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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine whether the
agriculture of Cumberland County, Virginia was prosperous or
declining in the twenty years proceding the Civil War. Some
historians have asserted that Virginia underwent a great
agricultural renaissance in the period due to reformed msethods
of farming and others have asserted that roform was impoassible.

¥While primary sources covered the 1840-1860 period, the
bulk of the paper is bassd on the manusceript United States Buresu
of the Census returns for the years 1850 and 1860. After
compiling the informdiion contained in them, it was possible to
draw a statistical picture of agriculture in the county and to
make conclusions from it.

It was concluded that Cumberland County agriculture was
prosperous and fairly diversified in the period. The farmers
were making more efficient use of a relatively stable slave
population and production increased greatly while the number of
improved acres actually declined, indieating improved methods.
The burden of production fell on the middle class. The lack of
e;idez‘me for drastie change.may indlcate the farmers felt no need
of any. '
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CUMBERLARD COUNI'Y, VIRGINIA AGRICULTURE
1840~1860



INTRODUGTION

3\&5&19 the baliaf that Virginia'a Wiauitural econony wag
demmea éuz-ing earlier yaam has been ganemlly accepbed, con-
ﬂi@tmg opm:lanea abmm the perioﬂ, 1840 - 1860, bhave bean expressced
by both contemporary observers and by modern historians. Was
Vi.éginia agriculturs prospering or deelining? The purpose of this
paper is not to look at Virginie as s whole, but to arrive at some
conclusions about one 'épgaczlfs,c erea of 'the state, Cunberland County.
The farmers there faced many m*abiem,a, but they were given soms
alternatives in solving them through the efforts of various reformers.
An sttempt to present a true picture of agriculture in the county will
be made using a methodology draun from sgeveral previous studies of
southern agricultural history based on census returns fer the years
1850 and 1860,

A negative attitude concerning Virginia agricnltm was exprossed
by Bdmund Ruffin in a book which originally appesred in 1834. He 414
not change his original statements in subsequent edi%iom of the book.
He stated that profits were slim and J,a:ac:! values were iow. Later he

wrote .that the poorest lands wero located in the "hi@{éxw - $idevater

i Buffin; Egsaye and ﬁo‘hea on Agriculture (Richmornd,
3.355), pp. 27:.~m*5. » -



cmmﬂas“ whare most ramers plomd when the gmum! vas still wat, |
mitshsr éraimd umr land nor rotated their ampa. ’i‘ha few wha d&d
dmi.n their lam faum tva utuiae arop mtatiom. Pens were aot grown
fer mazm-mg ;mrpcses. Many fmera left msx uhmzs haﬁ previeualy
bean sown in corn lying ﬁs&lﬁ&ﬁ %m naxt e;arnag am! sunmer by mt
eewing wheat on s:b. ?ha region 13&3:9& amssa&hle marl but i&hsm were

rich deposite of shell and 3.,1ms which cm ramara igmraﬁ.z

F‘reﬁer&ok Law m:nabad, in his Journey to the Se aboard Slave ggm,

presented an unfavorable viaw of Northern truck famars. He accused

the region of providing New York with poor produce raised on peor soil.
| If the soil had been fortilized at all, he said it was fertilizéd with
- manure shipped in from Balhimora.a Undoubtedly, Olmsted's peasimistic
view of ‘{igginia_ agriculture was affected by his antli-slavery bilas.

On a trip from Washington to Richmond, he féu.na only about one~third
of the land cleared and only sbout one-fourth of this land in cultiva-
tion. The rest of the land lay in pine forest or in a useless grasse.

The planters' bouses were in a run-doun eom‘-iﬁian.é

‘?mmuaa Ruffin, UAgricultural Features of Virginia and North
Carolina," DeBow's Commereis) Review, XXIIX((1857), pp. 10-11, 15.

3rredorick Law Olmsted, A Journey
(New York, 1856), p. 158.

“Frodertok Lay Olueted, 4 Journey in the Seabosrd Slave States
(Hew York, 1904), I, 18.



The State Boarﬂ of Agrioulture, in its report to the General
Assembly in 1842, noted an "inoreasing knowledge and attention" teo
farming in the stete, particularly in the western counties. This
progress was slow, bul ot least some farmers were msking Sfmportant
reforms. They vere using _fartiliaera 3 growing grasses and root crops;
ammm thsir ':»..mmax; anﬂ using exeellent machines and implements.
Yot, in each county lived farmers who were Fifty years behind time.

As an indlcation of the lack of interest only seven fermers even
bothered to answer one of( the fifteen hundred ‘eirculars sent out by
the Board!® | =

Eugene D. Genovess, in a book concerning the economy of the South
a8 a whole, propounded the ides that ti:e region was unable to achisve
any success with reform because off'the slave system. He attacked those
historians such as Avery 0. Craven who believed that reform was possible
by saying:

eos the nssumption that the reform movement would

have proceeded emoothly in the course of natural evolution

if the war bad not intervenad neglects the contradfctiion

in the reform precess. The grave effects of slavery in

retarding capital formatlon, providing inefficient labor,

and preventing the rise of a home market made the task of

the reformer virtually impossidla. Unlese a conversion to
 free labor occurred, reform ln one area only intensified

5 “Rspm of the Board of Agriculture of vargms.a to the Senats
and House of Representatives [eia of Virginia,? Journal of the
Hougs of Delegatas of Virginia (1842/1843), Doe. No. 12, pp. 1-2.
See pp. 3=49 for replies. Soma of the answers ware also published
in the &W W There i3 no mertion of the circular in Ray
0. Funmel 's Southern Broadsides before 1877 (Richmond, 1971). The
questions dealt “with gangmphiaal state, climate, surface and soil,
minerale, water, quantity of arable land, size of farme, rotation of
crops, implements, fencing gress, hay, livestock, dairy management,
new agricultural practices and obstacles to imprevemeng




the diffigulties in another.®
Those who believed Virginia agriculture in the tuenty years
" before the Civil War to have besn flourishing included Robert T.
Hubard, Avery 0. Craven, Kethleen Bmoe,: Charles W. Timmr and Epnett
B. Fields. Hubard was a brillant lawyer and a leader in agricultural
reforn. He opsrated "Chellows" ana fRosngy" in Bueckingham County
and "Tye River" in Nelson County, a1l large operations. He lived
at "Chellowe", situasted only a few miles from the Cumberland County
line. In @ﬁ.mg &dvi.ée for his sons he stated:
 Agriculture has improved immensely during the

last twenty years and 1t is destined to much higher

improvement .... The land is worked more judiciously

than when I was a boy - - it 18 not worked so

frequently in corn and other crops. The ploughs and

the ploughing are much better. More manmure is made,

and more grass sown and an increased desire and

determination for improvement is more cormon in Vir

ginia thah ever. God grant this state of things may

be but the commencement of a ~arser whieh will con-

duct this venerable old commonwealth to that fertil-
ity which marked her virgin soil in bygone times.’

Craven believed the period 1840 to 1860 tc have boen one of
reform and success. The years 1820 to 1840 merely laid the
groundwork for & flourishlng agricultural economy in the next
twenty years. After 1840, Virginis entered a period of
prosperity, having established a diversified aysﬁam. In fact,
in 1860, according to Craven, the 0ld Dominion was in the best

Sou

‘Hugens D, Genovese, The Political m of Slavery: W
M%Emm and Society of the Slave South (New York, 1965),
p. 136. See also pp. 4, 26.

?Iiubar&, Papers, Alderman Library, University of Virginia.
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condition agriculturally of her history. Virginia and Maryland
had outstripped all other states in their advances.®

Kathleen Bruce agreed with Craven. She was a proponent of the
idea that Virginis haa uade:.z-tak@ successful reform and had revived
her economy by 1860. 7 Cha.rias ¥W. Turner agreed with Professor Bruce
and axprasaed the view that Virgiaia was “diversi.fyﬁ.ng her agricul-
tural progranm, mz:sroving her property values, raising better varieties
of crops and livestock, and increasing her pwoauebion.“m

Emmett B. Field's dissertation om the Virgiéia agricultural popu~
lation in 1850 and 1860 contrasted Virginia and the lower slave states:

As compared with the lower South, its location on the
upper Atlantic seaboard determined that it should have
different soils, less annual rainfall, and a shorter growing
season. The tobacco and grain cultivation whioch were its
mainstays required patterns of landownership and slavehold-
ing which were distinet from those suited to cotton, rice
and sugar.

A large portion of its soll had been turned by the
plow and sxhausted long before regions westward and south-
ward had been opened to settlers and during boom times
cccaslioned by removal to fresh tobacco lands and expansion
of the short-staple zoenes, the 014 Dominion had already
paseed the early peak of its prosperity and wae suffering
agricultural decline. Adjustment to the erisis produced
a reinvigorated economy before the Civil Var cpened, but
not without a far-reaching shift toward drop diversifica-
tion and de-emphasis of slavery, which served further te
distinguish Virginia from its lower southern neighbors.ll

vgﬁ

very O Craven mmﬁwam@m cult
History of ¥ Virginia sod Hamans 16061060 (Tebann, Iost) aiuate]

9%athleen Bruce, "Virginia ﬁgrieultural Decline to 1860: &
Fallacy,” Agricultural History, VI (1932), p. 3.

10Ccharies W. Turmer, "Virginia Agricultural Reform, 1815~1860,"
Agricultura)l History, XIVI (1952), p. 88.

 1grmett B. Fields, "The Agricultural Population of Virginia,
1850-~1860," PhD Dissertation, Vanderbilt University, 1953, pp. 39-40,



He concluded that tobacco was the wost valuable money crop but
vas not gréwa extonsively eutaiﬁie of the wuck‘-ea‘mml oountia‘a and
even in that area, grain and livestock Qare jmportant. He saw im;;rové—-
maista in the 1o_m Tidewater's truck gardens. Uhile there were large
plantations, they did not dominate agriculturs and the emall farmers
414 not have poorer land. According to Flelds, the emall farmers sold
slaves and bought lend showing themselves more willing snd sble to
change as slavery became unprofitable. Neither the large planter nor
the yeoman controlled the economy. The majority of the middle clase
were elimbing the social ladder to take the place of the declining
upper elass.m

The purpose of this paper is to determine which of these opinlons
concerning Virginia agriculture as practiced in Cumberland County wae
correct. Before consldering the work of varlous reformers and the
question of whether or not Cumberland County agriculture was declining
or prospering, one ought to examine problems which the county's
farmers faced. Some of the problems were those compon to agriculture
everywhere. Others wers either peculier to the southern region or
only to Virginia.

121p1d., pp. 195-199.



