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TOWARD SLAVERY

IT could be argued that Virginia
had relieved one of England’s social problems by importing it. Vir-
gnians of the late seventeenth century seemed to be plagued by the
same kind of restless, roistering rogues who had wandered through
I'lizabethan England. England had kept them down by the work-
house, by the gallows, by whipping them back to the parish they
came from, by sending them off on military expeditions—and by
shipping them to Virginia. Richard Hakluyt had hoped that the
New World would save them from the gallows. It had, and al-
though Virginians were not all happy about it, throughout the cen-
tury they kept crying for more. They wanted men. They could not
; ' sret enough of them. The problem was not, as in England, to find
B work for them but simply to keep them working for their berters.

‘ As we have seen, Virginians had coped with the problem in’\
several ways: by creating an artificial scarcity of land, which drove
Ireemen back into servitude; by extending terms of service; by in-
thicting severe penalties for killing the hogs that offered easy food
without work. They had also through rents and rtaxes and fees
skimmed off as much as they dared of the small man’s small profits
for the benefit of burgesses, councillors, and collectors. But the bur-
dens mposed on Virginia’s workers placed the colony C(mtinuﬂlly}
on the brink of rebellion.
, Flsewhere the world was trying less dangerous ways to maxi-
mize labor and the returns from abor. One way, which had a large
future, grew out of the deas that we assocmre with Max Weber's
term, “the Protestant Frhie.” Whether the ongin of those ideas Tay
imany partcular religion or not, where they previnled they exened
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in employers and employed alike a zeal for work that exceeded any-
thing the world had formerly known. Men imbued with a yearning
for salvation found n diligent, systematic work at their jobs a sign
of their predestned election to the joys of paradise. In their eager-
ness thus to demonstrate their sainthood ro themselves and to others,
they delivered more work than could be obtained by most external
forms of compulsion. But the extraordinary capacity for work dis-
played by men addicted to the Protestant Ethic was the by-product
of a special religious zeal. And religious zeal of any kind was not
conspicuous among Virginians. [t was the specialty of the New
Englanders whom Governor Berkeley so despised. There remained,
however, another way of compelling men to a maximum output of
labor without as great a risk of rebellion as Virginians had been run-
ning.

Slavery 1s a mode of compulsion that has often prevailed where
land 15 abundant,’ and Virginians had been drifting toward it from
the time when they first found something profitable to work ar.
Servitude in Virginia's tobacco ficlds approached closer to slavery
than anything known at the time in England. Men served longer,
were subjected to more rigorous punishments, were traded about as
commodities already in the 1620s.

That Virginia’s labor barons of the 1620s or her land and labor
barons of the 1660s and 1670s did not transform their servants into
slaves was probably not owing to any moral squeamishness or to
any failure to perceive the advantages of doing so. Alchough slavery
did not exist in England, Englishmen were not so unfamiliar with nt
that they had to be told what it was. \‘They knew that the Spanards’
gold and silver were dug by slave labor, and they themselves had
cven toyed with temporary “‘slavery” as a punishment for crume in
the sixteenth century.® But for Virginians to have pressed their ser-
vants or their indigent neighbors into slavery might have been, mi-
tially at least, more perilous than explmtmg them in the ways rha
eventuated in the plundering parties of Bacon’s Rebellion. Slavery,
once established, offered incomparable adv*mmges in keeping labor
docile, but the rransformation of free men into slaves would have
been a tricky business. It would have had to proceed by stages, cach
carclully caleulated to stop short of provoking rebellion. And it suc

ey D Domar, “Causes of “ul.l\ux or Scrfdom,” 18-z Briden
lnugh x'\m Peace beyond the Line, 165,
LS EL Pavies, “Shavery m(I the Protector Somerset: The Vagraney
Act ol |g.;7"' Feononie Hiviory Review, sod ser., XIX (19063, §32 40,

!
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cesstul it would have reduced, if it did not end, the flow of potential
slaves from England and Europe. Moreover, it would have required
a conscious, deliberate, public decision. It would have had to be
done, even if in stages, by action of the assembly, and the English
government would have had to approve it. If it had been possible
for the men at the top in Virginia to arrive at such a decision or
series of decisions, the home government would almost certainly
have vetoed the move, for fear of a rebellion or of an exodus from
the colony that would prove costly to the crown’s tobacco revenues.

But to establish slavery in Virgima it was not necessary to en-
slave anyone. Virginians had only to buy men who were already
enslaved, after the initial risks of the transformation had been sus-
tained by others elsewhere. They converted to slavery simply by
buying slaves instead of servants. The process seems so simple, the
advantages of slave labor so obvious, and their system of production
and atticude toward workers so receptive that it seems surprising
they did not convert sooner. African slaves were present in Virginia,
as we have seen, almost from the beginning (probably the first
known Negroes to arrive, in 1619, were slaves). The courts clearly
recognized property in men and women and their unborn progeny
at least as early as the 1640s,” and there was no law to prevent any
planter from bringing in as many as he wished. Why, then, did Vir-
ginians not furnish themselves with slaves as soon as they began to
grow tobacco? Why did they wait so long?

The answer lies in the fact that slave labor, in spite of its seem-
ing superiority, was actually not as advantageous as indentured labor
during the first half of the century. Because of the high mortaht},
amnong immigrants to Virginia, there could be no great advantage in
owning a man for a lifetime rather than a period of years, especially
since a slave cost roughly twice as much as an indentured servant.*
If the chances of a man’s dying during his first five years in Virginia
were better than fifty-fifty—and it seems apparent that they were—

#8ee chap. 7, note 6.

A newly arrived English servant with five vears or more to serve cost
1oo0 pounds of tobacco, more or less, in the 16408 and carly 16505 The
carliest surviving contract for hmpormtion of Negroes, in 1649, called for
their sale on arrival at 2,000 pounds apicee, but whether they actually sold
for thar price 15 unknown (Northampron 1, zoga). A scasoned Negro man
or woran then cost between roo0 and pooo. Vilues for both slaves and
servants in mnventories rose i the late aagos, with servants {etehing as much
as go00 i shives oo Secalso chap. 8, nores o8 and 6.
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and if English servants could be made to work as hard as slaves, Eng-
lish servants for a five-year term were the better buy.

If Virginians had been willing to pay the price, it seems likely
that they could have obtained Negro slaves in larger numbers than
they did. During the first half of the century the Dutch were busy
dismantling the Portuguese empire and, in the process, taking over
the African slave trade. They promoted the development of English
sugar plantations in the West Indies and supplied those plantations
with enough slaves to give Barbados (founded twenty years after
Virginia) a black population of 5,000 by 1645 and 20,000 by 1660.”
Virginia could scarcely have had a tenth the number at cither dare.
Yet the Dutch were heavily engaged in the purchase of Virginia to-
bacco. They would surely, in the course of that trade, have supplied
Virginians with slaves if the Virginians had been ready to pay.

That Virginia’s tobacco phnters would not pay, while Bar-
bados’ sugar planters would, requires explanation, for mortality was
evidently as heavy in Barbados as in Virginia.® If servants for a term
were a better buy for Virginians, why not for Barbadians?

Up until the 1640s, when the principal crop in Barbados was,
as in Virginia, tobacco, the labor force was mainly composed, as m
Virginia, of white servants. But a shift from tobacco to cotton and
then to sugar in the early 16408 made the islands less attractive than
the mainland for servants who crossed the ocean voluntarily. Sugar

production required such strenuous labor that men would not will-

ingly undertake it. Sugar planters, in order to get their crops grown,
harvested, and processed had to drive their workers much harder
than tobacco planters did. Richard Ligon in the late 1640s was scan-
dalized to sec how the Barbados planters beat their servants in order
to get the work out of them.” Morcover, when a servant turned free,
he found land much scarcer than in Virginia or Maryland. And even
if he could hire a plot, at high rents, sugar produulon (unlike to-
bacco) required a larger outlay of caplraE for cquipment than he
could likely lay hands on.* For these reasons, when Barbados ser-
vants became free, they frequently headed for Virginia or other

*Bridenbaugh, No Peace beyowd the Line, 33, 55 60, 63 68, 81 8y,
Richard S0 Dunn, Swegar and Staves: The Rise of the Planter Class i ihe
Fauglih West fndies, 1624 17713 (Chapel TR, N.CLg72), 302,

SDuanng Supar and Shiees, 27 40

Chigon, True and Fyacr Hitory, 4y g5y Harlow, farbados, qor g
Hlitlvnh.lu;:l\, No Peaee bevoud the e, vor 5,

Lagon, Freeand Peacr History, vog g Bridenlaugh, Noo Peace
Devasd the Dure, Ky, o8y Dyann, S aind Staces, o, hat o, 1y
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niainland colonies. The sugar planters may thus have bought slaves
partly because they could not buy servants unless the servants were
shanghaied, or “barbadosed” as the word was at the time, or unless
they were sent as prisoners, like the caprured Scottish and Irish sol-
diers whom Cromwell s shipped over.” A dwindling supply of willing
servants may have forced a switch to slaves.

Ic is posmblc that the conversion to slavery in Virginia was
hel pt,d, as it was in Barbados, by a decline in the number of servants
coming to the colony. The condltlonf, that produced Bacon’s Rebel-
lion and the continuing discontent thereafter did not enhance the
colony’s reputation. Morcover, by the third quarter of the century
there was less pressure on Englishmen to leave home. Complaints of
overpopulation in England had ceased, as statesmen and polirical
thinkers songht w ays of putting the poor to work. Certamly the
number of white imumigrants to Virginia does seem to have de-
clined.’ But if this was a factor in the conversion process, another,
probably of greater consequence, was the decline of heavy mortality
toward midcentury, for as life expectancy rose, the slave became a
better buy than the servant.

The point at which it became more advantageous for Virginians
to buy slaves was probal)ly reached by 1660. In rhat year the assem-
bly offered exempn(m from local duties to Dutch ships bringing
\Jngroes "* Bur in the same year Parliament pdqﬁcd the Nav;gan(m
Acts, interdicting both the export of tobacco from the colonies to

the Netherlands and any trade by Dutch ships in the colonies.' The
result was to delay Virginia’s conversion to slavery. The maother
country attempted to compensare for the severing of the Dutch slave
trade through a royally sponsored English trading company, the
Royal Adventurers, which was reorganized and rechartered in 1672
as the Royal African Conipany. These companies enjoyed a monop-
oly of supplying all the colonies with African slaves until 1698; but
the men who ran them never gained sufficient familarity wich Africa
or the slave trade to conduct the business successfully. And even
though their monopoly could not be effectively enforced, especially
against knowledgeable private traders, both tobacco and sugar plant-

* Bridenbaugh, No Peace beyvond the Line, 18, zvgy Dunng Sugar and
Naces, oy, ) ‘

W Shith, Celowises in Bondage, 300, CO0 5 06, L5,

P Teming, 1 5o

e et excluded all torcipn Shipping st required obaceo o be
Ciken only 1o Fophind o another Fapheh colony, bue oowae the Patch who

were prmopally anoed e
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ers complained that it prevented them from getting the number of
workers they needed.'” Virginia thus began to change ro slave labor
at a ume when she had to compete with the sugar planters for a
smaller supply of slaves than would have been available had the freer
conditions of trade still existed under which Barbados had made the
conversion.

In the competition for slaves after 1660 the sugar planters still
enjeyed some advantages. Although sugar and tobacco were both
“enumerated” commodities that must be shipped only to England
or to another Unglish colony, England did not collect nearly so
heavy an import tax on sugar as on tobacco.* Consequently, a larger
percentage of the price paid by the consumer went to the grower.
Morcover, the price of slaves in the West Indies was less than in
Virginia, because the islands were closer to Africa, so that costs of
transportation and risk of loss on the “Middle Passage” were there
fore less.”” The figures for slave imports into Barbados, Jamaica, and
the Leeward Islands in the last quarter of the century arc all far
above thosc for Virgimia.'® That Virginia was able to get any at all
was owing to the fact that while slaves had become a profitable
vestment for tobacco growers, the profitability of growing sugar
had declined.

