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ABSTRACT 

Title of Thesis: Slaveholding and Indentured Servitude in 
Seventeenth Century .Maryland, 1674-1699 

Philip M. Payne, Master of Arts, 1968 

Thesis directed by: Dr. Aubrey c. Land 
Professor of History 

This thesis is concerned with the characteristics of 

slaveholding and indentured servitude in seventeenth century 

Maryland, so far as these can be delineated from quantitative 

data. on the basis of a quantitative analysis of personal 

estates in the Inventories and Accounts of the Probate Court, 

several conclusions are apparent . These can best be stated in 

summary form in six propositions . First, estates with bond 

labor (slaves and/or servants) decreased from 36 per cent of 

the total number of estates during the period 1674 to 1679 to 

24 per cent in 1695 to 1699. Second, the percentage of estates 

with slaves (slaves only or slaves and servants) increased from 

24 per cent of those estates with bond labor in the period 

1674 to 1679 to 72 per cent in 1695 to 1699. Third, the 

average number of slaves per estate (of those estates holding 

slaves) increased from 2.89 in the period 1674 to 1679 to 5.50 

in 1695 to 1699. The average number of servants per estate 

(of those holding servants) decreased from 2.88 in the period 



1674 to 1679 to 2.15 in 1695 to 1699. Fourth, those who 

invested Oto 20 per cent of their total income in bond 

labor decreased, while those who invested 21 to 40 per cent 

of their total income in bond labor remained fairly constant. 

Those who invested 41 to 70 per cent of their total income 

in slaves and/or servants increased during the twenty-six 

year period. Fifth, there appeared to be a concentration of 

slaves in the hands of the wealthy. over the twenty-six 

year period, 17.6 per cent of the estates with bond labor 

held 52.2 per cent of the total number of slaves. Sixth, 

the average value of male slaves during the period was 

between L21 and L25; the average value of a female slave 

was Ll6 to L20 for the first several decades and L21 to L25 

for the last decade. The average value for servants ranged 

from Ll to LlO, with the value increasing as the time of 

service increased. 
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CHAPTE R I 

THE PROBLEMS AND THE METHOD 

For many years historians have speculated about the 

nature of slaveholding and indentured servitude in the 

Chesapeake region during the seventeenth century. Little 

concrete evidence, however, has been produced that would 

support the historical propositions that have been advanced. 

Few historians have done in-depth studies of the trends 

and characteristics of American Negro slavery and white 

indentured servitude in Maryland during this period. 

Arguments dealing with controversial matters are put forward , 

yet the data used to verify such arguments is often vague 

and incomplete. Many of the theories that have been 

presented are no more than educated guesses proposed by 

historians who lacked the factual and statistical knowledge 

that would lend validity to their suppositions . Not until 

such information is obtained will historians be able to 

state , with any degree of accuracy , that their hypotheses 

are indeed correct. 

1 
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Secondary Source Materia l 

The lack of statistical evidence and quantitative 

analysis in historical research can be seen in the secondary 

source materials dealing with seventeenth century Maryland. 

One major problem has been the questionable quality of the 

secondary source material itself and the methods historians 

have used in drawing their general conclusions. Much o f the 

early literature which was published was written by persons 

in the non-academic world, leaving much of their research 

opened to question. There have been many historians who 

have referred to these earlier studies and who have used 

them as adequate proof for their own historical conclusions. 

The drawback to this is obvious. If the original study 

failed to deal adequately with the problem at hand, then 

those studies which followed and which were often based on 

the earlier publications could not possibly be accurate. 

What present day historians must do is to remove themselves 

entirely from these secondary source materials and concen

trate instead on primary research. 

Secondary source material dealing with slaveholding 

and indentured servitude in seventeenth century Maryland 

can be divided into three classes. First, there are the 

s tate histories, which for the most part were written in the 
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eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. 1 Basically, 

these state histories were chronological studies of 

Maryland with a strong emphasis on provincial political and 

administrative development. Since few of these early 

authors had been members of the formal academic world, 

most lacked the necessary training so fundamental in con

ducting primary research. In addition, many found it 

difficult, if not impossible, to view the Negro or the 

institution of slavery in any other form than a paternal

istic arrangement between the master and his slave. This 

tended to destroy any hope of a realistic evaluation of 

Negro slavery as it actually existed. What these studies 

did provide was the initial step in collecting and present

ing some basic factual history of Maryland. Much more work 

is needed, however, to present a truly comprehensive picture. 

A more valuable source of information are the general 

studies dealing with the social and economic development of 

1Matthew P. Andrews, History of Maryland: Province and 
State {New York, 1929); John Leeds Bozman, The History of 
Maryland, From Its First Settlement in 1633 to the Restora
tion in 1660 {Baltimore, 1937); William Hand Browne, Maryland : 
The History of a Palatinate (New York, 1884); Clayton c. 
Hall, The Lords Baltimore and the Maryland Palatinate 
{Baltimore, 1902); Newton D. Mereness, Maryland as a Pro-
Qrietary Province (New York, 1901); James Mcsherry, History 
of Maryland From Its First SettleITW=nt in 1634 to the Year 
1848 {Second Revised Edition, Baltimore, 1848); John Thomas 
Scharf, History of Maryland From the Earliest Period to the 
Present Day {Baltimore, 1879). 
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the Chesapeake society. Some of the standard works, such 

as Charles H. Andrews' The Colonial Period of American 

History, Edward Channing's History of the United States, 

Herbert L. Osgood's The American Colonies in the Seventeenth 

century, and Wesley F. craven's The Southern Colonies in 

the seventeenth Century, all offered an adequate background 

2 into the social and economic growth of early Maryland. 

There were also several basic studies which dealt with the 

agricultural nature of the Chesapeake economy. Easily the 

most thorough was Lewis C. Gray's History of Agriculture 

in the Southern United States to 1860 which offered 

excellent background material covering the economic position 

of Maryland during this period. Avery o. Craven's ~ 

Exhaustion as a Factor in the Agricultural History of 

Virginia and Maryland was also of great help. 3 All of 

these general studies, however, provided only the beginning 

for the research that was needed in the field of social and 

2charles H. Andrews, The Colonial Period of American 
History (New Haven, 1934-1938): Edward Channing, History of 
the United States (New York, 1905-1925): Wesley F. craven, 
The Southern Colonies in the Seventeenth Century, 1607-1689 
(Baton Rouge , 1949 ) : Herbert L. Osgood, The American 
Colonies in the Seventeenth Century (New York, 1904-1907). 

3Lewis c. Gray, History of Agriculture in the United 
States to 1860 (Gloucester, Massachusetts, 1958): Avery o. 
Craven, Soil Exhaustion as a Factor in the Agricultural 
History of Virginia and Maryland, 1606-1860, Vol. XIII of 
the University of Illinois Studies in the Social Sciences 
(Urbana, Illinois, 1926). 
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economic history in seventeenth century Maryland. 

A third class and perhaps the least rewarding were 

the studies dealing with the institution of slavery in 

America. Much has been written about American Negro 

slavery, but little primary research has been done con

cerning the institution in seventeenth century Maryland. 

Portions of Jeffrey R. Brackett's The Negro in Maryland 

dealt with the seventeenth century, but little was said 

about the social and economic effects of the institution 

4 of slavery. James M. Wright covered the status of the 

free Negro in Maryland, but the bulk of his study 

involved the free Negro in the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries, thus offering little valuable information 

concerning the seventeenth century. 5 Several major works, 

such as Elizabeth Donnan's Documents Illustrative of the 

History of the Slave Trade to America, Helen T. catterall's 

Judicial cases Concerning American Negro Slavery and the 

Negro, John C. Hurd's The Law of Freedom and Bondage in 

the United States, and William W. Hening's The Statutes 

4 Jeffrey R. Brackett, The Negro in Maryland: A Study 
of the Institution of Slavery, Extra Vol. VI of the John 
Hopkins University Studies in Historical and Politic~ 
acisnce (Baltimore, 1889). 

5 James M. Wright, The Free Negro in Maryland, 1634-
1860 (New York, 1921). 
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at Large, offer a close look at the documents and legal 

procedures surrounding the institution of slavery, but 

make no analysis of the position of slavery in the social 

f th l 1 . 6 
and economic structure o e ear y co onies. 

