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ABSTRACT

This dissertation uses the development of Fredericks-
burg, Virginia from the middle of the eighteenth century to
1810 to study urbanization in the South, and tests the use-
fulness of the staple thesis in explaining the process. The
staple theory predicts that if a region exports profitable,
bulky staples requiring considerable processing, capital and
labor will be attracted and urbanization stimulated. Con-
versely, if an area produces staples requiring little pro-
cessing, or if the volume of exports is small, capital and
skilled labor will leave the area, and the economy will
stagnate,

Fredericksburg began as a tobacco town which grew
slowly until about 1750 when the opening of new foreign
markets for American corn and wheat launched it into a period
of growth and prosperity. As grain moved through Fredericks-
burg to world markets, skilled workers moved to town to
service the trade. The needs of this new population were met
by other craftsmen who established consumer industries. By
the Revolution the local economy had diversified and prominent
citizens anticipated additional growth and development.

The Revolution itself stimulated manufacturing in
Fredericksburg. Located on the main road between the northern
and southern states and on another road between Tidewater and
the Piedmont, the town was a major supply point for American
troops. A small arms manufactory and iron works were bene-
ficiaries of the wartime market.

After the Revolution wheat exporting continued to
attract capital and labor until about 1800, Shoe manu-
facturers, soap and candle makers, bottlers, rope makers,
and others served the consumer needs of the local population.
By the early vears of the new century, however, the economy
stagnated Other areas more advantageously located to the
best grain producing areas drained off Frederlcksburg s
skilled labor, Apprentices found few opportunities in town,
so joined a large floating population at the bottom of the
economic scale moving from place to place, The number of
poor and the cost of maintaining them increased.

Town leaders elected from among the elite took active
steps to combat problems caused by growth and stagnation,
By 1810 Fredericksburg had begun to accept public responsi-
bility for solving urban problems of police and fire protec-
tion, crime and poverty rather than relying on volunteerism,

Before the War of 1812 Fredericksburg, like Richmond,
Alexandria, and Hampton, had become a regional economic pol-
itical and cultural center within a developing American
national economy.

xi



ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN REVOLUTIONARY VIRGINIA:

FREDERICKSBURG, 1750-1810



CHAPTER I

FREDERICKSBURG AND THE URBAN SQUTH

Although explored and described by Captain John Smith
at the beginning of the seventeenth century, the area around
the falls of the Rappahannock River in Virginia had only
limited importance for Europeans for nearly another century.
In May 1671 Sir William Berkeley granted Thomas Royston and
John Buckner 2,000 acres of land which included the site of
the present town of Fredericksburg. Shortly afterward,
Royston and Buckner had established themselves with about 40

1 1n 1676 the Virginia House of

settlers near the falls.
Burgesses established a fort there, garrisoned by about 100
men.2 For the remainder of the seventeenth century, however,
the area remained sparsely settled, its prosperity deriving
from a brisk trade with the Indians.3 In 1714, fearing

French and Indian attacks from the west, and attracted by

deposits of iron ore, Alexander Spotswood planted a colony of

lOscar H. Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg and Neigh-
borhood in Perspective (New York: Twayne Publishers, 1957),
p. 57; John T. Goolrick, Historic Fredericksburg: The Story
of an 0ld Town (Richmond: Whittet and Shepperson, 1922) p.17,

2Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p.57; Goolrick,
Historic Fredericksburg, p.1l8.

3

Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, pp.50-51.

2'



German Swiss miners at Germanna on the Rapidan River near
its confluence with the Rappahannock.4 Seven years later
the Virginia assembly erected Spotsylvania County to secure
further the northern parts of the colony. To encourage
settlement in the new county, the assembly appropriated
funds to build a church, courthouse, and pillory and stocks,
and also provided money for arms and ammunition. As a
further inducement, settlers were relieved of paying public
levies for ten years. Reinforcing incentives provided by
the colonial legislature, the Privy Council in England
granted settlers a ten-year exemption from gquitrents in
1723.5

As settlers moved into the Piedmont during the
eighteenth century and began to send produce down river, the
colony of Virginia established warehouses at the falls of
the major rivers. Two of these on the Rappahannock became
the nucleii of towns, Falmouth and Fredericksburg. Seeing
the potential for successful land speculation, John Royston
and Robert Buckner, decendants of the earlier grantees, laid
out Fredericksburg in 1721. Six years later, citing the

"great numbers of people"™ whe had already settled above the

4Richard L. Morton, Colonial Virginia, 2 vols. (Chapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1960), II, 445.

Stbid., II, 477.



falls and annually sent down river "great quantities of
tobacco and other commodities,"6 the Virginia assembly
passed legislation to officially establish the towns of
Fredericksburg and Falmouth. Under the terms of the act of
incorporation, six trustees were appointed to acquire fifty
acres from Royston and Buckner to be laid off in half-acre
lots. As lots sold, the original owners, Royston and Buckner,
were to receive 40s. per acre. The trustees were granted
the power to supervise surveying, sell lots and settle
boundary disputes, and were required to establish sites for
a church, church yard, market place, and a public quay and
landings, at which they were authorized to build wharves and
cranes for public use. Purchasers of lots were given two
years to build a structure twenty feet square on their
property.'7

At first, Fredericksburg grew more slowly than Falmouth.
In 1720 Falmouth's trade surpassed Fredericksburg's in

volume.8 1In 1732, William Byrd noted that despite

61bid., II, 558-559.

7John W. Reps, Tidewater Towns: City Planning in Colonial
Virginia and Maryland (Charlottesville: University Press of
Virginia for Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, 1972), p.198;
Chester W. Bain, "A Body Incorporate" The Evolution of City-
County Separation in Virginia (Charlottesville: University
Press of Virginia, 1967), pp.9-10. The original six trustees
of Fredericksburg were John Robinson, Henry Willis, John
Taliaferro, Henry Beverly, John Waller, and Jeremiah Crowder.
Goolrick, Historic Fredericksburg, p.20.

8Goolrick, Historic Fredericksburg, p.20.




Fredericksburg's natural advantages
the inhabitants are very few. Besides Colonel Willis,
who is the top man of the place, there are only one
merchant, a tailor, a smith, and an ordinary keeper;
though I must not forget Mrs. Levistone, who acts
here in the double capacity of a doctress and coffee
woman. And were this a populous city, she is qualified
to exercize two other callings . . . .2
But Byrd also recognized the advantages that eventually
stimulated Fredericksburg's growth. These included the
availability of good building material, and the fact that
"sloops may come up and lie close to the wharf, within
thirty yards of the public warehouses . . , .10 Signs of
Fredericksburg's increasing importance were apparent even
in the year that Byrd visited. The seat of justice was
moved there from Germanna, and St. George's Parish was
created there.ll 1In 1738, the assembly authorized semi-
annual fairs in town,l2 and it subsequently extended the
town's borders in 1742, 1759, 1762, and 1769.13 rThe

development that insured Fredericksburg's trade supremacy

over its upriver rival was the establishment of a ferry in

9william Byrd, "A Progress to the Mines in the Year 1732,"
in The Prose Works of William Byrd of Westover: Narratives of
a Colonial Virginian, ed. by Louils B. Wright {(Cambridge,

Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1966), p.368.

101bid., pp.367-368.

llgoolrick, Historic Fredericksburg, p.21.

121p349.; Sylvanus J. Quinn, The History of the City of
Fredericksburg, Virginia (Richmond: Hermitage Press, 1908),
p.44,

13parter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p.113.




6.
1748. After that, up country goods could easily cross the
Rappahannock. Since the falls in the river denied ocean-
going vessels access to Falmouth, Fredericksburg quickly
replaced Falmouth as the principal market for back country
produce.14 By the time the Rev. Andrew Burnaby visited the
town in 1759, Fredericksburg had become "by far the most
flourishing [town] in these parts." Falmouth, a town of
eighteen to twenty houses, he described as "a small
mercantile town . . . whose inhabitants are endeavoring to

rival the Fredericksburghers in their trade."15

QOriginating as a Piedmont tobacco town in the eighteenth
century, Fredericksburg showed signs of developing a
diversified economy capable of supporting sustained growth
by the time of the Revolution. However, before the town
was able to transform itself into a manufacturing center
producing goods for a domestic market, stagnation overtook it,
and growth slowed. This truncated economic development
parallels that of the upper south in the early nineteenth
century, making Fredericksburg an ideal case to study to

gain insight into the problem of urbanization in the colonial

14Goolrick, Historic Fredericksburg, p.20.

15Andrew Burnaby, Travels through the Middle Settlements
in North America (2nd edition; Ithaca: Cornell Paperbacks,
Cornell University Press, 1968), p.31l.




south. A case study of Fredericksburg is also useful in
testing the staple theory of economic growth, with which
a number of recent historians have sought to explain why
southern urban development proceeded as it did.

Staple theory is an outgrowth of H. A. Innis' work in

16 Innis held that the gecgraphy

Canadian economic history.
of North America caused the first European settlers to
concentrate on producing staples for export to more highly

17 He observed that subsequent

industrialized nations.
economic development in a region depended in large measure
on the nature of the staple which was exported. The cod
fishery, for example, required a supply of skilled workmen
to build, maintain, and man the vessels used in the trade,
additional workers to process the product, and a flexible
supply of capital to finance the operations. “Expansion
on the sea,” he concluded about New England,
facilitated development on the land, with an exploita-
tion of forests and increase in agriculture. An
increasing population which accompanied an expanding
fishery, industry, and trade meant increased demands
for manufactured products from England.l8
Geographers have since argued that Innis' hypotheses

can be generalized into a theory of economic growth. "The

léy, a. Innis, The Fur Trade in Canada: An Introduction
to Canadian Economic History (Toronto, 1930; 2nd edition,
1356). H. A. Innis, The Cod Fisheries: The History of an
International Economy (Toronto, 1940; 2nd edition, 1954).

17tnnis, Cod Fisheries, p.ix.

181pid., pp.133-134.



Staple Model" as explained by one exponent, "is essentially
a theory of regional growth within the framework of an

19 Economic development is "a

international economy."
process of diversification around an export base."20 Staple
theorists assume that exports are the leading sector of an
economy. The opportunity to profit from staple production
attracts labor, capital, and entrepreneurial talent from
regions where these factors can be employed less profitably.
The nature of the staple determines population characteristics,
which define markets and set patterns of entrepreneurial
activity.21 A highly profitable staple requiring a
sophisticated system of transportation and processing is

likely to require highly skilled, and possibly better paid,

19Gordon W. Bertram, "Economic Growth in Canadian
Industry, 1870-1915: The Staple Model and Take Off Hypothesis,"
Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Science, 29 (1963),
162.

20Melville H. Watkins, "A Staple Theory of Economic
Growth," Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Science,
29 (1963), 144.

2lyatkins, "Staple Theory," 144-149; Robert E. Baldwin,
"Patterns of Development in Newly Settled Regions," The
Manchester School of Economic and Social Studies, 24 (1956),
I61-179. Richard E. Caves refines the theories of migrating
factors of production in "Export-Led Growth and the New
Economic History," Trade, Balance of Payments and Growth:
Papers in International Economics in Honor of Charles P.
Kindleberger, ed. by J. N. Bhagwati, et al. (Amsterdam, 1971):
and "'Vent for Surplus' Models of Trade and Growth," Trade,
Growth, and the Balance of Payments: Essays in Honor of
Gottfried Haberler, ed. by Robert E. Baldwin, et al. (Chicago,
1965) .




9.
workmen. The workmen provide a market for additional goods
and services, which, along with the market created by the
requirements of the staple for support facilities, creates
new investment opportunities for entrepreneurs. Consequently,
the economy diversifies more quickly than it would in a region
where the staple requires little or no specialized handling
or processing.

Depending on the staple, and the skills required to
produce, transport, process, and market it, the export sector
will have spread effects, influencing the domestic economy
anéd society. Three linkages are importait in predicting the
nature and extent of a staple's spread effects. Backward
linkage is a measure of the inducement to invest in the
production, collectiocon, and transportation of the staple
itself. Forward linkage is a measure of the inducement to
invest in industries using the staple as a raw material.
Final demand linkage is a measure of the inducement to invest
in domestic industries producing consumer goods for people
working in the export sector. Building transportation
networks is an example of backward linkage with powerful
spread effects. The need to build roads, canals, vessels, or
vehicles to more efficiently collect and market the staple
provides investment and employment opportunities directly
related to the staple. Forward linkage can be limited by
the characteristic of the staple, or by political consider-
ations. If a staple does not need processing en route, or

if trade restrictions curtail the market for manufactured



10.
goods, forward linkage can be reduced. Final demand linkage
is determined by the size of the domestic market. If the
size of the labor force required in the export sector is
small, or if there are large differentials of wealth in a
region, with many people living at subsistence level, final
demand linkage will be small, restraining econcomic diver-
sification and related urban development.?22

If any linkages are to be great, two other factors are
crucial. These are a favorable international environment,
and a pool of entrepreneurial talent. In short, there must
be sufficient markets to make staple sales profitable enough
to allow reinvestment, and there must be leadership to
perceive and exploit the markets.23 If commerce is organized
so that decisions about a trade are made in the region
where the staple is produced rather than elsewhere, the
growth of a group of domestic entrepreneurs is encouraged.
The location of decision making in a region, and the resultant
tendency to reinvest profits from trade in the area has been

called the "entrepreneurial headquarters effect,"24 and is

22Watkins, "Staple Theory," 145; Douglass C. North, The
Economic Growth of the United States, 1790-1860 (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J., 1961), p.4.

23Watkins, "Staple Theory," 146-149; Jacob Price,
"Economic Functions and Growth of American Port Towns in the
Eighteenth Century," Perspectives in American History, 8
(1974), 173.

24Price, "Economic Functions," 169-170.
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a factor which provides major impetus to urban development,

As the result of many years of careful analysis
historians know a great deal about urbanization in the
colonial north and about its relationship to commerce. A
number of studies have suggested that in the twenty years
before the American Revolution the northern colonies were

25 Merchant practices

becoming increasingly self-sufficient.
grew more sophisticated as native merchants specialized, and
some merchant-entrepreneurs led the way to greater economic
diversification. 1In Boston by the 1760's, merchants who had
benefitted from government supply contracts in colonial wars
began to act as wholesalers to country traders. Some, like
Thomas Hancock, found it a short step to deposit banking.26
When Hancock's nephew, John, took over the business in 1764,
he attempted to integrate the whale o0il industry and enter

27
manufacturing. New York merchants also specialized before

the Revolution. Unlike general merchants elsewhere, New

25Jack P. Greene, for example, contrasts growing Amer-
ican self-sufficiency with increasing British reliance on the
colonies in "An Uneasy Connection: An Analysis of the Pre-
conditions of the American Revolution," in Essays on the
American Revolution, ed. by Stephen G. Kurtz and James H.
Hutson (New York: W.W. Norton & Co, for the Institute of
Early American History and Culture, 1973), pp. 32-80,

26W.T. Baxter, The House of Hancock, Business in
Boston, 1724-1775 (Cambridge, Mass.; Harvard University Press,
1945; reprinted by Russell & Russell, Inc., 1965), pp.204-208,

27Baxter, House of Hancock, pp. 240-246.
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Yorkers concentrated on either import or export trades,
creating a market for bills of exchange which spawned the

28 The Brown's activities in

growth of banking functions.
Rhode Island further illustrate colonial diversification.
By the Revolution the Browns "had come to think primarily
in terms of manufacture. Their commerce was increasingly
conditioned by the needs of the candle and iron business,"29
The family's trade was designed to procure raw materials for
their manufactured goods and bills of exchange to pay their
workers. Their iron became a major form of remittance to
Great Britain.30

Until recently historians had not paid such careful
attention to the role of merchants in the colonial South in
promoting urbanization and diversification. Most histories

either ignored the importance of towns and merchants, con-

cerned themselves only with major ports, or were written by

28philip L. White, The Beekmans of New York in Politics
and Commerce, 1647-1877 (New York: The New York Historical
Society, 1956), pp.543-547.

297ames B. Hedges, The Brown's of Providence Plantations.
Vol. 1: The Colonial Years (Cambridge, Mass,: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1952; reprinted by Brown University Press, 1968),
p.154.

3°Hedges, The Browns of Providence, I, 154.
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31 The

local authors principally to boost community pride.
best of these works recognized that major southern ports
were part of distributive systems that included smaller

population centers3? and that there was often evidence of

33 However, the

cosmopolitanism even in the smaller places.
intent of the works was not to examine the changes in the
economy and society which occurred over time in the smaller
places. Consequently, they shed little light on the
development of urban networks in the South, or on diversi-
fication in the southern economy.

In the last several years the emphasis of historians
has changed, and many have sought to understand better the
process of southern town development. With the emergence
of this new interest in southern towns the staple model has
been discovered as a useful interpretive tool. The model,

with its emphasis on migrating factors of production, and

interrelationships between regional and international

3lsee, for example, Leila Sellers, Charleston Bus-
iness on the Eve of the American Revolution (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1934); Thomas J.
Wertenbaker, Norfolk: Historic Southern Port (Durham, N.C.,
1931); Edward M. Riley, "The Development of Yorktown,
Virginia, 1691-1781" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Southern California, 1942)., Examples of booster histories
are Alvin T. Embrey, History of Predericksburg, Virginia
(Richmond: 0ld Dominion Press, 1937); GooIrlc%, Historic

Fredericksburg; Quinn, History.

325ellers, Charleston.

33Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg,
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economics, is especially useful in explaining the process of
southern urbanization as a complex interaction of economic,
geographic, and demographic factors.

One of the things which led to a reexamination of
southern urbanization was the realization that in addition
to tobacco, cereal grain constituted another major southern
export staple. The historian L, C. Gray observed in the
1930's that Virginia and Maryland exported significant
amounts of wheat in the late colonial period34 and that the
disturbed tobacco marketing system after the Revolution
further stimulated wheat production.35 In Tidewater
Virginia, Gray continued, Indian corn gradually replaced
wheat as an export crop in the early national period.36
Arthur Pierce Middleton followed Gray's conclusions in the
early 1950's. He noted that the growth of the wheat trade
to southern Europe after 1740, and shortages in the English
crop, allowed Americans to capture a part of the wheat

37

market. Grain profits, in turn, stimulated a boom in

34Lewis Cecil Gray, History of Agriculture in the
Southern United States to 1864, 2 vols. (Washington: Carnegie
Institution of Washington, 1933), I, 164, 172.

351bid., II, 607.
361pi4., II, 816.
37Arthur Pierce Middleton, Tobacco Coast:; A Maritime

History of the Chesapeake Bay in the Colonial Era (Newport
News: The Mariner's Museum, 1953), p.l195.
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Chesapeake shipbuilding for the West Indies trade in the
fifty years before the Revolution.38 In the 1960's Gaspare
John Saladino and David Klingaman examined the Chesapeake
grain trade and some of its implications in more detail.
Saladino showed that after 1740, expansion into the Piedmont
coincided with a variety of factors which created a regular
market for Virginia and Maryland wheat in southern Europe.
In addition, a growing population and poor harvests in
England gave American producers an occasional supplementary
market there.3? The wheat trade, Saladino concluded, was
directly responsible for the growth of towns like Alexandria

40 Furthermore, he contended, by 1772

and Baltimore.
Virginia merchants found it easier to get funds with bills
drawn on wheat than bills on tobacco. Wheat credits allowed
payment of colonial debts and consequently reduced
dependence on England,.4l Klingaman agreed with Saladino

that grain, not tobacco, was the booming sector of the

economy in the upper South in the second and third quarters

38Midd1eton, Tobacco Coast, p.239.

