earlier independent operations
existed at Neck of Land and Jamestown Island as well. Enslaved workers across these
estates were not directly overseen by the Allens, who ran their network of plantations
from the family seat at Claremont in Surry, employing managers to oversee local
operations, and residents of more isolated quarters such as Quarterpath may have had a
reprieve from the continual surveillance of plantation managers.

In moving to purchase adjoined plantations the Allens streamlined their
agricultural operations in lower James City County. Bounded fields, processing facilities,
supportive infrastructure, nodes of transportation, and enslaved laborers were
consolidated into centralized units. Enslaved individuals across these adjoined and
neighboring enterprises were almost certainly consolidated into common labor pools
during the intensive activities that marked harvest times (see Chapter 4). Yet engaging in
common labors was probably not the extent of interaction between residents across these
large networked estates. The antebellum neighborhood that enveloped the Quarterpath
Site may have essentially been the product of a series of incidental convergences. In
striving towards greater agricultural productivity and increased profits, the Allens
developed and expanded the infrastructure — roads, carriage paths, wharves, river
landings, and footbridges — that connected agricultural field complexes across these
formerly independent plantations with barns, stables, and other agricultural support
facilities and they constructed additional quartering sites such as the Quarterpath

domestic complex adjacent to bounded agricultural fields (see Figure 4.2). Enslaved
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residents likely took advantage of these developments as well. For those that could
muster the energy to make a one or two hour walk to a neighboring quarter or a longer
trek to a more distant quarter after nightfall or on Sunday, the geographic proximity and
structural improvements between the major domestic loci presented opportunities to visit
and to socialize, to initiate romantic liaisons, to create new social unions and to contest
others, often without crossing beyond plantation borders and risking potentially severe
bodily punishment if caught traveling without leave to do so. Likewise, the more liminal
areas between domestic quarters — places such as the forests and bottomlands in which
enslaved persons typically knew more intimately than whites — provided a degree of
seclusion from the prying eyes of plantation managers, cover for clandestine meetings,
and shelter for runaways within reach of friends and family.

Figure 1.6 details the approximate locations of known contemporaneous field
quarters across these estates. At least eight known field quarters (archaeologically
documented and historic map projections) were occupied simultaneously across
Kingsmill and Neck of Land-Jamestown Island, along with several other
contemporaneous quarters on neighboring plantation grounds. Quarters on these
consolidated estates were connected by a network of roads and pathways adjacent to
bounded agricultural fields and most were sited within a short walking distance.
Neighboring quarters across the Kingsmill tracts were likely within an hour by foot, with
more distant quarters no more than a one to two hour walk. Quarters at Neck of Land
and Jamestown Island were well within an hour by foot across the connecting bridge,
perhaps less by canoe or skiff. The Kingsmill and Neck of Land-Jamestown Island

operations were connected by way of an inland road that extended through the city of
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Williamsburg, by less formal carriage paths paralleling the shoreline, and likely by
footpaths and informal trails cutting through the communicating forests and bottomlands.
Each operation maintained a deep water wharf with ferry service as well as informal river
landings. It is about a two to three hour voyage by manually powered watercraft upriver
from the shores of Kingsmill to Jamestown Island, with the completion of the return trip

downriver in about half the time.
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Figure 1.6 — Locations of antebellum quartering sites in simultaneous occupation. Aerial
view of lower James City County. Approximate boundaries of Neck of Land—Jamestown
Island and Kingsmill plantation operations in yellow, the Quarterpath Site “Qpath” in
turquoise, city of Williamsburg and local plantations in white. Sites of known or
potential antebellum quarters in turquoise (archaeologically excavated and historic map
projections). Sources: aerial image taken April, 2010: Google Earth; 1781 Desandrouins
map series, 1871 land plat, James City County Land Tax Records, 1782-1832, 1833-
1861: CWF Rockefeller Library Archives, Williamsburg; VA DHR, Richmond.
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Archaeological evidence suggests a continuous period of occupation at the
Quarterpath Site, perhaps by one or two extended family groups, from its inception circa
1840s through Emancipation and until site abandonment circa 1905. Many of the
residents of the quarters across the antebellum networked estates of Kingsmill and Neck
of Land-Jamestown Island may have been third or fourth (or perhaps fifth) generation
descendants of the enslaved residents of those who originally opened the grounds of
Allen family plantations on the Southside of the James River to cultivation in the first
half of the eighteenth century. Whether or not they may have been recent arrivals from
other quarters at Kingsmill, Neck of Land-Jamestown Island, or from the opposite shore
of the James River in Surry, the residents of quarters across these adjoined estates were
essentially neighbors, thus it might be productive to adopt a “neighborhood focused”
approach in the interpretation the Quarterpath Site. Subsequent chapters will explore
these connections, the sociohistorical factors that promoted geographically dispersed
social networks amongst this group of enslaved residents and the manners in which these

networks became emplaced across a diverse array of plantation landscapes.
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Chapter 2

Quarterpath Prelude: Mechanisms of Neighborhood
Development in the Lower Chesapeake

By the 1840s the Quarterpath quarter was one of at least eight affiliated domestic
quartering sites positioned across the consolidated plantations of Kingsmill Neck and
upon neighboring operations at Neck of Land-Jamestown Island. The Quarterpath
domestic complex was a gathering place, a key domestic locus in a vibrant antebellum
plantation neighborhood complex that materialized along the lines of social networks
cultivated by enslaved persons, enjoining multiple quartering sites as well as a host of
other local places. Although they lived in a neighborhood that had been decades in the
making, the Quarterpath residents may have had roots in earlier plantation communities
along the James River watershed. Plantation neighborhoods such as the antebellum
complex that enveloped the Quarterpath domestic quarter were often cultivated in the
midst of series of incidental convergences between initiatives on the part of enslaved men
and women, who extended and maintained ties of kinship and camaraderie to residents of
other quarters within and beyond plantation boundaries, and circumstances dictated by
the political and economic imperatives of planters. This chapter explores these complex
mechanisms of community development and the manners in which they may have
stimulated the growth of geographically dispersed social networks that, in turn,
contributed to the emergence and development of the antebellum Quarterpath

neighborhood and others throughout the region.
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Neighborhood Prelude: Population Density, Stabilization, and Growth in
Enslaved Chesapeake Communities