CHAPTER 1
' SEVERE PROBLEMS AND POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS

Anyone who, by necessity or choice, is ealled to the agricultural
'vocation must cope with the unpredictable forces of Nature. She can
be hostile or Kind, bfinging a bountiful harvest ong ysar apd disaster
the next. This reality has made ths farmer unlque throughout history.
While his fellow men are rsmoved from the elamééts » he comes %o grips
" with them in & most forceful manner.l He makes a ganbls everytime he
plants a crop. This most reckless of men, who bets that he can beat
nature's odde every year, is a very conservative fellow when it comes
to axperiment&%ion. If he wins year after year with the cards he
holds, he sees no reason to risk drawing from the deck. Obviously,

- he will be reluctant to change or reform methode.

In the 1840's, this vary logical conservatism was compared to a
disease in a report of the Stete Board of :Agricultum:.

The characteristice of this diseass are a kind of

antipathy to every new process in husbandry, a strong

aversion %0 the study of agriculture as a science, an

overveening ettachment to our own opinions and practices,

an extreme backwardness to adopt any others, a neglect

to keep anything like reguler farming accounts, and

above all, by a vast waste of the almost inmmerable

raterials to be fourd on every farm, wblch might easily
be converted into mamure, to say nothing of the general

Yy1rich B. Phillips, Life and Labor in the 014 South (Boston,
1863}, p. 40. Phillips took the opposite view.



'neglect to use any of the varioaa fertiliaing
substances: uhich,coet money, D

Some problems faced by Cumberland County farmers were typical of
thétregion. ‘Genoveaa;é ligt of the characteristics of southern
agriqulture‘ingludes an igefficient;laﬁor‘force, poor eoil, iack of
markets, poor quality of iweétock, low level of uqﬁm capital,
and the one-crop system.

‘Historians are discussing and probably will continue to argue
over the institution of alaveryAfﬁrever. Whather slavery caused the
one-grop systaﬁ or whether the one-crop ajstsm fostered the growth
of slavery has been a "chicken and egg" controversy that has provoked
mwuch discussion. It would seem most reasonable to assert that the
problem of a dearth of labor occasioned by the needs of a one-crop

agriculture was handily solved by the importation of African 31aves;3

Then the institution which had adapted itself well to a one-crop
system became so firmly entrench@d that 1ﬁ was difficult for a planter
to change his habits, or indeed, if he were inclineditc:divérsify-hia
farming operation, to supervise hils slaves.scaﬁterad over a large .
farm.

This problem of slavery may be 1oékad~at in two ways. First,

one may consider the individual slave's relation to agricultural

2“Report of the Board of Agriculture of Virginia to the Senate
and House of Representatives [sid@ of Virginia,® ggg;gg;{giAggglugggg
of Delegates of Virginia (1842/1843), Doc. No. 12, p: L.

3See Thomas J. Wettenbeker's The Planters of Golenial Virginia
(Princeton, 1922), pp. 84~161. Wertenbaker contends that the planters!
need for cheap labor, especially after 1660, in order to grow tobacce
at a greater profit margin/caused_him.ta import more and more slaves
driving the yeoman farmer /into delpbt or out of the state.



reform in any given place and, secondly, the effects of the system
upon agricultural reform may be studled. Al%hough a study of these
tuo subjeots uuuld be a 1ifatime 8 work, it is helpful to establish
some,workinglcanclusiens based on a concensus of historical scholar-
ship. 'f%‘

| The first‘great histérégé of Ameriéan Negro siavery,'ﬁ. B,
Phillips, described the Neg%o és "impulsive and incoﬁStant, soclable
and amorous, voluble, diigﬁéfj and negligant, bﬁt,raﬁﬁsﬁ, amiable,
obedient and contented .-.aﬁé" ¥hile Phillips' writings were racist
in tone, at least he realized that the individual slave could be
trained to do more than simﬁly hoe weeds. In fact, he was awars
that many Negroes were trained as artisans and skilled laborers. In
agreement with Craven's "agricultural renaissance" thesis outlined
above, he stated, "Any slave could spread manurs or ssed clover or

cowpeas quite as well as a freeman.">

Konneth M. Stempp, in the first mejor challenge to Phillip's work,
re-intreduced a moralistic tone into the historiography of the ante-
bellum period. He, too, asccepted the Craven thesis. Seeing the
planter as a capitalist and Negroes as being, "only vhite rmen with
black skins, nothing more, nothing less," Stampp coétended.the blacks

‘could be trained for whatever tasks from which the planter could make

'

the most profit. They could fit into a diversified éystem.é On the

4U1rich B. Phillips, American Negre Elgvggx.(ﬁew,York, 1933), p. 8.
°Ibid., p. 137,

®Konneth M, Stampp, The Peculiar Institutioh: .Slavery in the
Ante-ﬁenum South (New m-k, 1956€), p. vii.




11
other hand, with nothing to gain from the eystem, the Negro ehirked
work whenever possible, meking him an ineffictent worker. ' But, like
Pbillips, Stampp realized that slavery trained the black in skilled
tasks.

The idea of a "cultural void" first deseribed by Stampp was
enphasized and extended by S@anley‘ﬁ. Elkins. In a Nazi-like system,
the Negro becamo a "Sambo™ ever ready to imitate white uays.g

According to the studies of these three historians, the individual
slave could and 4id adapt himeelf to diversified sgrieulturse. Even
with the difficulty of wanagement, there seems to bs no reason why the
individual Negro could not fit into a diversified system and function
woll. The most eminent historian of Virginia agriculture, Craven
also contended that the Negro, even emslaved, could perform compli-
cated taskse, if he so desired or was forced,

W¥hile the individuel slave probably was not a mejor hindrance to
reforr in Cumberland, the system of slavery may have been. MHany
studies of slavery have falled to prove wvhether or not the institution
was profitable. In any case, the most drastie affect of slavery on the
Cumberland planter was on,hia>uay of thinking. Sowe of ths reformers
of Virginia agriculture belﬁavad the system, as it existed, was un-
profitable, but they had a /difficult time convineing their contempo-
raries. TFor example, if the farmer wore convinced slavery was

profitable, then he would Have 1little desire to change his methods.

7Ibid., p. 102.

881;&!115 M. B
y lkins, Sldvery: 4 Problem in Americsn Ipstitutional
and Intenacwal Life (Chichgo, 1968) e 81140
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On the other hand, Edwund Ruffin belleved that reform would keep
glavery profitable, but the paternalistic nature of the master-
slave relaﬁohsmp prevented many masters from making the most
‘economical use of their labor. They would not sell surplus elaves,

So011 exhsustion has boen one of the most publicized of Vir-
ginia's agricultural woes. Dr. William B. Smith, in an addrese to
the Agricultural Soclely of Cumberland, stated:

If our system of agriculture be correct, how does
it happen that our lands have deteriorated and how
are we to account for the fact, that in the tobacco
reglon of Virginia, we have much steril [e] surface;
one half being unfit for cultivation, and the other
half affording a scant return to the agriculturist?
Let those answer the guestion who have cultivated
tobacco. The great object herstofore has been, to
get as much forest cleared as possible, meke & few crops
of tobaceco, to be followed with grainsg until the soil
by hard culture and frequent washings becomes exhausted
and the m& abandoned ¢ o 09

Smith's speech was glven in 1838. A year later, another Cmbarland
planter and doctor, William 5. Morton talked to the assembled members
of the lecal agricultural soclsty and saild:

There is nov nearly the ssme cause for lamentation
over gullied and barren fields and wide-spread wastes,
as existed about forty years ago, when John Taylor was
exerting his powerful and patriotic mind, for the
improvement of agriculture. Indeed, it is highly
probable, that although there may have been a multitude
of instances of individual improvements, yet, since that
tice the soil_of the state has, in aggregate value, hY; V
greatly lost .10 e d

9W11liam B. Smith,"Can the Culture of Tobacso Be Dispensed with in
Esstern Virginia?" Farmer's Register,VI (1838), pp. 748-749.

l%_‘ S, Morton, “"Address to the Agricultural Society of Cumberland,"
Farmer's Register, VIIT (1840), pp. 274-275.
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| In his clmssic work on the subject, Avery 0. Craven outlined
two ‘qeparaj.t,a grgb}eﬂma; "the factors which work immediately upon the
aoi.l to ;o\fag its yigidiag gg’xm_city”’ and the forces which determine
the use of such agricultural practices as permit ﬂaetmet;on.”ll
He 1isted five factors which caused soil exhaustion; the frontier,
govermrental action or inaction, markets and agencies, ignorance and
habit, all of vhich were present in the 014 Dominton.? Virginta's
soil was particularly subject to leaching by rain and tobacco growing
easily upset thé“mid-alkgif; balance. It was easier and cheaper too
clear more land than to improve the land that had been under cultive-
tion and many acres of land ‘i_efs,re ‘aimply abandeoned.

Since the farmers had much capital tfed up in slaves, 1little wae
available for buying machinery. Even though there were s number of
innovations in implements made in the state, > in general, the imple-
ments were e;hide; and the farmers invested little money in them :
relative to the cash velue of their farme. * The 1842 report of
the Agricultural Board summed up the situation as follows: "with ue
Virginia farmers and planters the acknowledged utility of an agri-

cultural implement is very far from intrommg if". into general use. "2

Hivery 0. Graven, foll Exhaustion as a faster in the
History of Yireinia and Marvland, 1606-18¢0 (Orbana, 1926), p. 12,

121p14., p. 55.
131pi4., p. 152.

Ug, s. fﬁansus, xamscript Agrimxltural Schedules, 1850 and
1860, Virgim,a Sta@a Library.

15uRaport of the Board of Agriculture of Virginia to the Senate
and House of Representatives [sic] of Virginia,” p. 8.



.another problem faced by Cumberland farmers was the poor guality
of . livestock in the Sonﬁh ‘a8 a whole. Hogs were not as good as those
in the Middle West. Although the Virginia Pledmont and the Shenandoah
Valley were getting better breeds of beef cattle, it was difficult to
improve. cattle because of. the amount of capital required to buy a cow
aﬁ(l because they multiply alowwolé Again the report of the Agricul-
tural Board pointedithe condemming finger. It stated that the cattle
wers of a “mn-éeaeript breed” and livestock were on:ly Yone-half alive
for two-thirds of the year." ” 4 Gumberland farmer asserted that the
horses were worked too hard in the busy seasons (spring and fell) and
that the ocows were faod m;aropgrﬁ and not cared for wall.m

Sheep ':in niid&le Virginia‘» ﬁid not yiald more than thros and one-
half pounds of wool apiace, a paor yield when compared vith those of
Now England R Pannsylvani.a ana Naw York.w The number of horses and
mulae aecraaaed betwaen 1840 and 1850, but increased in the next
daeaﬂe. In 1845, a farmer cmnplainad that no horses were being raised

in eastern Virginia, but were being brought in from other sactiona.m

lﬁﬁhﬂﬂee T. Leagvitt 2 ”éﬁtempta to kupmve Cattle Breeds in the
United States, 1790-1860," W Historv, VII (1933), p. 51.