In addition to the three main classes, there were 

several studies on population statistics which were helpful 

in determining the approximate number of people in the 

colonies during this period. Most of these studies were 

based more on estimates derived from mathematical formulas 

and scattered information than on concrete e vidence. Evarts 

B. Greene and Virginia D. Harrington examined the existing 

census figures and tax lists to determine the American 

population before 1790.
7 

The United States Bureau of census 

also compiled a study which lists comparable figures for 

the same period. Perhaps the most accurate study, however, 

was done by Arthur E. Karinen in 1958.
8 

Two chapters of his 

6Helen T. Catterall, Judicial Cases Concerning American 
Negro Slavery and the Negro (Washington, D. c., 1926); 
Elizabeth Donnan, Documents Illustrative of the History of 
the Slave Trade to America (Washington, D.C., 1930); William 
w. Hening, The Statutes at Large, 13 Vols. (Richmond, 1819-
1823); John c. Hurd, The Law of Freedom and Bondage in the 
United States (Boston, 1858). 

7Evarts B. Greene and Virginia D. Harrington, American 
Population Before the Federal Census of 1790 (New York, 1912). 

8Arthur E. Karinen, "Numerical and Distribution Aspects 
of Maryland Population" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation , 
University of Maryland , 1958). 
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dissertation were later published in the Maryland Historical 

Ma . 9 gaz1ne. In his study, .Karinen tabulated and recorded 

the population distribution of seventeenth and early 

eighteenth century Maryland, county by county. This by far 

is the most accurate and valuable analysis yet made of the 

early population distribution of Maryland. 

Two final studies need to be mentioned. One is 

Vertrees J. Wyckoff 's "Sizes of Plantations in Seventeenth 

10 
Century Maryland." In this study Wyckoff chose seven 

Maryland counties and determined for each the different sizes 

of plantations, according to pre - arr anged classifications. 

Although he chose only seven counties out of a total of 

eleven, his research added valuable information which, when 

combined with supplementary data, pointed to several develop

ing trends. 

One last secondary source of significant importance 

was Elizabeth Hartsook and Gust Skordas• Land Office and 

9 
Arthur E. Karinen, "Maryland Population 1631-1730, 11 

Maryland Historical Magazine, LIV (December, 1959) , 365-
407 and "Numerical and Distribution Aspects of Maryland 
Population 1631-1840 11

, Part II, Maryland Historical 
Magazine, Vol. LX (June, 1965). 

10 
Vertrees J. Wyckoff, "The Sizes of Plantations in 

Seventeenth Century Maryland 11
, Maryland Histor ica 1 

Magazine, XXXIII (September, 1937). 
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11 
Prerogative Court Records of Colonial Maryland. This 

publication offered considerable background material con

cerning the Prerogative Court records and their use. 

Included was a description of the court records, a list of 

the colonial probate officers, and an introduction to the 

history of the court and its procedures. 

Primary Source Material 

This present study is designed to offer a quantitative 

analysis of slaveholding and indentured servitude in 

seventeenth century Maryland. By no means does it profess 

to answer all of the questions concerning the institution 

of slavery. This, of course, would be impossible. Rather 

its purpose is to add to existing information and to point 

to new areas of study where further research is needed. 

Maryland has been extremely fortunate to have preserved 

most of the early land and probate records. Early in the 

colonial period the record-making agencies within the pro

vince were centralized. Located first at Saint Mary's City, 

and after 1694 at Annapolis, the land records were under the 

control of the general assembly -- a body deeply concerned 

with the property rights of persons within the colony. With 

the exception of two early mishaps when some of the records 

11 
Elizabeth Hartsook and Gust Skordas, Land Office and 

Prerogative Court Records of Colonial Maryland (Annapolis, 
1946). 
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of Saint Mary's and Calvert Counties were destroyed by 

fire, the records have been well protected and are quite 

12 
complete. 

Sorre of the most valuable primary source material 

dealing with slaveholding and indentured servitude in the 

seventeenth century can be found in the series, Inventories 

and Accounts, at the Hall of Records in Annapolis. The 

probate court of Maryland, known as the Prerogative Court 

in the colonial period, had jurisdiction over the inven

tories and accounts as well as the wills and testamentary 

proceedings. In 1674 a separate series was established for 

recording both the inventories and accounts. This 

arrangement lasted until 1718 when the inventories and 

13 
accounts were divided and put into two separate series. 

There are approximately 240 volurres of inventories and 

accounts , twe nty of which deal with the seventeenth century. 

These records which list slaves, servants, debts, and 

personal property are about as nearly accurate as any eval

uations one is likely to find for the colonial period. 14 

12Hartsook, Land Office and Prerogative Court Records 
of Colon ial Maryland, p. 7 . 

13 Ibid, p. 104. 

14 i B h • • Aubrey c. Land, "Econom c e avior i n a Planting 
Society: The Eighteenth Century Chesapeake", The Journal 
of Southern History, XXXIII (November, 1967), p. 471. 



These vo lume s are r i c h in inf ormat i on wh i ch , if used 

properly, c ould ma k e clear many o f the misconceptions 

historians have about s e ventee nth century s oc i e t y . 

10 

The Prerogative Court, like other i nstitutions o f 

Maryland, was a product o f gradual evolution. 15 In 1632 

a charte r was granted Lord Baltimore which gave him comp l e te 

control over the newly formed colony. Unwilling to leave 

England, however, Lord Baltimore commissione d his bro ther, 

Leonard Calve r t, Lieutenant General. Delegating power to 

those beneath him, Lord Calvert named John Lewger Secretary 

of the Province and made him responsible for record ing the 

proceedings of the Lieutenant General and his council. 16 

In January o f 1637 Lewger was appointed Commissioner . . . 
in causes testamentary, to prove the last wills and 
testaments of persons deceased, and to grant admraon 
of the estates of persons dying intestate within 
our said Province and to take inventories and 
accompts and the same to record, and to give dis
charge thereupon; and to minister an oath to any 
person or persons witnesse or witnesses exquutors 
or admrators as often as there shall be cause.17 

15Hartsook, Land Office and Prerogative Court Records 
of Colonial Maryland, p. 82. 

16
Lewger himself was a member of the Council which had 

been created to advise and assist Leonard Calvert. 
17Hartsook, Land Office and Prerogative Court Records 

of Colonial Maryland, p. 83. 
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When the head of a household within the province died, 

the court appointed four persons to draw up an inventory of 

"all and singular the goods and chattels" of the deceased. 

In most cases, each inventory was made by two appraisers 

appointed by the county, assisted by the nearest relative 

18 
(often the heir) and the largest creditor. In this 

manner a fair and accurate inventory was compiled which 

tended to satisfy all those concerned. Most inventories 

listed all the personal property of the deceased, but made 

no mention of real property, such as landholding, outbuild

ings, and the like, for this was recorded elsewhere. 

Everything a person owned was usually included, no matter 

how trivial it may have seemed. Slaves, servants, cattle, 

sheep, wearing apparel, furniture, kitchen utensils, farm 

equipment, and personal belongings were all included in the 

personal estate of the deceased. 

In addition to the personal property of the deceased, 

a list of outstanding debts was made. Usually they were 

listed in three categories: good, bad, and desperate. Good 

debts were those which the estate would most likely be able 

to collect without legal action. Bad debts were those which 

might require legal action but where there was a chance that 

18Land, "Economic Behavior in a Planting Society", 
p. 471. 
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the debt would be paid. Desperate debts were those that 

would never be collected simply because the debtor himself 

had left the county without notice or was deceased and 

left no heirs that could be held responsible. 

After the inventory had been completed and the 

creditors and survivers of the estate had been satisfied, 

the executor of the estate would then submit the inventory 

to the office of the Deputy Commissionary who would take 

any necessary legal action before he recorded the inventory 

in his own books. Periodically, usually once or twice a 

year, the Office of the Deputy Commissionary would send all 

the inventories and accounts that had been collected to the 

Prerogative Court Office in the provincial capital where 

the inventory would again be recorded and filed. After 

this last step had been completed the estate was legally 

. d 19 registere . 

There were several limitations which specifically 

applied to the Land Office and Prerogative Court Records of 

colonial Maryland. First , there were often discrepancies 

Which existed between the original inventory made at the 

time of death and the inventory which was later duplicated 

19 
Hartsook, Land Office and Prerogative Court Records 

Qf Colonial Maryland, p. 84. 
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and filed at the Prerogative Court Office in Annapol is. 

Since every conceivable item was listed in the inventory, 

it was inevitable that mistakes would be made due to 

accidents and carelessness on the part of clerks and minor 

officials. Therefore, articles sometimes found in the 

original inventory were not found in the duplicate. Further

more, it was quite possible for a county official to lose 

or destroy inventories in his possession and subsequently 

fail to report it. 

Second, there was never any set scale of values which 

the appraisers could use in evaluating the estate o f the 

deceased. As a result, the value placed on personal 

property was not as accurate as might have been desired. 

There was no uniform standard of values which could be 

applied to the particular articles which made up the total 

Personal estate. Slaves and servants valued at L20 in one 

county could very well have been valued at Ll7 in another. 