It is mmpossible to reconstruct from surviving daca the returns
that could be expected on capital invested in growing tobacco in
Virginia in comparison with the same amount invested 1n growing
sugar in the West Indies at different periods in the seventeenth cen
tury.’? It 1s clear, however, that by the end of the seventeenth cen-

13K. G. Davies, The Royal African Cowmpany (London, 1957), 131,
133, 145, 149, 300-315.

T In 1668-69 tobacco hmports in England valued at £56,000 paid custonis
duties of £75,000, while sugar imports valued at £180,000 paid customs duties
of £18,000. Dunn, Sugar and Siaves, 206-7.

¥ The Royal African Company’s proposed prices in 1672 were £15 in
Barbados and £18 in Virginia. C.O. 1/62, f.133.

18 Dunn, Sugar and Slaves, 363; Bridenbaugh, No Peace beyond the
Line, 156; Philip D). Curtin, The Atlantic Slave Trade: A Census (Madison,
Wis,, 1969), 53, §5, 62.

7 Various contemporary ¢ ‘:llcul:n'i(m-; survive of the possible return on
investment in sugar, for example, Ligon, True and Exact History, 109 17,
and C.O. /58, Tigs 60, But they do nor rest on actual records of produe
tion, Since they were made In support of arguments that the planters were
doing well or that they were daing poorly, they wre cither nmnch too opt
mistic or much 1o pessinistic,
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tury and probably by the third quarter of it the tobacco growers
had onc strong advantage in the longevity of their laborers. A
smaller proportion of their profits had to go into labor replacement
and was available to mect the higher initial cost of a slave. Life ex-
pectancy in Barbados, especially for the black population, continued
to be low throughout the seventeenth and most of the eighteenth
century. The slaves on Barbados plantations had to be replaced at the
rate of about 6 percent a year.™ Jt is estimated that between 1640
and 1700 264,000 slaves were imported into the British West Indies.
The total black population in 1700 was about 100,000." In the next
century, between 1712 and 1762 the importation of 150,000 slaves
increased the Barbados black population by only 28,000.2° By con-
trast, while Virginia imported roughly 45,000 slaves between 1700
and 1750 (figures from the seventcenth century are sporadic), the
black population increased from perhaps 8,000 or 10,000 to over
100,000.”" In Virginia not only had the rate of mortality from discase
gone down, but the less strenuous work of cultivating tobacco, as
opposed to sugar, enabled slaves to retain their health and muldiply.
To make a profit, sugar planters worked their slaves to dearh;
tobacco planters did not have to.®* A slave consequently had a
longer period of usefulness in Virginia than in the West Indies. The
return on the investment might be less in the short run, but more in
the long run.

The gap between the ability of Virginia and West Indies
planters to pay for slaves was also narrowed in the course of the cen
tury by changes in the market price of their respective crops. The
selling price of muscovado sugar in the islands during the 16408,
when the planters were converting to slavery, was perhaps 6o shil
lings the hundredweight (it brought 8o shillings at wholesale in Lon
don). In the 16505 and 1660s it dropped to about 3o shillings, in the

¥ The sex ratio among Barbados slives was about even. Altheugh
more men were imported than women, they died faster, and ol deaths
outnumbered births. Dunn, Sugar and Slaves, 251, 309, 31417, 1233 Briden
baugh, No Peace beyond the Line, 354-55. CL Richard Pares, A 1 est fudia
Forrene (London, 1ys0), 122~15.

¥ Curtin, Atlamric Slave Trade, sy, tiy.

20 Pavid Lowenthal, “The Population of Barbados,” Secial and Feo
aotiic Stidies, VI (1957), 445 501,

A ppendis, poogzg, and Hlistorical Stavistics of the Uiited Staics, o0,

e is possible also that diseases in the West Indies contributed o the
higher death vate there, Mortality from disease may have continied to be
as high there as e was i Viegisaa i dche early part of the contury,
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16708 to about 15, and in the 1680s to as low as 10, with some recov.
ery in the 16g0s.*® Tobacco reached 10 shillings the hundredweight
in the 1660s and 1670s and stayed there with occasional ups and
downs for half a century.**

What these prices meant in profits for the planters depended
in large measure on the comparative productivity of sugar and ro-
bacco workers; and, in the absence of actual records of production,
that 1s less casy to determine. No significant innovations in technol-
ogy occurred in the growth or processing of cither crop before the
nineteenth century, and by 1660 both sugar and tobacco planters
were thoroughly familiar with their respective crops and with ways
of maximizing production. Conteniporary estimates of producrivity
per hand on sugar plantations vary widely, but a fair medium might
be 1,500 pounds a year. Because of Virgima’s fickle weather the to-
bacco harvest probably varied more from year to year than the
sugar harvest, and a man might grow a smaller but better and higher
priced crop by reducing the number of leaves left on each plant.
Any estimates of productivity are therefore even more tenuous than
those for sugar. It is likely, however, that by the 1660s a2 man would
make less than 1,000 pounds of tobacco in a lean year, but more than
2,000, perhaps much more, in a good year. In the long run a mun’s
labor for a year would probably make about the same weight of
tobacco m Virginia as of sugar in the islands. But the tobacco
worker could at the same time grow enough corn to sustain himsclf,
And in the most favorable locations, especially on the York and, to a
lesser degree, the Rappahannock, he could grow a variety of to
bacco (known as sweet-scented) which brought a higher price and
weighed more in relation to bulk (reducing freight costs) than the
ordinary Orinoco.*

In addition, tobacco continued to enjoy the advantage, which

2 Harlow, Barbados, 1j0, 188, 259~60; Dunn, Swgar and Slaves, 190,
205, 2115 G 8. 8. Higham, The Developmient of the Leeward Islands wnder
the Restoration, 1660-1688 (Cambridge, 1021), 158, 191~92, 194. These prices
are crude, but more precise ones for London show a similar though not so
steep decline. Nocel Decrry, The History of Sugar (London, 1950}, 11, 58,
Davics, Reyal African Company, 365-66. In Virginia in the 16505 a pound
of sugar was valued at from 3 to 7 pounds of tobacco. Northampron 1V,
zo03a; V, 1322, 1399; Norfolk 11 8o IV, 1y

2 Chap. 7. note 7; chap. 1o, notes 1o and 1.

= Onosugar production see Ward Barred, “Cavibbean Sugar Produe
ton Standards 1m0 the Seventeenth and Frghicenth Coenturies,” i John
Parker, o, Merehoanss and Sebolars: FEswavy i the History of Fsploration

4
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it had always had, of requiring a smaller outlay of capital for pro-
duction equipment. And land, if scarcer than it had been, was still
much cheaper in Virginia than in the islands. The far greater num-
ber of slaves delivered to the sugar islanders indicates that sugar re-
mained the more attractive risk to English capital ivestment.
Nevertheless, tobacco was so close a competitor that before the
1680s slaves were being shipped from Barbados for sale in Virginia.*

In financing the extra cost of slaves, Virginians were not wholly
dependent on upswings in the tobacco market. They could draw on
capital accumulated during the first half century. Their earnings
from tobacco (apare from any they returned to England) had been
invested, as we saw earlier, in cattle and hogs and servants. When
they wanted ro buy slaves in Barbados, they could send cattle and
hogs in exchange. Land in the West Indies was too valuable to be
devoted to food products, and sugar planters were eager to buy live
cattle as well as barreled beef and pork. They needed live cattle not
only to turn their mills but also to dung their land as the canes ex-
hausted it. Virginia joined with New England in supplying the need;
and though no figures cxist to show the volume of the trade, there
is a good deal of evidence in county court records of contact be-
tween Virginia and Barbados in the seventeenth century.*? Bur the
extra capital to buy slaves came not only from livestock. In spite of
the low profits of tobacco growing after 1660, there were the en-
treprencurial profits of the merchant planters and the substantial
amounts accumulated by the judicious use of government ofhce.

More important perhaps than the capital generated l()cally was
that attracted from England by the new competitive position of
tobacco. Substantial men who might earlier have headed for Bar-
bados now came to Virginia, supplied with funds to purchase or
rent land and labor. And men with small amounts of capital, insufhi-
cient for the initial outlay of a sugar plantation, could make a good
start in Virginia. Though the colony had ceased to be, if it ever was,

a land of opportunity for the servant who came with nothing, it of-
fcrcd much to the man with £ 300 or £ 400 sterling. With half of it

and Frade. Collecied i Mewory of faies Ford Bell (Minneapolis, 1965),
(47 70. Ontobacceo see chap. 7, note 3.

26 Flizabeth Doonan, ocwments HWastrative of the History of the Slave
Trade to Awerica (Washinpgron, DG g0 350, TV Ko,

FONee chap. oy, note 16,

i
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put into buying a well-located plantation, he would have enough
left over for eight or ten slaves, and “a handsomn, gentile and sure
subsistence,” as William Fitzhugh said, who had done it. Ten slaves
might make 20,000 pounds of tobacco in a good year, which ar the
time Fitzhugh wrote would be worth from 100 to £ 200 sterling.
The cost of feeding them would be nothing and of clothing them
little. The return on the investment would be accordingly a good
deal more than could be expected from any agricultural enterprise in
England.**

Fnglishmen with spare cash came to Virgima also because the
prestige and power that 2 man with any capital could expect in Vir
ginia was comparatively much greater than he was likely to arrain
in England, where men of landed wealth and gentle birth abounded.
Well-to-do immigrants and their sons, who came to Virginia afrer
midcentury, dominated the colony’s politics, probably in default of
male survivors of carlier successful immigrants.* But the fortunes
gathered by those carly immigrants during the deadly first half cen
tury were not necessarily lost or dispersed. Capital still accumulated
in the hands of widows and jomned in profitable wedlock the sums
that well-hecled immigrants brought with them. The Ludwells,
Byrds, Carters, Spencers, Wormeleys, Corbins, and a host of others
not only shared the spoils of office among themselves, but also by
well-planned marriages shared the savings gathered by their prede
cessors. In Lancaster County, of the twelve persons who were listed
for more than twenty tthables between 1653 and 1679, one was
widow and nine of the remaining eleven married widows.*

These were the men who brought slavery to Virginia, sunply
by buying slaves instead of servants. Since a slave cost more than a