1619 was a year marked by many significant events in the struggling Virginia
colony. The Virginia Company had ended its monopoly on land ownership the previous
year, authorizing the dispersal of lands to individuals and initiating the system of
headrights, encouraging private investment and settlement beyond the confines of
Jamestown Island. The Company’s change of heart spurred population growth associated
with a pattern of plantation development characterized by dispersal across greater
distances. The “Great Charter” outlined a new system of governance to accommodate
population growth and expansion in the colony. In the midst of an outbreak of malaria,
the House of Burgesses held its first meeting on Jamestown Island in late July, 1619 with
representatives from various larger plantations and locales. Despite an increase in
immigration and a new representative government, the Virginia colony continued to
suffer from a chronic labor shortage that effectively restricted the amount of arable land
that was able to be put to the plow. The following month a Dutch man-of-war arrived at
Point Comfort and made contact with the seat of government at Jamestown. John Rolfe
recounted that the Dutch vessel “brought not any thing but 20 and odd Negroes, w*" the
Governo' and Cape Marchant bought for victualle at the best and easyest rate they could”
(Sluiter 1997: 396). These “20 and odd Negroes" represent the first presence of Africans

in the British North American colonies.

Before berthing in Virginia, the Dutch ship “of Flushing” had chanced upon the
Treasurer, an English man-of-war, in the West Indies. The captains agreed to a

“consortship”, a temporary alliance with the intent of raiding Spanish routes of commerce
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on the high seas and sharing in profit and plunder. Documents recently discovered in a
Spanish archive detail an attack off Campeche in late July or early August, 1619 by
English “corsairs” upon the Portuguese captained Sdo Jodo Bautista, bound from
Luanda, the capital of the Portuguese colony of Angola, to Vera Cruz in accordance with
an asiento, a license to deliver enslaved laborers to Spanish colonies. The Bautista was
en route with a cargo of 350 enslaved Africans, of which “the English corsairs left
[Captain Manuel Mendes de Acunha] with only 147, including 24 slave boys he was
forced to sell in Jamaica, where he had to refresh, for he had many sick aboard, and many
had already died” (Ibid: 397). John Thornton suggests that the Africans captured from
the Bautista were likely victims of a Portuguese military campaign against the
neighboring Kingdom of Ndongo between 1618-1620, in which some 50,000 Africans
were captured and exported, “If the victims of Mendes de Vasconcelos's war were among
the twenty slaves brought to Virginia in 1619, they did not conform to the stereotyped,
parochial image of Africans from precolonial villages. They were more likely from an
urban or at least urbanized area (though they probably knew how to raise crops and
domesticate animals) and they had learned the rudiments of Christianity” (Thornton

1998: 422-434).

The “20 and odd” Africans purchased by colony officials were almost certainly
put to labor as indentured servants'*, as were other Africans that trickled into the colony
in the next few decades. The association of the group of West Central Africans with

Christianity in particular may have been viewed as an attribute barring them from being

1 james Deetz asserts that 15 of the “20 and odd” Africans arriving in 1620 were sent to labor at
Flowerdew Hundred, one of the original “particular plantations” that had begun to be settled and planted
along the James River the previous year (Deetz 1993: 3).
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considered servants for life by early English colonists. Yet two decades after the arrival
of the first Africans at Jamestown the House of Burgesses moved to enact legislation that
signaled a legal distinction between the rights of colonists of European and African
descent, “ALL persons except negroes to be provided with arms and ammunition or be
fined at pleasure of the Governor and Council” (Hening 1820: Vol. I, 226). The
following year three servants attempted to breach indenture by fleeing to Maryland.
They were eventually captured and sentenced to thirty “stripes”, or lashes. As an
additional punishment James Gregory and Victor were saddled with an additional four
years of servitude. John Punch, a black man and third of the runaways subsequently
became the first documented person in the Virginia colony ordered to serve for life

(Catterall 1968: Vol I, 77).

In 1662 colonial legislators began to define and codify a system of hereditarily
transferrable chattel enslavement. The statute defined the status of a child as enslaved or
free based upon the legal condition of the mother'> and was probably intended to curtail
interracial unions by discriminating against children of composite ancestry. The passage
of statutory regulations intended to maintain discrete populations heralds the fact that
several types of mixed populations had emerged in the colony by the mid-seventeenth
century and suggests that colonial legislators expressed concern over the prevalence of
such unions as well as an increase in Virginia’s free black population. A 1691 act “for

suppressing outlying Slaves” forbade marriage between English and “negroes, mulattoes,

13 “WHEREAS some doubts have arrisen whether children got by any Englishman upon a negro woman
should be slave or ffree, Be it therefore enacted and declared by this present grand assembly, that all
children borne in this country shalbe held bond or free only according to the condition of the mother”
(Hening 1820: Vol. 1l, 170). The statute ordered that children of composite ancestry born to English
women were to serve as indentured servants until 30 years of age (see Chapter 1, footnote 12, Walsh
1997: 35-36).
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and Indians” altogether, under penalty of fine and removal from the colony.'® In 1705
the Virginia House of Burgesses passed a series of laws effectively consolidating the
system of enslavement and regulating interactions between citizens and enslaved
individuals. The statutes defined enslaved persons as real estate and allowed for transfer
by rite of inheritance (or dower) to widows, descendants, and heirs, and to be held or sold
as payment against outstanding debts. Those who accidentally killed enslaved persons
during bouts of corporal punishment were not to be held legally accountable!’ and
movements of enslaved individuals were severely restricted by necessitating written
permission to travel “abroad”, or off plantation. Although Christian rites of baptism had
been disallowed as a route to freedom since 1667, the 1705 laws formally declared that
all non-Christian servants entering the colony were to be immediately enslaved (Hening

1820: Vol 111, 229-278, 298, 333-336, 447-462).