Many times the estimated value of personal property was too 

high or too low. Also, the condition of the personal 

Property itself had a great deal to do with the final 

settlement. Often the value of an article was the direct 

result of a compromise between the nearest living relative 

and the largest creditor. Thus no standard value was 

established throughout the province. Although there were 
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differences in personal property values, the inaccuracies 

were not so great that they completely destroyed the method 

of establishing an approximate value for most articles. 

The differences which existed were usually only a matter 

of degree. 

Third, one minor difficulty was the fact that there 

were several boundary changes during this period which 

effected the number of inventories for some of the counties. 

Since this study covered only the years from 1674 to 1699, 

only two major changes occurred. In 1674 Cecil County was 

formed from parts of what was then Baltimore County, thus 

reducing the total number of estates for Baltimore County . 

The population of Baltimore County dropped from 1,200 in 

1670 to 900 in 1680 and did not reach the 1670 level until 

20 the end of the century . The formation of Prince George's 

County in 1695 did not have the same effect on its surround

ing counties because much of the land involved in the 

creation of the new county was located in the western part 

of the province, away from the more established areas. 

Finally, only a small numbe r of persons ever appeared 

in the inventories and accounts during the seventeenth 

century. Because of the many legal restrictions and property 

2°Karinen, "Maryland Population: 1631-1730: Numerical 
and Distribution Aspects ", p. 405. 
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qualifications only free men or women who were deceased 

heads of a household were listed. This eliminated all 

slaves and servants and those who were not considered heads 

of households. Furthermore, it is questionable whether all 

heads of households were included in the inventories. Many 

yeoman farmers in outlying portions of the province never 

came into contact with a county official and therefore would 

not know the procedure involved in probate cases. This 

would tend to eliminate many of those in the frontier areas. 

Certainly this must be considered in any study dealing with 

the social structure of the province during this period. 

Primary source material for the present study was 

derived, in large part, from the Inventories and Accounts, 

volumes l through 20. For each of the twenty-six years, 

from 1674 to 1699, the following information was compiled: 

the name of the deceased person; the county in which the 

21 
person lived; the date of death; the total value of the 

21
The date used in this study was the date on which 

the person died, and not the date on which the county clerk 
recorded the inventory. Since there was often the difference 
of one or two years between the two , the date of death is 
more accurate. During the seventeenth century, the English 
colonies used the Julian calendar which began the year on the 
twenty-fifth day of March, instead of the present day Gre
gorian calendar which begins the year on the first day of 
January. Thus from the first of January to the twenty-fourth 
of March, the days were considered part of the previous year. 
In the inventories such a date was often written 1674/75 or 
1674/1675. For this study, the present day Gregorian calendar 
was used and those dates which fell from the first day of 
January to the twenty-fourth day of March were considered 
Part of the new year. 
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deceased's personal property; the number, age, sex, and 

value of any slaves that were listed; and the number, age, 

sex, time left to serve, and value of any servants listed 

in the inventory. In addition, the twenty-six year period 

was divided into five separate time segments so that any 

trends which were presented would be easier to recognize. 

Each time segment was a five year period with the exception 

of the first, which was six. The five time segments were 

1674 to 1679, 1680 to 1684, 1685 to 1689, 1690 to 1694, 

and 1695 to 1699, all dates inclusive. Comparisons were 

made when it was useful to point out the contrasts 

between two or more different situations. The inventories 

Which were used provided an excellent source of primary 

materials which secondary source materials could never 

supply. Perhaps this is their greatest value to historical 

research. 



CHAPTER II 

CHESAPEAKE soc.mTY: 
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT 

The initial form of agricultural organization in the 

tidewater area was the corporate enterprise. English 

investors, joined together through business corporations, 

envisioned a steady stream of profits derived from such 

adventures as the fur trade, the exploitation of mineral 

resources, land speculation, and the cultivation of land 

suitab~ to agriculture. Yet their dreams of success never 

materialized. Shackled with the enormous expenses of 

colonization and financial mismanagement, the British 

capitalists turned their attention elsewhere, abandoning 

their colonial enterprises which had proved to be complete 

1 
business failures. 

Private enterprises, operated and run by individual 

investors, emerged from the ruins of the earlier corporate 

associations. "Those 

hardened and seasoned 

[colonists] 

2 
planters." 

that remained were 

Benefiting from the 

1wesley F. craven, The Southern Colonies in the Seven-
1,eenth Century, 1607-1689 (Baton Rouge, 1944), p. 176. 

2Terminology such as "planter" and "plantation" are mis
leading and often deceiving. In the early usage, "planter" 
meant "colonist". Those who populated the Chesapeake area 
initially were all considered planters in the sense that they, 
themselves, were planted in the New World. Not until later 
did the word planter have the connotation we apply to it 
today. 
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mistakes of their forebearers, the second generation of 

businessmen were not burdened with the tremendous initial 

expenses necessary for organizing and creating a company 

in the New World. The foundations had been laid by those 

who had failed. As trade increased and markets became 

available, the planter was faced with the realization that 

he could show a profit if he invested wisely and handled 

his affairs in a proper fashion. 

Economic success in seventeenth century Maryland was 

determined, in large degree, by a man's ability to couple 

the existing resources of the colony to the most lucrative 

areas of investment. In order to gain an adequate supply of 

capital imports from England, it was necessary to produce a 

commodity for export: a commodity such as tobacco. If 

investments were high, full employment would result, which 

in turn would lead to profit inflation and rising prices. 

This economic cycle, if repeated often enough, would tend 

to increase the level of economic prosperity. Understand-

ing the investment-price-profit spiral was essential if a 

Planter was to be financially successful. 

Few large planters in colonial Maryland could be clas

sified simply as commercia 1 farmers. Instead, "they were 

more nearly creative capitalists, entrepreneurs whose 

fortunes grew in rough equivalence to the economic growth 
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3 
of the Chesapeake." In times of prosperity many reinvested 

their surplus capital in non-agricultural ventures. Manu

facturing, moneylending, and trade al) became profitable 

fields of investment. Gradually the planter-businessman 

gained control of the economic and political organization of 

the colony. There was also a tendency on the part of the 

Well-to-do to consolidate their position in the social 

structure, even to the point that laws were passed that pro

tected the upper class from the rest of society. Yet rigid 

class lines failed to develop. 

Little class conflict occurred between the wealthy 

Planter and the small farmer simply because there was always 

the opportunity for the yeoman farmer to rise above his 

economic status in society and advance towards the upper 

Portions of the social scale. Social mobility served as a 

safety valve for the tensions which arose between the two 

groups. The very position of the wealthy planter offered 

the common farmer hope that some day he too could rise above 

his lowly agricultural state and become part of the social 

and economic elite. 

3
Aubrey c . Land, "Economic Behavior in a Planting 

80ciety: The Eighteenth Century Chesapeake" , The Journa 1 
Q.f Southern History , XXXIII (November, 1967), p. 471. 
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Although many avenues of personal economic advancement 

lay in the area of non-agricultural investments, the 

colonial economic system of the seventeenth century was 

based primarily on the agricultural activities of the yeoman 

farmer and the commercial planter. Individual businessmen 

merely laid the foundation for the commercially oriented 

system which was to emerge at a later date. The great 

majority of the population in seventeenth century Maryland 

were small farmers engaged in agriculture. 

After the bayside land had been surveyed and sold, the 

frontier was opened for settlement. Many of the English 

settlers had come to America as indentured servants. Upon 

completing their contracts of obligation, a large number 

became independent farmers. An abundance of inexpensive 

land was waiting on the nearby frontier. This, together 

With the experience a man had gained during his indenture 

enabled him to strike out on his own. 

As more and more indentured servants became free, they 

joined the already increasing number of yeoman farmers in 

th
e Colony. A rising yeomanry and a general trend towards 

th
e division of estates caused the size of land holdings to 

drop. Maryland's pattern of development differed from 

that of Virginia in that the tobacco was of lower grade, 

the people were generally less prosperous, and the 
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4 P l antations fewer in proportion to her farms. 

From 1620 to 1700, the characteristic economic unit 

in the tidewater area was the small farm. 5 Large estates 

Were rarely put under cultivation immediately. Land was 

accessible, but labor and capital usually were more diffi

cult to obtain. During this early period, there was a 

considerable amount of fear concerning Indian uprisings 

and therefore much of the land lay fallow for long periods 

of time. A study of Maryland, based upon land conveyances 

from person to person, indicates a tendency toward smaller 

holdings throughout the period extending from the Restora

tion to the close of the century.
6 

From 1660 to 1669, 54 

P6rcent of the plantations in Maryland ranged from 50 to 

250 
acres in size. During the following decade, 1670 to 

167
9, the small £arms increased from 54 to 69 percent. From 

1680 to 1689, the number remained constant at 69 percent. 