28 Davis, Fitzhugh, 279-8o.

2 Bailyn, “Politics and Social Structure”; Quitt, “Virginia House ol
Burgesses.”

30 The twelve (derived from Lancaster 1, I, and V) were Rober
Beckingham (married widow of Raleigh Travers), John Carter T (marriced
widow of William Brocas), Johun Carter 11 (did not marry a widow), Sn
Henry Chichely (married widow of Ralph Wormely), Henry Corbiva
(married widow of Roland Burnham), Anthony Fllvorr (married widow of
Justinian Avimer), David Fox (married widow of Richard Wrighc), Robert
Griggs (wife unknown), Lady Lunsford (widow of Sir Thomas Lunstord),
Richard Parrotr {married widow of Nicholas Dale), Robere Smith Guarenied
Lady Lunsford), and Thomas Wilkes (marricd widow of Raobert Bwking
ham).
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servant, the man with only a small sum to invest was likely to buy
a servant, In 1699 the Housc of Burgesses noted that tbc ‘t‘icr\’:mth
who worked for “the poorer sort” of plantcgs were still “for the
most part Christian.” ** But the man who could afford to opctr)arf nn‘
a larger scale, looking to the long run, 'boughr slaves as they became
more profitable and as they becamc‘avmlable. . o
How rapidly they became available :m'd h()'W: rapldly, there <_)er,
Virginia made the switch to slave labor is difficule to dctc'rmu}c,
partly because the Royal African C()Om‘pany m()nopoly made 1t n'(,c(;
essary to conceal purchases from illicit traders. During Fhe perio
of the monopoly (1663—98), slaves could presumably still be pu’r:
chased legally from Barbados, but few records of trade bereen the
two colonies have survived.™ Nevertheless, from stray bits of evi-
dence we do know that Virginians were getting slaves. ff*onl other
sources than the company and what prices t}}ey were willing to Pay
for them. The ship Society, of Bristol, carried abo'ut 100 s[av';:»:to
Virginia in 1687. She was an interloper nl}d was seized by Wi 1&{1;
Cole, the collector for the lower James Rl\rfer, who'later acco}m.rg
for the sale of the cargo. The prices he Obtamccl var}cd accnrdnfg to
the age, sex, and condition of the slav?s. For “s Sick Ncgmcs n(){(
able to goe or Stand” he got £ 20 sterling, for a man /“z;;,w a yu\l\lll‘x
[ 20, another £ 21, another /22, and so on. All told, for 90‘1 (“
grocs, including 13 sick (two “almost dead”) and a uumbcx: of énm
children who were probably under rwelve (but not counting seven
slaves who died on his hands), he got £ 1,501.13.6, an average of
£16.6.0.% William Ficzhugh in 1683 apparently thought he -clnuld
get better prices than these, for he offcrcdﬂ to buy slaves wmtm ujv
to 50,000 pounds of tobacco frpm a New Englander, at pm,gs rang
ing from 3,000 pounds (for children aged seven to cleven) tf) 5,};:“
“pounds (for men and women aged fifteen to F\xi'cnty—fmn). ‘0
bacco at this time was generally valued at 10 shﬂhngs per hundred
pounds, s0 Fitzhugh's top price was equal to /25"
There is no way of telling how numy shaves were brought to
Virginia by interlopers and how niany came lc’gull_y ff’nm‘ l}:nl;u‘d;m;
Pdmund Jennings, inquiring into the subject in 1708, was told by

2111 R, Methwaine, od., faraals of the THouse of Burgesses of Virgi,

i6ys ... 1702 ( Richimond, l()lg),‘l‘ys‘. o 4
32 Gee chap. 7, note 26, s Dyavis, Prechagh, 12y

LN 5 1o, Nooo.
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“some ancient Inhabirants conversant in that Trade . . . that beforce
the year 1680 what negros were brought to Virgima were imported
generally from Barbados.” * It may be that many continued to come
by that route. Although the Royal African Company had promised
at its founding 1n 1672 to supply Virginia and Maryland as well as
the islands, it sent only a few shiploads before the cnd of the cen-
tury. During the 16705 somewhat more than 1,000 may have been
landed, and in the 168os perhaps another 1,000 or 1,500—if the
seven or cight captams instructed to go to Virginia actually went
there. In the 1690s, however, a list of fifty-four ships sent out be-
tween October 25, 1693, and February 15, 1698/9, shows only once
consigned to Virginia.*

The company’s figures for slaves sent to Virginia do not com-
port with hints in the colony records of the rate of importation. Up
until 1699 slaves, like other imnugrants, carried a headright worth
fifty acres of land, and a count of slaves mentioned in patents for
land shows fewer for the 16708 (421) and 1680s (629) than the
numbers presumably carried by the company alone, but the num
ber for the 1690s, when the company probably delivered few, if
any, was 1,847.%7 It is impossible to say whether the discrepancics
mean that the company records are unreliable or that many Vir
ginians waited until the 16gos to claim land with the headrights of
slaves they had imported in the 1670s and 1680s.

The cxtent to which slaves were replacing servants during the
last decades of the century can be estimated with more assurance
from the lists of tithables for Surry, the only county where the
nanies of all the tithables survive (rather than the mere nuniber of
tithables per household). Of Surry tthables who belonged to an
other man’s household, slaves amounted to 20 percent in 1674, 34
pereent in 1686, 48 pereent in 1694, and 48 percent in 1703.% Surry,
as we have seen, was one of the poorer regions of Virginia. In the
rich coumties on the York the proportion must have been larger, T

#5 Donnan, Docmmments, 1N 8.

OO 0, Ly COC sy, Loy, Donman, Dociosents, 1V, 4y,
Fogo 61, ppey g6, 30, 57, B 165 70,

T Craven, White, Red, and Black, 86, 1t is possible that part ot the
shaives bronght by the company in the 16708 and 16Ros wound up in Alary
land.

BSurey W o og; Surev T oy 60 Surry A s 2y, 287 go. Sinee s
of the tuhables baed i other men’s howseholds were boarders, these et
centapes can he conadered low,
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achieve such a large slave labor force by .thc end of the seventeenth
century Virginians must have been buying at least as many slaves
from interlopers and from Barbados as they got from the Roy.al
African Company. And with the end of thc‘company monopoly n
1698, private traders immediately began to bring many more.

If half the labor force was already enslaved by the end of the
seventeenth century, much more than half must have been in, that
position by 1708, for official records show that in the preceding ten
years 5,928 slaves were brought by privatf: traders and 679 by the
L‘()lnpz111y.3"‘ And the company’s papers testify to a great dcmand’yfor
slaves that raised the Virginia price far enough above ’tl}e West
Indies price to outweigh the costs of the ]onlgvcr voyage. The com-
pany’s letters to captains i 1701 began advising thelp to head for
Virginia rather than Jamaica, if they could get there in May, June,
or July when the demand was greatest.” In 1704 thc_v_noted that
\’irgiliians were paying /30 to /352 head as agaist /23 to £27
in Jamaica.*' '

But the planters in Virginia, as in the \\"'cst l]ldl({!ﬁ, were more
cager to buy slaves than to pay for them. During tl?c first five years
of the new century, they overextended their credit, and the com-
pany was faced with 2 multitude of })rf)tcstcd bills of cxybang_c."” By
1705 the Virginia assembly was so disturhc‘d by rhe.r‘lsmg 1}1del)r-
cdness that it tried to slow down the traflic, dropping an unport
duty on servants while retaining one on slaves.”” But by then the

4 Donnan, Docusnents, 17273, 40T 50/58, Public Record Office.

11 To Charles Chaplin et al,, Dec. 7, 1704. 1bid. o ‘

12T Gavin Corbin (the company’s agent in Virginia), April 26,
Alav 15, 17055 I'eb. 20, 1705/6; March 27, May 27, Sept. 30, Nov. 18, 1707;
Fob. 24, April ¢, June 4, 1709; March 23, April 18, 1710; Aug. 23, 1711,
1. 70/58, With their letrers the company returncd the protested bills of
eschange, numbering 274. .

# Tening, 11, 235. The import duty may als'u. have !)ccn aimed at ic
old goal of reducing tobaceo production {and raising prices) by reducing
the growth of the labor foree. And some planters who had bought large
nambers of slaves may have favored it in order to increase the value of the
Waves they had u('quiﬁ-(l. Sce Jones, Present State of Vi'r.qiifvia, 132; Donmp,
Docrments, 1\, 145, 051 sz The history of import ’&[‘UIIQS on ‘a?ﬂ\’cs in
cighteenth century Vieginia is comples. bee c&pccinll_\i T'had \\‘: Tate, Jr.,
'ie Negrooin Bighteenth Century W illivnshirg ((Ih;n'lu[m;\ﬂhgyn)(;;),
vo 3t Joho AL Hemphiil, “Vipginia and the English (“,(Hllll’l('l't‘lz.\l Svsten,
168y 17337 tunpublished doctorm! dissertation, Princeton U”"\““f”»\"" lt)(l,!),
P1ots, 0% 00, BN o1 and Darold D W, “Nepro hnpornt Darties 1 Colonal
Virganea,” U UIBCENNIN Groadorg 4y




; 308 1 AMERICAN SLAVERY—AMERICAN FREEDOM

conversion to slave labor had already been made. According to
Edmund Jennings, writing in 1708, virtually no whire servants had
been imported in the preceding six years.* This was not the end of
white servitude m Virgima, but henceforth white servants were as
much the exception in the tobacco fields as slaves had been earlicr.
Between 1708 and 1750 Virginia recorded the entry of 38,418 slaves
nto the colony.*

Virginia had developed her plantation system without slaves,
and slavery introduced no novelues to methods of production.
Though no seventeenth-century plantation had a work force us
large as that owned by some cighteenth-cencury planters, the mode
of operation was the same. The seventcenth-century plantation al-
ready had 1ts separate quartering house or houses for the servants.
Their labor was already supervised in groups of cight or ten by an
overscer. They were already subject to “correction” by the whip.
They were alread} often und(,rfed and underclothed. Their masters
alrcady lived in fear of their rebelling. But no servant rebellion in
Virginia ever got off the ground.

T'he plantation system operated by servants worked. It made
many Virginians rich and Ingland’s merchants and kings richer,
But it had one insuperable disadvantagc Every year it poured a host
of new freemen into a society where the opportunities for advance
ment were limited. The freedmen were Virginia’s dangerous men.
They erupted in 1676 in the largest rebellion known in any Amer
ican colony before the Revolution, and in 1682 they carried cven
the plant-cutting rebellion further than any servant rebellion had
ever gone. The substitution of slaves for servants gradually cased
and cventually ended the threat that the freedmen posed: as the
annual number of imported servants dropped, so did the number of
men turning free.

" The planters who bought slaves instead of servants did not do
so with any apparent consciousness of the social stability to be
gained thereby. Indecd, insofar as Virginians expressed themselves
on the subject of slavery, they feared that it would magnify the
danger of msurrection in the colony. They often blamed and pitied
themselves for taking into their families men and women who had
every reason to hate them. William Byred told the Farl of Fgmom

BCO 571316, 151

W Hivtorical Statistics of the United Stares, 700, Doman, Documeints,

IV, 175 220,
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i July, 1736, thar “in ciase there shoud arise a Man of desperae cour
age amongst us, exasperated by a desperate forrune, he might with
more advantage than Cataline kindle a Servile War,” and make
Virginia's broad rivers run with blood.* Bur the danger never ma
tertalized. lrom time to time the planters were alarmed by the dis
covery of a conspiracy among the slaves; but, as had happened car
ler when servants plotted rebellion, some conspirator always leaked
the plan in time to spoil it. No white person was killed in a slave
rebellion in colonial Virginia. '™ Slaves proved, in fact, less dangerous
than free or semi-free laborers. They had none of the rising expec
vantons that have so often prompted rebellion i human history.
They were not armed and did not have to he armed. They were

/.

without 1 mpe and did not have to be gwcn hopc William B)Id him -

self probably did not take the danger from them seriously. Only
seven months before his leteer to Lgmont, he assured Peter Beck
ford of janmca thdt ‘our NEgrocs arc not SO numcerous of so cn
terprizeing as to give us any apprchention or uncasiness.”” ™

With slavery Virginians could exceed all their precious cfforts
to maximize productivity. In the first half of the centary, as they
sought to bring stability to their volatile society, they had e ntified
work as wealth, time as money, but there were limits to the amount
of both work and time that could be extracied from a servant.
Phere was no limit to the work or time that a master could com
mand from his slaves, beyond his need to allow them enougrh for
cating and sleeping ro enable them to keep working. Fyen on tha
he maghe skimp. Robert Carter of Nomini [ all, accounted a hunune
nin, made it a policy to give his slaves less food than they needed
and required chem to fill out their dict by keeping chickens and by
working Sundays in smiall gardens atrached to their cabins, Their
cabins, too, he made them build and repair on Sundays.” Carter’s

r

W lbid., 131—32. / “

T are, Nc’;f:m i Willisburg, 100 208, For exanples of COnSpIrcIes
oo MG, st sers, X Gigor-2), 178y Feecutive Jourmals, 1, 86 87, §16 11,
M or3g-36, Gerald Wo Mulling Flight and Rebellion: Slave Resistarce in
Faghnecuth-Cemry . Virginia (New York, 1972), analvzes the forms of

I

cesistanee offered by slaves and concludes that ie was the most “aceultgrted”

Javes who proved most rebellious. One might sy in other words, that he

more slaves came 1o resemible the indigent {recmen whomn they disphaced,
the more dangrerons they becane.