Enslaved population statistics vary among historians due to the sheer magnitude
of ships, nations and private interests, colonies and ports of entry involved in the
transatlantic trade. However it is quite clear that the numbers of enslaved persons
imported into Chesapeake ports, including direct importation from the African continent
and secondary importation from British colonies in the West Indies, began to increase

exponentially after 1650, peaking in the mid-eighteenth century and waning after the

18 “Be it enacted by the authoritie aforesaid, and it is hereby enacted, that for the time to come,
whatsoever English or other white man or woman being free shall intermarry with a negroe, mulatto, or
Indian man or woman bond or free shall within three months after such marriage be banished and
removed from this dominion forever” (Hening 1820: Vol lli, 86-88). This section of the law remained in
force until the U.S. Supreme Court rendered it unconstitutional in Loving v. Virginia in 1967 (Law Library
of Congress, http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/awhhtml/awlaw3/notes.html#i35).

7 A 1669 act about the “casuall killing of slaves” had removed legal protection for the lives of enslaved
persons, rationalizing that corporal punishment was necessary since time of service could not be
extended in the case of those already serving for life (Hening 1820: Vol I, 270).
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Table 2.1 - Estimated Number of Enslaved Persons Arriving at Major Regions

in the British Atlantic World, 1601-1866

Mainland North America

British Caribbean

Chesapeake Carolinas/ Northern . Other
Bay Georgia  Colonies Jamaica  Barbados Islands

1601-1625 0 0 0 100 0 500
1626-1650 100 0 0 0] 26,000 800
1651-1675 2,900 0 1,100 18,000 63,000 6,300
1676-1700 9,200 0 1,700 73,000 93,000 30,600
1701-1725 30,000 5,500 1,300 135,000 96,000 50,200
1726-1750 54,000 36,000 12,000 188,000 74,000 95,100
1751-1775 31,000 76,000 11,000 232,000 107,000 241,300
1776-1800 500 27,000 300 300,000 28,000 265,200
1801-1825 70 67,000 300 69,000 6,800 108,600
1826-1850 0 0 2,400 400 7,900
1851-1866 0 300 0 0 0 0
Total: 127,770 211,800 27,700 1,017,500 494,200 806,500

Source: Eltis & Richardson 2010: 200-1. Note: Chesapeake Bay includes VA and MD naval districts.

Table 2.2 - Enslaved Persons Arriving in Virginia Naval Districts, 1698-1774

Upper Lower South District
York JaF:rF:es James Rappahannock Potomac Unknown Total
1698-1703 1,620+ 15+ ? 45+ 21+ 181 1,882+
1704-1718 4,370 166 743 927 174 4,915 11,295
1719-1730 11,011 197 183 2,785 -- 1,291 15,467
1731-1745 11,727 3,405 2,433 3,212 1,169 640 22,586
1746-1760 4,283 5764 1,302 1,279 480 2,123 15,231
1761-1774 281 6,732+ 1,110 2,412 214 883 16,532
Total: 33,292+ 16,279+ 5,771 10,660+ 2,058+ 10,033 78,093

Source: Walsh 2001: 139-170. Walsh notes that data includes all known Africans as well as enslaved
persons imported from the West Indies and other mainland colonies. Note port-of-entry for Upper James
Naval District at Burwell’s Landing at Kingsmill was most active between 1731-1775, the period in which
Lewis Burwell 11l and his son Burwell IV served as successive Naval Officers for the district.
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Table 2.3 - Enslaved Population Growth in Virginia by decade,
1700-1800

Percent Rate of

f‘ - - .
Enslaved  African Virginia African Natural

Population Born Born
Born Increase
1700 13,000 6,500 6,500 50% 0.2%
1710 19,500 10,161 9,339 52% 0.9%
1720 27,000 12,209 14,791 45% 1.0%
1730 40,000 17,530 22,470 44% 3.0%
1740 65,000 22,288 42,712 34% 4.7%
1750 105,000 22,544 82,456 21% 2.7%
1760 140,500 19,236 121,264 14% 2.3%
1770 180,500 15,973 164,527 9% 2.4%
1780 224,000 10,916 213,084 5% 1.8%
1790 293,000 4,740 288,260 2% 3.1%
1800 346,000 678 345,322 0.5% 1.8%

Source: Morgan 1998: 61, 81

Revolution (Tables 2.1, 2.2). The proportion of Virginia-born enslaved persons
continued to increase and eventually surpassed the number of Africans in the colony
towards the mid-eighteenth century (Table 2.3). Morgan notes that “As early as the
second decade of the eighteenth century, Virginia’s slave population began to grow from
natural increase, an unprecedented event for any New World slave population.”
Comparing Virginia to South Carolina, he continues, “From about midcentury, the
African American population of the Chesapeake . . . had reached a stability and maturity .
. . that its Lowcountry counterpart would not experience for at least another sixty years.
It grew primarily from natural increase, and at a rapid rate.” (Ibid: 80-84, original italics).
Another way of phrasing this would be to say that mechanisms of family and community
development may have become successful in the Chesapeake much earlier than in other
diasporic communities. Given the disproportionate sex ratios that characterized enslaved
populations in quarters across the majority of Chesapeake plantations throughout the first
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half of the eighteenth century, these data suggest that residents across Chesapeake
quarters likely fostered intimate relationships across plantation borders. Amongst large
plantations, such as those that eventually gave rise to the Quarterpath neighborhood,
enslaved persons were commonly transferred across networked quarters along the lines of
elite social alliances (see Figure 1.3). These populations were, in turn, bolstered with an
influx of new Africans purchased as ancillary quarters were opened. Some elite tidewater
planters, such as Robert “King” Carter, employed strategies “for forcing new Africans to
become productive workers and reconciling them to bondage” by actively encouraging
them to “form families” within plantation boundaries “as soon as possible” (see Walsh
1997: 83-84). Enslaved men and women also began to cultivate social networks
throughout quarters at home and on more distant plantations. The creation of
geographically dispersed plantation neighborhoods not only paralleled but contributed
significantly to the emergence and continuity of settled African American populations in

the region.