17upgport, of the Board of Agriculturs of Virginia to the Senabe
and House of Representatives (sic] of Virginia,” p. 8, 11.

18y, s. Mnrton, "iddress of Dr. W. 8. Morton, president of the

Agrieultuml Secisty of Cumberland, deliverad 13 November 1840,"
Earmer's Regigter, IX (1841), pp. 65-68.

19gbard Papers, Alderman Library, University of Virginia.

20Lewis Cecil Gray, Bistory of Agriculture in the Southern United
States to 1860 (Washington) 1933 ), 1I, 851



15
Another problam faeed\by Cumberland farmers, and by farmars

everyuhere nntil recent times, was the fluctuation of crop prices.
The three principal creps uere corn, wheat -and tabacco.‘ The prices
Vv.of these crops affected many farmers both direetly and indirectly, '
sinca their rise or fall mighz 1nfluance a’ farmer to diversify or
te contiaue ta grow only one major erop for 1ncome.“ '

K G@rn vas. a subsistence erop on many Virginia farﬁS}ﬂlSéme‘eéhé
sidered;it to be the greataat exhausﬁer of Virginia s soil; others

xegarded it as "meat, meal and manure."gl Gne histerian has said,

"c@rn is as basic to Seuthern history as Thomas Jeffersoﬁ and Jahn
C. Calhoun;"22 o

“§n general, corn and‘uheat pridebhrénds weré similar, so a look
at the latter suffices for both. During this period, wheat. prices |
were.down.v A 1arge erop in the Untted States 1n 1839 brought low
prices and lower ones followed the next year. A smgll erop in 1841
Qausad’higher prices, but anéthar 1arge‘yield forceé them Baek down
in 1842; This depressed trend contimxed from 1842 until 1845. ’31'53 |
repeal of the ﬁnglish Corn Laws and the Irish famine affected prices
'favorably tha aext tuo years. ancrtunately, this causad the farmera
to overpraduce, a&versely affeeting priQes for the nexb five yeara,

1848*1353. Subsequantly, pear Euro;ean craps and the Qrimean Hhr

1Nathaniel F, Cabell, ._ar.lx ..i.am g@. W in ma;,m
v(washington, 1915?), P 9.

" pan w, Gﬂtes,MMégg, Agz:is.gl&\zz._l.li.l..‘
(New York, 1960), p. 100, .



forced up prices from 1853 to 1855. ﬁut, again, ovarproduction

rreaulted in 1ower Frices for the remainder ef the period.23

V(This analysis is baaad mainly on Virginia prices, but ses Appendix
A fer New York nrices.)« o L
In 1849, the wheat grown in Virginia was uorth twiee as much as
jthe tobacca,gé, but tobaeee far many years had been the main money
:crep._ It s%ill was a majer part af the econamy of many ceunties in
an area bounded on the south by Nbrth Garoiina, on.the vest by tha
:Blua Ridge, cn the north by Fredericksburg, and on tha east by'bhe
'fall 11ne.25 In terms of the national total, the Old Damlnion pro—
;hhéé&'a deciining percentaga.a In 1839, Virglnia‘praduced 34.4 per
‘¢ent of the nation's total; in 1849, 20.4 per eent» and in 1859, 28.4

per cent.ze

Tobaeco may not be planted more than three or faur years on the
same soil,?’ necessitating either a move to new sci¢ or a renewing
of thé'eid; Another problem with it is the aightean-month period
between planting and selling. Thus, the farmer plants again befo»e

hs kncws how much he haa racaived frem his previous erog.

s

,‘" ‘ 23Arthur G, Peteraen "Nates and’ ﬂaeuments. Hheat and Gorn :
Prices Received by Produears in Virginia, 18(31—1928 " Journal of .
- Economioc ‘and’ Business _igm‘x, 13 (1930), PP. 382—391. '

24Gates, P 100

-+ 506aph C. Robert, The Tobsgco Kingdom: Plantation, t and
Egs.%m in ..1.1:313&3 BBQ Eer.&h Carolina, 180&1860 (Durham» 1938
po L .

26{3&1:@8, p. 100, PR R

zvﬁobert, p. 175
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'Ae with vheat and corn, the ‘masor price movements in the tobacco
crop wore mpartsant in' Virginia agrﬂ.culture. The yeaé‘s 1841 to 1843
savw large crops ami low quality. Western conmpetition hnrt. Virg:!.nia
tobaecc prices ia 1844, ‘I’!w emallest yiezﬂ in seven yaare fallowad
in 1345, aoxxtrasteﬂ by a buge erop in 1846 ?h& English Gox-n Laws'
Repoal had caused farmera. to raise wheat in 1845. The 1848 crop was
mger than the one of 3,8&’?‘, but the two were Qmall .emngh to cause an
upward price wing in eumbina‘bien with amhher small crop in 1849.
There were generslly high prices in the 1850‘5 until the Fanic of 185‘7
and ‘overproduction in the three years before the Civil War caused a

decline. 28

Another determining factor in the fimctuation of crep -
prices was the rapid growth of the West. Lewis C. Gray stated that,
"Hext to soil exhaustion, the foremost cause of the undoing of the

older communities was Western competition. n29
Farmers in Cumberland aufferea from grave mblema, hu‘& them vere

sore planters. armmd thom wbo uare suceesam in earryﬁ.ng out agricul-
tural x'sform and to uhnm '!‘a‘wy eould have lnokea for guidence. The 014
Bom&aian produced eome autstanding rsfomsrs. In the early ysars of
the ninetaan‘bh eantury, such men as Janes M. Gamett., Thomas Mann
Randolph, Stephen Macoms.ok, Fielding Lewis, Phillip Tabb, John Single-
ten, William Marlua%har ana ivh Ce Hiahalas vere implement"-ing improved
methods. John Taylor of Gmline » author af the Arator, was the most

prominent figure in this early pariod.>©

®B1pid., p. 135.
29eray, 11, 855,

wﬁvery 0. Graven, "The Agricultural Reformers of the AnteBellum
South,” American Historical Review, XXXIXIX (1928), pp. 305-307.




In surveying the yeare from 1840 to 1860, historians have
re&ogni@eﬂ Bdpund Ruffin ae the best known, 1€ not ‘&he greatest
agx'ieultarlst of his day, surpassing the lesser lights of
?heaﬁora Mo?«oberts, T. G Botfss, J. M, z)mﬂ,e},a, R. B. Gooch, and
his ceusin F. G. Ruffin. Mnng with John Karfbmll kae, ha was
a p&ezseer in ehe use of mar)l. Also using mamire, Cow peas and
"eclover as fertilizer, he has been creﬁitedwith lii‘tvingf hie

section from the nadir of egriculbural depression to an abundant
pwoéperity.'? Ruffin was pmaiﬁenﬁ of the Vi:g&.nia State Agricultural
Society and in 185/ s its cmiasi.mr. _ !‘-Ia believed slaves ecould be
Just ae effective in a diversified system as thoy ecould be in a one-
orop systenm, | | |

Called "the Father of Sotl Chemistry,” Ruffin suggested an
ideal crop rotgtion which wmzld give bcﬁh the largest profit and
inecreased fertility. His greateét corntribution was in the publiecation
of bis findings. He wrote 'ar'hiclas in various megasines, but his

master-piece en‘ the subject of soil fertility was entitled an Egsaey
ok Calearecus Mamures.?d

Ancther reformer of this era was John Hartwell Cocke who lived
from 1780 to 1866. 4in advocate of progressive agriculture and
education, he was opposed to alé.mry » but practical snough to realize
that there bad to ha a per:_i.éﬁ of transition betwsen slavery and
gbaalﬁta fmedom; He sent some of his *e;ave& to an Vﬁlabama plantation

- to earn money for their passage to Liheria; Cocke felt that @ebaaca;

3 pvery 0. Craven, Edmnd Buffin Southerner:
W (Hew York, 1932), pp. 73, 85-86, 88, 90.




31avery and inertiac had caused Virginia's ugrieultural woes;
Virginia's soils had been depleted by slave cultivation. 32
 From the early 1800's, Cocke had been a progressive planter.

- But, according -tﬁ M. Boyd Coyner, his biographer, "For many yeé.rs,.
Cocks was almost alone among his neighbors in the :,wrs’ﬁit of gobd
agrtculture in Fluvanna,?32

" Ancther Virginia planter in the Pledmont area who was expari;
menting with improved agricultural methode was Robert Skipwith of
"Bolling Hell" in Goochland. He attended the state agricultural .
fair in 1853 and held a 1ife membership ﬂin the ‘Staha .&grieulturalf
Soaiety. Skipwith was interested in lmproved livestock and planted

clover seed and fruit trees. b In 1859, he wrote detailed plans and
dravings for ditches after having been Aintsrested in tile draining

by F. G. Ruffin, former editor of the Sputhern Flanter. 35

Cumberisnd farmers could also look to the example of Robert T.
Buberd, farming in two nearby counties. An advocate of plowing
- deeply, ueing farm pen mamure and growing clover, he recommended

3251. Boyd Coyner, Jr., "John Hartwell Cocke of Bremo: £griou1wm
and Slavery in the Ante-Bellum South,"” PhD Dissertation, University
of Virginia, 1961, pp. 381, 527.

331b1d., po. 82-83.

‘%'Robert Skipwith Manuseript Diaries, Earl Gregg Swem Library,
College of William and Mary, December 11, 1853; May 30, 18543 July
26, 1860; January 15, 1855; February 10, March 1, March 17, April
6, 1854; February 6, 1855; January 16, 1854.

Bnobert Skipwith, Book on Ditching, Earl Gregg Swem Library,
College of William and Mary.
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the abendorment of the practice of using large hille for tobacco.
Eélieving that the North understood the econcmy of labor much better
than 4id the South, he criticiszed his native region for falling to
realize the value of human labor.?® Hubard used progressive methods

and kept extensive records which eleariy show his profib for cach
year and he did separate money spent for agricultural expenscs from
that spent for personal axysﬁsee, a practice esldam‘fbilawed in that
era.