SUUIIE, XXXV (1g28), 102,

" Humer D Farish, ol Jowrndd and Leters of Plilip Viekers Fithian
CWillinshuarp, togy: Charlotteatlle, 1068), (8, b, ror 4.
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uncle, Landon Carter of Sabme Fhll, made has shives huy pare ol
their own clothes our of the proceeds of what they grew i they
gardens.”

Demograp ically, too, the conversion to slavery enhimeed Vi
ginia’s capauty for maximum productivity. Farlier the heavy con
centration in the population of men of working age had heen
achieved by the small number of women and children among the
immigrants and by the heavy mortality. But with women onthiving
men, the segment of women and their children grew; and as mortal
ity declined the segment of men beyond working age grew. There
was, in other words, an increase in the non-productive proportion ol
the population. Slavery made possibie the restoration and nuiinte
nance of a highly productve population. Masters had no hesizanon
about putting slave women to work in the tobacco fields, although
servant women were not normally so employed. And they probably
made slave children start work earlier than free children did.? There
was no need to keep them from work for purposes of cducation.
Nor was 1t necessary to divert productive energy to the support of
munisters for spiricual gmd:mce to them and their parents. "T'he slave
population could thus be more productive than a free population
with the same age and sex structure would have been. 1t could alv
be more rcproductlve than a free population that grew mainly from
the importation of servants, because slave-graders generally carried
about two womien for every three men,™ a larger proportion uf
women by far than had been the case with servants. Slave women
while employed in tobacco could still raise children and thus con
tribute to the growth of the productive proportion of the popula
tion. Morcover, the children became the property of the wmuster,
Thus slaves offered the planter a way of disposing his profits that
combined the advantages of cattle and of servants, and these had al
ways been the most attractive investments in Virginia.

The only obvious disadvantage that slavery prcscnrcd to Vir
inia masters was a simple one: slaves had no incentive to work. The
difference, however, between the incentive of a slave and that of a
servant bound for a term of years was not great. The scrvant had

5 Landon Carter, Digary, Jack P. Greene, cd., (Charlottesvilie, 1965), 1,
484.

51 From 1680 to 1705 imported Negro children were tthable at the
age of twelve and hmported “Christian servants™ at the age of fourteen. In
1705 the age was changed to sixteen for both, Hening, W, 479 8o; 1, 258 50,

52 Davies, Royal African Comipany, 2199.
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decady vecened b reward m the for of the ocean pavapee which
B, undike the shve, had been so cager o make thar he was willmg

tocbnd Ins fabor for term of years for it Thvmg recenved his pay

wient i crdvimee, he could nor be compelled by (hreats of withhold

w1t Virgiia masters had accordingly been obliged to make freer
e of the Tash than bad been conuon i P ngland. Before they ob
ramned staves, they had already had pracace i extracting work
from the umwilling. Yer there was a difference. H a servamt failed 1o
perform consistently or ran away, if he damaged his nuaster’s prop
ety cither by omission or commussion, the naster could wer the
courts to exrend the term of his servitude. That recourse was no
open to the slaveowner. If the servane had reccived his reward in
dvanee, the slave had recetved the ultimate punishment in advanee:
fis term had already been extended.

Musters therefore needed some substitute for the extended e,
womie sanction to protect themselves against the stubbornness of
those whom conventional “correction” did not reach. FPheir firs
umnpt in this direction was an act, passed in mm that 18 sometinues

ted as the f1rst official recognition of slaver v m Vi g b dhe
munl)ly tried to handle the most common form of servile intrice
bihity, by making a servant who ran away with a slave responsaible
tor the loss incurred to the master by the absence of the slave. The
tiw read, “Thart in case any English servant shall run aw Ay an com
pany with any negroes w *ho are incapable of makeing satisfaction ln
addition of time, Bee it enacted that the English so running away
company with them shall serve for the time of the said negrocs ,11»
sence as they are to do for their owne by a former act ]rh( 4t re
quiring extra service for double the lcnqth of the absence |

Though this measure tells us something about the relationship
between servants and slaves in these early years, it was a deterren
more to servants than to slaves. And it did nothing for the master
who could not get what he considered an adequate amount of work
out of his slave by the methods that had sufficed for servams. One
way might have been to offer rewards, to hold out the carrot vather
than the stick. A few masters tried this in the early years, as we have
scen, offering slaves freedom in return for working hard for a few
vears, or assigning them plots of land and allowing them tine 1o
grow tobacco or corn crops for themselves.™ But to offer rewards of
this kind was to lose the whole advantagc of slavcry. I the end,

™ Hening, H, 26. 5 Sce above, chap. 7, pp. 154-57.
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Virginians had to face the fact that masters of slaves must inflict pain

‘at a higher level than masters of servants. Slaves could not be made
to work for fear of losing liberty, so they had to be made to fear
for their lives. Not that any master wanted to lose his slave by kill
ing him, but in order to get an equal or greater amount of work,
it was necessary to beat slaves harder than servants, so hard, in fact,
that there was a much larger chance of killing them than had been
the case with servants. Unless a master could correct his slaves in
this way without ruming afoul of the law if he nusjudged the weight
of his blows, slaveowning would be legally hazardous. So in 1664
the assembly faced the facts and passed an act thar dealt with them
forthrightly:

A act about the casuall Rilling of slaves.

Whercas the only law in force for the punishment of refractory
servants resisting their master, mistris or overseer cannot be in
flicted upon negroes [because the punishment was extension of
timel, nor the obstinacy of many of them by other than violem
mceancs supprest, Be it enacted and declaved by this grand assembly,
if any slave resist his master (or other by his masters order correct
ing him) and by the extremity of the correction should chance 1o
die, that his death shall not be accompted Felony, but the nuaster
(or that other person appointed by the master to punish him) be
acquit from molestation, since it cannot be presumed that pre
pensed malice (which alone makes murther Felony) should induce
any man to destroy his own cstate.

With this act already on the books in 1669, Virginia was pre
pared to make the most of slavery when slaves began to arrive
quantity. Later legislation only extended the principles here recop
nized, thac correction of slaves might legally be carried to the point
of kalling them. The most important extensions had to do with run
aways. As the numbers of slaves increased and the plantation quarters
were placed farther from the house of the master, runaway slaves
would frequently hide our in the woods, visiting the quarters by
night, where their friends or families would shelter and share food
with them. To eliminate this problem, the assembly provided that
the names of such outlying slaves should be proclaimed ar the dom
of every church in the county, after divine worship, and then if the
runaways did not turn themselves in, 1t would “be fawful for any
person or persons whatsocever, to kill and destroy such slaves by such

ey, HL 2o
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ways and means as he, she, or they shall think fit, without accusation
or mmpeachment of any crime for the same.” % The public would
compensate the master for the loss of slaves thus killed. If one was
captured alive, the owner might apply to the county court “to order
such punishment to the said slave, either by disn;cmbring, OF any
other way, not touching his life, as they in their discretion shall
Fhink fit, for the reclaiming any such ina;rrigib]e slave, and ternify-
g others from the like practices.” 57 i -

. "I“his was no 1dle threat. Though the words of the law—"re
vl:mmng,” “dismembcring,” “discretion”—seem to soften the shock,
the law aathorizes not mercly an open season on outlying slaves,
hut also the deliberate maiming of captured slaves, by juéici:ll order,
Onc gets a glimpse of the law in action in the records of the Lan
caster County court for March 10, 1707/8:

Robert Carter Esq. C()mplaining to this Courrt against rwo In-
cm‘t‘i‘gihlc negroes of his named Bambarra Harry and Dinaly and
praying the order of this Court for punishing the said Negroes by
dxsrlnciml;ring them It is thercfore ordered _[:hflt for the better re
'cl‘:mmng the said negroes and deterring others from ill practices
Fhat the said Robert Carter Esq. have full power according to Faw

to <‘11f~;mcmbcr the said negroes or Either of them by cutting of | 1
their toes.” ¥ ) )

Such was the price of slavery, and Virginia masters were pre
pared to pay it. In order to get work out of men and women who
had notlllmg to gain bur absence of pain, you had to be willing 1o
hear, maimy, and kill. And society had to be ready to back vou cven
to the point of footing the bill for the property w;u killed, .

It has been possible thus far to deseribe if"i.rginin’s CONVersion to
swvery without mentioning race. It has rcquirc;l a litdle restraint o
do so, but only a litele, because the actions that produced slavery

"j;'](‘liillg, I, 460 (1705). This superseded a law passed in 1680 em
powering “persons that shall by lawful authority be imployed to aprehend”
an uu”ying Negro to Kill him if he resisted. H('ni.ng, I, 482, 4

“CHening, 1L 460 610 In 192 the law was cxpanded to allow the dis
wemberment of any slave “nororiousty guley of going abroad i the mphi,

veotunnmg away and lying ont, and cannot be reclyimed trom seh dis
ordetlv cotmen.™ A the sane time Tt was specticd that no one was to be
proecated tor the death of 4 shave n('«'m'riny
O Cotrection, Henmg IV g gy V

Shaveaster VHI 8, Thin Robuert Carter was the prandbicher ol
Robers Carter of Nonnni L0 imentoned above. Y

as a resule of disioembernient
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Virginia, the individual purchase of slaves instead of servants, and
the public protection of masters in their coercion of unwilling labor,
had no necessary connection with race. Virginians did not enslave
the persons brought there by the Royal African Company or by
the private traders. The only decision that Virginians had to make
was to keep them as slaves. Keeping them as slaves did require some
decisions about what masters could legally do to make them work,
But such decisions did not necessarily relate to race.

Or did they? As one reads the record of the Lancaster court
authorizing Robert Carter to chop off the toes of his slaves, one
begins ro wonder. Would the court, could the court, could the gen
cral assembly have authorized such a punishment for an incorngible
English servant? Tt seems unlikely that the Iinglish governnient
would have allowed it. But Virginians could be confident that Iing
land would condone their slave laws, even though those laws were
contrary to the laws of Ingland.

The English government had considered the problem in 1679,
when presented with the laws of Barbados, in which masters were
stmilarly authorized to inflict punishment that would not have heen
allowed by Inghsh law. A legal adviser, up(m reviewing the laws
for the Lords ()f Trade, found tl at he could approve them, because,
he said “although Negros in that Island are pumishable in a different
and more severe manner than other Subjects are for Offences of the
like nature; yet I humbly conceive that the Laws there concerning
Negros are reasonable Laws, for by rcason of their numbers they be
come dangerous, and being a brutish sort of People and reckoned as
goods and chattels in that Island, 1t 1s of necessity or ar least con
venient to have Laws for the Government of them different from
the Laws of England, to prevent the great nischief that otherwise
may happen to the Planters and Inhabitants in that Island.” *?

It was not necessary to extend the rights of Inglishmen to Af
ricans, because Africans were “a brutish sort of people.” And be
causc they were “brutish” it was necessary “or at least convenient”
to kill or maim them i order to make them work.

The killing and maiming of slaves was not common in Virginia.
Incidents like Robere Carter’s application to dismember his twao
slaves are rare 11 the records. But ar s hard to read 1o diaries and
letters of the everyday beating of slaves without feeling that the
casual, macer of - fact acceprance of 1cs related 1o a feeling on the

WOLOY 1y, b,
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part of masters that they were dealing with “a brutish sort of peo-
|>Ic 7 Thomas Jones, of \Villiamsburg was almost affectionate about
it in writing his wife, away on a th, about her household slaves.
Daphne and Nancy were doing well, “But Juliet is the same still, tho
I do assure you she has not wanted correction very often. T chear’d
her with thirty lashes a Saturday last and as many more a Tuesday
again and today I hear she's sick.” *

Possibly a master could have written thus about a white maid-
servant. Certainly there are many instances of servants being scvcrely
heaten, even to death. Bur whether or not race was a necessary in-
gredient of slavery, it was an ingredient. If slavery might have come
1o Virginia without racism, it did not. The only slaves in Virginia
belonged to alien races from the Fnglish. And the new social order
that Virginians created after they changed to slave labor was de-
termined as much by race as by slavery.