Lorena Walsh notes that on the largest tidewater Virginia plantation operations,
such as those maintained by the Allens, Burwells, Brays, and others, “the last
concentrated additions of forced African migrants were confined to a relatively brief span
of time in the first third of the eighteenth century” (Walsh 1998: 137). She cites a
hypothetical demographic model after the Rutmans (1984) detailing changes in
population dynamics occurring over a period of fifty years in a single cargo of enslaved
Africans entering the Chesapeake during the early eighteenth century, “Upon arrival the
group would have consisted . . . primarily of young men and women between the ages of

fifteen and twenty-nine, with males outnumbering females by two to one, and a handful
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of children of younger age.” Accounting for a mortality rate among newcomers, “victims
of the trauma of enslavement and forced transatlantic transportation, as well as of
exposure to new diseases in an unaccustomed environment”, she concludes that after two
decades, “the group would include a disproportionate number of aging African-born
adults with men outnumbering women by nearly two to one”. Younger people would be
mostly Virginia-born. After forty years the numbers of older men and women would
remain disproportionately high but the proportion of children and young persons would
begin to approach levels one would expect of a stable, closed population. The ratio of
Virginia-born persons, those under about age forty-five, would by this time greatly
outnumber those whose origins could be traced back to the African continent, “still nearly
20 percent of the whole, would be aging African-born survivors”, persons who
potentially wielded great influence in developing enslaved communities (Walsh 1998:
137-140, Rutman and Rutman 1984). The utility of hypothetical demographic models
when compared against the weight of actual works and lives forged under brutal
conditions wrought by a colonial society built upon a system of enslavement is limited to
be certain. Yet the models presented by scholars such as Walsh and the Rutmans are
useful in visualizing and interpreting the human dimension represented by general
historical population statistics, in successive generations comprised of diverse groups of
individuals that contributed in a multitude of unique and deeply personal ways to the

creation of dynamic enslaved communities in the Chesapeake region.

In a letter written in July, 1736 to the Earl of Edgemont, William Byrd II of
Westover in Charles City County lamented, “They import so many negroes hither, that I

fear this colony will some time or other be confirmed by the name of New Guinea”
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(Tinling 1977: Vol II, 487). Byrd’s sentiment was born of the decade with the highest
proportion of vessels arriving with cargoes of enslaved Africans at nearby ports of call
along the Upper James River at Burwell’s landing on Kingsmill Neck and at the deep
water landing on the York River across the Peninsula at Yorktown. 1740-1790, a fifty
year period articulated as “the transformation of Virginia” by the prolific social historian
Rhys Isaac (Isaac 1982), was marked by a steady increase in the proportion of enslaved
persons across tidewater Virginia counties even as direct importation of Africans
declined in the years leading to the Revolution, a phenomenon that weighed heavily upon
prominent colonials such as Byrd and his contemporaries as they sought to enforce the
mechanisms of statutory dominion that upheld the system of enslavement in the colony —
“Numbers,” Byrd continued, “make them insolent, & then foul means must do, what fair
will not” (Ibid: 488). Yet these population statistics can be somewhat deceiving, as
Kulikoff’s research illustrates that the majority of enslaved persons in tidewater counties
with some of the highest proportions of enslaved residents typically lived in units of
either 11-20 or 21+ persons, in quarters upon larger plantation complexes (Kulikoff:
1993: 474).'® The points of view of differing historical protagonists must be taken into
account in historical and archaeological works, for the lives and experiences of each —
enslaved persons residing upon small or large plantation operations, middling or elite

planters, free black agriculturalists and artisans, townsfolk, etc. — differed accordingly.

® Thus Morgan notes that “even in the counties with the largest slave populations, at least a quarter of
the households owned no slaves at all” (Morgan 1998: 100).
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Mechanisms of Neighborhood Development in Virginia’s Middle Tidewater

Several distinct approaches have been applied by scholars in regards to the
development of multi-ethnic communities in the composite Atlantic World throughout
the period of enslavement. Kulikoff asserts that Africans and African-Americans in the
Chesapeake developed “a settled community life very slowly”. He posits three stages of
community development'® spanning from the mid-seventeenth to the turn of the

nineteenth centuries:

“From roughly 1650 to 1690, blacks assimilated the norms of white society, but
the growth of the number of blacks also triggered white repression. The period
from about 1690 to 1740 was an era of heavy black immigration, small plantation
sizes, and social conflicts among blacks. The infusion of Africans often disrupted
newly formed slave communities. Finally, from 1740 to 1790, immigration
declined and then stopped, plantation sizes increased, the proportion of blacks in
the population grew, and divisions among slaves disappeared, consequently native
blacks in the tidewater formed settled communities” (Kulikoff 1993: 456).

Kulikoff’s model of community formation relies upon 1) patterning in geographic origins
among various Chesapeake localities extrapolated from documentary sources relevant to
the heaviest period of forced migration (1720-1740) at one of the Chesapeake’s busiest
ports-of-entry (York), 2) linguistic models associated with development of various
pidgins and creoles on both sides of Atlantic, and 3) plantation size. Recent scholarly
works are helping add nuance to our comprehension of some of the manners in which
members of various African ethnicities may have contributed to the emergence of
cohesive communities in the Americas (see Gomez 1998, Thornton 1998, Heywood

2002, Smallwood 2007, Young 2011). Local markets in enslaved persons reflected a

1% Berlin (1998) and Morgan (1998) also posit three stages of African & African American community
development in the Chesapeake. Although the timing of the periods varies slightly between each model,
the historical characteristics and trajectories of each are quite similar. Berlin cites Charter, Plantation, and
Revolutionary Generations while Morgan posits Frontier, Institution building, and Mature phases.
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complex and fluctuating array of transatlantic economic and trade relationships involving
systems of credit and speculation against successive commodity crops and personal
relationships between planters, sea captains, and entrepreneurs. Yet, newly published

% continue to demonstrate and refine “strongly

findings on forced migration patterns
patterned distributions of Africans in receiving colonies”, contradicting “the widely
accepted supposition of almost random migration flows” previously held by many

scholars (Walsh 2001: 139-140).