Hugh Blair Grigsby, in nearby Charlotte County, was also
interested in using improved farming methods on his estate, "Edgehill.”
- Although a man of lotters, he became interested in the deteils of
plantation 1life when he took charge of the estate upon the death of
his father-in-law, Clement Carrington, in 1847. Griga£y kept an
11luminating diary during part of his long life and in it, one finds
g#is entry for a day in 1850," . . .I fixed with Pat's aid the
trenches about my cowpen, so that the fluid manurs should waste itaelf
on the land to be cultivated in tobacco this year, instead of being
carried uselessly to the branch."> Two monthe later, Grigsby wrote,

"After breakfast walked to the Granary lot, where the ploughs were

turning in manure.“33

36Eubaré ?apara.v

3THugh Blair Grigsby Diary, February 15, 1850, Virginia
Historical Society.

Brvid., april 29, 1850.
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" Within their own county, 3umberlané farmers could look to the
example of William Smith Morton, oper&tor of “Hﬂgh Hill" plantation,

& farm which has always been a difficult ome to managa'bacauae of its
extensive lowgrounds on the Appomatiox River. He wrote to a Hr.
Hé&ges in Jefferson County, Virginia (no&yﬁést Virginia), "I purchased
the piaca about fifteen years ago. The low lands terribly sobbed for
want of draining and the hills . . . gullied and grownup . . . . 1
had the land to clear - ;';V; then I had to £ill the gélliea and
mamure the 501,739 .

Besides the efforts of thssa great individual pl&aters, thsra
uére attempts ae~arganizedAgefnrm. Agricultursl soclieties were formed
in various counties, and Gﬁmbérland was no 9xceptian.4°

Efforts to form a state organization commenced in 1811 when the
Virginis Society for Promoting Agrieulture was founded. By the 1850's,
it had a rival in ?etarshurg.él The aitempts to found and perpetuate
a state society indicate the degree of interest in the 01d Dominion for
such an enterprise. In 1839, there were too few people to make a quorum.
Two years later, an attempt to form a new society failed. After an
unsuccessful movement to revive it in 1847-1848, it was reorganiszed in
1850. Early 1853 found it with less than two hundred members, but the

list grew steadily with two thousand members in 1855 and a phenomenal

4, S. Horton to (7 Hec%gae, April 18, 1852, Hugh Blair Grigshy
Papera, Virginia Historical Socilety.

40gee the ﬁgggggig Register from 1838 to 1842 for various mentions
of the Cumberland Agriculturel Society.

 “Yoneries W. Turner,, "Virginia Agricultural Roform, 1815-1860,"
Agricultural History, XXVI (1952), pp. 81-84 ,
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increase to 10,103 farmers in 1856.%

another incentive for reform was the fair. Albemsrle vas the
pioneer in 1819. ’rhé first state falr was tield in Richmond, Noverber
i - 4, 1853. Orounds were donsted by the City Council in sddition %o
six thousand dollsrs. Succeszful the f'it‘:ﬁtv year, it wae given twenty
thousand dollars the follbmg year. The two rival state societies
held a jeint fair in 1858 in ?etereburg.ﬁa |

Publications also enébﬁrégad reform. Ruffin's Farmer's Register
wag published for ten years, 1833 to 1842. A new series of the
magaéine began in January, 1843 egii,te;d by Thomas S. Pleaeaéﬁs , but .
after onlytthree months ceased publication. .T_gg Southern Planter,
st111 publishod todey, began in 1851.%%

Governmental esction by a Genersl Assembly made up of famez'éi or
men with farming interests was aurprisingly 8lim. The state granted

funds for surveys of internsl) improvements and minorals, but not for

agriculture. A report muda by Bdwond Ruffin and a Mr. R:Lchardsmx in
1855 was paid for by the Stete Agricultural Society.?5 The Colonial

' Fence Law which cglled for tha enclosure of every f1eld by a fence

was repealed, in part, by 1840, but bills for agricultural education
fatled. 46

é’zcharlea ‘si. Turzxer » "Virginia Agricultural ﬁccie@ias," W
Higtory,xXXVIII (1964), pp. 167-170.

43Purner, "Wirginia Agricultural Reforms, 1815-1860," pp. 87-88.
“41pia.
451pid., p. 86

46gatnisen Bruce, “V:Lrgin&a igricultural Decline to 1860: 4
Fallaoy," Agrieulbural History, VI (1932), p. 3.
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= On March 20, 1841, an act was passed setting up a State Board

of Agriculture with 2 membership made up of two men from each of

the four geographic divisions of the stata. It was to hold one
session each year withithres men constituting a qunrma Its duties
were Yo present an anmual report, to collect informat isaxi on soil, to
waboh home and foreign markets and to suggest legislation to vhao
Genaral &ﬁm"l?.w The membera' repuneration vwas to be three dollars

for each day in aess&an, plus expenses«.@

Cumberlard farmers were facing severe problems, but some ;@mm
ware successfully solving thenm through individual effort and mtgmfms&
_ reform. Did tho average fmrmer in Cumberland with all of this #etivity
eround him practice these reforms? Did he significantly changs his
wethoda of husbandry and was be prosperous in the years bsfore the
Civil dar?

Verious historians have devised methods of ansvering questions
concerning the lives of the general population and a methodology has
bsen established for an "in depth" study of the average farmer.

"*7m8 ef." the General &smbly of Vsrginis., 164&13&} (Richmond,
1841),pp. B7-88.

48, Acts of the m Agsembis
3»342) '3 Pe %'




CHAPTER II
THE AVERAGE SOUTHERN FARMER THROUGH THE EYES OF THE HISTORIAN

The yeoman left evidence of a different sort from his planter
counterpart whe wrote voluminous letters, diaries, journals and
aceount books. The common man's recerd must be songht in public
documents such as wills, invenbcries ef estates, caunty tax boeksl
and federal manuscript census returns.

# Historians, 1ed by Frank Lavrence Gwsley, made studles of
agriculture in the South using public recorde. Cwsley's fmrsﬁ
article appeared in 1940, and was expanded into book form, Rlain
_gl_ £ the 01d South. Ouwsley used county tax lists and manuscript
census reports to analyse bcth land and slavaholding in uample
ceunties.z

Chase C 1Mo§ney studied Tennessee sla#éry by ﬁsingvthe manu-
script federal census reports of 1850 and 1860 His method
invelved choosing a total of 18 718 farmers from fifbeen ﬁample
countiss in 1850 and 29,58 in 1860.3

lprank L. ‘Owsley and Harriet G, Owsley, "The Econemic Basis of
Socliety in the Late éntecﬁellum $outh,” Journal of Southern History,
VI (1940), pp. 41-54.

2Fpank L. Owsley, Plain Folk of the Old South (Chicago,
1949), pp. 150-229.

3Chase C. Mooney, Some I tut and Statistical Aspects
of Slavery in Tennessee Haahville, 1942), p. 210.
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One of Owsley's graduate students, Blanche Henry Clark, did.
another study of Tennessaaifarmars, uhichllike Me@ney3s, was published
in 1942. Quoting her mentor, she listed a number of possible sources
for a study of the lives of the sturdy yeoman. These were church
records, wills,vaﬁministrations of estates, county court mimates,
marriage licenses,iinven§ories of estates, trial recerds, mortgage
‘bobks, deed books, count& tax books and the menuseript records of the
Hnited~3tates Census returns, shé compiled her informetion gith an
adding machine, a hand counter and a Monroe Galculator.4

The noted chranicler‘of Goorgia history, James-C, Bonner,
studied only one community, Hancock County. He reaffirmed the con-
tention that "thg'most reliable éata available for a comprehensive
study of the submerged half or two-thirds of the population are to
be found in the manuseript records of the Federal Census, particadarly
those of 1850 aad_1860-"5 He prepared a card index of all éamas,
appearing on Schedules I, II and IV of;the seventh and eighth censuses.
A master file was then made including some data from other sources.
Harry L.'Coles; Jr. made an early study of this type in 1943. He used

eleven out of forty-nine Leuisiana parishes.®

Another one of Owsley's graduate students, and the husband of

| )ABlancha Henry Clark, The Tennessee Yooman, l346~1860 (Nashville,
1942), p. xiv. ‘ ‘

5Jemes C. Bonner, "Profile of a Late Ante-Bellum Community,"

American Historieal Review, XLIZX (1944), p. 663

éﬂarry L. Coles, Jdr., "Some Notes on Slave Ownership and Land
Ownership in Louisiana, 1850-1860," Journal of Southern History.
IX (August, 1943), 382.



Blegnche Henry Clark, was Herbert Weaver. His approach was to trace
several hundred heads of families through the censuses of 1850 and
1860. He used punch cards, slectric sorting machines and an electric
calculator in compiling information frem the three census schedules.
39 studied Mississippl farmers. Weaver gave a detailed account of
his method and since it is very similar to the one adopted by this
writer, it should be presented at some length.

The seventh and eighth censuses included six schedules. Schedule
I listed free inhabitanta, Bchedule II listed slave inhabitants,
Schedule III gave mortality statistics, Schedule IV was composed of
the productions of agriculture, Schedule V gave products of industry
and Schedule VI listed soeial statisties.

Most of the information for Weaver's study came from Schedules
I, II and IV, Schedule IV was the basic one. It listed the names of
farm operators producing more than one hundred dollars in erops. Each
farmer was asked various questions concerning his farm, forty-slx in
1850 and forty~sight in 1860. The guestions included “‘acres of
improved and unimproved land either owned or rented, the value of
the farm, valﬁg of farm implements, and number and value of various
types of livestock. Then followed the quantity of each crop raised
‘the preceding year, value of home-manufactured articles, and value of
animals slaughtered on the form,

Schedule II "furnished the number and age distribution of slaves

ounaé7by gach operator, and the mmber of slave houses owned."