50 Oct. 22, 1736, VMHB, XXVI (1918), 285.
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VR(;INIA slaves were introduced
mto a system of production that was already in working order. The
substitution of slaves for servants probably increased the produc-
twlty and almost certainly increased the proﬁtabl ity of the planta-
tion system. But slavery rcqun‘ed new methods of disciplining the
labor force, methods that were linked to racial contempt. If we arc
to understand that contempt and the role it played in the history of
Virginia—and I think in American history—we must probe not only
the differences but also the resemiblances between servants and slaves
in the plantation systens and in the consciousness of those who ran it.

[deally, from the point of view of the master, slavery should
have made it possible to turn the slave’s every waking hour to the
master’s profit. In an industrial society, where it is possible to engage
m productive tasks at any time, it is tempting to think of masters
thus directing their slaves. But absolute power did not in itself make
for continuous employment in a pre-industrial socicty. We have al-
ready seen that sixteenth-century Englishmen were often idle, if only
because there were times when nothing could be done. The tobacco
plantation probably made fuller use of its workers” time than previ-
ous Knglish agricultural enterprises had. But even on a plantation
was simply not possible to employ either servants or slaves usefully
every day of the year.

Rain halted work on a Virginia plantation just as it did on any
Fnglish farm. And for days after a rain the ground mighe be too
heavy to hoe without damage to the soil or the crop. Freezing

weather sioularly closed down most activinies, Sometimes weather

that precluded ficld work mughe permic cuttmgr wood, bilding
fences. or scourme ditches, But ofeen the workers were ele wihon

!
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work. Landon Carter, who kept the most complete record we have
of the day-to-day operations of a Virginia plantation, and who
strove always to show a proﬁr repeatedly bemoaned the idleness
imposed by he weather. “No working yesterday nor today,” he
writes, or “Not one day as yet from the 23 January to this day that
the earth could be touchcd with hoe, spade or plow, that 1s 11 days
together:” or “The Skye very heavy and the air very Cold
We can do no kind of work to any advmmge

Landon Carter was probablv not a typical Virginia pl’mtcr
The very fact that he kept so voluminous a record of his activities
suggests that he was not. And other planters, one at least hopes,
were not as egotistical. Carter’s diaries arc a continuous demonstra-
tion that whatever | happened he was right and everyone around him
wrong. He may have been atypical a]so in the great variety of crops
that he tried to grow in addition to corn and tobacco. But all Vir-
ginia planters went in for some le(,I’Slty Nearly all planted corn,
\cpt cattle and hogs and sometimes sheep. Carter’s diosynerasics
were mainly of a sort that would have magnified the amount of
work he expected from his slaves. He used his systemartic record
keeping, as Robert Loder had done in the preceding century in Fng
land, to step up the productivity of his laborers. He had cach skave
tend twice as many plants as other masters required.” And he stuck
as far as possible to the hoe when other Virginians were tur ning to
the plow, because, he said, “Carts and plows only serve to make
Owerseers and people extremely lazy and it is a certain truth that
wherever they are in great abundance there is the least plintiation
work done there for both Overseers and Negroes magine this or
thar work will be quickly done with the plows and Carts and of
murs‘c are very little solicitous to do their proper parts of the busi
ness.” * If Carter was atypical, it was not in demanding less of his
slaves, If he had to let chem loaf for days at a time, probably other
planters did too.

Neither the slave's life nor the servant’s was one endless round

"Diary, 1, 158, 200, 253. CfFarowell, Blair, and Chilion, Present State
of Vivginia, o, Jones, Prescnt State of Virginia, 76, savs . ..
weather there s livde oceaston for their working in the ticlds) in which few

mowel or cold

swill det them be abroad, lest by this imeans they get sick or die, which would
prove agrreat loss to their owners, .7 John Fhooond had wreitten in
g6 that sn Virping servanis did no work “all winter exeepr dressing, then
awn vietyals and m;ll\‘m!{ of five ealv and Rachel, Foree, Traces, 1, No,
ERNTAER
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of toil, because it could not be. And when he was not working, the
slave enjoyed one advantage over the servant: since the planters
bought slave women as well as men, he could have some sort of fam-
ily life. True, it could be broken any time at the whim of his master.
Bur the slave, like the scrvant, in spite of his legal impotence was
not entirely without the means of magnifying a part of his life that
he could call his own. Like the servant he could find ways of avoid-
g work even on days when the weather was fair. In fact, his atti-
tude toward work and his success in cvading it were so much like
that of the servant that Landon Carter’s complaints about his lazy,
unfaithful slaves sound for all the world like Robert Loder’s tirades
against his lazy, unfaithful servants.?

A favorite ruse was to feign sickness, even though this was a
pecuharly hazardous one on Carter’s plantation. Carter fancied him-
self a physician and seems to have been obsessed with an urge to
cleanse the digestive tract of cvery person who came ncar him, by
purges, emetics, and enemas administered in heroic proportions. At
the slightest complaine he would lay down a barrage of these sup-
posed remedies that left the victim half dead for several days, after
which Carter would congratulate himself on his victory over the
forces of bile. In spitc of these ministrations—or possibly as a long-
term result of them—Carter’s slaves were continually visited by sicl
ness, but never, he noted, on Sundays, when Virginia custom freed
them from field work anyhow.”

Carter frequently found it necessary to cntrust tasks to slaves
without the supervision of an overseer or foreman. Then he would
record how poorly the job had been done or how inordinately long
it took. Old men slept and boys played, when the master’s cyc was
not upon them. “Where the General is absent,” he observed, “ldle
ness is Preferred to all business.” Fverywhere he went he saw cvi
dence of “the same damned idleness.” ¥ Like Robert Loder he kept
track of how much his people got done in a day, how many rows of
corn they hilled, how many tobacco plants they topped or wormed.
That way he could catch the shirkers and have them whipped. After
recording how he had stepped up the outpur of s threshers, he
noted, i words that echoed lLoder, “This | nunute down to shew
that things are often judged mpossible when obstinacy alone 15 the
Causc of 18177
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But there was a limit to the speedup he could achieve even un-
der close supervision. He obscrved that “ncgroes tyre with the Con-
tinuance of the same work,” and he resolved to vary their tasks by
putting larger numbers to work on lengthy jobs so that they migh}
be done faster and get on to something fresh.® In a hot spclli in July
he admitted, “I can’t make my people work or do anything.”* In
1757, when he began to reap his first corn crop, he had “but very
few reapers, so many Complaining of last year’s reaping.” '’

Suach observations suggest that work could not always be got
from nien simply by use of the lash. Sometimes “correction™ was
actually counterproductive. When Carter's gardener disobeyed his
imstructions rep catedly and he struck the man across the shoulders
with a cane (“which did not raise the least swelling”), the man re-
fused to get up the nexe morning and would do nothing. Two wecks
later when Carrer gave him “onc small rap” across the shoulder, he
E‘.cigncd total paralysis of his arm and could scarcely stand up. This
tine Carter discovered that the reason he could nor stand was that
he was drunk.” Indeed, drunkenness was a not uncommon problem
on Carter’s plantation. Since slaves were not furnished with liquor
except at Christmas, this fact in itself suggests thar they enjoyed a
greater degree of independence than the laws allowed or their museer
would have liked.

Whar all these instances add up to is that the daily Iife of a slave
differed from that of a servant less drastically than at first sight it
appears to have. Slaves were the labor force of a plantation much as
servants had been, and what is more important for an understanding
of the role of race, masters, mitially at least, perceived slaves in much
the same way they had always perceived servants. Both displayed the
sanie attitudes and habies: they were shiftless, irresponsible, unfaith

~tul, ungrateful, dishonest; they got drunk whenever possible; they

id not work hard enough or regularly enough.

These were the complaints that masters in every age have made
rgainst servants. And they were precisely the C()l“l)]:li;‘lfﬁ that Fng
lish cconomists and statesien were making against the Fnglish
poor during the years when slavery was becoming the prcv:ﬁlinq
form of labor in Virginia. As we have carlier observed, Fnglish at
ntudes toward the supposedly surplus population of the island
changed markedly during the course of the seventeenth century. By
the third quarter it was hecoming o conunonplace that the riches of
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a country lay in the multitude of its people, because labor was the
source of wealth. England, with a seeming abundance of people, es-
pecially in and around London, should have been rich. But English-
men could not help seeing how much richer the Dutch had become
with fewer people. What was the reason for England’s failure to
profit by her masses? The answer, offered in a chorus, was the “ex-
acting humour and evil disposition,” the perversity, the stubborn,
immoral idleness of England’s poor.'

Virginia’s conversion to slave labor and the use of slaves in
other American colonies must be viewed in the context of contem-
porary Lnglish attitudes toward the poor and schemes for putting
them to work. According to the men who wrestled with the prob-
lem of England’s poor, half the Inglish population consisted of wage
carners, and all of them would rather drink than cat and rather
starve than work. Worse than the wage earners were those who had
never learned any trade but begging and stealing. In 1717 Lawrence
Braddon estimated that there were a million and a half of them, no
morc than a fifth of whom were incapable of labor.” With so many
needlessly idle hands I'ngland must be the laughingstock of Europe
because of “the multitudes of People which in England Cheat, Roar,
Rob, Hang, Beg, Cant, Pine, and Perish; which otherwise might help
to encreasc and maintain the VVealth and strength of these King
domes.” '

Almost everything Englishmen said about their employed and
uncmployed poor we have already seen in the Virginians' similar
complaims about their servants, slaves, and indigent freedmen. T'he
English poor were “vicious, idle, dissolute.” They were addicted to
“Laziness, Drunkenness, Debauches, and almost every Kind of
Vice,” to “mutinous and indecent Discourses.” They were “Miser
able, Diseased, Ignorant, Idle, Seditious and (otherwise) vicious.” '

12 Thomas Manley, Usury at Siv per Cent Exanined (London, 166y),
1¢. For similar expressions see below and also references in chap. g, note 8.
The best secondary studics arc Dorothy Marshall, The Euglish Poor iu
the Eighteenth Ceuntury (London, i1¢26), and Turniss, Position of thw
Laborer.

W 4n Abstract of the Draught of a Bill for Relieving, Reforuiding, amd
Ewploying the Poor [London, (717], ix.

W Coke, Disconrse of Trade, 16,

5 Ererniss, Position of the Laborer, 128 you A Puguiry inte  the
Canses of the Encrease and Miseries of the Poor of Lngland (London, 1738),
o; R D Bread Jor the Poor (Favier, 1698), 4y T'he Regaular Government
and Tndicions Fuiployicut of the Poor (Fondon, 1720y, intraduction,
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Virginia had originally been thought of as a receptacle for these
wretches; but as the idea came to prevail that people are or ought
to be a source of wealth, the problem in Iingland, as in Virginia, was
to hold them down and extract the maximum labor from them.

For I'nglishmen, as for Virginians, some kind of mvoluntary
servitude seemed 2 possible solution to the problem. England had
taken a step in this direction under Elizabeth when Parliament in
1576 provided for the building of “houses of correction” in which
beggars could be put to work.'® The motives at that ume had been
to place the beggars where they could not steal and also to lower
the danger of mnsurrection. During the seventeenth century Euro-
peans took a similar course but on a larger scale. In a movement that
Michel Foucault has called “the great confinement,” they every-
where founded institutions in which the sick, the criminal, and the
poor were indiscriminately taken in charge. The purpose was not
merely to get them out of the way but to make them contribute
what they could to the national wealth. Imprisonment, instead of
being a temporary mateer, prelininary to trial, became the mode of
extracting work from the criminal, the insane, and the poor alike.
Indeed, crime and insanity scemed only extreme forms of the vice
and 1gnorance that distinguished the poor from their betters. Work
was the proper cure for all, and it could best be administered by in-
carceration.'”