39Gaspare John Saladino, "The Maryland and Virginia
Wheat Trade from its Beginnings to the American Revolution”
(M.A, thesis, University of Wisconsin, 1960},

405a1adino, "Wheat Trade,"® pp.75-76.

4l1pid., pp.101-102, 109, 111,
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of the eighteenth century. He also called attention to the
importance of Indian corn to the southern grain trade,
Virginia, he showed, was not far behind New York as a wheat
exporter, and was the leading colonial corn exporter, with
average annual exports from 1768 to 1772 nearly quadruple
the combined New York and Pennsylvania total.42

While illustrating the growing importance of grain
exports to the eighteenth-~century Chesapeake economy, none
of the historians cited was directly concerned with what a
growing grain trade implied for town development. Other
historians have been more specific about this issue. Edward
C. Papenfuse found that after 1763, a group of retail-
oriented merchants in Annapolis, Maryland, were able to
accumulate sufficient capital to challenge successfully
London control of the city's tobacco trade by the eve of
the Revolution.43 While Annapolis enjoyed a "short, but
illustrious, period when local merchants throughout the

Chesapeake were given the opportunity to assert their

42pavid Klingaman, "The Significance of Grain in the
Development of the Tobacco Colonies," Journal of Economic
History, 29 (1969), 268-270, 274, 277. Marc Egnal also
discusses the importance of wheat and corn to increased per
capita income in the upper South in the third quarter of the
eighteenth century in "The Economic Development of the
Thirteen Continental Colonies, 1720-1775," William and Mary
Quarterly, 3rd Ser,, 32 (1975), 212-213.

43pqward c. Papenfuse, In Pursuit of Profit: The
Annapolis Merchants in the Era of the American Revolution,
1763-1805 (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975),
pp. 1, 33-34, 43,
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independence from British capital,“44 and witnessed some town
growth, Papenfuse concluded that a decline in the demand for
American tobacco after the Revolution, and a tendency in the
Chesapeake to diversify agriculture by producing wheat,
stifled the city's growth, Commerce became concentrated
instead in Baltimore, whose growth is usually attributed to
grain exporting, but which was also able to capture the
quality tobacco trade.4® carville Earle has also demon-
strated tobacco to have been a weak leader of urbanization.
Prosperity in the tobacco trade between 1710 and 1740, he
observed, caused some clustering of people in towns like
London Town in Anne Arundel County, Maryland.46 However,
because tobacco required relatively little processing en
route, London Town failed to attract specialists other than
merchants. After 1740, as planters sought to insulate
themselves from the cycles of boom and bust in the tobacco
economy by making plantations more self-sufficient, the
need for town services actually declined, and with it,

London Town's population.47

44Papenfuse, In Pursuit of Profit, p. 223.

451bia., pp. 215-223,

46Carville V. Earle, The Evolution of a Tidewater
Settlement System: All Hallow's Parish, Maryland, 1650-1783
(Chicago University of Chicago Department of Geography, 1975),
p. 62,

471pid., pp. 91-92.
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Chestertown, on Maryland's Eastern Shore, developed
quite differently from London Town. Paul G. E. Clemens has
used staple theory to explain how this came about. On the
Eastern Shore, the fluctuations typical of the tobacco trade
forced planters to diversify agriculture fairly early. By
1740 the production of grain was well established under the
control of a native merchant-planter group. These men
gradually forced the withdrawal of Liverpool tobacco
merchants from Chestertown and tightened their own control
over the credit structure.4® as the center of the area's
grain trade, Chestertown attracted a large community of
artisans and professional people. The town prospered and
grew, its merchants handling manufactured goods from Rhode
Island and England, as well as West Indian goods.49 London
Town, dependent on tobacco, languished in the middle
eighteenth century. In contrast, Chestertown, dependent on
grain, prospered., According to Clemens "the self-assurance
and the affluence of the native merchant-planter class and
the flow of income from grain which did not pass through
English hands altered the dependence of prerevolutionary

Chesapeake society on Great Britain."?0

48paul G. E. Clemens, "From Tobacco to Grain: Economic
Development on Maryland's Eastern Shore, 1660-1750" (Ph. D.
dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1974), pp. 30, 133,

491pia., pp. 111-112.

501bid., p. 160.
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In two recent articles, one by Jacob M, Price, and the
other by Carville Earle and Ronald Hoffman, the authors have
attempted to identify a set of characteristics common to
prosperous eighteenth century American towns. In each case,
the conclusions bear close resemblence to the hypotheses
geographers have reached in formulating the staple model.
Price argues that three preconditions are necessary for the
growth of a port town. There must be an appropriate volume
of export trade, the town must have an advantageous
geographical position, and, most important, it must be the
locus of entrepreneurial decision-making in a trade. The
last, essential if a trade is to spawn a population of
sailors, artisans, specialist brokers, and manufactueres to
promote growth, was missing in the Chesapeake tobacco trade.
Instead, difficult marketing decisions were made in England
or Scotland, and the tax-rebate system encouraged the
decision-making centers to remain there. Furthermore,
competition to fill tobacco ships in the Chesapeake brought
American and European tobacco prices so close that profit
margins were slim. Price holds that except in special
instances these factors prevented the growth of a merchant
class, and therefore of towns, in much of the Chesapeake.
Exceptions to the rule were towns like Norfolk and
Baltimore which specialized in the West Indian or wheat

trades. These towns benefitted from the fact that the
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"entrepreneurial headguarters effect" was present in the
grain trades.51
Earle and Hoffman were concerned primarily with the
physical character of southern export staples, their
relative profitability, and the impact of those factors on

52

urbanization. Arguing against the traditional interpre-

tation that the physical geography of the South, such as
the presence of wide, navigable rivers, doomed large urban
places, they contended that

staple flows and their linkage effects were the
principal determinants of urban development in
the eighteenth-century South. There, elaborate
urban systems emerged when expansionary markets
fostered increased staple flows and where the
commodities were sufficiently bulky, weighty,
and perishable to require forward linkages in
the transgort, manufacturing, and service
sectors.?>

In the eighteenth-century South three distinct urban systems

emerged based on the exports typical of various parts of the

51Price, "Economic Functions,”™ 130, 163-172. Price's
conclusions parallel those of Watkins, "Staple Theory," and
Baldwin, "Patterns of Development," who also argue that
entrepreneurial talent to locate in a region are precondi-
tions to growth. Watkins also points out some of the in-
fluences of tariffs and other taxation in determining
potential for growth, See pp. 6-8 above.

52Carville Earle and Ronald Hoffman, "Staple Crops
and Urban Development in the Eighteenth-Century South," Per-
spectives in American History, 10 (1976), 11,

53Ibid., 62. Earle and Hoffman's use of the term
"forward Iinkage" differs from Watkins. By forward linkage
they mean simply any impact on economic activity caused by
movement of staples from production sites to consumption
sites outside the region. It thus corresponds most closely
with Watkins concept of "backward linkage." See Earle and
Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 8, n.l, and above, p. 7.
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region. Each of the staples

precipitated distinctive commodity flows and pro-

cessing demands which, in turn, stimulated or

retarded a host of urban functions including staple

packaging and processing, allied industrial procedures,

transportation services, and the provisioning and

repair activities associated with freight shipment.54

Urbanization, according to Earle and Hoffman, flourished
in grain-preducing regions. There a pattern of sizable ports
supplied by a network of interior urhan places contrasted
with the small, independent shipping points of tobacco-
producing regions, and the large port without a significant
hinterland typical of rice=-producing regions.55 Wheat and
corn stimulated town growth both because of their bulk, and
because of their profitability. An identical piece of land
would produce six times the volume of grain as tobacco.
This meant that more merchants, wagon trips, and storage
space were required to service the produce of a wheat-
producing area than a similarly sized tobacco-producing area.
Furthermore, before it could be shipped, wheat often required
further processing by milling into flour and possibly by
baking bread. A particular amount of wheat required much
greater shipping tonnage than an equivalent amount of
tobacco. Because of marketing practices in grain markets

like the West Indies, the larger tonnage of shipping in the

grain trade was made up of many small vessels rather than a

S4garle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 11.

S51bid., 7.
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few very large ones as in the tobacco trade."® Simply to
move the grain from producer to consumer required many more
people and services than moving tobacco. To service the
people involved in'moving the staple, still others were
necessary. Inns and ordinaries catered to the waggoners,
distilleries supplied the inns. Smiths, saddlers, wheel-
wrights, and tanners serviced the demand for vehicles and
parts. The tanners eventually supplied raw material for
shoe and boot makers who supplied the domestic market.>7
Wheat and corn thus created the demand for a variety of
services which tended to cluster in towns.

Grain production stimulated town growth in another
way as well. Because grain farmers reaped a better profit
from their crop, as a rule they had more disposable income
to spend on urban goods and services than tobacco farmers.
Thus they created a demand for consumer goods, as well as
the amenities of urban places.58

While grain in general stimulated growth, the develop-
ment of individual towns depended on their location within a
region, and on marketing decisions related to the staple

export. Consequently, to achieve sustained growth and

561hid., 34-36.
571bid., 56-57.

581bid., 36-39.
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diversification, a town had to be out of the economic reach
of a competing urban area, and it had to participate in the
most expansive markets, Thus Baltimore, farther removed
from Philadelphia grew more than Chestertown, located in
Philadelphia‘'s commercial orbit. Norfolk, specializing in
the West Indian grain trade, found that its growth slowed
in the early nineteenth century, while Baltimore, prosecuting
the European wheat trade, continued to grow more rapidly.59

Although most recent historians, then, in attempting
to understand southern urbanization have adopted the staple
thesis as a useful interpretive model, two who at first seem
to be outside the mainstream are Joseph Ernst and H. Roy
Merrens. In a much criticized article, Ernst and Merrens
took earlier historians to task for concentrating too much
on urban size and form rather than function as indicators
of significance.60 They contended that "urban form and
urban function often diverged" in the South, and the way
to approach the important economic issues which lay at the

heart of understanding southern history was by studying

591pid., 44-49.

6oJoseph A. Exrnst and H. Roy Merrens, "Camden's
Turrets Pierce the Skies!: The Urban Process in the Southern
Colonies During the Eighteenth Century," William and Mary
Quarterly, 3rd, Ser., 30 (1973), 555, For criticisms of
Ernst and Merrens, see Hermann Wellenreuther, "Urbanization
in the Colonial South: A Critique,” William and Mary Quarter-
ly, 3rd, Ser., 31 (1974), 668-669,
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urban places functionally.61 While the authors may have
been right in calling attention to the need to identify
the functions that southern towns fulfilled, their own
evidence about Camden, South Carolina, suggests that size
and form followed functional elaboration in the town. They
point out that by the 1760's wheat growing had expanded
rapidly in the region around Camden, and that the town
"was becoming increasingly significant as a milling center
and collection point for South Carolina wheat."$2 The wheat
and flour trades were the keys to the diversification of
the local economy, and the role of Camden as a light manu-
facturing and governmental center soon followed.®3 Their
evidence about Camden thus indicates that Ernst and Merrens
independently arrived at conclusions very close to those of

the staple theorists.

How well does the staple theory apply to Fredericksburg?
Between the middle of the eighteenth century and the
beginning of the nineteenth, Fredericksburg's commercial
hinterland became increasingly dependent upon grain and
relatively less dependent upon tobacco. If the hypotheses of
the staple theory are useful in explaining urban develop-

ment, and if grain was, indeed, a staple with considerable

6lprnst and Merrens, "Camden's Turrets,” 555-560, 574.
621pid., 561-562.

631rhid., 562.
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economic spread effects, one would expect Fredericksburg, as
the Rappahannock's marketing center, to have grown and to
yield examples of the three linkages between the export
staple and the domestic economy. The town did grow in the
late eighteenth century and then stopped in the early
nineteenth, Both its earlier growth and its economic stag-
nation just before the War of 1812 can be explained by the
staple theory.

The shift to grain production in the Rappahannock
area had begun before the Revolution. The war gave new
impetus to tobacco exports, but with the collapse of the
tobacco market in the 1790's, Fredericksburg entrepreneurs
invested more and more in grain production, and transportation
networks to collect it. Rapidly increasing grain production
shortly after the Revolution attests to the existence of
backward linkages. Farmers invested in on-site cooperages
and kilns to dry grain. Merchants assisted in collecting
the produce bv providing free ferry service in 1789 and
encouraging turnpike and bridge construction as well as
public wharf facilities in town. After the Revolution, a
plaster of Paris mill in Fredericksburg provided plaster to
farmers who used it to promote growth of legumes. The
presence of the mill encouraged crop rotation and higher
yields and created a stimulus for the local consumer market.
Other manufacturing enterprises which developed in

Fredericksburg to serve grain farmers produced wheat fans,



26.
sifters, and bolting cloths.

Forward linkages were also evident. A brewery in
operation even before the Revolution consumed some local
grain. It was later supplemented by a distillery. Increased
farm production supported a large number of mills, many of
which were financed by export merchants in the town. Other
agricultural products also encouraged town manufacturing.
Back country hemp, for example, became the raw material for
two Fredericksburg rope walks. Even tobacco had minor spread
effects, and several stemming factories appeared in town
after the Revolution.

Many of those who invested in backward and forward
linkage businesses also had interests in the domestic con-
sumer market, providing examples of final demand linkage.
Charles Yates, who profited from the pre-Revolutionary
tobacco trade and later entered the grain trade and milling
business, was also an early promoter of a local textile
industry. Mill sites originally for grinding grain were
later fitted with fulling and carding machinery. A host of
other businesses emerged to provide goods and services for
the domestic market. Bottlers located in town to serve the
brewers and distillers, Ice houses did a brisk business.
Soap and candle manufactories catered to other local needs,
and silversmiths, watch makers, furniture makers, and book
binders offered more luxurious goods. Boot and shoe makers

seem to have operated some of the larger manufacturing
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enterprises. Local businessmen, often the ones who backed
transportation schemes, helped found banks to supply

financial services to other businesses.

Initially the spread effects of the export sector were
substantial. However, despite the promise of the wide
variety of businesses which developed in Fredericksburg as
the grain trade prospered, the town never successfully
completed the transformation from commercial to manufacturing
center. Although observers noted some growth of manufacturing
in the area in the 1830's, as late as 1860 there were only
four factories in town, the largest of which employed 50
hands. 64

In the early nineteenth century as tobacco planting
shifted farther south, and better wheat-producing land was
opened in the West, Fredericksburg's export trade and
nascent manufacturing system were undermined. Both labor
and capital were attracted to places other than the
Rappahannock region. The population of Fredericksburg's
hinterland reached its highest level for the ante-bellum

period early in the nineteenth century,_65 and the town's

64Thomas F. Armstrong, "Urban Vision in Virginia: A
Comparative Study of Ante~-Bellum Fredericksburg, Lynchburg,
and Staunton," (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Virginia,
1975), pp. 105, 108,

651bid., pp. 66, 313.
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population growth lagged behind the national average for
some time before that. Tobacco culture in the region was
already in decline by 1800. Although the spread effects
associated with tobacco were slight, even the boost that
the stemmeries offered to manufacturing in Fredericksburg

disappeared with declining tobacco planting.66

The grain-
exporting sector of the town's economy showed an absolute
decline after 1816, From wheat and flour inspections of
about 50,000 barrels annually just before the War of 1812,
Fredericksburg and Falmouth inspections rose to 160,000
barrels annually in 1816 before beginning a decline to
early nineteenth century levels by the 1840's. 567

The principal cause of Fredericksburg's stagnation
was its geographic location. Other regions were more
attractive for investment mainly because they were located
more advantageously to the best wheat producing lands. One
of the areas in the Chesapeake which first establiéhed
itself in the grain trade was Maryland's eastern shore.
That region's dependence on grain dates to the 1730's, and

it was soon afterward that Philadelphia merchants began to

66Joseph C. Robert, The Tobacco Kingdom: Plantation,
Market, and Factory in Virginia and North Carolina, 1800-
1860 (Durham, N.C,: Duke University Press, 1938; republished
Gloucester, Mass.:; Peter Smith, 1965), p. 181

67
p. 110.

See below, chapter IV; Armstrong, "Urban Vision,"
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gain control of the commerce.®8 Philadelphia itself had
become a grain port in the late seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries, tapping its immediate hinterland for
produce to export to New England.69 As settlement pushed
west between the 1740's and 1760's, western Maryland, the
Shenandoah Valley, and the Susquehanna River basin all
became commercial grain producing regions. 1In the 1740's,
Baltimore turned its location to good advantage by capturing
the commerce of western Maryland,70 while in the 1750's and
60's a combination of its location near the mouth of the
Susquehanna, and poor roads in Pennsylvania gave it control
of the granary of southern and central Pennsylvania.71 When
the Shenandoah Valley became firmly established as a wheat-
producing region in the 1760's, Alexandria at the falls of

the Potomac was the logical market for its produce.72 While

68Clemens, "Tobacco to Grain," pp. 111-112, 133, 141-
143; Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 31-32; Ronald L.
Hoffman, A Spirit of Dissention: Economics, Politics, and
the Revolution in Maryland (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity Press, 1973), pp. 61-66.

69Thomas M. Preisser, "Eighteenth Century Alexapdria,
Virginia, Before the Revolution, 1749-1776," (Ph,D, disser-
tation, College of William and Mary, 1977), pp. 116-118.

70garle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 49,

7lIbid., 49; Constance McLaughlin Greene, American
Cities in the Growth of the Nation, Harper Colophon Books

(New York: Harper & Row, 1965), p. 1l4; Saladino, "Wheat
Trade," pp.

72Preisser, "Eighteenth Century Alexandria," pp.
128-129, 137-140; Freeman H, Hart, The Valley of Virginia
in the American Revolution, 1763-1789 (Chapel Hill: Univer-
sity of North Carolina Press, 1942), pp. 150-152,
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other towns were able to gather exports from large, fertile
production areas, Fredericksburg was not able to develop
the necessary transportation network to capture a large
part of the commercial potential beyond the mountains.73

Not only was Fredericksburg at a disadvantage in
collecting goods, it was at a geographical disadvantage in
marketing them. Baltimore and Alexandria prospered because
of their participation in the wheat trade to southern Europe.
Before the Revolution, Fredericksburg and Norfolk were more
consistently involved in the Indian corn trade. The corn
market was most likely to be in the West Indies, seldom in

74 In the volatile West Indian market,

southern Europe.
Norfolk in particular had the advantage of being closer than
her northern rivals. However, this advantage disappeared

in the southern European market. The northern cities,
closer to the sources of wheat supply, were therefore able
to capture that trade, which proved to be by far the more
profitable since wheat prices rose much more than corn

prices after 1760.73

A second major cause for Fredericksburg's stagnation

73Armstrong, "Urban Vision," pp. 67-85,

74garle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops,"” 42-46, Preisser,
"Eighteenth Century Alexandria,” pp. 151-152; Egnal,
"Economic Development," 213,

75Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 42-44; Egnal,
"Economic Development," 213.
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before it completed the transformation from commercial to
manufacturing center was the weak consumer market occasioned
by the long persistence of tobacco culture even after grain
became a major factor in the town's economy., There was a
large free black and slave population in Fredericksburg,
poor and restricted from full participation in the market-
place. The large number of poor and proscribed inhabitants
in the town limited the demand for the services of artisans
and manufacturers. The town reached the limit of its
ability to support skilled craftsmen sooner than it might
have had the region been populated by wheat farmers using
wage labor.76

Grain production was, on the whole, far more profitable
than tobacco production by the end of the eighteenth cen-

77 Two factors account for the continued presence of

tury.
tobacco production by slave labor in the Fredericksburg vic-
inity. The first was the alteration in marketing techniques
for tobacco in the mid-eighteenth century. The development

of the Scottish store system in the Chesapeake intensified

competition among British tobacco buyers and bid up the

78parle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 39.