The final decade of the century, 1690 to 1699, saw an 

increase of small farms to 75 percent. Thus during the 

last half of the seventeenth century, the number of small 

4 
~ Ulrich B. Phillips, American Negro Slavery (Baton 

ouge, 1918), 78 p. . 
5 
Craven, Southern Colonies, p. 400. 

6
vertrees J Wyckoff, "The Sizes of Plantations in Se • 

Venteenth Century Maryland", .Maryland Historica 1 Maga-
~, XXXrr (1937), p. 332. 
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f arms (SO to 250 acres) increased from one half of the 

total number of farms to three-fourths of the total number. 7 

To illustrate the economic stratification within the 

province, an examination of the value of estates listed in 

the inventories and accounts can aid in understanding the 

economic difference between social classes. The estates 

of those deceased were divided into five different time 

periods, beginning with 1674 and ending with 1699. The 

first interval was six years. The remaining four were each 

five year periods. The values of the estates were listed 

in pounds sterling, with the exception of the first period 

(1674 to 1679) in which the estates were listed in pounds 

of tobacco. Any estates valued from LO to LlOO (or o to 

15,000 pounds of tobacco for the first period) were con

sidered small or average estates. Those estates whose 

value ranged from LlOl and up (or 15,001 pounds of tobacco 

and up) were considered large or above average estates. rt 

was evident, upon examination of Table 1 that for the first 

Period, 1674 to 1679, 63 percent of the estates listed were 

in the category of small estates; that during the second 

Period , 62 percent were considered small estates; and that 

for the remain'ing three periods, the number of average or 

sma11 estates were 70, 75 , and 75 percent respectively. 

7wyckoff, "Sizes of Plantations", p. 332. 
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.Map 1 indicates the percentage of small estates by 

county for the period 1674 to 1699. For each of the five 

periods from 1674 to 1699 the percentage of small estates 

Within each county was compared with the percentage of 

small estates in the entire province. If the percentage 

for the county was six points below the percentage for the 

province during any of the five periods, then the county 

was rated as having a "low" percentage of small estates 

for that particular period. If the percentage within the 

county was either five points above or below the percentage 

for the province, then tre county was rated as having an 

"average" percentage. Finally, if the percentage of small 

estates within the county was six points above that o f 

the province, then the county was rated as having a "high" 

percentage. When the analysis was completed, Kent, Saint 

Mary's, and Prince George's Counties were found to have a 

somewhat higher percentage of small estates than the 

average for the province, while the counties of Charles, 

Baltimore, Cecil, Dorchester, and Somerset had an average 

percentage of small estates. Calvert, Anne Arundel , and 

Talbot Counties all had a lower than average percentage of 

sma11 estates for this twenty-six year period. Yet the 

differences between the counties was slight and when 

measuring those differences, a few degrees determined the 



TABLE 1 

Large and Small Estatesi, 1674-1699 

Time Period # of Estates % of Estates % with Bond Labor % with Slaves 
Large Small Large Small Large Small Large Small 

1674-1679 228 384 37% 63% 74% 14% 22% 0.8% 

1680-1684 92 177 38"/4 62% 68"/4 15% 30% 2.8% 

1685-1689 143 403 30% 7Cf>/4 77% 14% 45% 1.5% 

1690-1694 70 209 25% 75% 84% 6% 71% 2. 8"/4 

1695-1699 202 577 25% 75% 75% 6% 58"/4 2.9% 

TOTAL 735 1750 29% 71% 75%_ lC/'/4 42% 2. C/'/4 

l 
Small Estates - Estates valued between L0-100 Sterling; L0-15,000 tobacco. 
Large Estates - Estates valued at Ll0l Sterling and up; Ll5,001 tobacco and up. 

N 
~ 
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Georges 
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Charl s 
1 . 6J% 
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4. 89% 
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BRlti:nore 
1. 66't 
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Cell 
l. 6J% 
2. 8J;t 
J. 67% 
4 . 100%' 
5. 80% 

Kent 
1. 74% 
2. 70% 
J. 72% 
4. 62% 
5. 87.% 

Talbot 
1. 62% 
2 . 55.% 
J. 65% 
4. 88.% 
5. 67% 

Dorchester 
1. 50% 
2. 100% 
J . 69% 
4 . 94% 
5, SJ% 

Somerset 
1. 57% 
2 . 33.% 
J . 74% 
4 . 62% 
5. 75% 

High +6 off Norm 
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position of each individual county. It would be safer to 

say that there was a general increase in the percentage of 

small estates throughout the province and that always the 

majority of estates were small in size. 

Within twenty-six years the percent of small estates 

increased from nearly two-thirds to three-fourths. As was 

the case in Wyckoff's study, there was an upward trend in 

the number of small estates. The difficulty, of course, 

was in correlating the two studies. It cannot be stated 

for certain that those who held small farms (measured by 

acreage) also left small estates (measured in pounds sterl

ing) upon their death. It was quite conceivable that a 

man such as a local merchant or creditor could hold a small 

amount of acreage and still be quite wealthy. What can be 

said is that in terms of acreage and in terms of total 

value of estates there was, indeed, an upward trend in the 

number of both small farms and the number of small estates. 

To obtain a truly adequate picture , however, more work has 

to be done to correlate the two, matching the small farmer 

with the small estate. 

Thus, the fabled picture of seventeenth century 

Maryland as the land of the large comrrercial planter is a 

myth. There were, to be sure, many well-to-do planters, 

and as the century wore on, the number increased substan-
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tially. But, by and large, the colony was filled with 

little farms, a few hundred acres in extent, owned and 

8 
worked by a sturdy class of English farmers. Prior to 

1700, the most important element in the Bay area was the 

white yeomanry. 

There are numerous examples of successful yeoman 

farmers in the lists of inventories and accounts for the 

province of Maryland. George Bockwith, of Calvert County, 

9 
left an estate valued at L49:19:02. At the time of his 

death in 1679, the appraisers listed no slaves or servants 

in the inventory. William House of Cecil County left an 

estate valued at L76:19:06, which included no slaves or 

10 
indentured servants. Finally, Edward Hurley of Somerset 

11 County died in 1686, leaving an estate of L92:15:5. 

Again, Hurley had no slaves or servants. These are but a 

few men who were sturdy farmers, farmers who formed the 

backbone of colonial Maryland. 

The desire for economic success drove the yeoman 

farmer in his search for wealth. If obtained, it would win 

him recognition as a member of the upper strata of society. 

8 
Thomas J. Wertenbaker, The Planters of Colonial 

Virginia (Princeton, 1922) , p. 59. 
9 1679 Inventory, Vol. VI , p. 9. 
10

1683 Inventory, Vol. VIII, p. 90. 
11 1686 Inventory, Vol. IX, p. 34. 
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One prerequisite for the "gentlemen class" was success as 

a planter. If a man could obtain goods on credit, which 

he could then convert into an equipped labor force, it was 

possible for the yeoman farmer to rise to the top of 

society. The market for tobacco existed. All that was 

necessary was for the yeoman farmer to convert a subsis

tence agricultural system into a commercial agricultural 

system based on profits derived from surpluses. 

The key to economic success in early Maryland was 

tobacco. 12 Although the tidewater soil was thin, and 

exhaustion and erosion were constant problems, the land was 

fertile enough to support the growth of the tobacco plant. 

A letter written by George Alsop, a colonist from Maryland, 

to Lord Baltimore illustrates the extent to which tobacco 

and the Chesapeake society were interwoven. "Tobacco is 

the only solid Staple Commodity of this Province .... 

It's generally made by all the Inhabitants of this Province; 

••. tobacco is the current Coyn of Maryland, and will 

sooner purchase Commodities from the M3rchant, than 

13 money." 

1684 -

12craven, Southern Colonies, p. 208. 
13clayton c. Hall, Narratives of Early Maryland, 1633-
(New York, 1925), p. 363. 



29 

Each spring, between the middle of March and the 

middle of April, the tobacco seeds were placed in small 

beds, known today as cold frames. In late May or early 

June, approximately six to eight weeks after the initial 

planting, the farmer transplanted the tobacco and placed 

it in prepared rows which had been harrowed and smoothed. 