7Herbert Weaver, Migsissinpi Farmers, 1850-1860 (Nashville,
1945), pp. 15-17
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Weaver then added the information contained on Schedule I, that is,
place of birth, age, ete. to d;aﬁﬁ &agﬁgméﬁ' on Schedules & and IV
. to poﬁiéieﬁa the picture. Re;”descm&bad the job as an "onerocus taek‘,“s

Using all three schedules diminished the possibility of error
or the misunderstanding of .m;‘amatiéa. After the master list wme
Qcmplgﬁed, the information was recorded on puncheards and eorted by
mckaigxe.g

_He divided the farmers into three classes: big planters were’
those with fifty slaves and .five hundred acres of land; middle class
or small farmers were those with twenty slaves and ¢wo hundred acres
of land; and yeoman were thosa with up %o two hundred acres of land
and no slaves.1®

In 1953, Emmett B. Fields received his doctorate from Vanderbilt.
The method he ueed in studying the egricultursl population in -
Virginia was very similar to thet of Weaver. He studiéd fifteen

counties, none of which were in West Vﬁ.rginﬁ.a.u .
The decade of the nineteen aixties brought about a change from

sorting machines to computers and, perhaps, to & more sophisticated
look at aoutherg agriculture by both historiens and economists. In
1970, the Jamary issue of the periodical, Agriocultural History, was

8%;
1nia.
mia., p. 38,

llgmmett B. Fields, "The Agricultural Fopulation of Virginia,
1850-1860," PhD Diesertation, Vanderbilt University, 1953, pp. 40.



detoted entirely to a statistical study of the cotton economy of the
South. In one article, Gavin Wright pointed out the possibilities
for error in using the manuseript éensﬁa returns. ?he first question
he taised was, did the assistant marshal count all of the farms?
They were under bﬁth.ana'nﬁder‘ﬁhra3$‘of'heavy penalty for neglécting
their duty. Population trends indicate the 1850 and 1760 counts were
reasonably accurate and the counters were paid p@?véhtfy.lz (It
seems unlikely that the anamerators7infﬂﬁmber1and1over¢éunted tu‘
increase their pay since they were local people and not anxious to
ruin their reputations; alse the names listed appear to be eorrsct
acgording to residents of the county teday.)

Errors oould have heen camsed by the population's fear that the
information would be used to raise taxes; their lack of knowledge
concerning their farms; and their misunderstanding of the questions
aakédg Thellast problem was pointed out in returns for the value
of homemade mamufactures and animals slaughtered., While total
figures werse to be‘rae@rdea,‘it is apparent that in many cases only the
valuerof manufactures and animals sold was.given.13

Of course, there is no way to estimate the amount of error.
The only correction that can Ba applied is to discount data that

seem totally unreasenable. Another source of error is in mismatching

12Gavin Wright, "Notes on the Manuscriyt Census Samples Used in

These Studies,® in‘zgg Strycture of the of the Antebe
South, edited by muiam N, Perker (Vashingbon, 1970), pp. 95=96.

1pid., p. 97
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rames, but eince the data ;m the various sthedules sre in roughly the
same order, this is not a serious problem.

Even with its shortoomings and faults, the Ousley methodology
does offer a reascnable approach to answering important questions
about agriculture. Applying the "Owsley school® approsch to a repre-
sentative community offers a very valid vay to study pre-~Civil War
agriculture in Cumberliand.



CHAPTER IIT
"' A STAPISTICAL PICTURE OF CUMBERLAND COUNIY AGRICULTURE
‘Miorofim cepies of ‘bhe manmrip’a census raturas for cumberlanﬂ
Gounty are lwated on microfilm in the Virginia State Lihrary at
Ric:hmenﬁ. The :!.nformation can‘bai.neé thmngboub most of the ramaimler
of ‘hhi.s papar was deriveﬁ f‘mm them.

" Schedule VI of the census returns contains the soclal statisties
which reveal an overall picture of the émty' u_ndeé Vatudy. Thare were
no 1libraries or newspapers ::!.n either yeoar. In 1850 there were fifteen
common schools with 275 pupils and three femsle sbhools with an
enrollment of thirty. In 1860 there wers only eleven common schools
with 183 puplls, one classical schoocl and one musical school. Sixteen
churches existed in 1850' and eightesn by the end of the decads. In
an age in vhich fanilies and neighbors took care of their own, there
were twenty-eight paupers in 1850 and the number had decreased to
seventeen by 1860. The valuation of real and pereonal estate jumped
from $1,583,706 to $3,066,357 in the ten-year span.

In this study, the three shedules which list farmers, free inhabi-
tante and élavea were copied either into bound ledger books or in
the case of the iat‘aer tmi groups onto notebook p;pgx-. The ﬁgrieul*
tural schedule (Schedule IV) was copled in its entirety. IQ Schedule
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I, free inhabiianﬁs were listed along with ages, occupations and

the amount of real estate owned. Only those were copied who were
heads of households or owned realiastata or had occupations given.
The slaveholders on Schedule II were listed along with the total
number of elavas owned or hired. There was no way of separating
slaves uho were owned from those who were hired. In the overall
totals this wnuld make little diffarence unless they were hirea

from another eauaty; in any case, they still reyresent ‘effective slave
laﬁor. V )

After the:aééying of statistics from ﬁiérefilﬁ:wﬁabcumpietaﬁ,
the'three'scﬁe&ﬁiég were compatrad. A4ll persons listed on the
agricultural census were considered to be farmers, either full or
part~time and this schedule formed the baais of the study. The
| farmers' namae werse then faund on the list of . inhabitants along with
| their ages and ec@upationa. Next the slave sehedule was eonsultad
%o obtatn the nemes of those who held slaves and the mumber they
held. In this way, the pertinenz information from all three |
schedulea was eambined to~£arm a master list.

While the infarmation for hath years aeamed to hs eﬁmy&eta,
tha handwriting of V. C. Ryals, the sssistant marshal in 1860 wasg

sxtremely dszieult to read. Hié ”6'3“ énd ”4'5" were so nearly
A‘alike that in some places tt wag pessible only to make an eaucated
guess. The inhabitanta scheaule for 1860 hed faded to the point
" of being elmest 1llegible. By comparing it with the other two sche-
dules, it was 'pcsisible to figure out the name in almost every case.
The real estate 1isting on Schedule I helped to identify many persons.
These difficultiss were not considered to have had any appreciable -

effect on the conclusions.
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After compiling the three schedules, the farmers werse sorted into
seven groups on the basis of the number of improved acres worked. This
yardstick was ueed rather then grouping them by cash value of farme or
by the mmber of slaves. The cash value of a farm rests on such
@agua gonditions as the number of buildings on the zfarmm and their worth.
For example, Willism B. Hobson in 1860 held 600 improved acres and 254
unimproved acres. His farm was listed at 38,540. P. H. Jackson in the
pame year also held 600 improved acres and had 310 unimproved acres.
The cash value of his farm was $27,300. One can essily see the problem.
The "slaveowner" approach has been overworked and so the "improved
écx‘e’age" basis offers a new approach. ‘

The information was recopied on thirty column ledger papor in their
proper groups. 4l1 of the information in the agrieulturel census was
not used. Some heedings had no information under them or the data was
insignificant and these were eliminated. These categories included
‘such crops as cotton, hops, hemp, flax and silk. These headings were
to apply to the United States as a whole.

-The farmers were divided into seven groups on the basis of the
amount of improved acreage which they farmed:
Group I (no screage listed, but producing farm producte)
Group 1I (less than 100 improved aores)
Group III (100-199 improved acres)
Group IV (200-399 improved acres)
Group V (400-700 improved acres)
Group VI (800 to 999 improved acres)
Group VII (1,000 improved acres’or more)

The only vay to present the information is to list statistics
and attempt to interpret them. Percentages are helpful but, in most
cases, are not accurate enocugh. (See Tables 2 through 30 for a break-

down of the following totals).
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In 1850 there were 40'? f&rma with “improved aei'éégé and six farmers
producing crops with no oﬁh#x;ship of land. The latter were probably
‘tenant farmers and fall into the first group. In 1860 there were
;3"79 farms with im;afo%réd‘ é.aﬁaaga and five farmers with no ‘acreage.

' This regwésézité a ‘decreésfet Zéf"ﬁhiéﬁy«éiéht farmers over the ten years. '

' Of the 407 farmers listed in 1850, only 337 were full-time farm-
ors and in 1860, 322 of the 370 farmere listed sgricultural pursuits as
their only 7eé¢ﬁpﬁtid§. Eéanyof the very largest plantations in the
‘ébﬁtity wre bmeé 'k‘)y éocﬁq’nra and lawyers. (See Appendix B for a "
division of the farmers Siatb occupational groups eccording to the
amount of isﬁproéad acreage farmed).’

The average age of farmers in 1850 was forty-six years and in 1860
it was fortyselght years. Ths nunber of improva& acres remained relative-
1y stable for the next two yeara vith 93,525 gerés in 1850 and 91,342
acres in 1860 showing an insignificant decrease of 2,183 acres. Perhaps,
the decresse can be ‘explained by abandonment; or by inadvertent omis-
sion in the returns; or by purchase by those not producing farm productes.

The average Cumberland County farm in 1850 had 229.7 improved
acres, compared with an average of 120.7 improved acres in the South as
a whole. '%ﬁ, figure in Cumberland was almost three timee the national
average of 78.0 scres. The percentage of improved acres to total
acreags in Cumberland (53 per cemt) was higher then that of ether
the nation (30 per cent) or of the South (38 per cent).t

| Lovia 06611 ‘Gz'.ézf Esﬁ&w_gﬁ .mfnmw 4 m&hg ..S.g@m;:a
United States to 1860 (uamngm, 1941), I, p. 530,
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Aereage per farm was higher in the Pledmont county. The .average
Cumberland County farmer had 435 acres in comparison with the average
Southern farmer who had 399.09 acres or his national counterpart who
had 202.59 acres.? Admittedly, this says nothing about the quality

of land under cenaidaration.

In Cumberland, there was a 1arge increase in the cash value of
farms’ even with the number of improved acres remaining almost constant.
Value leaped frbm $1,524,628 in 1850 to $2,364,606 in‘lséﬁ, régrséénting
an increase of—§839,978 or over fifty per cent. This increase could be
attributed to inflation. A rise was also seen in the valuation of
farm machinery vhich was $45.490 in 1850 and $71,161 in 1860. The cash
value of livestock also rose from $217 881 to $339,596. But it is
highly unlikely that increases of thie prdporticn eould have been the
result simply of inflation, especially vhen one looks at the general
price index for New York which is repréduced 1n.Appéndix €. According
to this chart, the decade preceding the War between the States was one
¢n which some inflation is evident, but not on a massive scale. Thus
it would appear that the land was actually worth more (especially
taking into consideration iﬁbreasing tax assessments which indieate
building improvements), the farmers were using more complicated
machinery and 1ivestock gﬁs of a higher quality. Livestock population,
for most categories, either remained stable or slightly declined.

In 1850, cash value pér acre of farm land in the South was $5.34;
in the entire country, the valuation was $11.13 per acre. The Cumber~
land figure was asbout halfuay betwsen at $8.59. However, by 1860, the

2
Ibid.
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figure had jumped to $13.69 for Cumberland. (No figures are available
for the other areas in 1860). While Cumberland's improved acreage
figure was high in comparison with the national average, the locality's

land was not worth as mach per aere.”