771pid,, 36-39, 68-74.
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local price of tobacco between 1745 and 1760.78 Ssince
prices for tobacco rose in this period, tobacco remained
competitive with grain in areas where slave maintenance
costs were low.’? The second factor was that in areas such
as Fredericksbhurg which were also capable of producing

grain slave labor could be used to increase plantation
revenues by producing corn as well as tobacco.80 This was
especially important, since at the same time tobacco prices
were rising, a lucrative market for American corn developed
in the West Indies.8l Planters were thus able to benefit
both from higher tobacco revenues and by supplementing
income in a new market with little capital outlay. While
the short term effects for planter income were salutary, the
practice encouraged the prolongation of the slave-based
economy and its weaker consumer market that ultimately limited

Fredericksburg's development.

78Egnal, "Economic Development," 211-212, On the rise
of the Scottish store system see Calvin Coulter, "The Virginia
Merchant,” (Ph.D. dissertation, Princeton University, 1944);
Robert Polk Thomson, "The Merchant in Virginia, 1700-1775,"
(Ph.D. dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1955); Jacob M.
Price, "The Rise of Glasgow in the Chesapeake Tobacco Trade,
1707-1775," William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd Ser., 11 (1954),
179-199; D.A. Farnie, "The Commercial Empire of the Atlantic,"
Economic History Review, 2nd Ser., 15 (1962-63), 205-218; M.L.
Robertson, "Scottish Commerce and the American War of
Independence, " Ibid., 9 (1956-57), 123-131,

79

Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 38-39.
801pid.

8l1bid,, 40-41; Egnal, "Economic Development," 208.
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The geographical and market advantages of more north-

ern cities, especially Baltimore, meant that they become
magnets for both capital and labor, In a ten year period,
Baltimore went from a town half the size of Philadelphia,

to become a major commercial threat to the Pennsylvania
metropolis. It became a brewing, milling, and distilling
center, as well as a major port and shipbuilding center.
Banking became an important activity. The number of artisans
rose rapidly to provide the services needed by Baltimore

82 Fredericks-

shippers and the town's burgeoning population.
burg, in contrast, entered a period in which capital and
labor migrated out of the town, making it increasingly
difficult for it to compete successfully against cities to
the north. As the nineteenth century progressed, the number
of identifiable artisans in Fredericksburg declined. Few
people apprenticed in Fredericksburg stayed there to practice
their trade as journeymen or master craftsmen. As they left
to find greater opportunity elsewhere, they were replaced by
a poorer, less skilled labor force, This further undermined
the local consumer economy.

Capital also left town, People in Fredericksburg with

money to invest often chose to put it into manufacturing

enterprises in Petersburg or Richmond, or into the Bank of

82Greene, American Cities, pp. 12-14; Earle and
Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 48-51; Charles G, Steffen, "Changes
in the Organization of Artisan Production in Baltimore, 1790
to 1820," William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd. Ser,, 36 (1979),
103, 111.
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Alexandria. This, and the sale of mills to Baltimore
investors, deprived Fredericksburg of the entrepreneurial
headquarters effect, and the accompanying reinvestment of
business profits.

The loss of capital meant that any efforts on the part
of Fredericksburg's citizens to promote transportation net-
works to expand markets were chronically undercapitalized.
Plans to dredge the Rappahannock River in 1793 and 1806 to
allow large vessels better access toc the town's wharves failed

when only one-half of the necessary capital was pledged.83

A plan to canalize the river was initiated in 180%. In
constant financial trouble, the canal was not completed until
1849. It went bankrupt three years later because the trade

of the region it tapped was already flowing to Alexandria,
Winchester, and Richmond.B84 A similar fate met the Swift

Run Gap Turnpike. Although the road to the west was completed
shortly after the War of 1812, it was not able to compete
successfully with the Little River Turnpike linking

Alexandria and the Shenandoah Valley, or later with the

railroads linking the Valley to commercial rivals.8?

The pattern of Fredericksburg's urban development

before the War of 1812 is similar to that of other Virginia

83armstrong, "Urban Vision," pp. 67-68.
841pia., pp. 69-85.

851pid.
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towns. Like Fredericksburg, Alexandria and Richmond grew
substantially in the last half of the eighteenth century
because of their participation in the grain trade. Those
cities, too, found that by the War of 1812, growth had
slowed, that their sources of commercial capital were
increasingly centered in northern cities, and that they
lacked funds for internal improvements to expand their
trade regions.

Alexandria emerged as a major grain port in the mid-
1760's following the settlement of the Shenandoah Valley
by migrants from Pennsylvania. The town's market was the
southern European countries, and the demand for vessels to
transport produce from the town generated a thriving
shipbuilding industry.86 Little manufacturing of any sort
developed in Alexandria, however. A major cause of the
failure of manufacturing to develop was that the
entrepreneurial headquarters for the town's commerce was
located outside of the area.87 Even before the Revolution
major Alexandria merchant firms like Jenifer and Hooe,
although engaged in the grain trade, simply acted as agents

for Philadelphia or Baltimore firms such as Willing and

86Preisser, "Eighteenth Century Alexandria," pp. 103,

114, 125-128, 151-152.

871bid., pp. 100-102,
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Morris. The local merchants took a commission, while the
more northerly firms accepted the risk and reaped most of
the profit.88 In the long run this limited Alexandria's
supply of investment capital. After the Revolution, as new
wheat producing regions opened up west of the Appalachian
Mountains, Alexandria merchants were not able to complete
successfully the Potomac Canal to tap the new area. This
outcome limited the town to processing and shipping the
produce of the immediate vicinity and caused the town to
stagnate early in the nineteenth century.89

Richmond, like Fredericksburg and Alexandria, owed its
early existence to the tobacco trade. As was the case with
its neighbors to the north, the town experienced new growth
with the development of the commercial grain trade in the
1760's. That growth was further aided by the establishment
of the state capitol in R.chmond and the completion of the
James River Canal in 1789, which helped the town draw the
trade of the interior. Richmond's commercial aspirations
were further assisted, at least briefly, by the destruction

of Norfolk during the Revolution.90 However, with the

881bid., pp. 148-150.
891bid., pp. 312-313.
90Marianne Patricia Buroff Sheldon, "Richmond, Virginia:

The Town and Henrico County to 1820" (Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Michigan, 1975), pp. 222, 228, 234-235.
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exception of a few brief periods during the Revolution and
the War of 1812, Richmond, too, failed to develop into a
manufacturing center. When British capital left the
commercial scene in town, it was quickly replaced by New
York, Boston, and Philadelphia capital. Back country
trade was increasingly controlled by northern citizens.

Local merchants, frustrated by their inability to control
the trade of the city's hinterland, and unable to fund roads
which might help, blamed their failures on the lack of
banking capital and called for state capitalization of
projects to allow them to compete with Philadelphia
merchants. Despite the founding of the Bank of Virginia in
1804, and the Farmers Bank of Virginia in 1812, a variety of
cotton manufactories and other consumer industries founded
during the War of 1812 collapsed once normal trade relations
resumed after the war. It was not until the 1830's that
substantial industrialization occurred in Richmond.?!
Hampton was still another Virginia town that developed
a diverse economy supporting a large population in the mid-
eighteenth century. But it, too, experienced loss of
population after the Revolution as inhabitants moved to
Norfolk or other centers of foreign trade. Following the

same pattern as the towns mentioned above, Hampton began to

911pid., pp. 236-244, 250-254, 258-266, 271, 274, 339-
342, 367,
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look to northern cities, like Philadelphia, or larger
neighbors like Norfolk, for credit.92

Alexandria and Richmond both had advantages which
allowed them to grow larger than Fredericksburg. However,
the differences among the fall like towns were gquantitative
rather than qualitative. Because of their locations, both
Alexandria and Richmond drew produce from a larger area
than did Fredericksburg. Each found it easier to attract
the commerce of the Shenandoah Valley,93 and the higher
volume of produce exports passing through them required the
services of more people than that of Fredericksburg., In
addition, Richmond's more southern location allowed its
continued participation in the tobacco manufacturing
business.?4 Although the spread effects of tobacco manu-
facturing were not as great as those of wheat processing
because tobacco manufacturing employed almost entirely
slave labor, the industry was a source of profits and
reinvestment money that was unavailable to Fredericksburg.

As the market for manufactured tobacco expanded in the

middle of the nineteenth century, the industry became a

925arah s. Hughes, "Elizabeth City County, Virginia,
1782-1810: The Economic and Social Structure of a Tidewater
County in the Early National Years" (Ph.D. dissertation,
College of William and Mary, 1975), pp. 27, 89-90, 486-487.

93Armstrong, "Urban Vision," p. 85.

945he1don, "Richmond," pp. 341-343,
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major factor in Richmond's growth.95 Richmond had the added
advantage of being the site of the state capitecl. This
distinction encouraged the settlement of businessmen in
somewhat the same way as the location of the capitol in
Williamsburg had enhanced that city's economic importance
in the eighteenth century.96

Differences in location influenced rates of growth in
the fall line towns, but the towns shared characteristics
which limited their development with respect to the ports
through which Virginia produce entered the Atlantic market.
As the nineteenth century progressed the upriver towns
became less and less attractive to ocean-going vessels.
Alexandria was too close to the more easily accessible port
of Baltimore. Richmond failed to complete a canal from the

87 Fredericksbhurg

city to navigable parts of the James River.
was plagued by silt in the river. As a result of these
problems, the towns became transshipment points. They
collected produce from the back country for transfer to the

major port cities. It was the latter which became the

95Robert S. Starobin, Industrial Slavery in the 0ld
South (New York: Oxford University Press, 1970), pp. 15-16.

QGSheldon, "Richmond," pp. 234, 244, James H. Soltow,
The Economic Role of Williamshurg, Williamsburg Research
Studies (Williamsburg: Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, 1965)
discusses the importance of Williamsburg as a money market and
business center.

97

Sheldon, "Richmond," pp. 261, 302.
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entrepreneurial headquarters for the trade and experienced
the greatest growth and diversification.

Baltimore and Norfolk shared the twin advantages of
easy access to the sea and location near extensive pro-
ducing regions. Baltimore took in the produce of western
Maryland and southern Pennsylvania. Norfolk gathered the
diversified production of the Dismal Swamp, southside
Virginia, and the Albermarle region of North Carolina. As
will be shown in chapter IV, Norfolk also became the
collection peint for the produce of the Rappahannock region
in the early nineteenth century.98 Because farmers profited
most by transporting wheat rather than first converting it
to flour, and since merchants in the ports preferred to
maintain the option of shipping wheat, or flour, or bread,
depending on the foreign demand, milling and baking tended
to center in the port cities to a greater extent than in
the producing regions. This was particularly true of
Baltimore, and to a lesser degree, of Norfolk.99 as a
result, decision-making was a function of the ocean ports,
and they drew to themselves the largest number of artisans,
service industries, and financial institutions.

If Fredericksburg never fulfilled the potential as a
manufacturing center that some of its prominent citizens at

the beginning of the nineteenth century envisioned, like

98garle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 43-44, 48-50.

991bia., 44, 50.
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other Virginia fall line towns of the period, it did
function as a collection and distribution center for back
country trade and as a processing center en route to larger
ports. It also manufactured disposable goods like socap and
candles for a limited domestic market. By the end of the
first decade of the nineteenth century it was incorporated
into the framework of a southern urban network, which was

part of a national American economy.

Fredericksburg was a better-defined, more sophisticated
town serving urban functions in the early national period
than it had been in the colonial. Its 1782 charter
recognized that the town had become an entity distinct from
the agricultural area surrounding it, with problems and
needs peculiar to an urban setting. The charter granted the
town authority to deal with those problems separately from
Spotsylvania County. The following chapters will show how
Fredericksburg evolved in the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries in response to the changing fortunes of
the export sector of its economy. Chapter II discusse$ the
changes in emphasis in the tobacco and grain trades in the
second half of the eighteenth century, and the early evidence
of forward linkages in the town's economy, Chapter III
examines the temporary stimulus to final demand linkage pro-
vided by the American Revolution and the opportunities local

merchants had to raise capital. Chapter IV shows
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Fredericksburg's attempts after the Revolution to promote
its economic development and its ultimate failure to
generate permanent final demand linkages. Chapter V shows
how population growth, the composition of the work force,
and rates of migration to and from the town were reflections
of the health of the export sector. Finally, Chapter VI
discusses the town's political system, and shows how the
town's leadership used its chartered authority to respond
to problems of urbanization and economic change by

establishing municipal services.



CHAPTER 1II1

"A CONSIDERABLE TOWN OF TRADE
FURNISHING THE COUNTRY AROUND"

One of the things that had first caught the eye of
German traveller John Lederer when he visited the site of
present-day Fredericksburg in 1670 was the area's grain
production. He observed that the Indians "plant abundant
grain, reap three crops in a summer, and . . . their granary
suppl [ies] all adjacent parts."l The region's suitability
for grain production became a fundamental factor in its later
economic development. As changes in the Atlantic economy
after 1750 increased the demand for grain, the town's
prosperity became less dependent upon tobacco. Merchants
could enter the new markets on their own accounts with a
smaller capital investment than was required to enter the
tobacco trade and the high prices for grain allowed planters
a greater profit than did tobacco. These factors reduced
the importance in the Fredericksburg economy of tobacco
merchants oriented toward Great Britain. By the 1770's, a

group of grain merchants had emerged, some native Virginians,

1Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 56.

43,
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and some recruited from the ranks of English and Scottish
factors, who began to diversify further by investing their
profits in grain processing and in manufacturing for the

consumer market.

In the early decades of the eighteenth century tobacco
culture promoted the initial development of the Piedmont.
Between 1725 and 1775 Piedmont planters had an advantage over
those in Tidewater. Fresh land there produced better quality
leaf which yielded a higher price than tobacco grown down-
stream on the same river. William Cuninghame and others of
the great Scottish tobacco merchants who moved into the
Virginia trade in the eighteenth century established stores
at Petersburqg, Richmond, Fredericksburg, and Falmouth,
through which the region's products reached Great Britain
on the way to the French tobacco market.?2 The Scottish
stores served small planters in the Piedmont both by
collecting tobacco for export and by providing merchandise

3

to the back country. In the process, they stimulated

regional growth by bidding up the price planters received

2Jacob M. Price, France and the Chesapeake: A History
of the French Tobacco Monopoly, 1674-1781, and of its
Relationship to the British and American Tobacco Trades, 2
vols. (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1973), I,
666,

3Thomson, "The Merchant in Virginia," pp. 182-184; J.
H. Soltow, "Scottish Merchants in Virginia, 1750-1775,"
Economic History Review, 2nd Ser., 12 (1959-60), 84-85.
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for their tobacco and by supplying credit, Jacob Price goes
so far as to say that Glasgow credit financed the Piedmont
frontier.4

The system of stores alsoc defined the local trade
region under Fredericksburg's influence. Fredericksburg
merchants collected products from and provided goods to an
area which fanned out to the west and south of the town.
The debt claims of American loyalists give valuable informa-
tion about where Fredericksburg merchants did business
locally before the Revolution. Summaries of claims often
list the county in which a debtor lived when a debt was
contracted in addition to the names of creditors and
debtors, and the amount of the debt. The majority of debts
owed merchants headquartered in Fredericksburg were contracted
by people living in Spotsylvania, Culpeper, and Orange
counties. Although some of the debtors lived in Albermarle,
Louisa, Caroline, and several other counties, competition
from Richmond limited Fredericksburg's influence to the
south, while trade from areas farther north entered the

market place through the Potomac.

Farmers in the region served by Fredericksburg had a

45acob M. Price, "The Rise of Glasgow," 190, 197.
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choice of crops since their land was suitable for both
tobacco and grain. Because of the opportunity for a second
crop, the relative importance of Rappahannock tobacco to the
Virginia economy and to regional development declined
steadily in the middle of the eighteenth century. 1In 1734
the tobacco inspectors at Fredericksburg, Falmouth, and six
other warehouses were the highest paid of the forty-four
inspectors in the colony. Salaries were based on the volume
of business transacted at the warehouse, and the level at
Fredericksburg and Falmouth proves that the region was at
the forefront of tobacco culture,? 1In fact, as early as
1713-14, the York and Rappahannock customs districts, which
encompassed the area, accounted for 59% of receipts from
the Virginia tobacco export duty.6 But according to Price,
"Rappahannock [tobacco culture] reached its full development
about 1750 and stagnated for the next generation.“7 The
pattern of inspectors' salaries bears out the assertion. By
1748, although salaries at Fredericksburg and Falmouth had
been raised, they had not gone up as much as those at
Shoccoe's or Warwick, and by 1762 the Fredericksburg salary

was two steps below the highest.8 Records of the Rappahannock

5Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 106.

6price, France and the Chesapeake, I, 669-670.

71pid.

8parter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 107.
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customs district also reveal the stagnation of regional
tobacco culture. Tobacco exports, as shown in figure 1,
remained at approximately the same level from the 1740's
until the Revolution.

Tobacco stagnated in the Rappahannock region because
wheat and other cereal grains became increasingly more
attractive export commodities. Between 1740-44 and 1760-64
tobacco prices on the world market rose 34%, while wheat
prices climbed 59%, and flour prices 54%.9 Grain prices
rose in response to sharply increasing demand for foodstuffs
in the West Indies, Europe and New England. Between 1700
and 1730 the slave population of the West Indies doubled, 10
increasing the demand for corn to feed the labor force. The
demand was augmented further when the boom in sugar production
after 1748 encouraged West Indian planters, especially in
Jamaica, to devote more land to sugar and less to food

11 Demographic pressure also contributed to

production.
rising European grain demand. During the eighteenth century
the collective population of Portugal, Spain, and Italy rose
from 18 million to 30 million, while in the British Isles

population jumped from 9 million to 16 million, with the

9Egnal, "Economic Development,"™ 212,
10garle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 29.
11Egnal. "Economic Developemnt," 208; J.H, Parry and

P.M. Sherlock, A Short History of the West Indies (2nd ed.,
New York: St. Martin's Press, 1968), p. 117.
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rate of increase accelerating rapidly after 1750.12 within
the North American colonies, population growth in New England,
and the trend there toward raising cattle for market, increased
the demand for corn from other colonies.l3

Traditionally Poland and Britain had supplied grain to
southern Europe. However, for a dozen years after 1759 a
series of bad harvests shortened food supplies as population
continued to grow. Poland was occupied and partitioned in
1772, and its ability to supply European needs for grain
was further reduced.l4 Great Britain's rapid population
increase accompanied industrialization, and the transform-
ation to an industrial power transformed her from a net
exporter to a net importer of wheat.l5 wWhile the industrial
historian, Phyllis Deane, notes that because of enclosures
and increased home agricultural productivity grain imports
to England and Wales remained insignificant except in years

of poor harvests,16 the kingdom was not able to supply other

12Earle and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 28-29; Phyllis
Deane, The First Industrial Revolution (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1969), p. 32.

135ames A. Henretta, The Evolution of American Society,
1700-1815; An Interdisciplinary Analysis (Lexington, Mass.:
D.C. Heath & Co., 1973), pp. 20-22.

14Saladino, "Wheat Trade," 91-122; FEarle and Hoffman,
"Staple Crops," 29,

15Ralph Davis, "English Foreign Trade, 1700-1774,"
Economic History Review, 15 (1962-63), 292; Egnal, "Economic
Development," 204.

16Deane, First Industrial Revolution, pp. 36-48, 189.
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areas. Agricultural conditions in Britain, then, indirectly
helped increase the southern European demand for American
produce. At times when the English harvest failed, direct
demand for American wheat resulted.]"7

With population increasing and traditional suppliers
not able to keep up with demand, the West Indies and southern
Europe turned to the American colonies for food. 1In the
1760's more and more planters in the Chesapeake turned to
grain production to take advantage of the new markets.