Constant attention was given the tobacco. Men rid the 

rows of weeds and the plant itself of premature leaves 

which might have caused the tobacco damage. Around the 

middle of September, the tobacco was cut and carried to 

the barns and nearby warehouses. After it had aged to 

perfection, "it was then tyed up in bundles and packt into 

Hogs-heads, and then laid by for the Trade. 1114 

Between November and January, ships would arrive and 

the planter and the merchant would barter for the articles 

each wanted. This was the economic cycle of the tidewater 

planter. Each year the farmer could extend his holdings 

if he acted wisely. By re-investing, expanding, and 

improving the techniques used in cultivation, a small 

farmer could soon amass a sizeable estate. In 1660, however, 

all of this vanished. No longer did the opportunities 

present themselves as they had in the past. The cycle was 

14 
Hall, Narratives of Early Maryland, p. 363. 



broken by the restorat i on to t he Brit i sh throne of the 

Stuart monarchy. 
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The ascendency to the British throne o f Charles II 

had a profound effect on the economic and social structure 

of the American colonies. Economically, two developments 

occurred. The need for labor was greatly intensified and 

the capitalist planter emerged as the leading economic 

force in the tidewater society of Maryland. Socially, the 

uncertain status of the Negro was clarified beyond any 

doubt: he was legally cast into slavery. 

Beginning in 1660, the Chesapeake tobacco industry 

went into a state of depression. A drop in tobacco prices 

was triggered by the passage of the Navigation Acts of 

1660 and 1661 by the British Parliament. What this meant 

to the yeoman farmer was a rise in costs and the disappear

ance of his margin of profit. The result was that small 

scale production was placed under a serious handicap. The 

small farmer, who had planted tobacco wherever he possibly 

could, now found it almost impossible to realize a profit. 

It was no longer feasible for the yeomanry to plant tobacco. 

During the English Civil War, the British had lost a 

substantial portion of their foreign markets to the Dutch. 

Charles II instituted a mercantilistic policy in hope that 

it would enable England to regain at least some of the trade 
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which had been lost to other nations. By redirecting the 

colonial trade through English merchants, England was able 

to take much of the profits out of the hands of the 

colonial merchants. 

The Navigation Acts were enforced for approximately 

twenty years, or until 1680. The sale of Chesapeake tobacco 

to England was strictly controlled by the British government. 

In addition,colonial tobacco had to be transported in 

English ships and could only be sold to England or other 

English colonies. Soon Maryland's trade with the Dutch, and 

other foreign markets, was cut off. The result was economic 

depression. The stage was now set for theemergence of the 

capitalist planter. 

If the Chesapeake region was to survive and prosper, 

capitalism would have to be the dynamic force. Success was 

no longer visualized as a rise from small beginnings, but as 

a substantial initial investment in land, equipment, labor, 

and large commitments on credit. True, success was still 

possible, but for a smaller number of men. Those who suc

ceeded were those who managed large tracts of land, commanded 

a substantial force of laborers, white or black, and could 

afford a sizeable yearly investment in the handling of his 

15 
crop. Such a man was the large-scale commercial planter. 

15stanley M. Elkins, Slavery: A Problem in American 
Institutional and Intellectual Life (New York, 1959), p. 46. 
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The period 1680 to 1710 marked a new phase in the 

life of the capitalist planter. The plantation emerged as 

the basic unit of capitalistic agriculture. The market 

for Maryland and Virginia tobacco was restored, although 

there was no great increase in tobacco prices. What the 

planters of the Chesapeake did was to flood the European 

market with cheap tobacco and undercut their competitors. 

The returning prosperity meant more to the large planter, 

who had survived the drop in prices, than it did to the 

small farmer who had been pushed out of the tobacco market 

almost entirely. 

Three basic ingredients were needed for the successful 

production of tobacco. First, the planter needed an 

abundance of fertile soil, for the tobacco plant drained 

from the earth the chemical elements necessary for con

tinuous cultivation. When the land lost its fertility and 

was no longer capable of supporting the growth of tobacco, 

the colonists, with little or no knowledge of soil con

servation, simply moved on to more fertile areas of pro

duction. In their wake, they left hundreds of acres of 

exhausted farm land. 

Capital was the second necessary element. With the 

right connections, a planter could buy, on credit, the 

equipment required to operate a large-scale agricultural 
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unit. Without the monetary backing from English creditors , 

a farmer had little chance of converting his small plot of 

land into a sizeable plantation. The final, and most 

difficult of the three to obtain , was labor. 



CHAPTER III 

THE DEMAND FOR LABOR: NEGRO SLAVERY 

The colonists in Maryland had been blessed with an 

abundance of natural resources and could us ually obtain 

c redit from England. But, in the tidewater region, as 

e lsewhere, the shortage of labor had plagued the farmer 

from the very beginning. To reap the benefits of tobacco, 

a proved money crop, it was essential that the farmer have 

1 
access to a cheap labor force. So called "cheap labor" 

tended to eliminate the highly skilled artisan or mechanic. 

The successful production of tobacco did not need skilled 

labor or intensive cultivation. What it did require was 

2 
the service of many hands. This was not to imply, however, 

that the "many hands" had to be those of Negro slaves. "As 

late as 1669 large-scale agriculture had no idea of using 

3 
massive Negro (slave) labor." 

During the initial stages of colonization, "the poverty 

of the companies prevented the immigration of capitalist 

1wesley F. craven, The Southern Colonies in the Seven
teenth Century, 1607-1689 (Baton Rouge, 1944), p. 177. 

2Thomas J. Wertenbaker, The Planters of Colonial 
Virginia (Princeton, 1922), p. 29. 

3 
Oscar and Mary Handlin , "Origins of the Southern Labor 

System", William and Mary Quarterly, VII (April, 1950), 
p. 207. 

34 
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farmers with their laborers. 114 Therefore it was necessary 

to adopt a system which would fulfill the needs of the 

planter once he had arrived in the New World. The answer 

was servitude, based largely on the headright system. The 

goa 1 of the Maryland planter, like that of his Virginia 

neighbor, was to acquire enough servants to develop the 

land under his own immediate supervision, and in the process 

to extend his holdings. It was this land policy in Maryland 

which tended to further the institutions of white servitude 

5 
and Negro slavery. 

Theoretically, the system was developed to meet the 

economic demands of the Chesapeake area during its early 

period of settlement. Under the headright system, each 

person who agreed to settle in the tidewater region and 

remain there for a minimum of three years would receive 

fifty acre s of land. This method would serve to populate 

the tidewater area. The head of the family would be granted 

an additional fifty acres for each dependent or servant he 

brought with him after the three year period had expired. 

Those who brought indentured servants , and later Negro 

slaves, would help meet the ever increasing demand for labor . 

4 James c. Ballagh, A History of Slavery in Virginia 
(Baltimore, 1902), p. 41. 

5 
Craven, Southern Colonies, p. 29. 
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In practice, however, the system operated quite differently. 

Many men made a business of importing colonists to 

the New World and in the process acquired large tracts of 

land for themselves. The number of indentured servants in 

the area was high; therefore the margin of profit and the 

amount of land gained from their headrights was considerable. 

"Most of the residents of the Chesapeake country were lower 

class and middle class Englishmen, at least half of whom 

6 
had come to America as indentured servants. 11 Speculators, 

often ship captains, agreed to pay the passage of a 

colonist, in return for the immigrant's headright (fifty 

acres). Legally, the land obtained under the headright 

system was supposed to be put under cultivation within three 

years. This, however, was seldom done. 

Property owners would hold on to their grants as long 

as they possibly could in order to raise the re-sale value 

of the property and to increase their profits. Land taxes 

on the frontier were difficult to collect. The land itself 

was seldom surveyed properly, further complicating the 

situation. In most cases, property owners were men of 

influence; therefore there was little that could be done to 

alter the colonial land policy. 

6 . h Ricard Hofstadter and others, The American Republic 
(Englewood Cliffs , New Jersey, 1959), Vol. I, p. 44. 
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After the inde ntured servant completed his cont ract 

and was freed , the ne e d for labor was only increased . The 

d emand f o r l a b or a lwa ys seemed t o exc e e d its supp l y . Se ve ral 

pos s ible so l utions to t he p r ob lem e x isted . 

One answe r t o t he l abor shortage was the use of a 

greate r number o f white indenture d servants as fa rm 

labore r s . If the number of servants could b e i nc r eased 

substantially, the dearth of labor might subside. A favor

able view of the indentured system was offered by John 

Hammond i n 1656 , perhaps to counter the charges o f ten made 

o f the h a rsh conditions of the indentured servants system. 