Walsh (2001) presents a recently refined and detailed body of data that suggests
regional and temporal distinctions in the compositions of enslaved populations
throughout the Chesapeake Bay watershed between 1698-1774. Refuting the notion,
“firmly entrenched in Chesapeake historiography”, that “many of the region's slaves were
a mixed lot of seasoned hands, or perhaps were Caribbean-born creoles, brought from the
West Indies after a long period of ecological and cultural adjustment”, Walsh explains
that over 90% of enslaved persons disembarking in Chesapeake ports in the eighteenth
century, and 97% of forced migrants brought into the York, Upper James, and
Rappahannock naval districts, “either arrived directly from Africa or were transshipped
from the West Indies after only a [very] brief period of recuperation from their
transatlantic ordeal” (Ibid: 144-145). Furthermore, emerging communities in some
Chesapeake localities may have been less heterogeneous than originally anticipated by
many historians. “The Chesapeake — where settlement was dispersed, landing sites
multiple, and slave buyers forced by relative poverty to build up African labor forces

piecemeal”, explains Walsh, “has been considered a region where a randomized trade

% walsh cites the W.E.B. DuBois Institute slave-trade project (Walsh 2001:140). Also see Eltis and
Richardson, Atlas of the Transatlantic Slave Trade (2010: Yale University Press).
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threw together a bewildering mix of African peoples who were isolated from one another
by a ‘Babel of languages’”. While she concedes that a “cursory look at Virginia naval
office shipping lists reinforces this view”, she asserts that “Systematic analysis of the
Virginia and Maryland materials, however, reveals a more patterned trade”, characterized
by “much less initial random mixing of African groups in the Chesapeake than has been
commonly supposed” (Ibid: 144-145). These new data suggest that we need to rethink
many of our previously held conceptions regarding the manners in which enslaved

persons developed local communities in the Chesapeake.

Though the proportions and primary regions of origin varied by naval district over
time, Walsh’s data strongly suggests the predominance of persons drawn largely from
one or two African regions in enslaved workforces across many Chesapeake estates. The
earliest core areas of settlement radiating outward from the riverine basins and estuaries
of the tidal Chesapeake exhibit two distinct demographic patterns throughout the
eighteenth century: “about three quarters of the Africans whose regional origins are
known and who were brought to the upper Chesapeake”, including Maryland and the
Potomac basin (and to the Lower James) embarked from Upper West Africa, with
regional origins of exported persons extending from Senegambia southward through
Upper Guinea and easterly along the Windward and Gold Coasts. In lower Virginia, half
of the Africans disembarking in the York and Upper James River naval districts (the
region in which the core plantations that gave rise to the antebellum Quarterpath
neighborhood are situated) whose geographic origins are known departed from the Bight
of Biafra with an additional quarter from West Central Africa. Interestingly, patterns of

importation and distribution of persons of various African origins roughly coincided with
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geographic divisions between sweet-scented, Oronoco, and peripheral tobacco growing
areas, “an outcome apparently unrelated to the crop itself but instead the result of
complex interactions of African, British, and colonial trading patterns” (Ibid: 145, 159-

160; Figure 2.1).

Similarities in estate-building strategies among elite tidewater planters such as the
Allens, Brays, and Burwells, including correlations between timing and manner of
purchase by which enslaved workforces were assembled, may have unwittingly
contributed to concentrations of persons from similar African origins residing upon
related quarters across middle tidewater. Prior to 1750, more than 80% of enslaved
individuals entering Virginia disembarked in the York and Rappahannock naval

districts.?!

Primarily imported by slavers from London and Bristol, the greatest share of
the nearly 50,000 Africans entering the colony by 1745 arrived in the port of York,
approximately 56% of which had come directly from the Bight of Biafra. An additional
20% arrived from West Central Africa, 10% came from the Windward and Gold Coasts,
and smaller percentages embarked from Senegambia and Madagascar.?> The generation
of elite planters that proceeded to build large familial plantation enterprises from a base

of inherited lands along the James and York Rivers, including John Allen, Lewis Burwell

111, and James Bray II, came of age in the first third of the eighteenth century. In order to

2 Under the influence of the Lewis Burwell Il and IV as successively appointed Naval Officers the Upper
James emerged as the colony’s largest entrepot for enslaved persons after mid-century.

2 Region of embarkation is known for 60% of ships entering York prior to 1745 — Most arrived directly
from Africa in vessels carrying 125 persons on average. Walsh notes that London slavers predominated in
the York at the turn of the eighteenth century and were supplanted by Bristol shippers over the next
several decades. Slavers from Liverpool, trading along a more diverse array of West African ports, came
to prominence after 1740 and typically did not distinguish between Chesapeake destinations. Imports
into York declined after 1740 and the Upper James emerged as the colony’s primary port-of-entry for
enslaved persons. Due to shifting trade patterns and an increase in imports by Liverpool shippers, the
percentage of West Central Africans and to a lesser extent Upper Guineans in Lower Chesapeake
populations increased after 1745 (Walsh 2001: 139-170).
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Figure 2.1 — Coastal origins of Africans arriving in the Chesapeake Bay watershed
between 1698-1774 and strain of tobacco planted by region (Illustration from Walsh
2001: 170).

develop inherited farms and quarters and to increase the productivity of newly purchased
landholdings these second and third generation planters required additional labor.
Enslaved workforces were composed of a mix of persons acquired by inheritance
(especially on quarters already in operation at the time of bequest), through marriage, and
by additional purchase, the majority of which were likely selected from populations
entering the busy port of York during the first third of the eighteenth century (Walsh

1998: 137).
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Following 1740 imports into the York River basin subsequently diminished. With
the increase in prominence of Liverpool slavers after 1745, a higher proportion of West
Central Africans and Upper Guineans arrived in Virginia, primarily to the Upper James,
though the Bight of Biafra remained the principal region of exploitation for ships entering
the colony. Factors including timing of purchase and complex kinship networks and
familial alliances amongst elite planters directly contributed to the diversity, or lack
thereof, of geographic origins and ethnic affiliations potentially represented within
enslaved communities on the largest tidewater plantation enterprises. “On the peninsula
south of Williamsburg and on other plantations just across the York and James Rivers,”
Walsh explains, “around 1750 perhaps 200 Africans and their descendants, who had
arrived in the 1710s, 1720s, and early 1730s, lived on five separate estates and numerous
ancillary quarters owned by the Burwell family.” She relates that “many of the Africans
on these interconnected quarters shared common geographic origins in the Bight of
Biafra, as they did with others living on adjoining estates who had been purchased in
these same years.” Yet on the nearby Custis plantations, “whose owner began buying
new Africans a few years later than the Burwells”, West Central Africans predominated

(Ibid: 157).