Earle and Hoffman estimate that by the 1770's, given
consumption standards of the time, Chesapeake grain exports
fed 390,000 and 840,000 people in Europe and the West Indies
respectiVely.18

Farmers in the Fredericksburg region followed suit
with others in the Chesapeake and responded to the different
pulls of the West Indian, southern European, New England,
and English markets. Customs records of the Rappahannock
Naval District reveal how exports of the region's major
agricultural products, tobacco, corn, and wheat, fluctuated
with changing market conditions around the Atlantic. The
district included both sides of the Rappahannock River from

the Chesapeake to the head of navigation and in addition to

Fredericksburg, contained the smaller ports of Port Royal,

17galadino, "Wheat Trade," pp. 91-122,

18garile and Hoffman, "Staple Crops," 30.
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Tappahannock, and Urbanna. Returns show that Indian corn
was the first grain to be exported in significant quantity
from the district. Wheat became important later. By the
mid-1760's both grains were major exports, and a large
proportion of the district's shipping was devoted to them.

Indian corn exports from the Rappahannock Naval
District grew steadily after 1745, the growth slightly
interrupted by the Seven Years War in the middle and late
1750's.1? Prior to 1745, the West Indies with their
expanding slave population provided the most important
markets for Rappahannock corn. However, by the time of
the War of the Austrian Succession, the rapidly increasing
population of New England taxed food supplies there and
opened up another market for corn from the Fredericksburg
region.20 From the late 1750's to the mid-1760's it was
New England consumption that sustained the growth of corn
exports from the Rappahannock.

On the other hand, it was the European market that
accounted for the growth of wheat, which emerged as an
important export from the Rappahannock Naval District
later than corn. Before 1760 New England was almost the
sole market for the district's wheat outside the district
itself, and the demand for exports was low. It was the

rise of markets in southern Europe, and indirectly in

19gee Figure 1.

20gee Figure 2.
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Great Bfitain, as well as in New York and Pennsylvania, that
built up wheat exports from the district. Regular exports
to those markets occurred only after the mid-1760's,

Naval Officer Returns exist for 23 complete reporting
years between 1727 and 1758, and for nine years between 1759
and 1772.21 Returns were kept by quarters. I have not
included data in the charts for years in which records for
one Oor more quarters are missing. For the first 23 years,
mean annual wheat exports from the Rappahannock Naval
District were just over 885 bushels. Annual exports
exceeded 1,000 bushels only five times.22 1In four of these
five years it was the stimulus of markets in southern
Europe, Scotland, New York, and Pennsylvania which boosted
exports. Only in the fifth year, 1743-44, when wheat
exports reached 1,300 bushels, was the increase due to the
New England market.23 The indirect influence of the British
market can be seen in the jump in wheat exports from the
district in 1758-59. Although American grain was normally
excluded from the British market by the Corn Laws, the

prohibition was removed following a bad English harvest in

21Beginning in 1735, records were kept for periods
beginning in March of one year and ending the following March.
Before 1735, the recording period was from April to April.
225ee Figure 1.

23gee Figure 3.
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1757. Merchants from the middle colonies bought grain in
the Rappahannock district to supply the demand, and wheat
exports from the district rose in 1758-59. Then, when the
British prohibition was reimposed between 1759 and 1763,
Rappahannock exports plunged again to very low levels.

The same markets supported expanded wheat exports in
the period after 1758. During the nine years for which
complete customs records exist from 1759 to 1772, mean
annual wheat exports from the Rappahannock Naval District
were over 4,000 bushels. After 1764 wheat exports were
consistently well above 3,000 bushels per year, and in
1765-66 rose to over 20,000 bushels. The dramatic rise in
wheat exports to unprecendented levels was the result of
merchants sending grain to southern Europe directly, or to
Pennsylvania for reexport.

The amount of shipping employed between the
Rappahannock and the ports receiving most of the grain
exports is additional evidence of the importance of the
grain trade to the economy of the Fredericksburg region.
The tonnage used in the grain trade was seldom as much as
10% of the total departing the naval district before the
middle of the 1760's. Even then only 20-25% of the tonnage
departing the river was for grain ports., However, by the
mid-1760's, nearly one of every two vessels leaving the

Rappahannock Naval District was bound to one of the grain
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markets.24

The market conditions which encouraged the switch from
tobacco to grain production in the 1760's continued into the
1770's. Tobacco promised to bring low prices, demand high
freight rates, aﬁd therefore yield small profits. Grain
markets, on the other hand, remained open, and grain sales
offered planters the opportunity to make better profits and
pay off debts.

The expectation of a large tobacco crop in 1773 forced
down the price paid planters from 14 shillings per hundred
weight to 12 shillings by early July., Fredericksburg
merchant Charles Yates expected that the price would fall still
further by September when planters had to buy bills of
exchange to remit payments on accounts to England. At the
same time, the large volume of tobacco to be exported
created a shortage of shipping and forced up the transatlantic
freight rates which the planters had to pay.25 With the price
for tobacco low, and expenses for moving it, and for paying
debts high, planter profits suffered. The following year
production was down and tobacco prices higher. However,

planters wanted still higher prices which merchants,

24gee Figure 4.

25Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, July
3, 1773, Charles Yates Letterbook, 1773-1783, University of
Virginia Library, Charlottesville, p. 3.



FIGURE 1.

Exports of Tobacco, Indian Corn, Wheat, and Iron from the
Rappahannock Naval District, 1727-1772
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Source: Naval Officer Returns, Port Rappahannock, Exports,
1727-1772, Colonial Office group, class 5, piece 1349,
££. 54, 201; CO 5/1443, ££f. 16, 17, 32, 53, 62, 63,
101, 108; cO 5/1444, f£f., 78-104, 107, 108, 111, 115-
117, 119, 120, 122, 123; CO 5/1447, ££. 14, 15, 36,
37, 89, 90, 94; CO 5/1449, ff. 42, 43, 63, 64, 85, 86;
CoO 5/1450, ££. 13, 14, 43, 45. Hereafter identified
as Rappahannock Naval Officer Returns.



FIGURE 1

Exports of Tobacco, Indian Corn, and Wheat
From the Rappahannock Naval District, 1727-1772
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FIGURE 1

Exports of Tobacco, Indian Corn, and Wheat

From the Rappahannock Naval District, 1727-1772
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Exports of Tobacco, Indian Corn, and Wheat
From the Rappahannock Naval District, 1727-1772
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FIGURE 1

Exports of Tobacco, Indian Corn, and Wheat
From the Rappahannock Naval District, 1727-1772
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FIGURE 2,

Bushels of Indian Coxrn Exported from the Rappahannock Naval
District to Various Regions, 1727-1772
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1Exports to Southern Europe
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Source: Rappahannock Naval Officer Returns



FIGURE 2

Bushels of Indian Corn Exported from the Rappahannock
Naval District to Various Regions, 1727-1772
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FIGURE 2

Bushels of Indian Corn Exported from the Rappahannock
Naval District to Various Regions, 1727-1772

b. 1742-1756
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FIGURE 2

Bushels of Indian Corn Exported from the Rappahannock
Naval District to Vvarious Regions, 1727-1773

c. 1756-1769
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FIGURE 2

Bushels of Indian Corn Exported from the Rappahannock
Naval District to Various Regions, 1727-1773

d. 1769-1772
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FIGURE 3.

Bushels of Wheat Exported from the Rappahannock Naval
District to Various Regions, 1727-1772
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NOTES
lExports to the Weat Indies
2Exports to Southern Europe
3Exports to England
4Exports to the Middle Colonies

Trotal Exports

Source: Rappahannock Naval Officer Returns.



FIGURE 3

Bushels of Wheat Exported from the Rappahannock Naval
District to Various Regions, 1727-1772

a. 1729-1741
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FIGURE 3

Bushels of Wheat Exported from the Rappahannock Naval
District to Various Regions, 1727-1772

b. 1742-1755
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FIGURE 3

Bushels of Wheat Exported from the Rappahannock Naval
District to Various Regions, 1727-1772

c. 1756-1769
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FIGURE 3

Bushels of Wheat Exported from the Rappahannock Naval
District to Various Regions, 1727-1772

d. 1770-1772
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FIGURE 4
Shipping Departing the Rappahannock Naval District
for Various Regions, 1727-1772
4-a. Percentage of Departures from the Rappahannock

Naval District to Various Regions, 1727-1772

4-b. Percentage of Tonnage Departing the Rappahannock
Naval District for Various Regions, 1727-1772
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(West Indies, New England, Southern
Europe, Middle Colonies)

Source: Rappahannock Naval Officer Returns.



FIGURE 4a

Percentage of Departures from the Rappahannock Naval District
To Various Regions, 1727-1772
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FIGURE 4b

Percentage of Tonnage Departing the Rappahannock Naval District
For Various Regions, 1727-1772
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apprehensive of poor British sales, were reluctant to

26 vates concluded, "Tobo. . . . is really too low

give.
for the makers to live by it & yet the purchasers must be
no great gainers without a restoration in your marketts."27
Grain, in contrast to tobacco, offered planters the
possibility of high profits. "Wheat yields more profitt at

."28 wrote Yates in

the prices which have been going .
April! 1774. High wheat prices were not temporary, either .29
Grain sales also helped relieve pressure forcing up
the sterling exchange rate. The rate was the price a
pPlanter or merchant had to pay in Virginia currency to buy
sterling bills of exchange for payments to Britain. Low
rates were to the advantage of both planters and store
keepers. A planter who contracted a debt in Britain at one
rate had his debt reduced if the exchange rate fell and he
could buy more sterling bills for a given amount of local

currency. A merchant who priced his retail goods for a

low exchange rate could expect to do a larger volume of

26Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Gale & Fearon, Feb.,
17, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 53.

27charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale,
April 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, pp. 65-66,

28Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale,
April 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, pp. 65-66,

29Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale,
July 7, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. B88.
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business than one who set higher prices in expectation of
a higher rate. However, if stocks were priced according
to a low exchange rate and the rate rose, the merchant lost
money. The exchange rate was determined by the volume of
bills available in relationship to local currency. When
tobacco sales were good, and prices high, bills were
plentiful. Under those circumstances, merchants also
extended credit freely, reducing the demand for bills of
exchange. Both factors kept the exchange rate low.
However, after the Seven Years War low tobacco prices made
bills of exchange scarce and forced up the price.
Furthermore, financial panic in Britain in 1762 and again
in 1772-73 caused British merchants to withdraw credit,
tending to raise the exchange rate still higher.30

In the 1760's the qgrain trade had the opposite effect
on the exchange rate, Sales of corn and wheat brought bills
of exchange into Virginia, forcing down their price.
Moreover, ¢grain sales gave planters and merchants leverage
so that they could exercize some control over the exchange
rate and set it to their own advantage. Charles Yates wrote
one correspondent in July 1773, "Excha. I think may con-

tinue this year about 30 pct as Bills & Cash will be on a

30Joseph Albert Ernst, Money and Politics in America,
1755-1775: A Study in the Currency Act of 1764 and the
Political Economy of Revolution (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press for the Institute of Early American
History and Culture, 1973}, pp. 12-15, 66-67, 280.




Par for scarcity unless large orders appear in Octor. for
grain . . . ."31 The comment recognizes the importance of
the grain trade to the bill market. Unless grain sales
brought in enough bills to change the picture, bills would
command a 30% premium in local currency. In September,
when it became apparent that grain sales would be good,
Yates predicted that the premium would drop to 27%%, and
hoped "as a Bill buyer not to pay more than 25 - this on
a presumption that Corn purchases will make Bills plentier
than money.32 At the Williamsburg meeting of merchants in
June 1774 planters and store keepers joined efforts to
thwart the attempts of cash tobacco buyers to raise the
exchange rate. Charles Yates, in describing the situation
again pointed out the importance of the grain trade in
determining the price of bills:

The large Quantity of Wheat exported & the low

prices of Tobo. have occasioned the Money trans-

actions to center wholly on the first Article

and all the bargains have been made in Current

Money, payable at the genl. Court in April. That

time has from various pretexts been delayed by

the Buyers till June, when they appeared here

« « . to fulfill their engagements . . . it

appears they have little or no Curt. Money, and

declare they neither can nor will pay but in
Bills of Excha. at 30 per cent--30% per cent was

-

3lcharles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin,
July 3, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 3.

32charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin,
September 3, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 22,
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the first demand--however the storekeepers who

are owing to the midling Planters & the country

gent. who make larg§3Crop refuse their Bills on

those terms . . . .

With the advantages of higher profits and easier pay-
ment of debts provided by the grain trade, more and more
people in the Rappahannock region exercized their choice of
crops in the 1770's to produce wheat and corn rather than
tobacco. Charles Yates repeatedly told his correspondents
of the switch. "The low prices [for tobacco] in the country
have made many sow their Tobo. ground in wheat," he told
one in February 1774.34 Most men in the area, he told
another, "determine to drop planting & turn their Lands
to Farming . . . wheat . . . .35 wphe prices for wheat
keeping up will shorten the quantity [of tobacco grown] to
the North of James River greatly,” he wrote yet another.36
Even the partial destruction of the 1774 wheat crop by

frost did not prevent it from exceeding the previous year's

since so much more acreage had been sown in wheat .37

33charles Yates, Williamsburg, to Samuel Martin, June
18, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 80.

34charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Gale & Fearon,
Feb. 17, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 53.

35charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin,
April 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, pp. 63-64.

36charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale,
July 7, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 88.

37charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Greenwood, Retson
& Marsh, May 11, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 73; Charles Yates,
Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, July 5, 1774, Yates Letter-
book, p. B4.
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Further testimony to the trend may be found in the journal
of the tutor John Harrower, whose employer, Colonel
Daingerfield, had 800 acres planted in wheat and Indian corn
by 1775 and annually exported 3,600 bushels of wheat. 38
When the traveller Nicholas Cresswell visited Fredericksburg
in 1775, he commented on the fact that although the tobacco
trade was still active, wheat was also an important product.
Fredericksburg, he reported, "is a pretty large town . . . .
Great quantities of tobacco is shipped from the place . . . .
The land is pretty good in this neighborhood and produces a

great deal of Wheat. Saw a machine for threshing wheat with

horses. "39

Poor tobacco prices and stagnation of the market in the
1760's meant that merchants, like planters, were faced with
difficult choices. Tobacco merchants were caught between
planters' demands for higher payments, or at least more
liberal credit allowances, and uncertain markets for the
tobacco they acquired. A merchant who accepted tobacco in

payment for store goods could find himself unable to sell

38paward Miles Riley, ed., The Journal of John Harrower,
an Indentured Servant in the Colony of Virginia, 1773-1716
{(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston for Colonial Williamsburg
Foundation, 1963}, p. 46.

39Darter, Colonial Fredericksburxg, p. 62.
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the tobacco at a price which would cover his costs and yield
a profit, This is the situation in which Charles Yates found
himself when he wrote his Whitehaven correspondents, Dixon
and Littledale in 1773, As Yates described his plight: "we
seem to be rather in a disagreeable situation regarding our
Tobo. received of our store customers, for none has been
bought lately & yet we have near 300 hhds. on hand & no

n40 Merchants needed to sell

prospect for sale at any price.
tobacco in order to continue to finance their store
operations., While poor markets made it difficult for
merchants to turn over their capital, planters continued to
demand expanded credit, placing a further lien on the
merchant's capital and making it difficult for him to meet
obligations to his own creditors. At times of financial
panic in England, such as in 1773, overextended credit could

t.41 Unable to sell tobacco and

be disastrous for a merchan
reluctant to extend more credit, particularly as the
Revolutionary crisis developed, merchants in the 1760's and
1770's attempted to call in debts, and some found new

avenues of commerce and manufacturing in which to invest.

4OCharles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale,
July 3, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p.4.

41Price, "The Rise of Glasgow," 195-197; Samuel M.
Rosenblatt, "The Significance of Credit in the Tobacco Con-
signment Trade:; A Study of John Norton & Sons, 1768-1775,"
William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd. Ser., 19 (1962), 396-397.
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Virtually all of the pre-Revolutionary merchant con-
cerns in Fredericksburg were operated by Scots or Englishmen.
Among the earliest Scottish merchants to settle in
Fredericksburg was William Hunter, who had established
himself by 1736. He married into the Taliaferro family in
1743 and became a planter as well as a prosperous merchant.
About 1749 Hunter's nephew, James Hunter, Sr, arrived in
Virginia to become his uncle's business partner. Just three
years before William Hunter had had a son who became known
locally as James Hunter, Jr., Both James Hunters were active
in pre-Revolutionary commerce between Fredericksburg and
Liverpool.42 Other Scottish merchant houses in
Fredericksburg included William Cunninghame & Co. of Glasgow,
who operated a store in the town under the management of
William Reid.?%3 Anderson and Horsburgh,44 later Anderson
and Dainzell, also of Glasgow, did business through two

Scots, John Mitchell, a principal in Mitchell, Lenox and

42Robert Walter Coakley, "The Two James Hunters of
Fredericksburg: Patriots Among the Virginia Scotch Merchants,"
The Virginia Magazine of History and Biography, 56 (1948),
5-10, 131 16.

43Virginia Herald and Fredericksburg Advertiser
(Fredericksburg), Nov. 30, 1788, p. 3, c¢. 3 (Mary Washington
College, Fredericksburg, microfilm). Hereafter cited as
Va. Herald.

44Riley, Journal of John Harrower, p. 46.
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Scott,45 and John Glassell.46 Mitchell also operated a
store in Culpeper Courthouse.4’7 Glassell was himself a
considerable merchant who employed as his head clerk
Lachlan Campbell, who had originally come to Virginia in
1764 as an agent for another Glasgow firm.48 still

another Scottish concern with a Fredericksburg store was
McCall, Smellie & Co., managed after 1773 by Henry
Mitchell.4? Mitchell eventually entered a partnership with

James Somerville, still another Glaswegian doing business

45Memorial and Claim of George Anderson . . . Read
Nov. 29, 1798, Treasury Group, class 79, piece 123, page
109, number 177, Public Record Office, London (consulted
on microfilm at Colonial Williamsburg Foundation,
Williamsburg); A List of Debts due John Mitchell at his
Fredericksburg Store, Treasury Group, class 79, piece 32,
Memorial to Board of Commissioners for American Claims . . .
of George Anderson, Nov. 29, 1798, Treasury Office Group,
class 79, piece 32; Andrew Anderson, Greenock, to David
Skene, London, Dec. 16, 1806, Treasury Group, class 79,
piece 32. Public Record Office records hereafter cited as

T 79/32.

46Ri1ey, Journal of John Harrower, p. 46.

47ya. Herald, Nov. 30, 1788, p.3, c.3.

48puaitor's Office (AO) Group 12/106, £f. 22-23; Mem-
orial of Lachlan Campbell to Commissioners on American
Loyalists, Glasgow, March 12, 1784, AO 13/97, folder CI, ff.
160-163; Memorial of Lachlan Campbell to Lords Commissioners
of the Treasury, AO 13/28.

49vemorial and Claim of Charles Yates . . . on the debt
of Richard Brooke, T 79/123, p. 146, #271; Will of Henry
Mitchell, Fredericksburg Hustings Court Will Book A, 1782~
1817, Virginia State Library, microfilm, p. 138.
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in Fredericksburg.50

Among the English merchants in town were Robert
Jardine of London, and Payne, Moore & Co. Jardine opened
his Fredericksburg store in 1766 under his factor, George
Mitchell.>l Payne, Moore & Co. was formed by Daniel Payne,
Edward Moore, and Charles Yates before the Revolution.52
Payne was in America by 1757533 and Yates, a native of
Whitehaven, >4 arrived sometime afterward. The firm was
headquartered in Falmouth, Virginia, with Yates handling
business in Fredericksburg.