The labour servants are put to is not so hard nor o f 
such continuance as Husbandmen nor Handecra f tmen 
are kept at in England .... The Women are not (as 
i s reported) put into the ground to worke , but 
occupie such domestic employments and housewi f ery 
as in England .... Those servants that will be 
industrious may in their time of service gain a 
competent estate before their Freedomes .... And 
whereas it is rumored that Servants have no lodging 
other than on boards, or by the Fire side, it is 
contrary to reason to believe it . 7 

Yet the influx of white indentures was never great enough 

to meet the demand. There were never enough men who wante d 

to come to the New World in a state of servitude. The 

voyage across the Atlantic Ocean was dangerous , the t e rm 

7Peter Force , Tracts and Other Papers (Washington , n.c ., 
1836 ) , Vol. III , p . 114 . Cited in Ulrich B. Phillips, 
P lan tation and Frontier, 1649-1863 , p. 340. 



o f indenture was long (usually five to six years), and 

there was no guarantee that a man would be successful 

after his term of indenture had expired. "If white 
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servant's terms were reduced and conditions improved, more 

8 
Englishmen would come. 11 But if the term of indenture was 

shortened, the gap between the shortage of labor and the 

labor available to the commercial planter would only be 

enlarged. If the terms of indenture were reduced, the 

importation of servants would have to be increased.Improved 

conditions, however, meant more than just an increase in 

the shortage of labor. "Every improvement in the status of 

the white servant ... served to damage the deepening 

significance of color and in effect to depress the black 

9 ever closer to a state of slavery. 11 

White indentured servants seemed to be "saucy, inde-

10 pendent, and unreliable. 11 Better conditions might make 

the situation even worse. White servants could and did make 

legal complaints to the courts; therefore, a planter had 

less latitude in the treatment and punishment of a bonded 

white servant than he did with a Negro slave. There was 

8 
Handlin and Handlin, "Origins of the Southern Labor 

system ", p. 210. 

9stanley Elkins, Slavery (New York, 1959) , p. 40. 
10Lewis c. Gray, History of Agriculture in the Southern 

United States to 1860 (Gloucester, .Massachusetts , 1958), 
p . 362. 
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always the distinct possibility that a servant would escape. 

The frontier was certainly large enough for a man to run 

away and never be heard or seen from again. An additional 

factor retarding the development of white servitude was the 

high expense of personal upkeep. "The cost of a white 

servant ran from L2 to L4 for each year's service while the 

upkeep of a slave was approximately Ll8 to L30 over a twenty

five year period, thus averaging out to about Ll per year. 1111 

Just as the indentured servant became trained in a 

particular trade and had gained enough valuable experience 

to be considered an asset to his owner, his indenture ex

pired. Not only was the servant now free, he also became a 

new source of competition to his former owner. The freedman 

could apply the knowledge he had gained towards the start of 

his own business. If he was energetic and had good business 

sense , the independent farmer or artisan could become a 

successful planter. 

Towards the end of the century, Britain forbade kid

napping, a means many had used to obtain the headright of 

the person that was sent to the New World against his will. 

Once servitude became voluntary , few migrated to Maryland 

and Virginia as indentured servants. The migration of 

11wertenbaker , Planters , p. 126 . 
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indentured servants was further reduced when Virginia 

passed a law forbidding the importation of convicts, many 

of whom had come to the colonies prior to the restriction 

12 
placed upon them. 

The possibility of hiring white wage earners was 

hindered by the fact that as soon as a man could buy and 

settle his own land he was usually unwilling to work for a 

wage. There were occasions, of course, that hired help 

could be obtained, especially for short periods of time, 

but the scarcity of white labor made the hiring of the wage 

earner very difficult. In a province whose economic base 

was predominantly agriculture, any hope that a large amount 

of white labor would become readily available was quickly 

destroyed. 

Another possible alternative to the labor shortage 

was the use of the American Indian as an indentured servant 

or a slave. If the Indian could be brought out of his 

savage state and be versed in the ways of his white master, 

he might help solve the labor shortage. But the Indian 

proved impossible to tame, almost as if he was too primitive 

to be enslaved. Having no concept of money at all, the 

Indian could see no value in becoming a wage laborer. 

12
ulrich B. Phillips, American Negro Slavery (Baton 

Rouge, 1918), p. 75. 
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Enslavement of the Indian o f ten l ed t o b l oody I ndian 

reprisals. The fear of the "savage Re dman" l ed the 

colonists to pass laws against the enslavement of Indians. 

Yet there were a number of cases where Indians were en

slaved or made servants contrary to existing laws, as 

seen in Table 2. Such cases, however, were comparatively 

isolated in a society where the majority of the labor 

f orce was comprised of white indentured servants and an 

increasing number of Negro slaves. 

The Indian, as well as the white indentured servant, 

failed to produce a sufficient labor force capable of meet

ing the needs of the commercial planter. The only 

possibility that seemed to remain was the e n s l avement of 

the Negro. Tobacco had created a need for cheap labor, 

13 and this the Negro slave was able to furnish. 

To establish a direct correlation between the 

development of capitalistic agriculture and the inception 

and expansion of slavery, the historigraphical argument 

over Negro slavery versus Negro servitude must first be 

13 
Newton D. ~reness, Maryland as a Proprietary 

Province (New York, 1901), p. 119. 



TABLE 2 

Indians listed as servants or slaves in the Inventories and Accounts, 1674-1699 

Estate of: County Date Volu~ Page Description 

Colt Benjamin Charles 1682 VII 98 1 Indian for life 

Neal Clarke Baltimore 1676 II 276 1 Indian servant 

Baron Brooks Calvert 1679 VI 480 1 Indian Woman-slave 

John Thanks St. Marys 1685 VIII 373 l Indian Boy - 4 yrs. 
to serve 

Thomas Ramsey Cecil 1685 VIII 437 1 Indian servant 

Thomas Truman ca lvert 1686 IX 160 1 Indian - 13 yrs. 
to serve 

1 Indian - 9 yrs. 
to serve 

Mary Truman Calvert 1686 IX 205 2 Indians 

John Baker st. Marys 1687 X 111 1 Indian Boy - slave 
~ 
N Thomas Gant Calvert 1692 XIV 108 1 Boy - 12 yrs. to 

serve 
Ralph Smith Charles 1698 XVIII 154 1 Indian Boy - slave 



. d 14 examine . If the English colonists in Maryland 
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automatically assumed that the Negro was a slave, then 

capitalistic agriculture could have had no possible effect 

whatsoever on the inception of slavery in America. If, 

also, the early inhabitants of the Chesapeake area used 

Negro slaves as their primary labor force in a subsistence 

agricultural state when demand for a large scale labor 

force was neglible, then capitalistic agriculture would 

have had little initial effect on the continuation and 

expansion of slavery. 

If, however, those Negroes who arrived in the early 

seventeenth century were considered indentured servants, 

then there certainly existed factors which caused a trans

formation of the status of the Negro from the state of 

servitude to the state of slavery. Consideration must 

14some of the studies which lend support to the 
"indentured servant theory" which states that the Negro 

was at first a servant, are James c. Ballagh's History 
of Slavery in Virginia (Baltimore, 1902); John H. Russell's 
The Free Negro in Virginia (Baltimore, 1913); u. B. 
Phillips' American Negro Slavery (Baton Rouge, 1918); Mary 
and Oscar Handlin 's "Origins of the southern Labor system", 
William and Mary Quarterly (April, 1950); Helen T. 
Catterall's Judicial cases Concerning American Negro 
Slavery and the Negro (Washington, D.C., 1926); and John 
Hope Franklin's From Slavery to Freedom (New York, 1956). 
Those studies that support the so-called "slave theory", 
Which states that the Negro was initially a slave, include 
Susie Ames' Studies of the Virginia Eastern Shore {Richmond , 
1940); James M. Wright's Free Negro in Maryland, 1634-1860 
(New York, 1921); and Wesley F. Craven's The Southern 
Colonies in the Seventeenth Century (Baton Rouge, 1949). 
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also be given to the possibility that capitalistic 

agriculture, with its great demand for labor, furthered 

the continuation and expansion of an institution which 

may have died out. If there had been no great increase 

of Negro slaves around 1690, they may have eventually been 

absorbed into the population. This, of course, never 

occurred. Instead, Negroes were used in larger and larger 

numbers, and when it became evident that Negro slavery 

was profitable, the Negro had little choice but to serve 

his life in perpetual slavery. 

The precise time of the inception of slavery seems 

vague and difficult to determine. To say the least, the 

matter is quite controversial. James c. Ballagh, in 1902, 

put forth the argument that, initially, Negroes were 

indentured servants and not slaves. Over a period of years , 

there was a gradual transition from servitude to slavery. 

"Servitude not only preceded slavery in the logical develop-

ment of the principle of subjection ... but it was the 

historic base upon which slavery ... was constructed. 1115 

The first step in the transition was the extension of the 

term of service to life. The Negro lost his right to 

ultimate liberty, although he retained many of the rights 

15 
Ballagh , A History of Slavery, p. 39. 



45 

enjoyed by white indentured servants. Eventually, 

however, the Negro slipped down to the lowest possible 

leve 1 -- that of a chatte 1. "The distinguishing mark of 

the state of slavery was not the loss of liberty, 

political and civil, but the perpetuity and almost abso

lute character of that loss , whether voluntary or 

16 
involuntary in origin." 