On the Southside of the James River, John Allen expanded his home farm and
opened six additional quarters between 1710-1742 (see Table 1.2). Though many of the
229 residents across these quarters may have been transfers from other estates, it is likely
that his workforce was bolstered with additional purchases. The bulk of new arrivals on
Allen’s home and auxiliary quarters were probably purchased in the 1720s and 1730s

from the assembly of vessels frequenting the busy port of York across the Peninsula to
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the north. Given the similarities in timing between the development of ancillary quarters
by the Allens and Burwells, Walsh’s portrayal of the enslaved communities across the
Burwell plantation network may very well have held true for those residing upon
Southside Allen family plantations as well. Most newly integrated residents across John
Allen’s plantations would have probably embarked from either the Bight of Biafra or
West Central Africa. If Allen’s quarters were characteristic of other enslaved
communities in Virginia at the time (see Table 2.3) and the rate of childbirth followed the
regional pattern for those residing upon other large agricultural estates then it is quite
likely that many of the residents of antebellum Allen family plantations, including the
Quarterpath quarter and others across Kingsmill and Neck of Land-Jamestown Island,
may have had roots in these earlier communities. Furthermore, it is probable, as Walsh
asserts, that “even isolated, recently arrived Africans™ to the Lower Chesapeake during
the first half of the eighteenth century “were likely to find members of their own coastal
or interior region on adjacent plantations if not on their home quarter” (Walsh 2001:
156). Most quarters during this period were fairly small, typically housing between 10-
30 persons adjacent to agricultural fields (see Chapter 3). Given the recent data, there is a
good chance that recent arrivals could have found others from common homelands in
home or neighboring quarters. New arrivals to Allen’s Southside quarters as well as
others throughout the Virginia tidewater were likely to be within a few miles, perhaps
less, of additional quartering complexes and may have sought others nearby who spoke
the same or similar languages and remembered common traditions. Assuming that the
rate of natural increase of Virginia’s enslaved population presented by Morgan (Table

2.3) is accurate, then enslaved men and women may have forged new social ties and
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alliances, started new families, and built communities encompassing home, neighboring,

and more distant quarters earlier than previously anticipated.

The Bight of Biafra held a number of ethnic groups, including the Igbo, the
Ibibio, Igala, Efik, Moko, the Ijo, and the Ogoni, however, the “overwhelming majority”
of captives that embarked from the region were Igbo (Ibo, Eboe), and Ibibio secondarily
(Gomez 1998: 124, Lovejoy 1989: 375, Walsh 1997: 67). Igbo spoke a variety of closely
related dialects of the eastern Kwa group of the Niger-Congo language family, “Although
there are numerous dialects, these are broadly understood among all groups” (Walsh
1997: 71). Thornton observed of peoples of eastern Lower Guinea that “Although they
spoke several different languages, many were so similar in grammar and vocabulary that
multilingualism was not particularly difficult” (Thomton 1998: 189-90). The Ibibio and
Efik, on the other hand, spoke a variety of languages closely related to the Bantu
language family. West Central Africans spoke similar Bantu languages as well,
principally Kikongo and Kimbundu (Walsh 2001: 160). Those who survived the Middle
Passage, so-called “outlandish™, “saltwater”, or “new Negroes” (Gomez 1998: 168,
Smallwood 2007), could expect to endure a period of “seasoning” upon arrival on
Chesapeake plantations and quarters. Countless men and women in various quarters
undoubtedly acted as cultural intermediaries, serving to orient new arrivals to life in the
New World and facilitating the creation of new social ties amongst peoples sharing a
common burden in a strange new land, “Their efforts to coax communities and cultural
norms out of the oppressive conditions of their enslavement formed the bedrock on which
succeeding diasporic generations built meaningful lives in the New World” (Smallwood

2007: 201).
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It is quite possible that the initial seeds of community may have been sown in the
dark holds of an unrelenting and seemingly interminable procession of wooden sailing
vessels amongst captives — more often than not from similar regions and approaching
similar destinations — who unwillingly became enjoined by the particular horrors that
came to embody a shared experience of the Atlantic crossing. In his autobiography,
Robert Russa Moton, the educator and administrator of Tuskegee Institute, recalled a
story told to him by his grandmother of her great grandfather, the son of a headman who
sold several prisoners of war from a rival faction to the captain of a slaving vessel on an
unnamed piece of shoreline along the western coast of Africa. Moton’s ancestor was
tricked into boarding the ship and sold into bondage in Virginia in the 1730s, “My
grandmother said of him that he learned very little of the English language and used that
little always with a pronounced foreign accent. He never grew to like America or
Americans, white or black; and certain days, after the passing of so many moons, he
observed religiously throughout his life”. Moton explained “These were feast days with
certain ceremonies of their own, in which, when possible, two other members of that
same party though not of his tribe would join him. Each understood the tribal language
of the others. These days, so my grandmother said, which occurred about three times a
year, his owner permitted him to take off, leaving him undisturbed . . .” (Moton 1921: 3-
5). Throughout his life in Virginia Moton’s great grandfather continued to maintain
relations with former shipmates to whom he had originally brokered into enslavement.
Social ties cultivated among shipmates and with others from similar African regions
residing upon quarters near and distant across emerging Chesapeake plantation

neighborhoods facilitated the maintenance of remembered traditions and ethnic
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affiliations in the New World and helped foster diasporic transformations across time and

space.