The poor tobacco markets in the 1760's and 1770's,
and the imperial conflict of the mid-1770's elicited two
different responses from members of the merchant community.
Those merchants who were simply agents for a Scottish or
English firm concentrated on collecting debts and cutting

back on trade in Virginia, Others who traded at least in

50Henry Mitchell, Fredericksburg, to Robert Jardine,
Louth, Lincs., April 15, 1787, AO 13/30, folder J; Virginia
Gazette (Williamsburg: Purdie), Nov. 10, 1775, p.3, c.3;
Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg, Pinkney)}, Nov. 16, 1775, p.3,

c.3.

5lMemorial of Robert Jardine, AO 13/31, folder I-J.
525pecia1 Agents' Reports, T 79/91, p. 30.

53paniel Payne to William Picket, Dec. 1, 1757, Virginia
State Library Mss., accession #28594.

54charles Yates Headstone, Masonic Cemetery, Fredericks-
burg, Va.
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part on their own accounts took advantage of the opportunities
that the new situation provided.

The most extreme example of the former approach is the
case of Robert Jardine. Jardine's store in Fredericksburg
was run by a factor for nine years before the owner himself
came to town to wind up the business. He testified after the
Revolution that his intent in going to Virginia had been to
settle the business, collect debts, and return his produce to
England.55 Upon his arrival in Fredericksburg Jardine

announced in the Virginia Gazette that he desired to collect

all his outstanding debts. To that end he offered anyone
willing to pay off his obligations one shilling more per
hundred weight for tobacco and three shillings more per
bushel of wheat than any other store in Fredericksburg. The
offer was good only through September 1775.°6 wWhile Jardine
was willing to accept grain in payment for debts, his intent
was not to take long term advantage of opportunities in the
grain trade, but to cut losses and withdraw from Virginia
commerce.

In contrast to Jardine, several other Fredericksburg
merchants discovered opportunities in the reorientation of

virginia's commerce and attempted to take advantage of them.

55Memorial of Robert Jardine, AO 13/30, folder J.

56Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Hunter), Jan.
21, 1775, p.3, c.2.
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Marc Egnal has observed that new markets for American goods
after 1745 raised standards of living in the northern
colonies more than in the southern. This was because
northern shippers were carrying grain to new markets, while
staples like tobacco and indigo, whose prices rose more
slowly, continued to dominate southern exports.57 While
the Rappahannock generally fits the pattern Egnal describes,
some merchants in the Fredericksburg area were able to take
some direct and indirect advantage of burgeoning grain
markets themselves. The new markets, especially the West
Indian, were ones in which it was relatively easy for small
merchants to gain entry. The trade was not already dominated
by wealthy English or Scottish merchants. Furthermore, small
vessels had long been most economical in trade to the West
Indies, a fact that made it easier for independent local
merchants, or resident factors to participate with reduced
capital expense. Men like William Allason of Falmouth were
able beoth to serve as factors for British tobacco firms and
enter the West Indies produce trade on their own accounts, 8
One historian has observed that Scottish ships engaged in

the pre-Revolutionary West Indies trade were as likely to

57Trgnal, "Economic Development," 209.

38Rrobert William Spoede, "William Allason: Merchant in
an Emerging Nation" (Ph.D. dissertation, College of William
and Mary, 1973), pp. 116, 234.
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belong to Scottish factors in Virginia as to the home firm.>9
European wheat markets offered similar benefits to
Rappahannock merchants as the West Indies corn trade. Much
of the region's wheat was marketed through Philadelphia, and
small merchants did not have to bear the capital expense of
transatlantic shipment.

The experience of Charles Yates of Payne, Moore & Co.
is a case study of the way in which one Fredericksburyg
tobacco merchant altered his business as the profitability
of tobacco declined and that of grain increased. As an agent
for English tobacco firms he feared extending too mcuh credit
and, like Jardine, took steps to restrict it. At the same
time, as an independent merchant, he seized the opportunity
to profit from the grain trade.

"Nobody pays, not even the best,"60 yvates wrote a
Liverpool associate in 1773. Tc another correspondent he
noted that he would "cutt a bad figure as a Collector of
Debts."®l Both comments suggest that Yates was reluctant to
extend additional credit for fear of losing the investment.

As a debt collector Yates acted principally as an agent for

59Rrobert Walter Coakley, "Virginia Commerce During the
American Revolution"™ (Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Virginia, 1949), pp. 56, 61l.

60charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, July
3, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 3.

6lcharles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale,
July 3, 1773, Yates Letterhook, p. 4.
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English merchants and was interested in getting payment in
forms that could be remitted overseas. In an effort to
collect payment for the bankrupt London house of Perkins,
Buchanan & Brown, Yates sent Benjamin Day to dun planters in
the Virginia back country.ez' Day, who during and after the
Revolution played a prominent role in business and politics
in the Fredericksburg region, was at the time a 23 year old

63 At the time Yates sent Day out to

immigrant from London.
collect debts, he already knew the difficulty the young man
would face. "Such is the situation of Vvirga. now," he
commented in 1774, "that a Man may spend Ten Pounds in
gathering Ten shillings cash for old debts .n64
Despite the frustrations of collecting debts for
English merchants, Yates realized that if a man were willing
to stay in Virginia he could collect the debts due him. 01d
debts were "of Value, because you may get Land, Negroes,
Horses, Cows, Hoggs, Feather Beds or old Potts or Pans for

them, but none of this will do for remittance . . .,"65 he

observed. Yates was different from Robert Jardine in that

62Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Benjamin Day,
July 25, 1775, Yates Letterbook, p. 171.

63Benjamin Day headstone, Masonic Cemetery, Fredericks-
burg, Va.

64charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale,
April 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, pp. 65-66.

65charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale,
April 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, pp. 65-66.
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he was willing te stay in Virginia. In fact, he was
enthusiastic about the prospects for a comfortable life
there. The possibility of living well on a landed estate
in Virginia and providing fortunes for a growing family was
much higher than for a man of comparable wealth and industry

66 Living was less expensive.

in England, according to Yates.
The abundance of grain forced down beef and pork prices for
consumers. In addition, Yates contended that local peaches
and apples made excellent cider and brandy and added that
"Messrs. Jones & Woodford will brew us about 8 Bushells of
Malt so that the Devil is in it if we don't fatten as soon
as cold weather will let us."87

As an independent trader Yates was able to adjust his
business to changing market conditions as they occurred.
He carried on an extensive correspondence with merchants in
Liverpool, Whitehaven, London, Bristol, Glasgow, and
neighboring colonies in North America. He was accustomed
to bargaining with other merchants to find the ones who
would take the lowest commissions and offer the highest
prices, and was prepared to consign his tobacco to whoever

gave him the best deal.®® wWhen Yates' firm found the

66charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to George McCall, Sept.
3, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 25.

67charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to George McCall, July
10, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 5.

68charles Yatec, Fredericksburg, to Dixon & Littledale,
Aug. 19, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 11,
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profitability of tobacco declining,®9 the shift to grain
exporting was simply another reorientation of trade. The
fact that Yates had paid his English and Scottish creditors
and was, himself, a creditor to some other merchants made
it feasible for him to withdraw from the tobacco trade.’0

Yates vigorously encouraged merchants in both old
and New England to accept shipments of grain from the
Rappahannock region. To Samuel and William Vernon of
Newport, Rhode Island, who had sent him a cargo of slaves
to sell, Yates explained that because of the low demand for
slaves and scarcity of money, he could only get one-
quarter of the slaves' value if the New Englanders demanded
immediate cash payment. However, he continued, if the
sellers were willing to extend credit, and "if it would
answer your Purposes to receive Wheat, Flower, Indian Corn
or any Country Produce it will enhance [the slaves'] value
considerably."71 Attempting to induce Fletchers & Co., of
Whitehaven to deal in Rappahannock grain, Yates noted that
the area's wheat generally commanded a higher price than

that of the James River area, that it was available in

695ee above, p. 53 .

70Memorial and Claim of Charles Yates . . . on the debt
of Richard Brooke, Read Nov. 29, 1798, T79/123 p. 146, number
271; Notations regarding remittances, Dec. 5 and Dec. 10,
1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 36.

7lcharles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel and William
Vernon, Aug. 24, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 15.
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increasing amounts, and that the milling capacity of the

72 In an additional effort to

region was on the rise,
develop a trade in Rappahannock grain, Yates introduced
James Maury to Fletchers & Co, Maury was a native
Virginian, born in 1746, who set out in 1773 for England

to offer his services as a grain purchaser.73 In his
letter of introduction for Maury, Yates pointed out once
more the profitability of the Fredericksburg region's grain.
Maury, he told the Whitehaven firm, could help it realize
the profits, " . . . as you have wished to have some
establishment at this Place for the grain Trade, which I
think wd. be more to your advantage than getting it from
Norfolk, as long experience has proved our wheat to be
superior to what is grown to the southward . . . ."74

Maury did enter the grain trade with his partner, James
Duncanson, and the firm of Duncanson & Maury kept a close
75

business relationship with Charles Yates.

By the mid-1760's the area around Fredericksburg had

72charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Messrs. Fletchers
& Co., Oct. 1, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 28.

73Maury Mss, Box 2, Folder "Genealogical Data," Univer-
sity of virginia Library, Charlottesville; Charles Yates,
Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, Dec. 10, 1773, Yates Letter-
book, p. 37.

74charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Messrs. Fletchers
& Co., Dec. 10, 1773, Yates Letterbook, p. 38,

75charles Yates, Williamsburg, to Samuel Martin, June
20, 1775, Yates Letterbook, p. 163,
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developed a more diversified agriculture, and exports of
wheat and corn had become a major factor in the economy.

The planters and merchants engaged in the grain trade used
their profits to create forward linkages and final demand
linkages which further diversified the local economy.
Milling and brewing were two obvious investment
opportunities which used regional farm produce as raw
materials. ¥Fredericksburg had its own brewery well before

the Revolution.—i6

Two pre-Revolutionary merchants also
entered the distilling business by the mid-1770's, creating
an even greater market for locally grown corn. Charles
Yates commented that he had originally intended to distill
only the grain from his own farm, but had found the market
so good, that it was profitable to buy grain from his
neighbors to process as well.”? He also pointed out that
wheat yielded higher profits when it was manufactured into
flour, and that several millers on the river manufactured

20,000 to 50,000 bushels each year. Even so, there was a

constant demand for more flour.’8 William Allason of

76yirginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Nicholson),
Nov. 13, 1779, p.3, c.l.

77charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to George McCall,
Sept. 2, 1778, Yates Letterbook, p. 205.

78charles Yates, Fredericksbhurg, to Henry Fletcher,
Feb., 16, 1775, Yates Letterbook, pp. 131-132,
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Falmouth was still another merchant who paid off his English

debts before the Revolution, acquired wheat land, and during
the war began to operate a grist mill and whiskey sti1l.”?
Export statistics offer additional evidence of the rapid
development of milling capability along the Rappahannock
and its tributaries from the mid-1760's. Before 1764-65
flour and bread were seldom listed as exports from the
Rappahannock Naval District. Beginning with the 1764-65
returns, those items were regularly reported, but it was
only in 1768-69 that the barrel was adopted as the standard
unit of measure for reporting flour and bread exports.
Before then, casks, barrels, and pounds, had all been
reported as measures of exports. The standardization
indicates the growing importance cf the commodity in the
export market. The increase in the volume of exports is
still better evidence. 1In 1765-66, 299 barrels of flour
left the district for ports outside Virginia. In 1768-69
the total was 2,130 barrels, and in 1771-72 the total had
increased to 4,353.80

Profits from grain exports also stimulated manufacturing

to supply the local consumer market. Merchants took advantage

79gpoede, "William Allason," pp. 265, 283-287, 306-308.

80Naval Officer Returns, Port Rappahannock, Exports,
Colonial Office (CO) group 5/1349, ££. 54, 2Ql; CO 5/1449, ff.
63, 64, 85, 86; CO 5/1450, ff, 13, 14, 28, 43, 45, 6l.
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of the pre-Revolutionary non-importation agreements to take
over the domestic market for cotton, woolen, and iron
products. John Harrower had commented on the growth of

8l and

cotton in the region just before the Revolution,
Charles Yates wrote that wool production was on the rise
and farmers were taking steps to increase herds of sheep.
At the same time Yates predicted that a stoppage of British
imports for five years "would make British goods as little
necessary as they are to any of the best regulated European

Nations."82

By February 1776 Yates and a group of sub-
scribers for a cotton and linen manufactory in
Fredericksburg successfully attracted a cotton spinner,
William Harwood, and five weavers from Philadelphia, and

83 In the

were attempting to recruit a stocking weaver.
fall of 1778 Yates reported that he employed some of his
slaves in spinning and weaving cotton and wool produced on
his own farm, and that lawyer James Mercer had hired a

number of hands to do spinning, and weaving, including

stocking weaving.84

BlRiley, Journal of John Harrower, p. 76.

82charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, Sept.
1775, Yates Letterbook, pp. 177-178.

83charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to William Harwood at
the Cotton Manufactory Head of Markett Street, Philadelphia,
Nov. 14, 1775; Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Hugh Walker,
Feb. 4, 1776, Yates Letterbook, pp. 17%, 186,

B4charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to George McCall, Sept.
2, 1778, Yates Letterbook, p. 205.
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The iron industry was one whose success in the
Fredericksburg region had for some time been based in part
on final demand linkage. It was an industry different
from those which were spin-offs of the grain trade in that
it had existed much longer. However, its development in the
1770's was influenced by the availability of grain profits
for investment, and the Revolutionary crisis. As tensions
between the crown and the colonies mounted in the 1770's,
merchants began to discuss the possibility of engaging in
more sophisticated manufacturing processes using iron
produced in the Rappahannock region, and supplying the
domestic market with a variety of goods previously available
only from Great Britain.

The iron industry existed in the Fredericksburg
vicinity from the time Alexander Spotswood established
Germanna Furnace about twenty miles above the falls of the
Rappahannock in about 1716.85 By 1723 Spotswood was selling
kitchen utensils, firebacks, and and irons at auction in
Williamsburg, and exporting pig iron to England.86 When

William Byrd visited the area in 1732, Spotswood also

85kathleen Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture in the Slave
Era (New York: The Century Co., 1930), pp 9-10.

86Morton, Colonial Virginia, 1I, 483; Walter Havighurst,
Alexander Spotswood: Portrait of a Governor (Williamsburg:
Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, 1967), p. 108.
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operated a furnace at Massaponax, some five miles below
Fredericksburg. At Massoponax he also cast and irons and
firebacks as well as pots, pans, cart boxes, and garden

rollers.87

Somewhat later James Hunter Sr. also set up
an iron manufactory near Fredericksburg., This was probably
in the late 1750's, for by 1761 he was exporting pig iron
to Liverpool.88

The domestic market for Virginia pig iron must have
been fairly well developed before the Revolution. William
Byrd reported that with a sufficient work force a furnace
could produce 800 tons of iron a year. He also noted the

83 which

difficulty in procuring the necessary labor,
probably accounts in part for the fact that exports of iron
from the Rappahannock Naval District were comsistantly well

90 However, with two to three

below 800 tons annually.
furnaces operating in the area, more iron must have been
produced than was shown to have been exported. What was
used in the colony was made into the sort of cast iron

utensils listed above, since no forge existed in the vic-

inity to supplement the furnaces until just before the

87Byrd, "A Progress to the Mines," p. 370; Bruce, Vir-
ginia Iron Manufacture, p. l4.

BSCoakley, "The Two James Hunters," 10,

BgByrd, "A Progress to the Mines," p., 348,

0gee Figure 1.
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Revolution.91

It was the imperial conflict of the 1770's that
encouraged merchant-entrepreneurs seeking profitable
investment opportunities to begin producing other kinds of
iron goods. James Hunter began operating a forge near

92  7The state of Virginia

Fredericksburg just before the war.
was operating the Westham Foundry near Richmond by 1776, and
David Ross, a merchant of Petersburg and Richmond, was
engaged in develcoping the Oxford Iron Works in Campbell
County at the same time.93 Charles Yates reported the
efforts to supply the domestic market to his correspondent
Samuel Martin in 1775, pointing out that a gun factory had
already been begun, a complete forge was already in opera-
tion, and that he expected a slitting mill capable of

supplying all the demand in the vicinity would soon be

constructed.94

By the time Virginia joined the movement for
independence, Fredericksburg no longer was exclusively a

tobacco town. The nature of the soil in the surrounding

91Morton, Colonial Vvirginia, II, 528, Byrd, "A Pro-
gress to the Mines," p. 354.

92co0akley, "The Two James Hunters," 19.

93charles B. Dew, "David Ross and the Oxford Iron
Works: A Study of Industrial Slavery in the Early Nineteenth-
Century South,” William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd. Ser., (1974)
192-193.

94charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin,
Sept. 1775, Yates Letterbook, pp. 177-178.
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region gave planters a choice of crops, which they exercized
after the middle of the eighteenth century when low tobacco
prices made sales of grain to growing West Indian, European,
and New England markets much more profitable. Some members
of the town's merchant community also took advantage of the
new grain markets to increase their own profits. The money
they made was often reinvested locally, and by the outset of
the Revolution the regional economy showed signs of growth

and diversification.



CHAPTER III

"NOT ONE SPOT IN THE STATE
SO GENEROUSLY USEFULL"

The American Revolution created demands that further
stimulated the forward and final demand linkages already
apparent in the Fredericksburg economy before 1775.
Virtually all the Revolutionary armies moving between the
major theaters of operation had to pass through the town
where they stopped for forage, equipment, and repairs.
Many prisoners being sent to the western part of the state
also passed through Fredericksburg. Troops moving through
town provided major markets for the region's produce and
manufactured products.

While the war created new demands for goods and
services it also drove away many members of the business
community that existed in Fredericksburg before the
Revolution. The war also caused monetary chaos which made
it difficult to capitalize new business ventures. The
British blockade of the American coast, moreover, restricted
the exports which had previously supplied the profits for

reinvestment. Replacing entrepreneurial talent proved to

95.
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be relatively easy; finding capital to expand manufacturing
was more difficult. The problem of capitalization was never
solved during the war, and the artificial market created by
troop movements dried up when peace returned. As a result,
manufacturing concerns which played important roles in the
war effort disappeared soon after the Yorktown victory.

As the dispute between England and the colonies
developed in the 1770's, a split developed in the
Fredericksburg merchant community that would result in many
of the town's businessmen leaving the area when war broke
out. On the one hand, men like Charles Yates and James
Duncanson, whose businesses had for some time been head-
quartered in Virginia, sided with the colonists. On the
other hand, men acting primarily as agents for firms head-
guartered in Britain, like William Wiatt, took the side of
the English government. These contrasting positions became
apparent during events following the Boston Tea Party and
the passing of the Intolerable Acts. Yates cheerfully
accepted the nonimportation plan adopted by the Continental
Congress and cancelled orders for English goods.1 He and

Duncanson were among those named to the Fredericksburg

lcharles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Gale, Fearon & Co.,
Dec. 2, 1774, Yates Letterbook, p. 120.
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Committee of Correspondence in June 1774.2 At the same
time Wiatt wrote his mother and brother in Liverpool
expressing considerable hostility to the Bostonians because
of the Tea Party and commenting that "they deserve wors
treatment from the hands of the English.“3

Hostility toward the merchant community increased
during the following months. In February 1775 Charles Yates
complained of "an enmity that has subsisted for some time
against the People in trade, and wh. the present conjuncture
seems to give [townspeople] a handle for showing under the

nd In April Governor Dunmore

specious pretext of Patriotism.
seized the powder stored in the magazine at Williamsburg,
and within days over 600 armed men had assembled in

Fredericksburg prepared to march on the capitol. At the

request of Peyton Randolph, who feared armed action might

2Resolution of a Meeting of the Inhabitants of Fred-
ericksburg in the County of Spotsylvania and Colony of
Virginia at the Town House on Wednesday the first day of
June 1774, in Revolutionary Virginia: The Road to Inde-
endence, comp. by William J. Van Schreeven and Robert
L. Scribner, ed. by Robert L. Scribner, 3 vols., (Char-
lottesville: University Press of Virginia for Virginia
Independence Bicentennial Commission, 1975), II, 96.