After 1660 the English too were caught up in these larger as-
pects of getting work from the poor and revived their intercst in
houses of correction. Workhouses (as they were now called) were
still desirable for the old reasons, but the emphasis now was on mak-
ing the poor add to the nation’s wealth by producing manufactures
for export. If private employers could not keep the population at
work, the government should do 1t. Proposals sprang up on all sides
for government-sponsored workhouses, where the poor could be

gy Elizaberh 1, e, 3, Tawney and Power, Tudor Econowic Docu-
nreins, 11 33134,

17 Michel Foucaulr, Aladness and Civilization: A Flistory of Tusanity 1
the Age of Reason (New York, 1965), 38 653 George Rosen, Aladuess in
Society (New York, 1969, Torchbook edy, rg1 710 Nigel Walker, Crine
and dnsanity i Fugland, vol. 1, Uhe Tistorical Perspective (Fdinburgh,
1068), 41 44 George Rosche and Otto Kivchhebner, Puishiicnat and Sovcial
Strnctre (New York, 19390, 63 1, Pofo Hunderr, “Fhistory | Paychologny,
and the Sty of Deviunt Belasaor” Jomrnal of Titerdeciplury Tivtory, 11
Cigyz), st 7 bamindebred o Profesor Handest for valiable sappestion.,
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supplied at public expense with flax, hemp, and wool for spinning
and where they could be kept forcibly at the job.™

The proponents of workhouses generally saw them as educa-
tional institucions m which the poor, and especially the children of
the poor, would learn habits of work. And like all advocares of edu-
cation they expected great things. Sir Mathew Hale thought that
workhouses would bring the poor “and their children after them into
a Regular, Orderly and Industrious course of life, which will be as
natural to them as now ldlencss, and Begging, and Theeving 15.”
But the kind of education envisaged seems to have had little to do
with the work ethic that we associate with the rise of modern capi-
talism and little to do with learning anything except work. The idea
was to “inure” children to work, get them so used to it at an early
age that when they grew older they would be unable ro think of
anything else. Sir Willlam Temple would have set them to work at
four years, John Locke at three.”® Thomas Firmin, who cstablished
a scheme for employing the poor in their own homes as well as in
workhouses, had a more liberal proposal than most. He was in favor
of teaching poor children to read but no more than that. They should
be set to work at seven years, for there was no point, after they
reached that age, in having them “poring upon a Book.” !

The Iinglish economists tended to agree with Governor Berke-
ley of Virginia that learning was a dangerous thing. It bred not only
sedition but laziness if acquired by the children of the poor, “for few
that have once learne ro Write and Read, but ercher their Parents, or
themselves, are apt to think, that they are fit for some Preferment,

'8 Furniss, Position of the Laborer, 84-95; Marshall, English Poor, 127
323 Sir Matchew Hale, A Discourse Touching Provision for the Poor (lLon-
don, 1683), 25-30; Henry Pollexfen, A Discoursc of Trade and Coywn
(London, 16¢7), 49; Charles Davenant, Au Essay ou the East India Trade
(I.ondon, 1696), 27, Josiah Child, 4 New Discourse of Trade (lLondon,
1693 ), 5§5-79.

% Hale, Discourse, 32-33.

20 Furniss, Position of the Laborer, 1ig-15; €. R. MacPherson, The
Political Theory of Possessive Individualisin (Oxford, 1962), 221-24;
FL. R. Fox Bournc, The Life of Jolu Locke (London, 18763, 11, 177-90; cf.
E. J. Hundert, “The Making of Homo Faber: John Locke berween Ideology
and History,” Jourual of the History of Ideas, XXXUI (1972), 3 22,

2 Thomas Finin, Sowie Proposals for huployivg of the Poor (London,
1672), 5 10, Pollexfen also proposed seven as the age for starnng work.
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and in order to i, despise all Labouring Imployments and live Ide
rather than disparage themselves by Uﬁ)rk.” ”'By th;: ‘ncw L‘C;l!( t
Bernard Mandeville maintained that regular schooling \V'l“§ ] l~”}
other form of idleness for the poor.® Se oy
y thz\ herhe;r frf)m ‘regular\schf)ohng or from Ia(:,k of it, the children
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forts to inure them to work 1s evident in the repetition throughout
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f:urred to a few people that 1t might be possible to cnti;e the poor
mto greater zeal for work by méking them less poor vbv a} 1
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said Arthur Young, “that the lower classes must be kept poor, or
they will never be industrious.” #

The object, then, was not the elimination of poverty but the
d1501p inc of the poor. In splrc of the contempt in which they were
held, there was no suggestion thac their numbers should be reduced.
Just as the Virginia planter who deplored the laziness of his slaves
continuced to buy more and encouraged the multiplication of those
he had, so the I'nglish authors advocated acts to facilitate the natu-
ralization of immigrants, especially poor immigrants, as well as acts
to promote carly marriage among the poor.*?

In practice the discipline of the poor in England stopped short
of actual enslavement. Parliament did not even discuss a motion by
one of its members in 1670 “that as an expedient to make servants
more tractable we might bring mto this kingdom the use of Negro
slaves.” ** And neither the workhouse nor its successor, the factory,
enslaved 1ts occupants, at feast in any legal sense. But they can be
seen as a step in that dircetion, and there were plenty of voices out-
side Parliament crying for the next step. Bishop Berkeley, who car-
ried John Locke’s epistemology a step further, also made an advance
in his social philosophy by proposing thar “sturdy beggars . . . be
seized and made slaves to the public for a term of years.” * James
Burgh, another champion of reform, wanted a set of press gangs “to
seize all idle and disorderly persons, who have been three times com-
plained of before a magistrate, and to set them to work during a cer-
tain time, for the benefit of great trading, or manufacturing com-
panics.” ** Francis Hutchcson the moral philosopher, thought that
perpetual slavery should be “the ordinary punishment of such idle

vagrants as, after proper admonitions and tryals of temporary servi-

Economic Thought,” The Economic Record, XXVIL (1951), 52-65; E. P.
Thompson, “Time, Work-Discipline, and Industrial Capicalism™;  Keith
Thomnas, “Work and Lewsure in Pre-Industrial Society,” Past and Present,
No. 29 (1964), 50-66; Sidney Pollard, “Factory Discipline in the Industrial
Revolution,” Econemiic History Review, ind ser., XV (1063), 254-71.

E. P Thompson, The Making of the English Working Class (New
York, 1963, Vintage Books), 358.

27 Bellers, Proposals, 2y Pollexfen, Discorrse of Trade and Coyu, g3,
Braddon, Abstract, xiv-xvy Coke, Disconrse of Trade, passin; Rusche and
Kirchhewner, Puuishincnt and Sociad Structire, 28,

3 Basil D Henning, ol The Parlivcniary Diary of  Sir
Deving, 1670 1675 (New THaven, tg40), 53,
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tude, cannot be engaged to support themselves and cheir families by
any useful labours.” !

The most comprchensive proposal came from Andrew Fletcher
of Saltoun, a Scottish prophet of the Enlighcenment. Fletcher at-
tacked the Christian church not only for having promoted the aboli-
tion of slavery in ancient tinies bur also for having perpetuated the
idleness of the freedmen thus turned loose on society. The Church
by setting up hospitals and almshouses had enabled men through the
succecding centuries to live without work. As a result, Fletcher ar-
gued, his native Scotland was burdened with 200,000 idle rogues,
who roamed the country, drinking, cursing, fighting, robbing, and
murdering. For a remedy he proposed that they all be made slaves to
men of properry. To the argument that their masters might abuse
them, he answered in words which might have come a century and
a half Tater from a George Fitzhugh: “that che most brutal man will
not use his beast ill only out of a humour; and that if such Incon-
venienees do sometimes fall out, it proceeds, for the most part, from
the perverseness of the Servant.”

None of these proposals for enslavement came to fruition; but
they suggest thar the English poor of this time scemed to many of
hc1r betters to be fit for slavery. The contempt that lay behind these
proposals and behind many of the workhouse scheimes is not casy to
distinguish from the kind of contempt that today we call racism. The
stereotypes of the poor expressed so often in England during the late
seventeenth and eighteenth centurics were often identical with the
deseriptions of blacks expressed in colonies dependent on slave labor,
cven to the extent of intimating the subhumanity of both: the poor
were “the vile and brutish pare of mankind™; the black were “a brut-
mhosore of people.” * In the eyes of unpoor Englishmen the poor

St Hutcheson, 4 System of Moral Philosophy (London, 1755), 11, ﬁoz;
David B. Davis, The Problew of Slavery in Western Culture (Ithaca, N.Y.,
1on6), 374-78. L am indebted to Professor Davis for several valuable sugges-
[NTRERTN

2 Andrew Tletcher, Two Disconrses concerning the Affairs of Scot-
Load: Whritten in the Year 1698 (I dinburgh, 1698}, second discourse (paged
woparately), -3, esp.ad,

FSie Wikl Petty, The Eeonouric Writings of Sir: Willion Petry,
COLL TR ods (Cambridge, 1890), 1, 275, Pierre van den Berghe, in Race
wnd Ravism: o Compararive Perspeciive (New York, 1967), 31 31, has out-
bued two tvpes of paee relatioos, paternalistic and competinive, differing in
the wercatypes atteibated ander cach 1o the “inferior” race or caste, The
stereotypes of the Faglish poor and of ciphiecath continy blaeks doonor fin
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bore many of the marks of an alien race.

To be sure, poverty was not genetically hereditary, but work-
houses and their schools were designed to make it cultorally heredi-
tary. The poor were not born of another color than the rest of the
population, but legistation could offer a substitute for color; and ro
this kind of legislation Parliament was not averse. Since the rags worn
by the poor might not sufficiently designate their differentness, an
act of 1697 required them (as recipients of poor relief) to wear a
prominent red or blue “P” on the right-hand shoulder.® And smce
they were not only troublesome, but also “nauseous to the Behold-
ers,” * they could be segregated, along with other vicious, insane,
diseased, or impotent persons within the walls of the workhouses,
hospirals, prisons, and asylums constructed to enclose them—the
ghettos of the poor—or else they could be shipped to the planta-
tions and contribute their share to the national mcome there.

The English poor scem to have borne it all without violent pro-
test. During the period when they were the object of so many plans

and pro}ccts, they offered no resistance beyond the laziness, drunk- -

enness, licentiousness, and insubordination expected of them. Nature
was at its old business of imitating art, and it was only narural that
they should conform to the image imposed on them. For the subject
race to accept the role assigned it 1s 2 common enough phenomenon.

The members of this inferior breed of Englishmen who were
shipped to Virginia could scarcely have been surprised to find that
the men in charge of their lives in the New World viewed them
with the contempt to which they were accustomed. In 1668 the Vir-
ginia burgesses had cven called for the ercction in every county of

perfectly into either but more ncarly into the competitive type, in which
the lower caste is scen as “Apgressive, uppity, insolent, oversexed, dirty, in-
ferior, despicable, and dangerous.” All these attributes except “oversexed”
were applied to the poor and to blacks. The characteristics areributed under
the paternalistic type of race refations, according to van den Berghe, are
“Childish, immature, exuberane, uninhibited, lazy, impulsive, fun-loving, good
humored, inferior but lovable,” Of these only laziness and inferiority were
ascribed cither to the English poor or to Virginia blacks in the cighteenth
century.

3 Marshall, Euglish Poor, 1o2-3. Such a measure had been recom-
mended by Thomas Firmin in 1672, Sowwe Proposals for huploying of the
Poor, 14 15.