Historical precedent suggests that John Allen likely followed the example of his
peers and fellow planters, bolstering his labor force with additional purchases around the
time that Moton’s ancestor arrived in Virginia. Although his 1742 estate appraisal did
not list acreage for individual properties it did include an inventory of enslaved persons
by quarter of residence (see Table 1.3). In addition to his home farm at Upper
Chippokes, Allen developed six ancillary quarters in the Southside counties of Surry, Isle
of Wight, Brunswick, and Nansemond between 1713 and 1742. At least 229 enslaved
persons, including 123 men, 82 women, and 24 individuals of unspecified sex were
residing on Allen’s plantations in 1742, primarily in communities of between 40-50
people. Of the seven quarters listed, four included between 39-50 residents (39, 43, 43,
and 50 persons respectively). Residents at the smallest three quarters included 12, 17,
and 25 persons. The fewest number of individuals listed in Allen’s estate inventory (12
persons) resided at the “Cypress Swamp” quarter located in Surry County near his larger
“Home House” and “Three Creeks” quarters, with 50 and 39 respective residents (See
Table 1.3). Given that sex is unknown for 24 of 229 listed individuals in Allen’s
inventory, the disproportionate sex ratio is a demographic pattern typical of communities
of relatively recent African immigrants. Sex ratios vary across Allen’s plantations, yet
men greatly outnumbered women on all but one of his seven quarters. His “Home
House” quarter had the highest disproportion of men to women at 2.5 (30 men, 12
women), others varied (2.0, 1.64, 1.38, 1.29, 1.25, and 0.85). Given the disproportionate

sex ration across Allen’s quarters, it is quite possible, if not probable, that enslaved
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residents could have extended social and kin ties across Allen’s nearby quarters and other

adjacent farms, enjoining multiple domestic quarters on plantations home and abroad.

Prominent Chesapeake planter Robert “King” Carter kept an inventory of living
arrangements and kin affiliations for enslaved households across his quarters in 1733 that
illustrate the rapidity with which men and women forged new social ties across area
plantations. Carter was known to have encouraged the formation of enslaved family
groups on his plantations. He promoted marriage among his enslaved people as a
strategy intended to transform new Africans into productive workers and add to the
possibility of long-term returns in the form of enslaved children. Like most planters,
including John Allen, “He generally bought nearly twice as many men as women” but he
encouraged “those men who could find mates to enter into regular unions” so that by
1733 “almost no adult women . . . lived by themselves; most either were married
according to whatever understanding they and their husbands had negotiated between
themselves and with Carter or else were part of a household consisting of two or three
other apparently unrelated men and women.” Carter’s inventory includes a list of 221
households, comprised of 399 adult and 699 total enslaved persons on his estates. 114
households (52%) included children under the age of 16. 64 households (29%) are listed
under the heading “Man, wife, and children”, 27 (12%) are listed as “Man and wife”, 31
(14%) are described as “Woman and children”, and 12 (5%) are described as “Man and
children”. An additional 7 households (3%) are listed as “Old people, couple, and
children”. Finally 80 households (37%) are described as either “Single man, woman, or
older child”, “Two or more single men or women”, or “Unrelated men and women”.

(Walsh 1997: 83-84) There are many unknowns concerning the forms of social unions
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that developed across emerging plantation communities during the period however
Carter’s observations tend to suggest that, in many cases, enslaved men and women
formed long term unions fairly early. Skewed sex ratios across area quarters further
imply that many of these unions would have been geographically dispersed. Carter
nonetheless encouraged geographically dispersed unions across his own quarters as well,
often allowing for the transfer of divided residence couples to cohabitate on a common

plantation (Ibid).

Following the reclassification of enslaved persons as real estate by the Virginia
legislature in 1705, most of the colony’s more affluent planters took advantage of a legal
statute intended to foster continued wealth through the generations by regulating
inheritance (Tomlins 2010: 453). Its unintended consequence may have been to further
perpetuate concentrations of particular African ethnicities on large middle tidewater
plantation estates increasingly networked through kinship and intermarriage among
various planter families. The practice of entail emerged in the Chesapeake as a legal
construct borrowed from planters and fellow participants in the English Atlantic
plantation-economic complex on the island colony of Barbados. The motivation of
Virginia planters to reclassify servants follows a 1668 precedent from Barbados, in which
the colony’s assembly classified enslaved persons as real estate instead of chattels “so
that slaves could be legally tied to particular plantations, thus preventing executors or
creditors from dismantling viable working units in probate settlements” (Walsh 1997:
44). The 1705 statute allowed planters to entail enslaved persons as well as land for the
purpose of inheritance. Virginia legislators followed the 1705 law with an additional act

in 1727 that made provision for attaching servants to particular tracts of land “so that
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both plantation and workers would be passed to a single heir” (Ibid: 44). In short, the
colony’s assembly provided a legal mechanism to annex — in the legal jargon of the time
— particular persons to specific places. This meant that “the entailed slaves could not be
sold but instead were to be transferred to whichever man inherited the land”. Yet this did
not imply that entailed persons “could not be removed to other tracts their current master
owned” (Ibid: 44). Furthermore, even if many persons residing on a particular quarter
were entailed typically some were not. Thus non-entailed persons were still subject to
sale in periods of economic downturn, to cover outstanding debts, or as punishment, and

to transfer by will or dower upon the death of the primary landholder.

The practice of entail stimulated the growth and development of enslaved
communities within and across the boundaries of the largest tidewater estates in several
ways. First, as more planters chose to entail a significant proportion of their labor pools
following the 1710s and until the practice was abolished following the American
Revolution, the legal restriction of the sale of entailed individuals “afforded the largest
and most ethnically concentrated enslaved communities more settled places of residence
and more generational continuity than was the lot of most Chesapeake slaves” (Walsh
2001: 157; 1997: 44-45, 148, 224). For the better part of the eighteenth century, entail
afforded a degree of relative stability for those that had been legally annexed to particular
plantations and quarters — It provided time for emerging communities to become settled,
to lay down roots that spread through newly constructed kin networks both within and
beyond plantation borders and across new physical and social landscapes, taking hold
within and across a variety of plantation spaces that were becoming increasingly familiar