3william Wiatt, Fredericksburg, to Mrs. Wiatt, Liver-
pool, July 3, 1774, and William Wiatt, Fredericksburg, to
Francis Wiatt, Liverpool, July 3, 1774, William Wiatt
Papers, 1747-1785, Earl Gregg Swem Library, College of
William and Mary.

4Charles Yates, Fredericksbhurg, to Isaac Heslop, Feb.
20, 1775, Yates Letterbook, p. 137.
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do more damage than good,5 the men eventually disbanded with
a resolution to assemble at a moment's warning if their
rights and liberties were again threatened.® To Yates,
watching the incident in Fredericksburg, it seemed like
another example of overzealous patriotism. He told a
correspondent that he was convinced that the men "Would have
marched to Boston if desired," but that "with some difficulty
they were stopped from going to call the govr. to acct."7
Later that summer Yates again expressed concern about what
he thought to be misdirected patriotism, which seemed to
breed contempt for law and animosity toward merchants. "The
general run in this Colony," he wrote, "have got so far
ahead in matters wherein I am most concerned, that they will
by & by be hardly persuaded, even when all Politicall
matters shall be settled . . . to pay proper regard to the
Laws.“8 By early 1776 Revolutionary committees had opened
and inspected Yates' mail several times, a practice to which

he strongly objected.9

5Peyton Randolph, williamsburg, to Mann Page, Jr.,
Lewis Willis, and Benjamin Grymes, Jr., April 28, 1775, in
Van Schreeven and Scribner, Revolutionary Virginia, III, 64.

6Pledge of Readiness at a Moment's Warning, April 29,
1775, 1Ibid,, III, 71,

“charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel Martin, May
11, 1775, Yates Letterbook, p. 158,

8charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Gale, Fearon, & Co.,
Aug. 29, 1775, Yates Letterboo, p. 175,

9Charles Yates to various correspondents, Yates Letter-
book, pp. 180-186.
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With merchants who had been sympathetic to the American
position falling under suspicion and feeling uncomfortable
as Virginia moved toward independence, it is not surprising
that less sympathetic merchants felt even worse. Many fled
the colony, especially when local committees censured
particular individuals. Shortly after the Declaration of
Independence, the Spotsylvania County Committee declared
Fredericksburg merchants David Blair, Neil McCoul, Lachlan
Campbell, James Blair, Henry Mitchell, James Freeland, Robert
Patton, Andrew Robinson, John Miller, Alexander Blair, and
Joshua Meals inimical to America for refusing to take the
oath of allegiance to Virginia.10 Robert Jardine was later
declared inimical, too.ll By the time the committee tock
this action, another merchant, John Glassell, who had
established a store in Fredericksburg in 1760, had returned

d.lZ

to Scotlan Henry Mitchell, a partner and factor for

McCall, Smellie, and Company, had already published his

intent to depart from the colony and leave Freeland, the

13

firm's clerk, to tend the business. At least four more

lovirginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Purdie), Aug, 23,
1776 Supplement, p.l, c.l; T 72/93, p. 97.

1lyemorial of Robert Jardine, AO 13/30, folder J;
Robert Jardine, York, to J.,W. Hay, London, Sept, 27, 1802,
T 79/114, pp. 41-42,

12Memorial of John Glassell to the Commissioners on
Loyalist Claims, May 24, 1803, T 79/19,

13Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Purdie}, Dec, 8,
1776, p.3, c.3.
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of the indicted merchants also elected to leave early in the
war, joined by several others not specifically condemned.
Within a year of the Declaration Lachlan Campbell set ocut
for Inverness, "after being confined to a narrow space for

v1l4 pavid Blair likewise returned to Britain.l5

some time.
Robert Jardine left Fredericksburg but remained in America
until May 1778 when he took passage from Philadelphia for
Yorkshire. Alexander Blair, who was Glassford, Gordon and
Monteath's Fredericksburg factor, also fled, as did the
factor for James Ritchie and Company.16 The William
Cunninghame and Company agent, William Reid, had departed
in February,l7 and Thomas Mitchell returned to Scotland.l8

Scottish merchants, like William Wiatt and James Somerville,

who stayed in the colony endured the suspicion of the

l4Memorial of Lachlan Campbell to Lords Commissioners of
the Treasury, AO 13/28; Auditor's Memorandum re Campbell's
Annuity, n.d., AO 12/106, ff., 22, 23.

15pavid Blair to the Executive of Virginia, Richmond,
Oct. 27, 1783, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers and other
Manuscripts Preserved in the Capitol at Richmond, ed. by
William P. Palmer, et al., 11 vols. (Richmond: Virginia State
Library, 1875-1893; reprinted by Kraus Reprint Corp., 1968),
I1T, 537.

16p 79/94, pp. 72-73, T 79/91, p. 120.

17Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Hunter), Feb.
10, 1776, p.3, c.3.

18Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Hunter), June
29, 1776, p.3, c.2.
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committees until some were ordered to leave in 1780.19
Entrepreneurial talent was readily available during
the war, however, once initial suspicion of British
subjects and merchants had abated. A number of members of
the pre-war merchant community remained in Fredericksburg
serving in public offices and prosecuting a variety of
private businesses. Among those were Charles Yates and
his partners Daniel Payne and Edward Moore, all of whom
became American citizens.20 Both James Hunters stayed in
business in Virginia during the war, as did Benjamin Day
and James Maury.21 In addition to such oldtimers, new
men entered the business. John Brownlow, for example,
began to import goods from the West Indies, and continued
to do so long after Independence.22 Lacoste, Brumfield
and Company opened during the war by operating the twelve-

gun privateer, Precedent, against British shipping.23

1%rder, n.d., in Calendar of Virginia State Papers,
ed. by Palmer, et al., II, 279-280; Pension Application,
Edward Elley, in The Revolution Remembered: Eyewitness
Accounts of the War for Independence, ed, by John C. Dann
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), p. 235.

2oAffidavit; n.d., Special Agents' Reports T 79/91,
p. 30.

2lcharles Yates, Fredericksburg, to the Governor, Aug.
23, 1780, Yates Letterbook, p. 225.

22Virg;7ia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Nicolson),
Mar. 26, 1779, p.2, c.2.

23Palmer, et al., eds,, Calendar of Virginia State

Papers, III, 65.
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Fredericksburg's location on main north-south and
east-west roads insured that it would be a hub of activity
during the Revolution. The principal road from Philadelphia
and Alexandria south to the Carolinas passed through
Fredericksburg. The rcads from Virginia's Northern Neck
and Middle Peninsula converged there and joined the road

24 1p the early years of the war

west to Winchester.
Virginia troops heading north passed through Fredericksburg
where they received provisions for the journey. When the
main military activity shifted south in 1779, 1780 and 1781,
Fredericksburg again served as an important point for
outfitting continental troops moving in that direction.

In addition, prisoners of war marching westward across the
mountains often passed through the town.?3 all this
activity made Fredericksburg a key point in state and
continental supply networks and created a large new market
to supplement the local domestic market., Much of the town's
business talent was directed toward overcoming shortages of
cash and the lack of public confidence toward merchants so

that essential goods and services could be provided to the

army.

24parter, Colonial Fredericksburg, pp. 90-92; Major
Langborne to Major Richard Claiborne, June 14, 1781, in
Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by Palmer, et al.,
II, 158.

25pension Application, Fdward Elley, in The Revolution
Remembered, ed. by Dann, p. 234.
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Both state and continental authcrities established
facilities in Fredericksburg to collect and distribute food
and military supplies. The Virginia Committee of Safety
appointed James Hunter, Jr., commissary for the public store
in Fredericksburg in March 1776 and charged him with taking
care of the receipt, safe keeping, and delivery of food and
equipment.26 He also served as continental assistant
commissary purchaser in Fredericksburg after the Continental
Congress established a magazine of provisions there in the
summer of 1777. In that capacity he bought pork, beans, peas,
and Indian corn for the use of the continental army.<27 1In
both positions Hunter served under William Aylett, who
became continental deputy commissary general of purchases
for the state of Virginia in April 1776,28 and state agent
and commissary of the public store in Williamsburg in
Nacember 1776.29 The state office required Aylett and his
subordinates to obtain, in addition to food, all necessary

supplies for Virginia forces, and to purchase and export

26Palmer, et al., eds., Calendar of Virginia State
Papers, VIII, 144.

27virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Hunter), Nov.
28, 1777, p.2, c.l.

28yictor Leroy Johnson, The Administration of the
American Commissariat During the Revolutionary War (Philadel-
phia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1941), p. 179.

2% .R. McIlwaine, et al., eds., Journals of the Council

of the State of Virginia, 4 vols. (Richmond: Virginia State
Library, 1931-1967), L, 296.
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Virginia produce to foreign ports in order to buy these
necessities,30

The stores established by Congress and the state
government were intended to eliminate the practice of line
officers impressing provisions from the people at large and
issuing certificates, Instead, supplies in Virginia were
to be issued only from commissaries located in
Fredericksburg, Williamsburg, Petersburg, Manchester, Hanover
Courthouse, Leesburg, Alexandria, Winchester, and
Charlottesville. Aylett advertised that "it is expected
that officers on their march with men will apply and
receive at one place a sufficiency to carry them to the
next." If officers had to impress goods, he added, they
should pay for them in cash rather than with certificates
and apply for reimbursement at the next commissary.31

The stores never completely fulfilled the intent, and
both state and continental supply systems underwent
repeated changes in structure and perscnnel during the war.
Nonetheless, Fredericksburg remained a critical collection
and distribution center throughout the Revolution.

The state supply system was reorganized in late 1777

when William Aylett resigned his offices amidst complaints

301pia.

31Virginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Hunter), Nov.
13, 1778, p.l, c.l.
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from infantry and artillery officers that he had grossly

32 phe legislature

overcharged for goods at the store.
separated the two jobs held by Aylett33 and established a
system of agents to deliver goods directly to regimental
encampments for sale at rates set by the Governor and
Council.34 when Virginia troops continued to be improperly
clothed and investigations revealed that supplies for
Virginia troops had mistakenly been delivered to the
continental quartermaster,35 the state supply system was
again reorganized and placed under the supervision of a
state Board of Trade in May 1779.3% 1In the meantime, James
Hunter, Jr., resigned his position at the Fredericksburg

37

public store in early 1778. As a private merchant he

subsequently sold foodstuffs, clothing, and cloth to the

3230urnal of the House of Delegates of the Commonwealth
of Virginia (Richmond: Thomas White, 1827), Oct. 1777 term,
p. 114.

33
IT, 40.

Mcllwaine, et al., eds., Journals of the Council,

34yilliam waller Hening, ed., The Statutes at Large:
Being a Collection of All the Laws of Virginia from the First
Session of the Legislature in the Year 1619, 13 vols. (Rich-
mond, 1819-1823; reprinted by Jamestown Foundation of the

Commonwealth of Virginia, 1969), IX, 343, 344,
35

Journal of the House, Oct., 1778 term, pp. 49, 71,

361pid,, May 1779 term, p. 17.

37Coakley, "The Two James Hunters," 17.
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state for the Fredericksburg commissary of stores.38 The
Board of Trade and its successor, the Commercial Agent,
continued to supervise the public store until it was dis-
continued in late 1780.39

Like the state system, the continental system was
reorganized in the summer of 177749 william Aylett
continued to serve as deputy commissary general of purchases
until his death in 1780, when in November he was succeeded
by Robert Forsyth.41 Forsyth's task at that time was made
difficult by two factors. First, as the south became a
major theater of operations after 1779,42 large numbers of
troops again moved through Virginia. Second, by early 1780
Congress had reached the end of its resources and abandoned
its commissary arrangements in favor of state responsibility
for provisioning the army. After that the continental

commissary general's department determined what the army

38poard of Trade Minute Book, Nov. 27, 1779-April 7,
1780, Virginia State Archives, Auditor's Item 13, entry for
Nov. 30, 1779; James Hunter, Jr., Fredericksburg, to the
Board of Trade, Nov, 2, 1779, Virginia Board of Trade Papers,
Brock Collection, Box I, Huntington Library, San Marino,
California, consulted on microfilm at the Colonial Williams-
burg Foundation.

3930ournal of the House, May 1780 term, 75; Hening, ed.,
Statutes, X, 373-374.

40Johnson. Administration of the American Commissariat,
Pp. 72-74.

4lrpida., pp. 74, 186.
421pig., p. 178.
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needed and assigned the proportion of the requirements each
state should furnish.43 Both George Washington and James
Madison urgently wrote home about the need for Virginia to
take steps to supply its own troops with food as well as
clothing. Washington observed that the continental
magazines were not well stocked and that "the probability
of a continuance of the War to the Southward . . . makes
it essentially necessary that every measure should be taken
to procure supplies of Cloathing for Virginia troops."44
Madison underlined the need for state action commenting
that Congress could "neither enlist pay nor feed a single
soldier . . . . Unless the legislatures are sufficiently
attentive to this change of circumstances and act in
conformity to it every thing must necissarily . . . come
to a total stop.“45

Virginia responded to the new demands on its pro-

curement system in several ways. The Board of War immediately

directed the Board of Trade to determine what supplies the

431pid., pp. 161-162, 186.

44George Washington, Morris Town, to Thomas Jefferson,
April 15, 1780, in The Papers of Thomas Jefferson, ed. by
Julian P, Boyd, et al., 19 vols. in progress (Princeton

University Press, 1950- ), ITI, 352-353,

453ames Madison, Philadelphia, to Thomas Jefferson,
May 6, 1780, in The Papers of Thomas Jefferson, ed. by Boyd,
et al., III, 370,
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commissary of stores and state clothier general had on hand
and to contract with people who could travel to purchase the
additional number of hats, shoes, overalls, shirts, and
blankets state troops would need on their march south.46
The legislature authorized commissioners to seize privately-
owned provisions in counties east of the Alleghany Mountains,
and resolved to have public arms repaired immediately.47
In its 1780 and 1781 sessions the legislature also passed
laws allowing impressment of food, tent linen, horses,
wagons, bocats and crews.48 It also passed specific tax
legislation, and to facilitate collection and distribution
of supplies it replaced the Board of Trade with a single
executive officer, the Commercial Agent.49

At Fredericksburg commissaries and commissioners of
the specific tax collected food and military supplies from
a large part of the state, and quartermasters arranged for
its transportation to the armies. To coordinate the
activities of the various officers responsible for some part
of the supply system Virginia adopted a new plan for the

state guartermaster's department in January 1781. The plan

46Board of Trade Minute Book, entry for March 17, 1780.

473Journal of the House, May 1780 term, pp. 35-36, 38,

44.

48Hening, ed., Statutes, X, 233-237, 309-315, 344,346,
413-416, 437. -

49%Hening, ed., Statutes, X, 338-343; Journal of the
House, May 1780 term, p. 75.
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intended to eliminate delays and define areas of authority,
established nine assistant deputy quartermasters throughout
the state and gave each broad powers to enlist the help of
civil authorities in securing private boats and wagons for
public use when state equipment was not available. Since
Fredericksburg was on "the great line of Communication from
Philadelphia to the Southern Army through this State,” it
was designated as one of the principle posts. Richard
Young, the assistant deputy quartermaster at Fredericksburg
governed the department's activities in Northumberland,
Lancaster, Richmond, Westmoreland, King George, Stafford,
Fauguier, Spotsylvania, Caroline, King and Queen, EssexX,
and Middlesex Counties.=0

Young received substantial amounts of corn, oats, and
hay from the commissioners of the specific tax throughout
1781. He collected 2,802 bushels of corn in February,
1,370 in March, 1,142 in April, 2,301 in May, and 1,839 in
July.5l Using one estimate that per capita corn consumption
in eighteenth-century Virginia was about 1l bushels per year,
. an army of 1,500 would have required about 1,375 bushels per

month and might well have been supplied with corn by the

50pl1an for the Quartermaster's Department, Jan. 1, 1781,
in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by Palmer, et al.,
IT, 157-160.

5lGeneral Return of Articles Received from the State
of Virginia in the quarter Masters depart by Richd Young
ADMQ at Fredericksburg from the lst of January 1781 to the
31 of Decemr inclusive, Virginia State Archives, Richard
Young Papers, folder 1.
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amounts collected at Fredericksburg.>? While part of the

wheat and corn for the specific tax for 1780 was not
delivered to Young and Robert Forsyth until the spring of
1782,53 one of the commissioners, Charles Yates, did receive
much of the tobacco collected in taxes and sold it in the
state's behalf.54 Ammunition was also forwarded to
Fredericksburg from Maryland and was distributed through the
quartermaster.55

Transportation was always difficult to arrange. When
arms arrived in Fredericksburg in 1780 it was considered to
be too dangerous to ship them down the Chesapeake by water
as "one of the Vessells is very Leaky.">6 fTherefore wagons
had to be used on that and many other occasions. Young found

himself repeatedly confronted by demands for large numbers

52The estimate of consumption is in Klingaman,
"significance of Grain," 273.

53charles Yates and Thomas Colson, Commissioners of the
Specific Tax in Spotsylvania County for 1780, Fredericksburg,
to the Governor, April 12, 1782, Yates Letterbook, p. 233.

54charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to the Governor, July
4, 1780; Charles Yates, memorandum, Oct. 24, 1780; Charles
Yates to the Governor, Feb. 22, 1781, Yates Letterbook, pp.
221, 229, 231.

55Maj. Richard Claiborne, Richmond, to the Governor,
April 9, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by
Palmer, et al., II, 23.

56P. Muhlenburg, Fredericksburg, to Richard Young, Aug.
11, 1780, Richard Young Papers, folder 1.
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of wagons, especially in the spring and summer of 1781 as

Lafayette attempted to counter the British invasion of
Virginia that had sent the legislature packing across the
Blue Ridge, and then later as the American and French armies
began to converge on Yorktown. In April, for example, Young
received one day's notice to send as many wagons as he could
to Alexandria to meet Lafayette and 1,500 men.>? Since
Young received only nine wagons from the commonwealth by
the end of 1781,38 he often had either to hire or impress
private wagons. He met resistance from owners despite the
authority he had been granted, and sometimes had to resort
to using his private credit to secure the necessary
transportation.59

Nevertheless, saipp'ies for the American and French
armies poured through Fredericksburg in the summer and
fall of 1781. Ammunition and muskets were forwarded to

Lafayette in July and August,60 and others were repaired

577ames Hendricks, Alexandria, to Richard Young, April
19, 1781, Richard Young Papers, folder 1.

58general Return of Articles Received from the State of
Virginia . . . , Richard Young Papers, folder 1.

59¢o1. Davies, War Office, to the Governor, April 12,
1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by Palmer,
et al., II, 32.