The first Negroes to arrive were not slaves in the 

full sense of the word. They were, of course, slaves 

politically, for they had been forcibly captured by the 

Dutch traders who had delivered them to the Virginia 

buyers. Yet once they were sold to the Virginia colonists, 

they were no longer considered slaves. Once in the New 

World, they regained their right to eventual freedom. 

American Negro slavery, as such, "could find no sanction 

until the absolute ownership in the bodies of the Negroes 

was vested by lawful authority in some individual. 1117 

An act passed by the Maryland Assembly in 1663 stated 

that all Negroes or other slaves shall serve durante vita. 

Statutory recognition of slavery came in Massachusetts in 

1641, in Connecticut in 1650, in Virginia in 1661, in 

Maryland in 1663 , in New York and New Jersey in 1664, in 

16 
Ballagh, A History of Slavery, p. 28. 

17
Ballagh , A History of Slavery, p. 29. 
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South Carol ina i n 1682, i n Pennsylvan i a a nd Rhode Island 

in 1700, i n North Caro l ina i n 1715 , and , f ina l ly, in 

Geor gia in 1755 . 18 

John H. Russell agreed with Bal l agh's thesis that 

the Negro was at first a servant in temporary bondage and 

later a slave cast into perpetual servitude. Russell felt, 

however, that Ballagh had "overemphasized the importance 

of legislation in determining the origin o f the institu

tion 1119 of slavery. Russell believed that slavery was 

sanctioned by customary law long before it was ever legal

ized by statutory law. "It appears certain that the 

greater part of the Negroes brought in after 1640 were not 

20 
permitted to realize freedom." This was twenty years 

before Maryland enact ed laws restricting the freedom of 

the Negro. 

Russell did agree with Ballagh on the fundamental 

question that the Negro was at first a servant. The "white 

population in the colony in 1619 had not been familiar in 

England with a system of slavery or with a model slave 

code"; therefore, "it is plausible that the Africans became 

18 Ballagh, A History of Slavery, p. 34. 
19John H. Russell, The Free Negro in Virgini~ 1619-

~ (Baltimore, 1913), p. 18. 

20 
Russell, The Free Negro in Virginia, p. 31. 



servants in a condition similar to the status of white 

servants who 21 
... were entitled to freedom." 
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James M. Wright and Susie Ames rejected the conclu

sions of Ballagh and Russell. Wright believed that 

"Negroes were brought in as slave laborers. 1122 Supporting 

Wright's interpretation was Susie M. Ames. By examining 

the Eastern shore records cited by Russell and others, she 

believed that the evidence proved that their theses were 

inconclusive. "Some of the early Negroes were still in 

the possession of the families that brought them to 

Virginia. This would strengthen the theory of slavery 

rather than servitude. 1123 

There were various acts, Miss Ames pointed out, that 

showed the existence and recognition of slavery in America 

(slavery was a custom well established and already in use 

on the islands belonging to Great Britain). In the 1630's, 

Negroes were not allowed to bear arms. A Maryland law 

21 
Russell, The Free Negro in Virginia, p. 23. 

22 James M. Wright, The Free Negro in Maryland, 1634-
1860 (New York, 1921), p. 21. 

23susie M. Ames, Studies of the Virginia Eastern Shore 
in the seventeenth Century (Richmond, 1940), p. 105. 
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stated that: 

No Negro, or other S lave, fhall be permitted to 
carry Guns or other offenfive Weapons, from off their 
Mafter's Land, without Leave; And any S lave, pre
suming so to do, may be carried before a Magistrate, 
and whipped; and the Gun or other Weapon fhal l be 
forfeited to the Perfon seizing the sarne. 24 

In 1660, anyone who ran away with a Negro "incapable of 

making satisfaction of additional time was required to 

serve for the time of the Negro's absence as we 11 as for 

25 
their own absence." In 1662, mulatto children were free 

or slave according to the condition of their mother. 

Finally, in 1670, all servants not being Christian were 

slaves for life (speaking of Indians, but applied also to 

Negroes). 26 

Wesley F. craven supported Miss Ames' basic conclu

sions. Craven argued that slavery first developed as a 

custom of the country, considerably in advance of its 

sanction as an institution by law. There were no special 

laws covering the Negro prior to the Restoration, and the 

elaborate slave codes belonged primarily to the eighteenth 

century. This was not to say, however, that this delay 

24Thomas Bacon, Laws of Maryland at Large, 1637-1763 
Annapolis, 1765), Chapter 44, p. 33. 

25Ames, Studies of the Virginia Eastern Shore, p. 101. 
26 

Ames, Studies of the Virginia Eastern Shore, p. 101. 
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meant Negroes were servants. To accept this, according 

to Craven, would be a mistake. Negroes were small in 

number and therefore could be handled under the elaborate 

servant code which had evolved during this period. Craven 

did admit that there were Negroes freed at the end of 

fixed terms, but cases were few and it is neither wise nor 

sa f e to generalize from them. 

Reaching a decision as to the soundness of the servant

slave theory is difficult indeed. The evidence is vague 

and often spotty, which further complicates the matter. It 

seems plausible that the few Negroes that were present 

could be handled under the servant codes which existed. 

Yet, how were they handled -- as servants or as slaves? 

During the first twenty years, or until 1640, the Negro 

was most likely considered an indentured servant. There 

did exist a precedent in Bermuda in 1623, and this may have 

been used by the North American colonists, but at a later 

date. It took time to establish a precedent, especially 

when news had to travel by word-of-mouth, over such a great 

distance. Certainly there were Negroes who were D..Q.! con

sidered slaves, as seen in Table 3. Many free Negroes were 

mulatto and subject to special laws passed by the Assembly. 

Some were children of free Negroes and were forced to serve 



TABLE 3 

Negroes Listed as Servants in the Inventories and Accounts, 1674-1699 

Estate of: 
Wm. Tarcher 
Thomas ~eres 
John Anderson 

John Wanshop 
James Downs 
John White 
Lionel Copley 

Robert Towes 

Wm. Smith 

Joseph Williams 
John Abington 
Edward Pye 

Wm. Smith 
P. Burditt 

David Browne 

County 
Calvert 
Anne Arundel 
Anne Arunde 1 

St. Mary's 
Talbot 
Somerset 
Calvert 

Calvert 

Charles 

Anne Arundel 
ca lvert 
Charles 

Charles 
Charles 

Somerset 

Date 
1674 
1674 
1676 

1678 
1684 
1686 
1693 

1694 

1695 

1695 
1695 
1697 

1698 
1698 

1698 

Volume 
I 
I 
II 

V 
VIII 
IX 
XII 

XIII 

XIII 

XIII 
XIII 
xv 

XVI 
XVI 

XVI 

Page 
39 
67 

252 

225 
193 
185 

45 

96 

278 

284 
320 
131 

3 
18 

221 

Description 
3 Negroes - servants 
1 Boy - 17 yrs to serve 
1 Woman - 4 yrs to 

serve 
2 Negro men - servants 
1 Man - 4 yrs to serve 
1 Girl - until she's 21 
1 Woman - 6 yrs to 

serve (mulatto) 
1 Boy - 10 yrs to serve 

(mulatto) 
1 Girl - 18 yrs to serve 

(mulatto) 
1 Man - 18 mos to serve 
1 Man - 1 yr to serve 
2 Boys - not slaves 

(mulatto) 
1 Girl - till she's 31 
1 Man - 15 yrs to serve 

(mulatto) 
1 Woman - 12 yrs to serve 
1 Girl - 2 yrs to serve 

Ul 
0 
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until they were thirty-one years of age. 27 Others were 

freed by their owners upon completion of a pre-arranged 

term of service. Yet these were the exceptions. 

What is involved is not an absolute definition 

concerning the status of the Negro. It is rather a 

question of degree. It is doubtful that the original 

colonists had thought in terms of the intricate slave 

codes which would develop one hundred years later, if 

they thought in terms of slavery at all. They were con

fronted with a strange problem -- how to handle the newly 

arrived African Negro. What they most likely employed 

was a system of trial-and-error: almost an experiment in 

institutional government. As time passed and the colonists 

realized that slavery was economically necessary, they 

enacted laws that would insure the lega 1 existence of the 

institution. This , however, was the final step. 

Certainly slavery existed in custom before it existed 

in law. From 1619 to the 1630's there was some question as 

to the status of the Negro in society. By the 1640 ' s the 

freedom of the Negro was in serious jeopardy. Negroes 

already in the Chesapeake area probably retained their 

freedom, but those arriving after this decade were most 

27 
Bacon, Laws, Chapter 44, p. 27. 
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likely cons ide red slaves. By the 1660's there remained 

little question as to the position of the Negro in society. 

He was a slave. Both Maryland and Virginia had enacted 

laws placing the Negro in lifelong servitude. 