Next the farmers' animale must be surveyed. There was a reduction
in the number of horses used from 1,561 1n 1850 to 1,443 at the end of
the decade. The shift was to mules and asses. Thelr population increased
from 323 to 586. There is no way to dstermine how many of the above
wore mules, but assss were not popular work animals in this area. The
jacks were used to sire mules. Agricultural historians generally view
& shift away from horses to mnles to be a progressive trend.

The number of milk cowe remajined fairly constant; 1,709 in 1850
and 1,555 in 1860. Butter production increased by 5,536 pounds. It
is impossible to ascertain what caused this jump. It would have been
caused by an increase in the butterfat content of the milk, indicating
improved dairy animals. It is unlikely that it represente a change in
the use of milk. Butter has alwdys heen a popular commodity in this
reglon and very little cheese was ever produced.

There was a declded trend awsy from sheep. UWhile 9,352 were ralsed
im 1850, the number had dropped to 6,583 in the next ten years. ¥Wool
‘production decreased correspondingly, from 18,592 pounds in 1850 to
10,388 pounds in 1860. According to one historian, "With the genmeral
£all of prices after 1837, the price of wool had declined, and by 1840

3I§i§.



eastern wool-growers were declaring it unprofitable to produce fine
wool."™ (Ses Appendix D for wool prices in Few York to 1846). There
was also a downward swing reflected in the decreasing number of swine;
9,647 in 1850 and 7,327 i 18600

Part of the resson for the decreasing number of swine and sheep
nay ba seen if one laaks a‘t the entire national scens. Fram‘ 1832 tq
1837 there vas a huge boom in shesp-raising. Ouddenly the shesp indus-
try shifted mstwarﬂ. According to Fdward C. Kirkland, "The next two
decades wore to witness the emigration of the sheep industry from the
eastern states to the western regions. By 1860, the former retained a

little over 27 per cent of the sheep of the nation. ®5  Western compet i~
tion also hurt the hog industry ,6 but this probably had less effset on

Cumberlend because most pigs were raised for home consumptlon.

One of the most important trends 1s to be seen in graln production.

There was o drastic reduction in the quantity of wheat produced, from
121,058 bushels to 83,235 bushels. The major subsistence crop, corn,
dropped from 223,494 bushels in 1850 to 199,783 bushels in 1860. A
considerable portion of the loss in the preduction of wheat and corn

was 'recaptureﬂ by an important increase in the production of cats.

4Fez-cy W, Bidwell and John I. Palconar , History of Asriculture
in the Northern United States, 1620-)860 (Washington, 1925), p. 259.

SBdward C. Kirklend, & Hietory of American Ecomomic Life (New
York, 1941), pp. 196.°

€1nid., p. 19.
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This crop increased from 70,776 bushels to 111,237 bushels. Some of
the same problems which had caused a decrease in the wheat screage of
New England would apply aquauy well to Cumberland. This included
yestern competition, soil eéhéuﬁtion,' and the repeabad attacks of
wheat midge, and Hessian f£iy."’

: Poas and beans decreased greatly, from 5,251 bushels to 1,349
bushels, almost -elimmating these important legumes. On the positive
side, hay production did inmcreace from 39 tome in :!.850 to 159 tons in
the zmar 1860.

Iriah potato production decreased from 12,027 Ms in 1850 to

| é,zm ymmés in 1860 and sweet potatoes dropped from 11,279 pounds to .
8,068 pounds. The emount of orchard produce, clover seed, g‘raaeS sb\ed,
hemp and flax grown was insignificent in both years. During this perdod,
a new potato disease appeared. It hit hardest in New England, but was

known as far scuth es Virginia.g

An amazing increase in the production of hr:my anﬂ .’mee{‘ imix
oceurred from 270 pounds in 1850 to 1,208 pounds in 1860. Honey was
used in medicine and boes' wax in sealing. The importance of bees 1n
pollination cannct be overemphasised. |

The value of homemade manufactures decreased by $11,984 from &
total of $21,058 in 1850 to $9,074 in 1860. The value of snimals
almghtamd increased from $54,842 in 1850 to 81,542 in 1860. As
with land 'm:mw, inflation must bo teken imto account.

Frobably the most important and starbling f:lgure reached in this
survey deslt with tobacco production and saave labor. i‘i’ae gro&dctian

TBidwell, p. 32%.

‘m” pp. 260, 377.



~of tobacco made e fantastic inerease: it jumped from 2,481,845 pounds
in 1850 to 4,595,231 pounds .in 1860.

Slave farm population exhibited a decrease of 207 persons from
5,550 in 1850 to 5,343 in 1860. - Significantly, the average number of
slavea!per farm remained practically constant. The statistic was ;3.4
in 1850 and 14.2 in 1866. . p:

Ib is interesting to soe the distribution of the tetal slave popu-
1at;on by the gizeAaf,bcléigga in the two key years. The slaveholders
may be arbitrarily divided into the following classifications:

Group A (1-9 slaves)
Group B (10-19 slaves)
Group ¢ (20-49 slaves)
Group D (5099 slaves)
Group B (100-199 slavaa)9

In 1850, , Cumberland County had a total of 474 slaveholders (this
figure includes. some slavehb;éers who used slaves for non-agricultural
pursuits.) Two hundred and fifty-three of thése men held from one to
nine slaves. One hundred and twenty people held from ten to nineteen
blacks and ninety-one owners fell 1ntoyﬁrdup C. Only nine people held
between £ifty and one hundred slaves and just ome m&ﬁ foll into Group B.

‘A short ten years 1a£er,‘thsre was a decline in the number of slave-
owners; the number falling to A1l. Of these, 191 fell isto Group A and
114 belonged to Group B. Eighty»nina men held between twenty and
forty-nine slavas. Seveatean,nou held over fifty, hut there was no

slaveowner with over one hundred enslaved laborers.

- The easiest way to make a comparison is by percentages and these

This breskdown 1s that used by Gray, I, (1941), p. 530.



percentages may be juztaposed with those a?pertaining to the entire

comnmonwaslth and to the Sauﬁh.lg

(Ses Table 1, p. 40)

It is extremely revealing that with practically the same labor
force and the same number.of improved acres, tobacco production was.
neér1$ &éubiad;. %ﬁis’uas ¢éﬁ§ed by a shif%eaway fram‘wheét and corn
which freed hands and soil to grow tobacco and oats. Tobacco prices
were up for seven yearaiiﬁ‘ﬂhe’dgcada, encouraging farmers to grow the
erop. ‘ " »
After congiﬁerigg the total results from,the'cpqnqy and before an
extensive analysis of the statistics is attempted, it is helpful to
break the farmers into theiflvariaus’groupe based on improved acrsage
and see which of the seven groups were experiencing the most change

during this period. It is easiest to see the camgariaon by merely

listing the information in tables. ™ (See Tebles 2 -~ 30, Pp. 41-55) .

The statistics clearly indicate that the very smallest and the
very largast farmers were passing out of the picture and the burden
of production wss falling to groups owning from 100 to 999 improved
‘acres. The figures show a decrease for groups two through five in
wheat production of 22,291 bushels, but incrsases im corn of 1,180
bushels and in oats of 43,484 bushels, making a total increase in
- grain of 22,373 bushels.

The combined groups (II to V) exhibited increases of 2,189,811
pounds in tobaceo, 3,457 pounds in butter, 108 tons in hay, 814 pounds
&n bevatwax apdskoney and 409 in slaves (with @roup V showing a marked

o e 1 - oW

EC

11py avoid confusion, it ‘might be well to state once again that
the information in Tables 2 through 30 is derived after compiling
returns for the 1850 and 18§0aeeasuses. Refer back to pages 30-32.
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TABLE 1 .

'PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF SLAVES BY SIZE OF HOLDINGS
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TABLE 2
KUMBER OF FARMERS

Group 1850 1860
I 6 5
i1 128 62
111 79 98
v 124 141
v 53 59
VI 5 )
- VII ‘9 ‘ A
Total 413 375
TABLE 3

NUMBER OF IMPROVED ACRES

Group 1850 1860
I 0 0
Ir 4,894 3,204
HI 9,825 127039
v 29,469 29,009
VI 2,000 4,900
VIT 11,700 5,400
Patal 93,525 91,342
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TABLE 4
NUMBER OF UNIMPROVED AGRES

Group 1850 1860
1 0 0
1r 7,461 3,618
ITI 12,175 13,600
Iv 30,374 33,084
v 23,090 24,237
Vi 2,800 3,585
VIl 7,976 3,250
Total 83,876 81,364
TABLE 5

CASH VALUE OF FARMS

Group 1850 1860
1 250 0
It 88,195 101,183
111 167,729 345,726
3 515,455 919,421
v 469,607 736,079
VI 77,300 173,877
Vil 206,092 88,320
Total 15,524,628 3’364 ,606
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- TABLE 6

VALUE OF IMPLIMENTS AND MACHINERY

Group

1
I
i1
v

v

VI
Vil
Total

Vil
Total

1850

- 155
4,799
- 5,796
16,845
11,920
1;550
44525

45,490

43

1860

160
3,592
10,680
29,711
20;768
3,650
2,600

71,161



TABLE 8

Group . 1850 .
I

1r 5
I1Y 16 .
w 86. -
v 11
VI 9
V1T 94
Total 323 .

T4BLE 9

NUMBER OF MILCH COWS

Group 1850
I A3
II 255
I 238
v 624
v 387
VI 39
Vi 153
Tetal 1,709

2

1860.

214 .

50
586

1860
123

283

623

42
53

38

1,555




TABLE 10
NUMBER OF SHEEP

Group 1850 1860
I 60 0
1T 581 156
III 1,007 892
v 3,530 2,489
v 2,666 2,273
VI 340 426
VII 1,168 347
Total 9,352 6,583
TABLE 11

NUMBER OF SWINE

Group 1850 1860
I 77 25
11 1,349 533
I1x 1,549 1,434
1v 3,264 2,959
v 2,158 1,802
VI 296 367
VI 954 227
Total 9,647 74827
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Graﬁp

II
I

VI
Total

Gfoup

II
I1I
v
Vil

Total

TABLE 12
VALUE OF LIVESTOCK

1850
1,363
23,095
27,586
73,789
57,431
6,260
28, 357

217,881

TABLE 13
BUSHELS OF WHEAT

1850

200
6,890
10,546
43,790
35,332
5,650
18,650

121,058

46

1860

626
52,431
137,096
98,873
19,016
13,447
339,596

11860

50
2,208
8,632

32,874
21,961
9,560
7;953

83:335



Group

1
I
111
w

v

VI
VI
Total

Group

111
Iv

Vi
Total

TABLE 14
BUSHELS OF INDIAN CORN

1850

950
22,051
25,085
81,601
63,752

6,500
23,555

223,154

TABLE 15
BUSHELS OF QATS

1850

V25285
7,930
10,060
26,406
19,255
1,300
5,300

70,776

47

1860,

500
11,165
28,758
78,360
61,000
10,000,
10,000

199,783

1860

350
6,182
19,375
46,245
31,285
3,600
4,200

113,237



Group

II
111

Vil
Total

Group

II
v

VI
VII

Total

TABLE 16
“POUNDS OF TOBACCO

1850

8,500
103,845
248,948
940,679
691,773
117,600
370,500

m—-

2,481,845

TABLE 17
POUNDS OF WOOL

1850

35
809
6,761
5,855
540
2,840

18,592

48

1860.