60ceneral Weedon to Col. William Davies, July 7, 1781;
Capt. J. Pryor, Fredericksburg, to Col. William Davies, Aug.
27, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by Palmer,
et al., II, 209, 364.
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and sent on in September.61 A deposit for forage was
established in town in September as part of a chain of
stations between Georgetown and Hanover Courthouse. 62
Agents purchased salt, oats, spirits, and bacon and dis-
tributed them through Fredericksburg,®3 and cattle from
the western part of the state were driven to town to be
slaughtered and salted.64 Baggage trains for the French
army investing Yorktown also passed through Fredericksburg

on their way to the seige.65

James Mercer, writing to Thomas Jefferson in April
1781, best summarized Fredericksburg's importance to the
Revolutionary supply system. Claiming that "there is not
one spot in the State so generally usefull in our military
operations," he observed

Full one-~third of all new Levies rendezvous here:;
all Troops from North to South & South to North

61Ca t. Richard Young, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies,
Sept. 11, 1781, ibid., II, 414.

62Maj. Claiborne, Richmond, to Col. Davies, Sept. 3,
1781, ibid., II, 382.

63350hn Harmanson & William Scott, Northampton County,
to Col. Davies, Aug. 20, 1781, ibid., II, 348; Thomas Towles
to Thomas Clayton, Aug 9, 1781, Richard Young Papers, folder
2.

64001, Ephraim Blaine, Fredericksburg, to Gov. Nelson,
Nov. 16, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by
Palmer, et al., II, 606.

65Gov. Thomas Lee to Gov. Nelson, Sept. 21, 1781, ibid.,
11, 477.
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must pass through this Town, where wagons are
repaired, horses shoed & many other &c¢ for which
they could not proceed on without. The Troops
get provisions here to the next State &, no
place is so convenient to a very extensive &
productive Country for the reception of Grain &
other Articles of Provision.

The need to feed and equip the armies moving through
Virginia produced a number of backward and final demand
linkages. Businesses emerdged to move and process foodstuffs
and to service the transportation system. Butchering and
meat preparation, for example, were essential services.
James Hunter, Jr., bought a tannery where he proposed to
prepare state-owned hides for use as shoes or harnesses. 57
James Hunter, Sr., the ironmaster, alsc serviced waggoners.
Berryman Green an assistant deputy quartermaster, wrote
Richard Young of the need for wagon chains and urged him to
"set this business [of manufacturing chains] in motion at
Mr. Hunter's works, I do not mean chains for traces only,

n68 In addition to

but all kinds necessary for Wagon Gier.
serving the transportation system, Hunter's iron works and
the state arms manufactory in Fredericksburg also made

equipment and weapons used by the armed forces.

66 7ames Mercer, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Jefferson,
April 14, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by
Palmer, et al., II, 39.

67 James Hunter, Jr., Fredericksburg, to the Board of
Trade, Dec. 7, 1779, Virginia Board of Trade Papers, Brock
Collection, Box I; James Hunter, Jr., Fredericksburg, to
Duncan Rose, Dec. 28, 1779, ibid.

68Berryman Green, Richmond, to Richard Young, April 6,
1781, Richard Young Papers, folder 1.
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James Hunter's iron works near Fredericksburg were
"the leading Virginian iron works" at the outbreak of the
Revolution according to one historian.%? During the war
they supplied equipment and arms for both the armed forces
and the domestic consumer as well as iron, steel, and coal
to the state-owned gun factory nearby.70 Just before the
Revolution Hunter expanded his works to include a forqe,‘71
and by the summer of 1775 he had opened a small arms
manufactory'72 manned by artisans whom his manager, John

73

Strode, had attracted from Philadelphia. In addition to

the forge and small arms factory, Hunter's works included
a slitting mill, a wire mill, and a steel furnace.74
German traveller Johann Schopf referred to the complex in
the early 1780's as "one of the finest and most considerable
iron works in North America," and observed that there were

very few rolling and slitting mills in America.75

69Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 71.

701pia., p. 74.

71See above, p.93.

72Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 70.

73Coakley, "The Two James Hunters," 19.

74Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 69,

75Darter, Colonial Fredericksburg, p. 63.
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The state encouraged Hunter to expand his iron works
at the beginning of the war with contracts and grants of
mining rights. 1In June 1776 Hunter showed the Virginia
convention a sample musket, bayonet, sheath, and steel ram-
rod that his factory produced and was promptly awarded a
contract for as many as he could produce in a year.76 The
legislature renewed the contract the following June.’’ 1n
the meantime the ironmaster requested the legislature to
encourage his works by granting him the right to mine iron
ore in the neighborhood and erect smelting furnaces nearby,
and to exempt his labor from military service, and his teams

t.78 The legislature quickly

and wagons from impressmen
acceded, granting Hunter 200 acres of the Accokeek furnace
tract in Stafford County and the right to explore unimproved
land within the tract and within a thirty-mile radius of it
. 79

for iron.

The Hunter complex was a major supplier of arms,
ammunition, anchors, and camp equipment throughout the

Revolution. In addition to his contracts for guns and

bayonets, Hunter was invelved in making anchors for the

76Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, pp. 70-71,

77Journal of the House, May 1777 term, pp. 94-95,

7BBruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, pp. 71-74,

79Journal of the House, May 1777 term, p. 61; Hening,
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Virginia and Maryland navies by 1777.80 Things did not

always run smoothly. For example, production fell behind

because of lack of pit coal.81

Hunter's relationship with
state officials was not always cordial, which caused
further problems. On one occasion State Agent Thomas Smith
refused to deal directly with Hunter, but ordered his
assistant, Benjamin Day

please to contract with James Hunter the 0ld and

Noted Rappahannock Jew, for such anchors as

described below, they are much wanted, and as a

former circumstance forbids my having anything

to do with the said Hunter whom I most heartily

dispise, be pleased to obtain them upon the best

term you can make with the Israelite . , . .82
Nevertheless, Hunter filled many of the state needs. 1In
the summer of 1780 the iron works completed an order for
1,000 guns and 500 axes for Governor Jefferson.83 The
following February Hunter set about supplying an additional
order of 1,000 muskets placed by the governor.84 While
keeping up with state orders, Hunter simultaneously supplied

130,000 pounds of axes, kettles, and other implements to the

80pruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 72,

81Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Pleasants,
Jr., April 3, 1778, Yates Letterbook, p. 198.

82phomas Smith, Williamsburg, to Benjamin Day, Jan.
25, 1779, Records of the State Agent, Williamsburg, Thomas
Smith Letterbook, Nov. 10, 1778-May 8, 1779, Virginia State
Archives.

83gruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 74.

841pia.
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Continental Army under General Gates.85 As the armies moved

toward Yorktown, Hunter found himself called upon to supply

86

shot for the siege. James Mercer's letter to Thomas

Jefferson aptly summarized the importance of the iron works
to the war effort. "I am sure I need not tell you," Mercer

wrote,

that it is from Mr. Hunter's Works that every Camp
Kettle has been supplyed for the Continental & all
other Troops employed in this State & to the South-
ward this year past--that all the Anchors for this
State & Maryland & some for the Continent have been
procured from the same works; that without these
works we have no other resource for these articles,
and that without the assistance of the Bar Iron
made there, even the planters hereabouts & to the
Southward of this place wou'd not be able to make
Bread to eat . . . .87

Despite the iron works' role in supplying essential
equipment the legislature in 1780 withdrew the exemption
from military service which Hunter's artisans had enjoyed.88
The action crippled Hunter's operation since even the
workers who were not drafted for service fled to the state

gun factory where they could still receive exemption.89

851pid.

867ames Hendricks, Alexandria, to Richard Young, April
24, 1781, Richard Young Papers, folder 1.

87 James Mercer, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Jefferson,
April 14, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by
Palmer, et al.,, II, 39.

88Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 75,

89Maj. Richard Claiborne, Richmond, to Governor
Jefferson, March 26, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State
Papers, ed. by Palmer, et al., I, 594,
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By January 1781 Hunter reported to the governor that
so many of his workmen had left that he had discontinued his
small arms factory and was not able to repair guns. The
situation prompted Major Richard Claiborne to ask that the
draft exemption be restored so that the iron works could
finish items already contracted,.?0 rhe legislature did
restore the exemption in March and Hunter subsequently
gathered laborers enough to continue making weapons ordered
by the state.91 However, when the works were threatened
by British troops in May, Hunter was forced to evacuate
and reported to Jefferson that everything was at a stand-
still as far as manufacturing was concerned. 22 Protesting
"the little attention" the state gave the works at the end
of the war, Hunter discharged all his workers in December
1781, 93

After the victory at Yorktown the market for Hunter's
goods rapidly disappeared. Virginia still needed facilities
for gun repair, but was unable to provide Hunter with the
business he needed to keep his plant in operation. One

officer in charge of weapon repair suggested appropriating

90Ibid.; James Hunter, .redericksburg, to Governor
Jefferson, Jan., 27, 1781, ibid., I, 464,

ngruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 75.

923ames Hunter, Staffeord County to Governor Jefferson,
May 30, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed, by
Palmer, et al., II, 130.

937ames Hunter, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies, April
22, 1782, ibid.; Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 76,
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state taxes for the Fredericksburg iroh works, observing
that "Mr Hunter is the only one who can be depended upon
‘tho he has been so much abused by the Public that there
remains but [this] one way to engage him farther."94 The
state's financial condition after the Revolution forbade
such a course of action and the works closed. After
Hunter's death in 1785 the complex was offered for sale for
about one-third of its original cost, since "they had
gone much to decay from the want of funds to keep them
employed."95

The state arms manufactory was the second major
industrial enterprise founded in Fredericksburg to meet the
wartime demand for weapons. The factory was created by the
Virginia convention in July 1775 and funded by a E2,500
advance., Fielding Lewis, Charles Dick, Mann Page, Jr.,
William Fitzhugh, and Samuel Selden were named commissioners
to establish the operation.96 Lewis, a planter with con-
siderable business experience, and brother-in-law of
George Washington, along with Dick, a planter-merchant,
were the two commissioners who established the factory and

brought it into operation.??7 The convention chose

94J. Pryor to William Davies, May 4, 1782, Executive
Department Papers, Governor's 0Qffice, Letters Received, Jan-
uary 1782-April 1782, Virginia State Archives.

957 79/91, p. 131.

96Hening, ed., Statutes, IX, 71-73.

9-"Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 34.
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Fredericksburg as the site of the gun factory because the
town was already the location of a thriving iron industry
and had access to supplies of pig iron from Maryland. The
state bought two acres of land adjacent to the town from
Richard Brooke as a location for the works. In addition,
the government rented two acres of land and a mill site
for grinding gun barrels, ramrods, bayonets, and files from
Mrs. Roger Dixon.98

The factory opened about eighteen months after the
ordinance authorizing it had passed the convention,??
Much of its work was repairing old muskets. Among the first
jobs it undertook was to replace the locks which Lord
Dunmore had had removed from the muskets in the Williamsburg
magazine. By February 1776 that task was nearly complete,
and the single skilled lock maker the factory employed had
used the work to train a number of other men. By early
March of the same year Fielding Lewis reported that,
although the factory had not made a single musket, the
workers were able to turn out about thirty gun locks per
week, and that he had on hand a supply of forged gun barrels
which his men were getting ready for stockers. By the end

of 1776 the factory was evidently producing completed

muskets, for the state placed an order with the commissioners

9sIbid., 32-34; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col.
Davies, May 10, 1782, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers,
ed. by Palmer, et al., III, 159-160.

99

Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 34.
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to supply carbines faor two troops of cavalry.100 Throughout
the war the Fredericksburg factory continued to repair
damaged muskets as weli as produce new ones. In January
1781 Charles Dick wrote the governor that some townsmen and
women had helped the factory's workers produce over 100 guns
and more than 20,000 cartridges and bullets to supply the
Spotsylvania and Caroline County militias.l0l rpater that
spring Dick wrote Governor Jefferson, " . . . it is amazing
the quantity of arms old and new that have been drawn from
this place since Jany last."102 pick claimed that a full
complement of artisans working uninterrupted with sufficient
funds could produce 100 stand of arms per month.103  James
Mercer commented on the factory's importance as a repair
facility, telling Jefferson that "without it, all of our
Arms, however so little injured would be useless to us."104
Even after the battle of Yorktown, Dick and his craftsmen

continued to make and repair weapons. They completed arms

100gopert L. Miller, "Fredericksburg Manufactory
Muskets,” Military Collector & Historian, 3(1951), 64.

1°1Maj. Charles Dick, Predericksburg, to the Governor,
Jan. 4, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by
Palmer, et al., I, 4le.

102Quoted in Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 36.

1031pjd., p. 35.

104James Mercer, Fredericksburg, to Gov., Jefferson,
April 14, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by
Palmer, et al., II, 39.
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for all the state's dragoons in the spring of 1782, and took
in 800 damaged muskets from Gloucester County for repairs.105
But by 1782 the state had begun to phase out the factory,
and with a reduced labor force it took the workers two
months to repair 133 of the damaged muskets. §Still, in the
same period they forwarded 30 guns and 600 cartridges to

a6 and another 100 to Westmoreland.107

Essex County,1
The Fredericksburg Manufactory was a fairly large op-
eration for its day. The number of workers it employed in
the first years of operation is unknown, although Fielding
Lewis told George Washington that the single master lock maker
was training "many" workers in his craft. In order to assist
the gun factory in maintaining a skilled work force, and in
order to build up a class of trained artisans, the legis-
lature in 1777 passed an apprenticeship act which admitted

white youths to the factory to be trained.l08 7The earliest

records which mention specific numbers of workers needed to

105Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to the Governor, Jan.
4, 1782, ibid., I, 416; Col. William Davies, War Office to
the Governor, Mar. 7, 1782, ibid., I1I, 86; Charles Dick,
Fredericksburg, to Col, Davies, May 10, 1782, ibid,, III,
159-160; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col Davies, June
29, 1782, ibid,, III, 200.

106Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col, Davies, Sept,.
4, 1782, ibid., III, 287; Col. W. Roane, Essex County, to

——

Ccol, Davies, Aug. 23, 1782, ibid,, III, 267.
107charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col, Davies, July
l6, 1782, ibid., III, 218-219,

108Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, pp. 36-37.
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operate the factory date to 1782, after the legislature
began to wind down the operation. These figures, even
though some are optimistic budget proposals, do suggest the
size of the factory during the peak of its operation. In
June 1782 Dick had 19 workmen and five apprentices employed
at the arms factory. His comment to Col. Davies that he
expected to get more once the harvest was completed suggests
that the factory made a practice of employing seasonal farm
labor to supplement its regular artisans and apprentices.
It also suggests that Dick felt that a workforce of 24 was
toc small to operate the plant at full production.109 Dick's
budget proposal for 1783, and his correspondence with the
Virginia war office, indicate how understaffed he thought
he was. In May 1782 he told Col. Davies that he could

110 and in preparing

employ between twenty and forty workers,
his budget for 1783 he requested a master workman, 30
artisans, and three slaves to serve as laborers.lll Dpavies
himself had asked the governor to plan to provide for at

least fifty men at the gun factory.ll2 Probably both the

109Maj. Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies,
June 29, 1782, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by
Palmer, et al., III, 200; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to
Col. Davies, Sept. 12, 1782, ibid., III, 305.

110charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col, Davies, May
10, 1782, ibid., III, 159-160.

lllcharles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col, Davies, Oct.
24, 1782, ibid., III, 355.

112¢61. william Davies, War Office, to the Governor,
Jan. 15, 1782, ibid., III, 22.
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secretary of war and the manager of the gun factory would
have been well pleased to operate the factory with a labor
force of 30-35 men, and this may have been approximately
the number who did work there during the middle years of
the war. Even the force of 24 in mid-1782 was twice as
large as the force employed by Fredericksburg's largest
enterprise in 1810.ll3

Once Cornwallis' surrender removed the immediate
military threat from Virginia, the market for the products
of the Fredericksburg Arms Manufactory, like that for
Hunter's iron works, virtually disappeared, and the state,
faced with financial chaos, let the factory decline until
it was disbanded in May 1783.114  rhe gunnery stayed open
through the military emergency because of subsidies from
Fielding Lewis, grants from the legislature,115 and the
withholding of workers' pay. Charles Dick's correspondence
shows how the factory became a victim of the state's fin-
ancial problems in 1781 and 1782, As early as August 1781
he wrote Governor Nelson that "the want of Pay and scarcity
of Bread" made his men "work with no Heart." In September

be observed that, when the workers were paid, their sterling

113gee below, chapter V.

114Bruce, Virginia Iron Manufacture, p. 39.

115Reports on the Gun Manufactory indicating Lewis'
subsidies are in Journal of the House, Oct. 1777 term, p. 50;
Oct. 1778 term, p. 89; Oct. 1779 term, p. 54; and Oct. 1780

term, p. 68.
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wages were paid in paper at a rate of 500 to 1, but that

they could buy goods in town at rates of no better than 600
or 800 to 1. Some merchants refused to accept paper money

at all. By January 1782 Dick complained that people would no
longer grant the state credit or accept paper money and that
he had been denied provisions, walnut plank, steel, and coal
to keep his manufactory operating.116 While he was able to
provide some food for his workers from the garden at the
factory, he was forced to request yard goods from the public
. store so that the men could make trousers, shirts, shoes and
stockings, the men "being entirely Ragged."117 Despite Dick's
repeated requests for cash, the best the state was able to do
was to assign part of fhe specific taxes to the support of
the workers. This was at best a stopgap measure, and Dick
soon wrote that it was insufficient to meet his needs. The

commissioners of the specific tax could not even supply him

ll6charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Gov. Nelson, Aug.
1, 1781, in Calendar of Virginia State Papers, ed. by Palmer,
et al., II, 280; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies,
Sept. 1781, ibid., II, 41l1; Charles Dick Fredericksburg, to
Col. Davies, Jan. 12, 1782, ibid., III, 17-18.

117charles Dick, Fredericksburg to Col. Davies, Sept.
12, 1782, ibid., III, 305; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to
Col. Davies, Sept. 4, 1782, ibid., III, 287.
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with flour or b.read.118 By September 1782 the factory's
work force had declined to four artisans and two apprentices,
All Dick could do was to guard the property and equipment.119
Col. Davies proposed that proceeds from the sale of damaged
ordinance be used to meet the needs of the arms factory.120
By the time Alexander Dick succeeded his father as super-
intendent in January 1783, there were only three artisans

left, and the younger Dick recommended that the state sell

the land on which the gunnery stood.121

The long term survival of the enterprises Virginia
fostered during the Revolution depended on sufficient

capitalization as well as on the existence of a domestic

118Col. Davies, War Cffice, to the Governor, March 12,
1782, ibid., III, 97-98; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to
Col. Davies, June 8, 1782, ibid., III, 189; Charles Dick,
Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies, May 10, 1782, ibid., III,
159-169; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies, July
16, 1782, ibid., III, 218-219.

119Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to Col. Davies, Sept.
12, 1782, ibid., III, 305; Charles Dick, Fredericksburg, to
Col. Davies, Sept. 29, 1782, ibid., III, 334.