5 John Cary, A Discoitrse on Frade (London, tpg5), 1215 of. Joshua
Cice, Drade and Navigation o] Great Britain, 41 4.
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workhouses on the English model. And they had empowered the
county courts “to take poore children from iﬁdigent parents to place
them to worke in those houses,” a move that may have been moti-
vated less by the spread of poverty than by the perennial shortage
of labor.” For indigent, debt-ridden parents, when freed of respon-
sibility for their children, were also frec to be pressed back into the
servane ranks, Thus Virginians shared not only English contempt
for the poor but also English 1deas of what to do about them.

Although a degree of racial prejudice was doubtless also present
m Virginia from the beginning, there is no evidence that English ser-
vants or frecedmen resented the substitution of African slaves for
more of their own kind. VWhen their masters began to place people
of another color in the ficlds beside them, the unfamiliar appearance
of the newcomers may well have struck them as only skin decp.
There are hints that the two despised groups initially saw cach other
as sharing the same predicament. It was common, 'for’cxample, for
servantes and slaves to run away together, steal hogs together, get
drunk together. It was not uncommon for them to malke love to-
gether. In Bacon’s Rebellion one of the last groups to surrender was
a mixed band of cighty Negroes and twenty Inglish servanes.”®

The first slaves who rcached V Irginia cane mainly from Bar-
bados, where they could have learned some English, so that com-
munication berween servants and slaves was less of a problem than
it would have been later when slaves came di rectly from Africa. And
their shared experiences in field and quartering house must soon have
adjusted their initial strangeness to each other. Today the racism of
many poor and lower-class American whites is so notorious that we
tend to think of it as natural. But in Brazil, as Carl Degler has shown,
class and color divisions tend to be confounded. While social pres-
tige attaches to whiteness, it also attaches to wealth: well-to-do
blacks may rank above whites, and many poor blacks are themselves
ancertain whether prejudice against them is the result of their color
or their poverty.™

In Virginia too, before 1660, it might have been difficult to dis-
tinguish race prejudice from class prejudice. And as long as slaves
tormed only an insignificant min()rit{ of the labor force, the com-

S Henmyg L 206 67, T Coventry Papers, EXXVIHL jor
W Card Degrdevy Neither Back nor 1 bige: Stavery amd Riace Relations
v Heaedd aand the Ulnited Stuten { N \'u;(\» n):}r}.
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munity of interest between blacks and lower-class whites posed no
social problem. But Virginians had always felt threatened by the
danger of a servile insurrection, and their fears increased as the labor
force grew larger and the proportion of blacks in it rose. Although
the replacement of servants by slaves reduced the annual mcrement
of poor freemen, the numbers already on hand were still sufficient to
keep the threat of another Bacon in everyone’s mind. If freemen
with disappointed hopes should make comnion cause with slaves of
desperate hope, the results might be worse than anything Bacon had
done,

The answer to the problem, obvious if unspoken and only grad-
ually recognized, was racisim, to separate dangerous free whites from
dangerous slave blacks by a screen of racial contempt. Bacon him-
self had given the first lessons in the social usefulness of racism. He
had had no special bias agaist blacks. Once committed to rebellion,

he had welcomed servants and slaves alike to his forces. Bacon’s

racism was directed against Indians, and lower-class Virginians
needed no instruction in hating Indians. Though by 1676 they were
doubtless prejudiced against blacks as well and perhaps prejudiced
in a somewhat greater degree than they were against Irishmen, Span-
iards, Frenchmen, and other foreigners, the Englishmen who came
to Virginia, of whatever class, learned their first lessons in racial
hatred by putting down the Indians.

They had begun with the murder of Wingina at Roanoke mn
1586. They had continued at Jamestown in the guerrilla raids of the
carly years, the wars of extermination in the 1620s, and the final re-
duction of the Virginia Indians in the 1640s. After the invasion of
the Susquchannahs in the 1670s they had been ready and eager to
follow Bacon in another war of extermination. That Bacon was not
more successful in exterminating Indians or in kecping the anger of
Virginia’s freemen dirceted toward race war rather than class con-
flict was largely owing, as we have seen, to Berkeley’s refusal to
cooperate.

Burt if Bacon failed in his instinctive attempt to subdue class
conflict by racism, his was the wave of the future that would sweep
Virginians into their paradoxical union of slavery and freedom m
the cighteenth century. And the rebellion did make Virginians con-

Cnect their most powerful racial hostilitics, publicly and ofhicially,

“with slavery. Although Bacon was out o kill Inddians, he was also
out 1o enslave them. The June assembly in 1676 had given him and
his men, m effeet, a shive hanting license by prmﬁding that any
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enemy Indians they caught were to be their slaves for life; ™ and
the first assembly after the rebellion specifically ordered that soldicrs
who had captured Indians should “reteyne and keepe all such Indian
slaves or other Indian goods as they either have taken or bereafter
shall take.” The order was reenacted in April, 1679.* If it requires
a greater degree of hatred or contempt to enslave a man rather than
:‘;zmply to keep him a slave, the Virginians clearly had it by 1676.

I'hey had made a deliberate public decision to enslave Indians.

. Only six years earlier they had made a deliberate public deci-
ston not to enslave Indians. In 1670 the question had been raised
whether Indians sold in Virginia by other Indians (who had cap-
tured them in tribal wars) should be slaves for life or for a term of
years. At that time it was decided chat servants who were not Chris-
tians and 'who were brought into the colony by land (Indians from
ot}.]er regions) should serve for twelve years or (if children) until
thirty years of age. The same act stated that non-Christian servants
br(n'lght “by shipping” (Negroes) were to be slaves for life.** Thus
Afrlcans purchased from traders were assumed to be slaves but In-
filang were not. In 1682 the assembly eliminated the difference, mak-
ing slaves of all imported non-Christian servants.” Since only In-
dians and Africans fitted this description and since the assembly had
already decided in 1667 ** that conversion to Christianity afeer ar-
rival did not alter the status of a slave, the act of 1682 set the fur-
ther development of slavery on a squarely racial foundation. Indians
and Negroes were henceforth lumped together in Virginia legisla-
tion, and white Virginians treated black, red, and intermebdiate
shades of brown as interchangeable. Even the offspring of a mixed
Indian and white couple were defined as mulattoes.** It had been
the o_riginal meention of the founders to exploit native labor. And
as Virginians began to cexpand cheir slave holdings, they scem to
have had Indians as much in view as Africans. If the natives of Vir-
gfnia were insufficient in number, substitute natives from other re-
gions could be brought in, whether from other parts of America or
from Africa. They were both, after all, basically uncivil, unchristian,
and, above all, unwhite, )

 Flening, H, 340
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Indians, whether captured within the colony or brought from
without, never became available 1 sufficient numbers to form a sig-
nificant part of Virginia’s labor force. But the act of 1682 did result
in the importation of many more Indian slaves than has usually been
recognized. A law passed two years earlier had made slaves tithable
at the age of twelve and required the owner of slave children to
bring them to the county court to have their ages judged (within
three months of passage of the act or three months after their ar-
rival).** In Henrico County, as a result, in the year from April, 1683,
to April, 1684, thirty-three Indian children, ranging in age from four
to eighteen, were registered. In the same period no Negro children
were registered, Henrico, located at the head of navigation on the
James River, seems to have had more access to Indian slaves than
most other countics. In Northumberland County m the two years
after passage of the act, the court judged the ages of two Indians
and three Negro children. In York County the figures were four In-
dian and twelve Negro; in Accomack four Indian and nine Negro.*®

It seems clear that at the time when Virginians were beginning
to buy Negro slaves in large numbers, they were also buying In-
dians. Indians were thus seen within the settlements nmore commonty
than they ever had been before, and they were seen as slaves. Under
these circumstances it was easy for Virginians to extend to blacks
some of the bad feelings they harbored toward Indians. The new
blacks were also at a disadvantage in coming for the most part di-
rectly from Africa and being therefore unable to communicate read-
ily with English servants. The Indians too were outlanders, probably
mostly from Carolina. Both were slaves and only they were slaves,
It would have been natural not only for their owners but also for
their fellow servants to lump them together in a lowest common de-

~nominator of racist hatred and contempt.

Obviously it was ro the advantage of the men who ran Virginia
to encourage such contempt in the colony’s white servants and poor
freemen. How clearly the advantage was perceived is mpossible to
say; but if Negro slavery came to Virginia without anyone having
to decide upon it as a matter of public policy, the same s not true

15 1bid 11, 479.

16 ]’igurcs drown from Henrico I, Northumberland U York VI
Accomack XU In the next century Virginnns emploved the friendly Foses-
rora 1o capture shaives from cncimy tribes, oflh'ing “the usunl ]prin- of shives
for every woman and child delivered as eaptives” Ol rg, gy, Eeecniiee
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of racism. By a series of acts, the assembly deliberately did what it
could to foster the contempt of whites for blacks and Indians. In
1670 1t forbade free Negroes and Indians, “though baptised,” to
own Christian servants.*™ Tn 1680 it prescribed thi;rv lashes on the
bare back “if any negroe or other slave shall presun;c to lift up his
hand in opposition against anv christian.” ** This was a particularly
cffective provision in that it allowed servants to bully slaves without
fear of retaliation, thus placing them psych()logicall'y on a par with
masters. And in 1705, when the assembly ordered the dismember-
mene of unruly slaves, it specifically forbade masters to “whip a
christian white servant naked, without an order from a justice of
the peace.” " Nakedness, after all, was appropriate only to a brutish
sort of people, who had not achicved civility or Christianity.

But the term “Christian white servant” points to one of the
Lj()ll]pliC?ltinlS Virginians had ro overcome in emphasizing racial dif-
fcrcpces. There had always been in Virginia a rough congruity of
(Ihrlstianity, whiteness, and freedom and of heathenism, non-white-
ness, and slavery. The carly acts defining the servirude of Negroes
and Indians had assumed that they would both normally be Ton-
Christian. Yer neither Indians nor'NCgrocs were immune to Chris-
tianity, and one ostensible aim of the founders of Virginia had been
to convert the Indians, Although there had been little effort to carry
out the aim, missionary zeal niight someday cffect it. And Africnné,
uprooted from their own enviromment, could be highly susceptible
to the religion of their masters. By becoming Christian would they
not become free? ’ ’

Before the 1660s it scems to have been assumed that Christianity
and slavery were mcompatible, Negroes and Indians held in slavery
who could prove that they had been baprized sometimes sued for
their freedom and won ir, Negroes who can be identified in the rec-
nnIsAns fr'cc generally had both a forename and a surname, implying
bapuism, istead of being designared simply as Mingo, Frank, fack,
amnd so on. The assembly mn 1662 ordered the release of a Powhatan
Indian who had been wrongly sold into servitude for life, “he speak-
me perfectly the Faglish rongue and desiring baptism.” 2

As stavery became more profitable, ehe assenibly moved to pro-
tect masters by lmiiding a wall between conversion and CHEINCIpPa-
ton. As we have seen, 1 spvviﬁr.l”_\' provided tha lmptism should
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not affect the bondage of either Negroces or Indians.” The avowed
object was to encourage masters in Christianizing their slaves by
eliminating the danger of losing a slave through his conversion. But
the effect, whether intended or not, was to remove the most power-
ful motive for a slave to wish for baptism. And masters, perhaps
from a lingering uneasiness about holding Christians in slavery, werc
content to be served by pagans. When the act was passed i 1667,
slaves were probably still expected to attend church like everyone
clse, and the expectation may have continued for some years longer.
But after slaves began to arrive in large numbers, it scems to have
been abandoned.®® Masters were reluctant to have their slaves be-
come Christians, one nunister noted, “because they say it often
makes them proud, and not so good servants.” Virginia slaves for
the most part went unbaptized, despite hints from the mother coun-
try that they should be.” The prestige that went with being Chris-
tian instead of heathen could thus be reserved normally for the free
and the white. But since the congruity could never be perfect, slaves
were contrasted in the enactments not simply with Christian servants
but with “Christian white servants.”