9,500
658,700
1,841,111
231,000

4,595,231

1860

- 401
1,798
3,266
3,318

705
900
10,388



BUSHELS OF PEAS AND BEANS

Group

I
II-
sy
v
V.

VI
Vi
Total

BUSHELS OF IRESHUEQDATOES

Group
T
i1
11
Iv

v

VI
VII
Total

TABLE 18

1850
35
. 751
D : 878
1,265
85
515

5,251

TABLE 19

1850
¢ 0280

. 1,792
1,654

3,475

2,400
95.

1,531
31,027

49

1860

10
116
271
364,

- 543
23

22
1,349

1860

95
52
2,108
1,795
122

76,491



TABLE 20
BUSHELS OF SWEET POTATOES

Group 1850 1860,
I 75 45
TI1 +1,991 - BLY
I . 1,736 - 2,020
v 3,790 3,121
VI 155 111
VII 1,340 100
Total 11,279, 8,068
TABLE 21

VALUE OF ORCHARD PRODUCE

Group

I

I
IiT
Iv

v

Vi
Vil
Total

ot
(227
N
o

1860

’couemgo
Jooooooo

§

wi-
&

50



TABEE 22 -
POUNDS OF BUTTER

.Group 1850 1860
I 250 500
11 19,478 5,340
111 7,715 11,319
Iv 22,039 20,735
v 13,168 14,050
Vi 1,000 1,275
viX 6,405 1,300
Total 60,055 54,519

TABLE 23
TONS OF HAY
Group 1850 1860
I 0 0
II 0 17
II1 0 42
v 16 50
v 18 50
VI 0 0
?'II 5 4]
Total “§§“ “igé
51

& UBRARY

8 wijiam & Mary

College /4
‘o Z



TABLE 24
BUSHELS OF CLOVER SEED

Group 1850 1860
X 0 .0
III 0 o)
v 0 0
v . Q 0
VI 0 0
viI 25 -0
Total 25 3
TABLE 25
BUSHELS OF GRASS SEED
Group 1850 1860
VI s o
ViI 25 o
Total 25 3]
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 TABLE 26
POUNDS OF BEES' WAZ AND HONEY

‘Group 1850
I o
II 120
1I1 0
v 156
v o
VI 0
VI ¢
Total 270
TABLE 27

VALUE OF HOMEMADE MANUFACTURES

Group 1850
I 95
11 2,773
11X 3,135
v 7,165
v 5,740
Vi 450
Vil 1,700
Total 21,058

53

1860

124
610
324
130
20

1,208

1860

310
375
2,460
2,798
2,191
515
425

9,074



TABLE 28
VALUE OF ANIMALS SLAUGHIERED

. Group 1850 1860
T 235 - 315
- II 7,832 7,597
CoIXX 8,695 16,835
v 118,645 30,835
Ve 13,023 22,195
VI 1,170 2,020
VI 5,242 12,300
Total 54,842 81,542
 TABLE 29

SLAVES OWNED OR HIRED (ON FARMS)

Group 1850 1860
I 28 9
iI 533 271
III 754 885
IV 2,135 2,187
v 1,363 1,484
VI 196 301
VI 541 206
Totgl 5+550 5,343
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TABLE 30

SLAVES PER FARM
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increase in slave ownership). Groups two through five showed decreases
of 5,821 pounde in wool, 2,749 bushels in peas and beans, 1,833
bushels in Irish potatoes and 797 bushels in swest potatoes.

In spite of the decrease in some edible products, it would appear
that a sufficient quaﬁtity‘wéé produced for home consumption. Production
allowed for sach slave: 1.2 bushels of Irish potatges, 1.4 bushels of
sweet potatoes,ﬂdné—quarter hﬁéﬁél of dried peas éhﬁfbaans, 9.5 pounds
of butter and one-quarter pound of bees' wax and hpﬁey. Corn was in
bountiful supply. ¥hile the ?algé of livestock increased, the poundage
available fer consumption canﬁgt;be ascertained. These figures are
for 1860, |

ﬁiiliam K. Scarborough made a study of overseers in Richmond

12

County, Virginia and found the average age to be 34.2 years. In Cum-

berland, there were eighty-two overseers with an average age of 33.7
years in 1850 and ten years later, there were 121 listed with an
average age of 32.7 years. (Increased tobacco production requiring
close supervision might account for the higher number of overseors.
0ddly enough, only six of the original eighty-two can be found listed
as landowners in 1860 and another nine were still overseers. The
obher sixty-seven seem to have died or to have left the county.l’
Many of the overseers in'cu&bériand had the same surnames as

landouning families in the county indicating many wgfa not professionals

124i111am K. Scarborough, The Overseer: Plantation Management in
the 014 South (Baton Rouge, 1966), p. 55.

lBScarborough'a average age was for 1860.



vho had moved into the area particularly for that purpose. This
coincides with Scarborough's conclusion concerning the oft-maligned
class.

After looking at the many statistics which form a picture of

Cumberland agriculture in ehe'yaars-ISSG and 1860, what conclusions

may be made concerning its prosperity or decline? & .
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CﬁéPTER Iv.
CUMEERLA&B GOUNTY AQRIEBLTURE RENAIESANGE DR DECLINE

The more one studies a giver psriod of history or a locality,
the less anxious bhe is to make sweeping generalizations about it.

It is only when a fly is placed under a mieroscope that his vagt
complexity is revealed. Yet, in wriﬁing history, one must come to
some conclusions about the subject or the study remains an unconnected
and useless mass of facts.

There ssems to be some evidence of an agricultural renaissance
in Cumberland and the picture is not so gloomy as the one Genovess
paintedvfpr this region. Faéming in the county was in a prosperous
candition)and fairly diversified with amghasis on the production of
tobacco. |

Cumberland County farmers faced many problems, some of which all
farmers faced and some of which were peculiar to the region or to the
state. Planters in smounamg counties and in Cumberland were leading
the way in agricultural reform and prcbébly éome Cumberland farmers
adcgted their methéds. W. 8. Morton and Williem B. Smith publiehed
innovative approaches to existing agrarian condit ionsa. |

There were no new crops grown in 1860, indicating little crop
experimentation was being carried out. Howsver, the planters were
making more efficient use of the relatively stable slave population.

The middle class was vigorous and the three-class society myth
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cortainly has no more truth for Cumberland than for any other area
of the South. In the county, the main growth in mumbers and in
improved acreage occurred in thia middle class range, 1. s., Groups
III and IV,

It is true that the»largé(slaveéunar had an undue influence on
ideology and polities and he also held &>&isp§§portiona1 share of the
wealth and ‘produce. Planters in the arbitrary Graﬁyé VI and VII had
large estates and the farmers who held from four nundred to one
‘thousand or more improved aeres still conmtrolled the economy, with a
power beyond their numbsrs. For example, one-sixth of all of the
farmers or £ifty-eight of 352 in 1860 held over one-half of the mules
and nearly one-half of the sheep.

Tobacco may have been an exhausting e¢rop, but there was a slight
decrease in the number of improved acres, indiceting exhaustion had
not led to large-scale clearing of new land to produce more of the
noxious weed." Perhaps this shows the use of more fertilizer. The
increase in mules corresponded to the increasse in tobacco as these
_ animals were more setisfactory than horses for cultivating it. It is
revealing to note that a1l groups (except Group VII of which there
were only nine ropresentatives in 1850) shared the same proportional
rise in tobacco production and Group VI deviated from the downward
trend in wheat production. Incidentally, this is the same gréup which
was rapidly increasing in slave ownership.

Physiciane and lawyers wore the only part-time farming groups
which owned large farms. These men could draw income from their
regular vocations to invest in their estates. There sesms to be
nothing unusual sbout the occupational breakdown of these producing

agricultural products.
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 Over-all gains in production inereased mbre thansacreageshiMachinery
was up fifty per cent and livestock was up over fifty per cent.
Produce . and property values were both up. . A stable population wss .
raising mch more produce, indicating improved methods and a more
efficient utilization of existing land. The smaller farmers were shift.
ing to machinery more quickly, showing that with fewer slaves, they
could be more flexible.: -, .

.- It is interesting to.ponder what might have happened in the county
had not the Hbr,betweea:bhe‘States oceurrsed. ' Would its. slave popula-
tion:haVB been gradually drained off to: the lowsr South?  How much
longer would the insbtitution have existed anyway? Would machinery have
been introduced ﬁnre quickly if war-caused poverty had not emptied the
farmers' pockets? * An interesting comparison might be made in surveying
census returns of 1860 and 187C to see what impact the conflict had‘upon
the area.  But-these speculations are beyond the scope of this brief
essay. .

-The lack of evidence showing any drastic change points to one
obvious conclusion. The Cumberland farmers may ﬁaveffelt no need for
such measurss. They were getting along well with their "tried and
true”<mathods. It does not necessarily mean that the inhabitants were
slothful or adverse to.any change or that, in ensuing years, they
might not have made dramstic efforts st reform had not the war inter-
vened. In oriticizing farmers, one must always keep in mind that any
steps contemplated by the enterprising individuals are limited by their
knowledge of the climate of the area and by the land they own.

‘This is not to say that Cumberland farmers made the best use of

wvhat they had. ' Cumberland was a wholly rural county. It was a well-
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established sgricultural community in the mainstream of Virginia .
production during the pre-Civil War era. The inhabitants were given
good sioil, a temperate climate and had an ample labor supply. John
Randolph of Roanoke is reputed to have said in a public spesch, "that
+ <« he had never seen a‘region for which God had done so much to
’blasa~and,man so much to destroy as the Guinea vein of land in Cumber-
land, "t ‘Whether or not the eccentric politician ever uttered these exact
words, they remain an analysis of the situation which'must have been

either in the»mindafcr,oﬁ the tongues of mﬂnyiastute eentemgora:y

: obsarvers.