through the generations.
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Second, although entail provided a relative degree of protection from outright sale
it did allow for transfer to other estates held by the current landholder. Entail was
typically utilized by the Chesapeake elite, entrepreneurs who had amassed immense tracts
of land through a variety of means, and they networked their plantation holdings into vast
familial enterprises that often spanned multiple counties and occasionally cut across
regions. As planters such as John Allen, James Bray III and Lewis Burwell III came of
age, it was not uncommon for them to realign their labor forces in the process of
reorganizing inherited plantations and opening ancillary quarters. While newly
purchased individuals were typically sent to auxiliary quarters, more acclimated Africans
or Virginia-born individuals were often tasked with orienting new arrivals on quarters
away from their home plantations. In 1732 John Allen redistributed an unspecified
number of entailed persons from his home farm at Upper Chippokes to various newly
opened Southside quarters, where, in all likelihood, they joined African newcomers.
Robert Carter, like many of his peers, typically integrated “new Negroes” with those who
had become accustomed to life in Virginia on various quarters, “probably hoping to speed
the assimilation process” (Walsh 1997: 85). Thus early enslaved communities on larger
Chesapeake estates came to embrace a heterogeneous assortment of “seasoned” Africans,
Virginia-born children, and “new Negroes” (Smallwood 2007: 200). Fesler suggests that
two of James Bray II’s quarters at his Rockahock plantation in New Kent County, which
passed to Bray’s daughter and became affiliated through marriage with the Allens as
well, may have served as “training” or “seasoning” quarters, “places where newly arrived
slaves adjusted to their enslavement, to the demands of fieldwork, and to the daily

regimen that would characterize the remainder of their lives” (Fesler 2004: 112-113). If

81



such quarters did indeed serve as places of orientation and seasoning, then it is also
implies that, for many at least, residence in them may not have been intended to be
permanent. Many new arrivals that had acclimated to the regimes of plantation life may

have eventually been transferred to other networked local quarters.

Transfer and integration of more acclimated enslaved persons with recently
arrived individuals on plantations networked either by a single landholder or held in trust
by various members of a particular family facilitated the extension of social networks that
spanned across related farms and quarters and directly contributed to the emergence of
dynamic enslaved neighborhoods that encompassed multiple Chesapeake plantations. By
the mid eighteenth century large plantation enterprises along the James and York River
basins were networked by complex webs of kinship and alliance among elite planter
families. For instance, in his 1725 will James Bray II bequeathed his 2200 acre
Rockahock estate in New Kent County to his daughter Elizabeth Bray Allen, who had
married Arthur Allen III of Surry County, the younger brother of John Allen. She also
retained a controlling interest in the Littletown estate in James City County until selling
her share to her brother Thomas in 1728, to be held in trust for his son James Bray III.
James Bray III’s widow married neighboring planter Lewis Burwell IV of Kingsmill,
resulting in the transfer of ownership of 29 enslaved persons residing on the Utopia
quarter in 1745. It is quite possible that enslaved persons residing in local Bray, Allen,
and Burwell family quarters may have had opportunities to establish social alliances and
kin ties across these related plantations as well, as transfers and realignments of labor
forces typically followed bequeathals and as dowry wealth, resulting in mergers of large

plantation enterprises between prominent planter families (see Figure 1.4).
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It is therefore probably not coincidental that the African American population in
the Lower Chesapeake grew primarily from natural increase by the mid eighteenth
century despite the prevalence of disproportionate sex ratios among adults in many
domestic quarters. By midcentury the greater part of the tidewater region experienced a
black majority (see Morgan 1998: 81-101, Sobel 1987: 3-5). Extant historical records
suggest that the majority of enslaved persons resided in quarters on estates of substantial
size, typically in communities of between 11-20 or more than 21 persons (Kulikoff 1993:
474, Morgan 1998: 41, Table 2.4). Plantation size, including the residential capacities of
and distances between various quarters within and across plantation borders undoubtedly
played a role in promoting the development of enslaved social networks. Yet at the heart
of these networks lay the desire and the drive of diverse men and women to foster
intimate relationships and construct meaningful lives in spite of the terrific hardships
presented by enslavement, not simply to endure but to build new ties of kinship and

camaraderie — in short, to create new roots.

The number and distance between, residential capacities and sex ratios of home
and neighboring quarters varied by plantation size and by locality and played a
significant role in the cultivation and maintenance of short and long term romantic
relationships, intimate liaisons, and social unions by enslaved men and women. In terms
of lands and people at their disposal, the Allens, Brays, and Burwells were among the top
tier of Chesapeake planters and estates such as Claremont, Kingsmill, and Littletown
were characterized by multiple quarters networked with others across the region, often
inhabited by people that were entailed to the plantation grounds they worked. The

enslaved residents of these large plantation operations may have had opportunities to
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Table 2.4 - Sizes of Plantations and Enslaved Residential Units
in Middle Tidewater, 1726-1784
percent of enslaved persons living
on plantations of
1-5 6-10 11-20 21+

James Bray | o
il 1726 100%
John Allen 1742 - - 13%  87%
Inventory
1740s 19%  24% 36%  22%
1750s  12%  13% 26%  49%
York County | 1760s 7% 17% 40% 37%
1770s  12%  17% 33%  39%
1780s 16%  20% 30%  33%
’Cimu‘::yc'ty 1783  12%  22% 28%  38%
CharlesCity | 1004 11%  16% 26%  47%
County

Sources: York, James, and Charles City figures taken from personal property tax lists, York County wills and
inventories: (Kulikoff 1993: 474). James Bray II’s will included an inventory of 28 persons on 3 quarters at
Littletown in James City County (though it did not specify the number of occupants at each quarter) and 49
persons residing on 6 quarters at Rockahock in New Kent County (ranging from 5-13+ per quarter) (CWF
Rockefeller Library). John Allen’s Estate Inventory included a summary of enslaved residents on an
unspecified number of quarters on 7 plantations in 4 Southside counties (Gregory 1990: 42, see Table 1.3).

foster intimate relationships in either their home quarters or others within the boundaries
of their home plantations. Yet even on the largest plantations throughout much of the
eighteenth century men typically outnumbered women (see Table 1.3). As a
consequence, enslaved kinship ties frequently came to encompass multiple quarters on
home, neighboring, and related plantation lands and across other local settlements,

d”23

reflecting a common social practice known as marriage “abroad””, or across plantation

borders. Virginia law enforced a state of hereditary enslavement, meaning that children

2 a.k.a. “broad marriage”. Although marriage among enslaved individuals was not legally sanctioned in
either the colony or the state of Virginia, diverse primary sources describe marriage as well as a variety of
more informal social unions that spanned quarters across plantations home and abroad (see below).
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