The assembly’s cfforts to distinguish such servants from slaves
went well beyond exenipting them from being whipped naked. In
an act that created perhaps the most invidious distinction between
them, the assembly specifically protected the property of servants
while confiscating what belonged to slaves. During the seventeenth
century it had been common for masters to give a cow or a pig to
a favored slave or to allow slaves to acquire such property by extra
efforts of their own. But in 1705, in the same act that authorized the

5 1bid., 260.

52 The change may be reflected in the different steps taken by the
assembly to make its acts about slaves known. In 1682 it provided for a
twice vearly reading of the acts in church in the midst of services (after
the second lesson). But in 1705 the acts were to be read afrer the service,
at the door of the church. The change may imply that slaves were no longer
allowed inside the church but might gather outside, or it may mean that
masters tended to spend more time in the churchyvard than in church, or ir
may mean that Commissary James Blair had objected to the interruption of
divine service.

58 Jowruals of the House of Burgesses, 16951702, 174, Journal of
Francis Louis Michel (iyoz), VAIHB, XXIV (igi6), o, Jones, Present
Stare of Virginia, 70, Pargellis, “Account of the Indians in Virgini,” 21325
MWL Jernegan, Taboring and Dependent Clases i Coloyial - Aaerica,

roe7 178 (Chicago, to31), 1 4
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dismemberment of unruly slaves, the assembly provided that scrvants
were to have the sole use, benefit, and pro'pricty of any property
they owned or that came into their possession by gift or any other
lawful mieans, but that “all horses, cattle, and hogs, now belonging,
or that hereafter shall belong to any slave, or of any slaves mark
. . . shall be seised and sold by the church-wardens of the parish,
wherein such horses, cattle, or hogs shall be, and the profit thercof
applied to the use of the poor of the said parish.” ** Thus even the
small property previously allowed to slaves who had the excess en-
ergy and industry to work for it was to be handed over to poor
whites—a highly effective device for dissociating the two.

It was in the area of sexual relations that the authorities were
most assiduous to scparate the races. Up to and perhaps through the
1660s it is difficult to document any indisputably racist feeling about
miscegenation. A famous instance, often cited, is the case of Hugh
Davis in 1630, ordered to be whipped “beforce an assembly of Ne-
groes and others for abusing himself to the dishonor of God and
shame f)f Christians, by defiling his body in lying with a negro.” %
But‘tlns could reflect religious rather than racial feeling: that a
Christian should not lic with a heathen. Or it could be a case of
sodomy rather than fornication. The specific order for “an assembly
of Negroes” niay signify only the court’s intention to impress the
mores of a Christian community upon the heathen in its midst. We
have seen that in 1649 a pair of interracial fornicators were required
to do penance like any other couple. And court records show the
usual fines or whipping for fornication, regardless of the sinners’
color, up to 1662.% In that year an act to determine the status of the
children of a Negro woman by an English father declared that chil-
dren should be slave or free according to the condition of the
mother.®™ Even this cannot be seen uncquivocally as dictated by rac-
ism. Inglish ideas of property rights and the };rudcntial considera-
tion of keeping a child with its mother and reimbursing the mother’s
nuster for its support could have been involved. The act could even
I?;n‘c offered an incentive to miscegenation by relieving the English
father of a mulatto bastard from paying for its sapport as he would
fuve to do in rhe case of a child horne by an Fnglish woman. Prob-
ably i order to deter men from scizing this open invitation to in-
evpensive sin, the act included a clause miposing double penalties on
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Christians for fornication with Negroes. This again could be seen
as prompted by moral concern and pcrhap& also by religious scruples
about copulatmn between Christian and heathen. In any case, the act
said nothing about interracial marriages.

Such marriages were by no means unknown in Virginia. In
Northumberland County in 1656 Elizabeth Kay, a mulatto woman
whose father had been free, sued for her freedom through an at-
torney, William Greensted, who was apparently white. After the
suit succeeded, Greensted married her” In Northampton County
Francis Payne, a free Negro, was married to a white woman named
Aymey, who remarried with a white man, William Gray, after
Payne’s death. Aymcey’s second marriage was evidently less success-
ful than the first, for she was soon complaining to the court that her
new husband was beating her and wasting the estate she brought
him.?*

Another case of mixed marriage appears in the Norfolk County
records, where a question was raised in 1671 as to whether Francis
Skiper’s wife was tithable. The court decided that since she was a
Negro she was indeed nthable. Skiper, who appcars in the records at
various times, was never identified as a Negro and was almost cer-
rainly white. He was exceuted for murder in 1679, but Ann was still
hving as a widow mn Norfolk in 1691.*" A more remarkable casc was
that of Hester Tute, an English servant of James Westcomb in West-
moreland County, who was legitmately married to James Tate, a
slave of Patrick Spence. In 1691 the couple had four mulatro chil-
dren, three of whont were in that year apprenticed to Spence and
the other to Westcomb.®" In that same year the assembly took action

M Warren M, Billings, “The Cases of Fernando and Elizabeth Key: A
Note on the Status of Blacks in Seventcenth-Century Virginia,” WMQ, 3rd
ser., XXX (1973), 467—74.

# Northampron X, 220-21; X1, 59, 69. Francis Payne is identified as
Negro in the records. That Aymey was white is evident from the fact that
she was never included in the dthe lists, Thar William Gray was white is
evident from the fact rhat in 1666, when he was a servant to John Michaels,
he was listed with Michaels” other white servants, Michaels’ Negroes being
listed separately.

% The pair were nmarried ar lease as carly as February 2, 16678, when
they sold 100 acres of laind. Norfolk V| 28 The court’s m[mg that she was
rithable s in Norfoll V L 73, other references hid., 7, Bya, Bo, g2, v,
vegit, vz Norlollo N, 230 VL 67, 740 Fvidenee of Skiper's exceuation in
167 s in Norfolk VI o5, and 1N 130,
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“for prevention of that abominable mixture and spurious issue which
hereafter may encrease in this dominion. as well by negroes, mulat-
toes, and Indians intermarrying with Lnglish, or other white women,
as by their unlawfull accompanying with one another.” %

The act provided extensive punishments for miscegenation in
or out of wedlock. A white man or woman who married a Negro,
mulatto, or Indian was to be banished from the colony. That the act
ran counter to the wishes of some inhabitants is suggested by a peti-
rion to the council in 1699, by “George Ivie and others, for the Re-
peale of the Act of Assembly, Against English people’s Marrying
with Negroes Indians or Mulattoes.” ® George Ivy was a resident
of Norfolk, the son of a planter of the same name, from whom he
had inherited a hundred acres of land in 1689.% The council referred
his petition to the Iouse of Burgesses, which ignored it. In the same
session the burgesses also rejected a proposal from the justices of
Surry County %Lmﬁ that the law in question be strengthened.®
That the ; justices should have made the proposal argues tlmt they
thought mL\cd marriages were too common in burry, which like
Norfolk was a poor man’s county. Though the assembly rejected
the proposal, six years later it did alter the law, to provide a less
drastic but more cffective deterrent to racial intermarriage among
ordinary people. Instead of banishment, which would deprive the
colony of a potentml laborer (or two), the assembly nnp()scd $1X
months’ imprisonment and a fine of /£ 1o. At the same time it levied
a fine of 10,000 pounds of tobacco on the minister who presided at
the marriage.*

Both the original act of 1691 and the 1705 revision gave less at-
tenrion to ntermarriage than to the illicit relations of white women
with black or mulatto men. A free white woman who had an illegit-
mate child by a black or mulatto father was to be fined £ 15. If she
could not pay, she was to be sold for a five-year term. The child,
though free because its mother was free, was to spend the firse thirty
years of 1ts life in servitude for the benefit of the parish (again the
white poor would profit). If the woman was a servant, she was to
serve her naster an extra two years, as the law provided for servants

52 Flening, Hi, 86-87.

5L RO Melwaine, od., Legislarive Jourualy of the Cowneil of Coluidal
Virginia (Richmond, 1g18), 1, 262,
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having bastards, and then she was to be sold for another five years.
The proceeds of this sale would be divided cqua lly among the kmg
the parlsh and the informer. All these provisions were repeated in
the revision of 1705.

Women were still scarce in Virginia in 1691 and doubtless con-
tinued to be for another twenty or thlrty years. At the turn of the
century thcra were prulmbly about three men for every two
women.®” The laws against miscegenation were aimed at umﬁmng
the affections of these rare white women to white men. And there
seems to have been good reason for concern. In Westmoreland from
1690 to 1698 fourteen white women were punished for having a
total of nincteen illegitimate children, of which at least four were
mulatto. In Norfolk in the samie period thirteen women were pun-
ished for the same number of children, of whom at least three were
mulatto. In Lancaster County from 1702 to 1712 twenty-six white
women were punished for a total of thirty-two illegitimate children,
of which nine were mulatto. It would appear that black men werc
competing all too successfully for white women, even n the face of
the severe penalties.”

The resule of such unions could be a blurring of the distinction

ibetween slave and free, black and white. The children would ulti-
mately become free and might constitute an intermediate class, nei-
ther black nor white. By providing severe punishments for white
women who gave themsclves to blacks, the authorities not only dis-
couraged the fraternization of slaves and poor whites but also as-
sisted white frecmen to find wives.

The laws said nothing about black wonien who had illegitimate
children by white fathers, perhaps because few black women were
free and the children of slave women were neither legitimate nor il-
legitimare, no martter who the father was. Given the power of white
masters over women slaves, it is alcogether likely that many black
women bore mulatto children. But since the mother was a slave, the
child, in spite of his intermediate color, would be a slave. Such mulat
toes would therefore not constitute an intermediate class. They must
be seen as black. And the assembly took pains in all its laws to iden:
tify them with blacks and to deny them any benefit from a free
paternity.

67 This was the ratio in Marvid in agoy Arebives of Marylond, XXV,
256,
AV estmorehind VI Norlolk X and X, Taneaster VL
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The class of freec Negroes and mulattoes already in existence
could not be eluninated without mere draconian measures than the
assembly was willing to undertake. But the class could be prevented,
or at least hindered, from growing. In 1691 the assembly forbade
masters to free slaves unless they paid for the transportation of them
out of the colony.” Later the assembly flatly forbade emancipation
except by approval of the governor and council for some signal pub-
lic service (such as revealing a slave conspiracy) and authorized the
seizure and sale as a slave again of any Negro, mulatto, or Indian
whose owner attempred to free him.™

Negroes, mulattoes, and Indians already free did manage to stay
in the colony and ro cling to their freedom. But it was made plain
to them and to the white population that their color rendered free-
dom inappropriate for them. In spite of being free, they were denied
the right to vote or hold office or to testify in court proceedings.™
And their women, unlike white women, were subject to raxation,
whether they worked in the fields or not. These handicaps, together
with the penalties for nuscegenation, successfully dissociated them
from whites, however poor. Consolidated m a single pariah group,
regardless of ancestry, language, religion, or native genius, they re-
mained a small factor mn Virginia's free society.

% Hening, 111, 87. This provision originated in the council, Legislative
jowrnals of Council, 1, 149-51.

™ Hening, 1V, 132 (1723). The act requiring transportation of manu-
mirted slaves was omitted from the comprehensive revision of laws in 1705,
n 1713 the council, prompted by the manumission of sixteen slaves in the
will of John Fulcher of Norfolk County, proposed that the assembly “pro-
vide by a law against such manumission of slaves, which may in time by their
merease and correspondence with other slaves may [sic] endanger the peace
of this Colony.” Executive Journals, 111, 332. But the assembly apparently
did not enact the provision until 1723,

Tt Hening, 11, 250-51, 298. Cf. Emory G. Evans, ed., “A Question of
Complexion: Documents concerning the Franchise in Eighteenth-Century
Virginia,” VMHB, LXX1 (1963), 411-15. John H. Russell, T'he Free Negro
s Virgiuia, 16191865 {Baldmore, 1913), is based on original sources and
remains an excellent treatment of the subject.
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