120co1, pavies, War Office, to the Executive in Council
Oct. 12, 1782, ibid., III, 345,

lZlCertificate, April 19, 1783, Westham Foundry Misc-
ellaneous Papers, Virginia State Archives; Maj. Alexander
Dick to the Governor, Feb, 19, 1783, in Calendar of Virginia
State Papers, ed. by Palmer, et al., III, 438,
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market. The former, in turn, required a stable currency,
which Revolutionary Virginia was never able to provide.
Beginning in 1755, the colony had used paper money emissions
to help underwrite economic advances.l22 fhis paper money
kept its value only as long as taxation retired emissions
within specified time limits, During the Revolution, under
pressure from wartime expenses and genuine price inflation,
emissions quickly outstripped withdrawals. The solution to
the problem was to increase government income by some
method other than printing new money. Virginia sought to
stabilize its currency by exporting tobacco. 1In theory,
tobacco sales would increase the government's income and,
by eliminating the middle man, lower expenses for imported
war goods, reducing the reed for large paper money issues.
Virginia's need to export tobacco altered the
direction in which the Rappahannock economy had been moving
since the 1760's. Before the Revolution wheat and corn
shipments to Southern Europe and the West Indies had given
local merchants extra profits and a measure of commercial
independence. However, during the war state commercial

agents repeatedly reported that only tobacco commanded cash

122E. James Ferguson, The Power of the Purse, A Histor
of American Public Finance, I776-1790 (Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press for the Institute of Early American
History and Culture, 1961), p. 14.
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in the foreign markets.123 An attempt to market indigo
failed,124 and for a variety of reasons flour was a minor
factor in the wartime Indies trade.l25 pas a result, the
Rappahannock tobacco trade was revitalized, and the West
Indies became a major tobacco market for transshipment to
Europe.

Virginia established accredited agents in French and
Dutch West Indian ports beginning in the summer of 1776.126
The state consigned tobacco to the agents who, for a 2 1/2%
commission, marketed it and used the proceeds to buy gun-

powder and small arms, medicine, oil, paper, sail cloth,

123See, for example, Van Bibber and Harrison, St.
Pierre, Martinique, to William Aylett, June 5, 1777 and June
25, 1777, Loose Papers of the State Agent, Correspondence of
William Aylett, 1775-1777, Virginia State Archives, Here-
after cited as Aylett Papers.

124Coak1ey, "Virginia Commerce," 238-239.

125virginia flour was the least desirable of any avail-
able in Hispaniola because of its inferior quality. Further-
more, in order to conserve grain for domestic needs the
Virginia legislature placed embargoes on flour exports and
restricted distillation of spirits in 1777 and 1778. See
Rawleigh Colston, Cape Francois, Hispaniola, to Thomas Smith,
Sept. 11, 1778, Loose Papers of the State Agent, Correspondence
of Thomas Smith, July-bec. 1778, Virginia State Archives;
Journal of the House, Oct. 1777 term, p. 136; Hening, ed.,
Statutes, IX, 476-477, 530-532.

126yan Bibber and Harrison, St. Eustatia, to President
of the Council of Safety, June 14, 1776, Loose Papers of the
State Agent, Papers of Van Bibber and Harrison, Virginia State
Archives; Mcllwaine, et al., eds., Journals of the Council, I
114, 140, 233; 11, 227, 2471.
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and material for soldiers clothes,1??
The trade in Virginia was initially coordinated by
the Committee of Safety, but when William Aylett became
commissary of the public store in December 1776, part of his
charge was to purchase and export Virginia produce to foreign
ports in order to procure necessities of war. When Aylett

128 Thomas Smith succeeded him

resigned his office in 1777,
with responsibility for exchanging Virginia goods for
military wares abroad.l2? The state directed Smith to
appoint agents at the heads of the Rappahannock, Potomac,
York, James, and Appomattox rivers and on the Eastern Shore
and in Suffolk. These agents were to purchase tobacco and
forward it to collection points for export.130 Smith's

first choice for the Rappahannock agency was George

Washington's brother-in-law, Fielding Lewis, who turned down

127Van Bibber and Harrison, St. Pierre, Martinique, to

William Aylett, June 5, 1777, Aylett Papers; Bill of Lading
for the "Liberty," William Ivey, St. Eustatia, n.d., ibid.,
Receipt signed by John Pasteur, St. Eustatia, April 5, 1777,
ibid., Bill of Lading for schooner "Molly," Thomas Conway,
St. Pierre, Martinique, June 5, 1777, ibid.; Bill of Lading
for sloop "Virginia," William Sargeant, St. Eustatia, June
19, 1777, ibid.

1288ee above, p. 105.

12935urnal of the House, Oct, 1777 term, p. 114,

130pjan for organizing state trade, n.d., n.p., Aylett
Papers; Rappahannock, Potomac, and York tobacco was to be
sent on small, fast boats to the Eastern Shore,
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the appointment, recommending Charles Yates and Daniel

131 At Lewis' request Yates and Payne

Payne instead.
accepted the job on an interim basis,132 but closed their
account with the state in May 1778 when Benjamin Day
accepted the post.133

The young merchant's task was made difficult by the
complete disruption of the pre-war tobacco marketing system,
and by the phenomenal rise in the price of tobacco. Before
the war planters had come to sell their crops at buyers'
stores, or had met ther at the Williamsburg merchants'
meeting. They did not do so during the Revolution, so a
buyer had to travel great distances in the back country to
find tobacco for sale.l34 cThe many newcomers to the trade

made bargaining treacherous. Day was apprehensive about

receiving marketable tobacco when any "cobler of the lowest

13lyjelding Lewis to Thomas Smith, March 14, 1778, Loose
Papers of the State Agent, Correspondence of Thomas Smith,
Jan.-June 1778, Virginia State Archives.

132charles Yates and Daniel Payne, Fredericksburg, to
Thomas Smith, March 30, 1778, Smith Papers, Jan.-June 1778;
Fielding Lewis to Thomas Smith, Mar. 31, 1778, ibid.; Thomas
Smith, Williamsburg, to Fielding Lewis, Mar. 19, 1778, Records
of the State Agent, Williamsburg, Thomas Smith Letterbook,
Dec. 26, 1777-Nov. 7, 17173, Virginia State Archives.

133charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, May
12, 1778, Smith Papers, Jan.-June 1778; Charles Yates and
Daniel Payne, Frederickzburg, to Thomas Smith, May 25, 1778,
ibid.

134charles Yates and Daniel Payne, Fredericksburg, to
Thomas Smith, Mar. 30, 1778, ibid.
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rank . . . lays his awl aside, reads the Papers, and talks
learnedly on the Subject of Trade and Navigation.“135
Matters were further complicated by planters avoiding the
inspection warehouses. By March 177% neither of
Fredericksburg's public warehouses, Royston's and the

136 By 1780 other

Fredericksburg, was holding inspections.
warehouse proprietors, including those at Falmouth, com-
plained of reduced incomes from "the great diminution in
quantity of the tobacco received for several years past."137
The result of these factors was that purchasers had to work
harder and pay more for smaller amounts of poorer tobacco
than their pre-war counterparts.

The worst problem the purchasing agents faced was the
rapid rise in the price of tobacco. Day bought tobacco on
the Rappahannock and Potcmac Rivers. 1In June 1778 Smith
directed him to concentrite on the latter in the hope of

138

avoiding competition with speculative buyers. Never-

the less, between mid~July 1778 and mid-February 1779 Day

1353enjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, Aug.
17, 1778, ibid.

136yirginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon and Nicolson),
March 26, 1779, p.2, c.2.

137petition of sundry persons Proprietors of Public
Tobacco Inspections, Dez. 15, 1780, Legislative Petitions,
Spotsylvanis County, 1776-1784, Virginia State Archives.

138Thomas Smith, Williamsburg, to Benjamin Day, June
9, 1778, Smith Letterbcok, 1777-1778, f££. 62, 64.
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reported an increase in purchase price of over 300%, from
60 s. a hundredweight to £8.7.6 a hundredweight. He
expected the price to rise still further to 1510.139
Competition among buyers was at the heart of the prob-
lem. By early 1777 Philadelphia merchants in Virginia had
begun to bid up prices and drain tobacco northward, 140 as
late as June 1778 Thomas Smith expressed fear that, although
"the Enthusiastic Spirit of Speculation" had not yet reached
the Rappahannock and Potomac areas, large purchases of goods
by the Governor and Council from a French trader would lead
tobacco sellers to raise prices as the state sought to
obtain their crops in order tc make payment. Smith assured
Day, however, that there was sufficient inventory on hand to
make the remittance and no shortage was likely to develop.141
Even so, James Hunter, Jr., who was also buying tobacco for
the state, reported price increases similar to the ones noted

by Day, increases he attributed "more [to} the number of Pur-

chasers than [the] want of [tobacco] here, or encouragement at

139Benjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, July
13, 1778, Smith Papers, July-Dec, 1778; Benjamin Day, Fred-
ericksburg, to Thomas Smith, Feb, 8, 1779, Loose Papers of
the State Agent, Correspondence of Thomas Smith, Jan.~May
1779, Virginia State Archives,

14OCoak1ey, "Virginia Commerce," p. 32,

141Thomas Smith, Williamsburg, to Benjamin Day, June 9,
1778, Smith Letterbook, 1777-1778, f£f. 62, 64,
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Foreign Markets."142 rThree weeks later Day wrote, "the
Demand [for tobacco] is in every Quarter so great, that any
Quantity may be disposed of, and at almost any Price."143

At the same time the price for tobacco in Virginia
was rising, the selling price in the West Indies was
plummeting. Agents in St. Bustatia, Martinique, and
Hispaniola reported difficulty getting satisfactory prices
in exchange for goods and complete inability to sell tobacco
for cash by late 1778.144 petween July and September 1778
the price of tobacco in Martinique fell by 47% when the
French declaration of war against Britain forced up freight
and insurance rates between the islands and France.l45 1In
the still-neutral Dutch island of St. Eustatia the price

fell a less dramatic 12% between the spring of 1777 and

summer of 1778, a drop which agent John Ball attributed to

1423 ames Hunter, Stafford, to Thomas Smith, July 14,
1778, Smith Papers, July-Dec. 1778; James Hunter, Stafford,
to Thomas Smith, Aug. 3, 1778, ibid.

143Benjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, Aug.
17, 1778, ibid.

14430hn Ball, St. Eustatia, to Thomas Smith, Aug. 31,
1778, ibid.; Richard Harrison, St. Pierre, Martinique, to
Thomas Smith, Sept. 30, 1778, ibid.; Rawleigh Colston, Cape
Francois, to Thomas Smith, Aug, 12, 1778, ibid.

145Richard Harrison, St. Pierre, Martinique, to Thomas
Smith, July 16, 1778, Board of Trade Loose Papers, 1779-1780,
Virginia State Archives; Richard Harrison, St. Pierre,
Martinique, to Thomas Smith, Sept. 30, 1778, Smith Papers,
July-Dec. 1778.
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a lack of ships rather than a declining European market, 146
Caught in this price squeeze, the Virginia government was
unable to supplement its income sufficiently either to
support its currency or to acquire war goods tc the extent
it has hoped except briefly at the beginning of the war.147

Limited as it had been, the state trade all but dried
up after 1779, victim of undercapitalization, lack of ships,
and the British blockade.l48 rThe importance of the tobacco
of the Rappahannock district to the trade's ability to
supply necessities at the beginning of the war is under-
emphasized by the Virginia treasury records. The treasury
received tobacco duties from the Rappahannock Naval District
in May and December 1778. After that, only Elizabeth City,
Hampton, and Northampton Districts paid duties into the
treasury, and their last payment was in November, 1779. In
May 1778 payments from the Rappahannock District were the
fourth highest of the six reporting districts, accounting
for 8% of the duties received. South Quay, York, and

Accomack collected more, while the Upper James and Portsmouth

Districts received less. In December the Rappahannock was

146John Ball, St, Eustatia, to William Aylett, Feb. 9,
1777, Aylett Papers; Van Bibber and Harrison, St. Eustatia,
to William Aylett, April 2, 1777, ibid.; John Ball, St.
Eustatia, to Thomas Smith, Aug. 31, 1778, Smith Papers, July-
Dec. 1778,

147

Coakley, "Virginia Commerce," p. 242.

14811 4a., pp. 275, 281-282.
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sixth out of nine reporting districts, still collecting 8%
of the duties. Accomack, York, South Potomac, Elizabeth
City, and Port Hampton ranked ahead of Rappahannock, while
Upper James, Northampton, and Mecklenburg County were
behind. 142 Before the Revolution the Upper James Naval
District was the largest tobacco exporter of the colony's

six districts.150

The increased importance of Eastern Shore
districts and those near the North Carclina coastal inlets
during the war reflects their easier, safer access to the
West Indies market. The greater exports from the eastern
shore probably consisted of a significant amount of
Rappahannock tobacco, since under state trade plans
Rappahannock collections were to be sent across the bay
before being exported abroad.l%l an indication of the
extent to which the Rappahannock tobacco economy had been
revived by 1782 appears in a memorandum of treasury receipts
for that year. The amount of transfer tobacco received into

the Virginia treasury from the Rappahannock was second only

to that from the Potomac, and far exceeded that from both

149Treasurer‘s Office, Journal of Receipts, Jan. 15,
1777-April 3, 1779, Virginia State Archives; Treasurer's
Office, Journal of Receipts, April 3, 1779-March 2, 1784,
Virginia State Archives,

150Robert Polk Thomson, “"The Tobacco Export of the
Upper James River Naval District, 1773-1775," William and
Mary Quarterly, 3rd, Ser,, 18 (1961), 394,

151

See above, p. 130, n, 131,
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152 The wartime boom in the

the James and York rivers.
tobacce trade, however, was short-lived, Like the market
for manufactured products produced in the Fredericksburg

region, the market for tobacco there diminished soon after

the war's end.153

Faced with inflation, a British blockade, and a
disrupted world market, Fredericksburg businessmen took a
variety of steps to protect their own capital. The most
common business venture for Fredericksburg merchants during
the war was commerce., Some like Charles Yates prosecuted
trade with foreign merchants in more or less legitimate
fashion, although through different channels from those of
pre-war days. Others, like Lacoste, Brumfield, & Co.,
engaged in privateering. A few Fredericksburgers tock
advantage of investment opportunities afforded by wartime
finance measures. | |

Fredericksburg merchants imported goods to supply both
the needs of the government and of private consumers.
Whenever possible, they took care to provide the kinds of
English goods that local consumers preferred., A typical
cargo was the one John Brownlow advertised in 1779 of silk,

pen knives, snuffers, ladies' shoes, and French brandy along

152Memorandum of Transfer Tobacco, received at the
Treasury in November 1782, in Calendar of vVirginia State
Papers, ed. by Palmer, et al., VIII, 144,

153gce below, chapter 4.
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with medicines, sailors' jackets, and coarse broadcloth.l54
Charles Yates and Daniel Payne kept their trading contacts
alive throughout the war. In 1778 Yates sent a cargo of
tobacco to the French West Indies and instructed the ship's
captain to buy a return cargo of salt, linens, and coarse
woolens.153 vyates corresponded with English associates
during the war to enquire as to the status of his account,156
and sometimes placed orders for English and Irish goods. On
at least one occasion when he and Payne bought in France they
paid with pre-war credits using bills of exchange on London

firms.157

American merchants like Yates and Payne
tried to give their British trade a veneer of legality by
espousing the principle that goods exported from a neutral
port were neutral goods. Writing to Samuel and William
Vernon in England about two vessels bound for Virginia,
Yates commented that

the two cutters belong to Ireland, from whence

they cleared out for Gothenburg laden with Irish

and British goods and only just touched at that
Port in their way here for purposes which will

154yirginia Gazette (Williamsburg: Dixon & Nicolson},
Mar. 26, 1778, pP.2, ©.2.

155p, Payne & Co., Fredericksburg, to Capt. Edward Cary.
Feb. 16, 1778, Yates Letterbook, p. 97.

156charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Capt. Henry Parry,
June 6, 1778, ibid., p. 203; Yates also listed people he
"Wrote by C. Mortimer bound for London, via France," May 12,
1779, ibid., p. 209.

137charies Yates, Fredericksburg, to James Taylor, April
6, 1780, ibid., pp. 214-215; Charles Yates to Capt. James Ward,
fAug. 23, 1780,] ibid.
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readilly occur to you.l58

While maintaining the o0ld British connections,
Fredericksburg merchants also opened commerce with American
merchants in Maryland and Pennsylvania during the war. 1In
the spring of 1781 Yates exported a substantial amount of
tobacco to Maryland and solicited consignment goods from the
recipient.159 Shortly afterward he placed an order in
Philadelphia for sickles and scythes made there, specifying
that the scythes were to be "such as are used for cradling
wheat . "160

In the absence of account books we can only infer how
profitable private trade in the Fredericksburg region was
during the Revolution. Charles Yates and Daniel Payne cited
the profitability of their own business as one of the reasons
for declining to serve as state purchasing agents in 1778,
"having it in our own power to extend our own business as
far as we chose to engage.” They had already turned down
another offer to act in a similar capacity. Since "our own
affairs must at all times give place when they interfere with
[the state's] . . . ," Yates and Payne found the state offer

nl61l

"not worth our attention. A vear later Yates was still

158chariles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Samuel and William
Vernon, April 20, 1779, ibid., p. 108.

159Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to [illeg.,] March 8,
1781, ibid., p. 232.

160Charles Yates, Fredericksburg, to Donaldson & Roe,
April 17, 1781, ibid., p. 234.

16lcharles Yates and Daniel Payne, Fredericksburg, to
Thomas Smith, March 30, 1778, Smith Papers, Jan-June 1778.
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not tempted by a state job and declined to serve on the

162 ye did, however, accept

Virginia board of trade.
appeointment as commissioner of the specific tax in
Spotsylvania County for 1780, a position he shared with
Thomas Colson.163
Other Fredericksburg merchants, like Yates' protege,
Benjamin Day, or James Hunter, Jr., found that a state
appointment could enhance one's opportunities as a private
businessman, After serving as purchasing agent on the
Rappahannock for about a year, Day succeeded his superior,
Thomas Smith, as state agent in Williamsburg.164 Only when

the position was eliminated in July 1780,165

did Day go into
business on his own. Before the end of the war he was using
the contacts he had made in government to sell shoes to the
army and to induce the state to buy tobacco from his friend
James Maury.166
Although Hunter's relations with the state authorities

were not always cordial, he did reap a handsome profit by

162Notation dated June 9, 1779 in Yates Letterboock, p.

2009.

163Charles Yates and Thomas Colson, Fredericksburg, to
the Governor, April 12, 1782, ibid., p., 233,

164Benja_min Day, Fredericksburg, to Thomas Smith, Jan.
30, 1779, Smith Papers, Jan-~Jdune 1779; Thomas Smith,
Williamsburg, to Benjamin Day, Feb, 26, 1779, Smith Lettex-
book, 1779-1780,

165Benjamin Day, Fredericksburg, to Col. William Davies,
May 3, 1782, Executive Department Papers, Governor's Office,
Letters Received, Jan, 1782-April 1782, Virginia State
Archives.
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selling goods to the board of trade after leaving his
position as commissary of the public store in Fredericksburg.
In September 1778 the Council of State complained that
Hunter had failed to deliver tobacco that they had paid
for.167 After that issue was resolved, the board of trade
found itself at odds with Hunter over the sale of a cargo
of goods. Hunter had proposed selling the cargo at a rate
of 50 to 1 on the Sterling price payable in tobacco at E15
currency per hundredweight.168 The board originally
rejected the demand as being "beyond all measure exorbitant,"”
and claimed that state tobacco should command a price of
£20 per hundredweight.169 Hunter remained adamant, and the
board of trade was forced to accede to his demands. While
still claiming Hunter's price was extravagent the board
advised:

we fear the necessities of the Army and Navy are
80 urgent as will oblige us to purchase some
supplies immediately and, as we are convinced
these Goods are well laid in, perhaps better than

any that may be offered for some time, we are
inclined to purchase such Articles as are absolutely

167360hn Page, Williamsburg, to Thomas Smith, Sept. 11,
1778, Smith Papers, July-Dec. 1778.

168yunter & Co. proposal for Dolphin's goods, July 17,
1779, Virginia Board of Trade Papers, Brock Collection, Box
I.

169Thomas Whiting, Jacqueline Ambler, Duncan Rose to
the Governor and Council, July 13, 1779, ibid,































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