' - Farmers in Gumherland like Southarners throughouz the region abused
gthevaqilAaaﬂ gumanity‘incmaeping age~old problema'aﬁd in 8o doing
created éven:mora diffieulties. These men must bearatha guilt for soil
ezhsustion (along with other wasteful misuseée of natural resources) and
‘slavery; the sins of which are still being visited on cur country in

the waning yearé of the twentieth centnry.z

| lw S. Morton to Tl Keages, April 18, 1852, fiugh Blair Grigsby
Papers, Virginia Historical Soclety.

zThis does not imply that Northerners uere not equally as gullty
in the abuse of natural resourcesl:



APPENDIX A

TanLe 76.—Prices of wheat (winler) per bushel, at New York, 1840 ta 1860, - 7, ]
{Sourcer Aldrich Repors (1893), part 3. . 63.3 .
Yéar and month. Price. l\ Year and mouth. rice. Ycar and month, Price.
230 [1847 Jan. ......| $1.130 [18s4 Jan. ......t $1.900
$f_1';o 47.};\  eeene 1.575 Apr. ... 2.110
{ 1.000 1.575 2.250 -
r.030 1.235 I.725
1.048 1.360 2.380
6.975 1.400 2.500
1.275 1.210 2.525 )
( I.425 1.270 1.800
1.250 1.260 1.930
1.255 s eeeees | 1.210 1.830
1.270 July c.o.es 1.240 x.675
0.910 Oct. ovvans 1.210 I.575
0.925 1850 Jan. a..... 1.205 1.590
1.075 Apr. ..ol 1.5 1.650
1.100 July ...... 1.500 X.050
0.955 [0 «{ S 1.150 1.140
1.020 1851 Jan. ...... 1.215 1.200
1.045 ADr. ...uvs r.12 1.150
0.900 July ...... 1.080 I.11g !
0.915 QOct. ...... 0.045 1.165 i
0.055 {1852 Jan. ..... .| 1.115 1.300
1.015 Apr. ool 1.100 1.530 :
1.030 July ...... I.125 1.650
0.975 Oct. ...... 1.090 Oct. ..v...l 1.3%0
1.300 {11853 Jan. ...... 1.320 {1860 Jan. ...... X.410
1.180 Apr. ... 1.230 Apr. o..oili 10450
0.920 July ..., 1.200 July ...... 1410
1.085 Oct. ..., 1.50 Oct. ...... 1.283
w e e TSR T e BT T T N YT S s B RS R T G
. " Tamm 82~Prices of corn Dey bushel, at New York, 1840 to 1860. ’ I
L :’ [{Sources Aldrich Repors (18g3), part 2, p. 7.)
o Year ind wmonth, Price. Year end moauth. Price. g Year and month. ¢ Price
. .
| T 1840 Jan. ......] $0.580 1847 Jan. ......| $0.810
L Apr. uvana Y 1568 APr. .ooas .070
o July ..., .545 Juy ...... .030
Oct. Joeuns .585 Oct. vuau..| © .66
1841 Jan. ...... .570 (11848 Jan. ...... .G85
Apr. ... -405 Apr. (..., .530
July ...... .630 July ..... .1 ¢ .530
Oct. eunnn 710 Octs sauree .770
1842 Jan. ...... .665 1849 Jan, ...... .650
Apr. ...... ..505 Apr. Loo.. .575
July (..., . .610 July ...... .560
Oct. .vvues .58s Ot ..., .645
1843 Jan. ....i.f “.545 11850 Jun, ...... .630 -
- Apr. ..., © .518 Apr..c.vu.. | . L560
July ......] - .56 July ...t 4 .0610
Oct. ..... .518 Oct. ...ov.] 5 .658
1844 Jan. ...... .47% 1183 Jan. ......) o 600 |
. Apr. sl .525 Apr. vievuof .- 680
July ...... . .505 July ..e..lf . .s60
. Octy wiee.] L .400 Oct. ...\..| = .625
1848 jan. ......|.. .400 {11852 Jan. ...... | .660
Apr. cia... .400 o Apr. ... .670
July .o.o0l o Lays July (... .603
Oct. weevas : ,705
1846 Jan. ...,.... .740
X Apr, ..., censsa ). - 640
! July .. o0a. 633
T e .B3o
. "Pércy W. Bidwell and John 1. Falconer, History of Agriculture

in the Northern United States, 1620-1860 (Washington, 1925), p. 530.
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APPENDIX C

o o T e i s o i ¢ o et s b+t ety i e i

e o e e

Tnm 65 ~—Prices of 1arm products and general prices,
.. - (1325—100)
; o [Sources:* Bee page 191.)
. | Index No.|Index No. Index No.| Index No.i Index No. | Index No,
Year. { of general of farm Year. | of generall of farm | Year, | of gencral of farm
priccs. products. prices, products. | prices, products,
| .
1801 155.5 183.8 1821 102.3 - 04.7 1841 05.3 09.3
1802 127.7 . 130.7 1822 105.3 107.0 1842 85.3 00.1
1803 .} 131.2 128.2 1823 100.t 104.0 1843 80.3 - 70.4
1834 | 146.6 139.8 1824 08.9 103.8 1844 85.8 8.1
1803 144.9 . 150.7 1825 4 100.0 100.0 1845 80.4 02.8
1806 - 141.6 155.4 1826 00.4 106.7 1846 o1.¢ 08.2
8oy § 134.3 146.7 1827 90.6 09.6 1847 08.8 113.2
1808 135.0 | 125.2 1828 '05.2 89.7 1848 80.4 04.4
1800 145.0 - 132.9 1820 94.1 90.2 1849 90.5 53.4
1810 150.4 - 153.2 1830 9I1.4 9r1.0 50 1 94.6 09.3 :
181z 145.7 "147.4 1831 06.7 ©99.6 1851 6.7 114.7
1812 ; x48.1 136.9 1832 08.1 104.9 1852 09.6 11G.7
-i813 172. 4 172.8 1833 06.8 r16.6 1853 103.3 125.0
1814 214.8 C212.4 1834 90.1 97.2 || 1834 120.5 150.8
815 | 168.6 170.% 1835 103.8 116.2 1855 ¥30.5 147.2
i8:6 143.6° i8o.1 1830 118.7 136.5 1856 120.8 124.0
L18ty Y45.4 100.0 1837 114.7 137.7 1857 135.5 139.2
1818 i 141.5% 179.5 1838 110.3 126, 1858 1:4.5 115.2
1819 |- 124.9 137.0 1830 115.2 134.6 1859 117.2 123.7
l 1820 106.9 L 109.5 1840 .3 113.8 1860 115.3 113.5 .
/ - o e e

—~—*»-Percy~w Bidwell*and John~ I”"Falconer, nlstory of

%icgltgre in the Northern United Stat es, 1620-1860
Washington, 1925) D493,
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APPENDIX D

e ot s o o 10 i am 11t . - - B
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U . 8 . A 3

TABLE 70—V 00l prices per pound in New York 1816 to 1846. —Contmuc.d

. ——
‘;&';n“l:d- Fine. | Medium. Coarse‘. Yég;fh‘:‘d Fine. ' | Medivm. | Cogpype
: cts, s, - cis, . . (320 cte 1 c::‘.
1824 Jan. ...} - 68 - 53 © 40 (1835 July .. 63 5(; R e
Apr. ... 70 46 31 Oct. ... Gs 60 45 H
July 55 40 30 [1836 Jan. ... 23 60 45 i
Qct. ... 60 40 30 Apr, ... Ga 47 §
1825 Jan. ..: 60 43 32 July ... 70 . 6o 50
4 Apr. ... 6o 42 33 Oct. ... 70 PoGo 50
July ... 50 41 | . 3¢ 1837 Jan. ... 72 63 48 ‘
Oct, ... 50 42 36 Apr. ..., 68 56 46 :
. 1826 Jan. ... 55 43 38 July =, 52 52 - 36 i
Apr. ... 52 46 41 Oct. ... 49 | 40 31 H
“July ... 37 | 3o ‘267 1838 Jan. ... 50 4z - 25 i
Oct, ...} 43 a7 32 Apr. .. 80 - 42 35 H
1827 Jan, ... 36 33 © 28 July ...l 46 36 e i
Apr. ... 45 34 20 Oct. ... 56 . 45‘ Sy g
July .01 . 37 31 25 | 1839 J'.m 56 * 48 g |
Oct. ... 43 32 25 Apr. ...l 56 48 - 38 s
1828 Jun. [..| 42 30 Co2% o July Lol w7 48 40 3
o Pr. . 4 36 2 Oct. . 60 55 4 i
T July S 4 38 33 (1840 Jan. ., 50 45 38 |
o Octys L. 48 40 32 Apr. ... 49 43 36 '
1820 Jan. .. 54 45 33 July . 45 39 33 ;
Apr. .. 45 35 32 Oct. ... 46 38 33 '
i July .. 46 26 32 [1184: Jan. .. 52 45 33
! o Det. L 37 30 27 Apr. ... 53 46 37
i 1830 Jan, 40 35 30 July 50 44 34
[ Apr. . gg - 38 32 Oct 48 42 33
[ L aly 50 40 ||1842 jan. ... 48 43 35 N
v Oct. . 7o 60 48 Apr, . 46 40 33
1831 Jan. . 70 [ 48 Jaly . 43 37 20
v Apr. ... 70 60 50 Oct. . 38 it <
July ., 75 63 6o | 1843 Jan. .. 35 30 25 f
Oct. ... 70 60 50 Apr. ... 33 28 23 i
1833 Jan. - 6s 55 44 July .. 33 30 26 i
s Apr 60 52 42 Oct. 36 32 26 i
July .. 50 2 30 1844 Jan. .. .37 30 26
. Oct. 50 40 30 Apr. . 43 36 30 .
1833 Jan. .. 55 41 3 July . 453 37 32 H
Apr. . 63 53 3 Oct. .., 50 40 33
July . 61 54 40 [ 1845 Jan. 47 40 31
ct. . 6s 55 45 pr. . 45 a8 . 3z
1834 Jan. . 70 48 July . 40 36 30
pr 67 56 44 Oct, . 38 33 28
July 60 50 40" 11846 Jan. . 40 35 30
ct 62 50 40 Apr 38 32 fard
1835 Jan. ... 63 - 50 40 July ... 38 32 Vs
Apr. ... 65 60 45 Oct. ... 36 i © 20 i 23

Lﬁiﬁe grades quoted by Mauger & Avery were fine. medium and coarse. S e | }

rcy W. Bidwell-and John_I. Falconer, His

ture én the Northern United States, 1620—1860, ~( Washington, 1925)
p. p. 49
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