It is doubtful that capitalistic agriculture, still 

in its embryonic stages of development in the first part of 

the seventeenth century, had any appreciable effect on the 

inception of slavery. True, there is evidence that points 

to an increasing tendency on the part of the wealthiest 

planters of this period to accumulate large numbers of 

slaves. Yet, the institution of slavery would probably have 

occurred without the existence of the commercial planter. 

The greatest effect of capitalistic agriculture was on the 

continuation and expansion of Negro slavery, not on its 

creation. 

The reasons for slavery were many and complex. Negro 

slavery in the tidewater region grew out of economic need, 

isolation, discrimination , jealousy, and fear. What would 

have happened if there had been no great influx of Negroes 

after 1690, no one can say. Most likely the Negro would 

ha ve become a disappearing element in the larger European 

community . This , however, was not to happen. The commer

cial planter destroyed any hope of slavery dying as an 

institution. 
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By 1660, white indentured servants could no ionger be 

considered preferable to Negro slaves. As already men

tioned, the average cost of a Negro slave over a period 

of twenty-five years was approximately Ll per year. This 

was compared to the cost of L2 to L4 per year for a white 

. d 28 
in entured servant. Another competitive advantage of 

slave labor was that the Negro provided a stable supply of 

manpower. There was very little turnover in personnel 

because the slave was always available. The Negro could 

be moved to the point of economic opportunity at the dis

cretion of his owner. When a sudden and unexpected need 

for labor arose, the planter did not have to recruit a 

labor force. There was no delay involved in hiring, no 

dispute over wages, and no possibility of strikes. 

The competitive superiority of slave labor was 

important in regions favorable to the commercial production 

of staples -- staples that could produce cash crops, for 

it was here that the capitalist planter made his profit. 

Land, equipment, and supervision were costly, but they were 

also necessary if the planter employed indentured servants. 

One key advantage for the planter who used slave labor was 

that he could under-bid his competitor who used white 

labor, either wage or indentured. 

28 
Wertenbaker, Planters, p. 133. 
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The plantation system operated successfully for several 

reasons. To begin with, the capitalist planter usually had 

easy access to both foreign and domestic markets. The small 

farmer rarely possessed the necessary business connections 

enjoyed by the large planter. costs of shipping tended to 

decrease as the distance goods traveled was shortened. 

Furthermore, the cultivation of staple crops was compara

tively simple and required very little in the way of complex 

machinery. Methods of production were standardized and life 

on the plantation was reduced to a simple routine. 

In addition, Negro slave labor was under the absolute 

control of the capitalist planter. The South had a longer 

growing season than the North, and thus the planter was 

afforded the maximum in climatic conditions for his crops 

and the assurance that his slaves could be continuously 

employed. During periods when the demand for labor was at 

a peak, such as the spring planting and the fall harvesting, 

the planter was able to use his Negro women and children as 

laborers, greatly increasing his productive capacity at 

critical moments. 

Moreover, the larger an organization of a planter was, 

the easier it was for him to obtain credit. He was able, 

therefore, to purchase goods in quantity and thus was given 

priority over the small farmer. As a result, he was usually 
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able to obtain the best land, as well as the best supplies 

and equipment. 

Negro slave labor worked best under certain economic 

conditions. It functioned ideally when the system involved 

the production of one or two staple crops, and where the 

work day could be reduced to a routine. It worked least 

well in the urban areas where the population was concen

trated, such as the larger towns and cities. Slave labor 

functioned best where a labor force was employed year-round, 

and where the planter suffered no seasonal production loss 

caused by cold winters or prolonged rainy seasons. 

Finally, slavery worked to perfection in those areas 

where large amounts of labor were employed on small amounts 

of land, under constant supervision. Appraisals of the 

slave labor system were made in terms of capitalized earn

ing power, a concept appropriate to large operations rather 

than small, to long-term rather than short-term planning. 

It was, of course, only the man of means who could afford 

to think in this way. But then , he is the one who concerns 

29 us -- the man responsible for Negro slavery. 

During the Restoration , the commercial planter was 

determined to make a profit despite the economic depression 

Which had brought on low prices. Willing to undertake the 

29 Elkins, Slavery, p. 48. 
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investments which were required to sustain a large farm 

operation, the commercial planter became the economic 

leader in his community. As the colonists moved northward 

along the Potomac, the predominance of large landholdings 

increased. Larger planters tended to segregate towards 

the seaboard, while the lesser farmers migrated toward the 

30 
Western portions of the area. 

By 1680, the large-scale planter enjoyed several dis

tinct advantages over his smaller competitor. During the 

depression period of 1660 to 1680, the commercial planter 

had had a large establishment in which to train his slaves; 

the yeoman farmer, of course, did not. Many Negroes that 

were available then had not yet become fully acclimated to 

their environment and were not as well suited to the needs 

of the small farmer as were the white servants, the most 

loutish of whom brought to their task more of the skill 

and responsibility required than could any Negro fresh from 

the coasts of Africa.
31 

The small farmer was pressed by 

the need to exploit his labor immediately. The white in

dentured servants used by the small farmer were usually only 

obligated for a period of one to six years. This meant that 

JOPhillips, American Negro Slavery, p. 77. 

31 
Craven, Southern Colonies, p. 214. 
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they must be used during this span of time, no matter 

what state the economy was in. The larger planter, on the 

other hand, had a permanent labor force and was not under 

the pressure which was exerted on the small farmer. 

In 1660, the system of capitalistic agriculture was 

just old enough to make clear the meaning of the second 

generation of native-born American Negroes. Slaves born 

on a large plantation were born to work. There was no 

longer a breaking-in period, for by 1660, Negroes born in 

America had been domesticized and taught the English 

tongue. In 1660, slaves were more valuable than ever before. 

By 1690, the demand for slaves was so great that the Royal 

African Company could not handle the increase. Parliament, 

in 1698, revoked the monopoly of the Company and threw open 

the slave trade to everyone concerned. After the African 

slave trade was opened, the influx of Negroes was so great 

that, by 1710, the number of white servants in America was 

1
. 32 

neg igible. 

As time passed, there was increasing evidence that it 

was the large commercial planter who found the Negro most 

useful, a fact which points to the development of larger 

units of cultivation and the definite advantage in the use 

32 Wertenbaker, Planters, p. 133. 
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33 of Negro slaves. One such advantage of Negro slavery lay 

in the relative economy of the labor force itself. The 

initial cost of a Negro slave might have been greater than 

a white indentured servant, but the purchaser might expect 

to enjoy the services of the Negro for a lifetime and even 

to build up, over a period of years, a stock of labor which 

reproduced itself. The small farmer was in no position to 

purchase a Negro slave at such a high cost. 

Until 1660, the Negro population in the Chesapeake had 

been quite small and had not been concentrated in any one 

34 
particular area. By 1700 this was no longer true. Planters 

were eager to use Negro slaves, but slaves were difficult 

to obtain. Not until the beginning of the eighteenth cen

tury did the supply of Negro slaves finally begin to meet 

the demand. 35 Many wealthy planters felt that slaves were 

the foundation of prosperity of their rivals in the Spanish 

tobacco colonies. This only served to strengthen their 

belief in the economic soundness of slavery. 

By 1700, the employment of the Negro slave as the primary 

source of labor of commercial planters had accomplished 

33 
Craven , Southern Colonies, p. 401. 

34Handlin and Handlin, "Origins", p. 202. 
35Philip A. Bruce , Economic History of Virginia in the 

Seventee nt h Century (New York, 1935), p. 572. 
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the overthrow of the old system of labor and had laid the 

36 
foundations of a new social system. As the eighteenth 

century approached, the earlier economic predominance of 

the yeoman farmer began to reverse itself. The small 

farmer lost out and the large-scale planter came to the 

forefront. The importation of slaves to the Chesapeake 

tended to make the rich planter richer and the poor farmer 

poorer. As a result , a small number of men in the tidewater 

region found it impossible to compete with slave labor and 

moved away. Most yeoman farmers, however, remained. 

Measured numerically , the small farmer always outnumbered 

the wealthy planter. As late as 1775 non-slaveholding 

estates in Maryland still comprised the majority of the 

population. 37 Yet economically, the yeoman farmer had 

slowly become the least affluent member of society. The 

wealthiest planters , who comprised only about two per cent 

of the total population, gradually became the great planters 

(those with over Ll,000), political leaders, and business-

men f th "t 38 o e commun1 y. Without the use of Negro slaves 

36Handlin and Handlin, "Origins", p. 208. 
37George Terry Sharrer, "Slaveholding In Maryland, 1695-

1775" (unpublished Master's thesis , University of Maryland, 
1968), p. 44 . 

38Aubrey c. Land , "Economic Base and Socia 1 Structure: 
The Northern Chesapeake in the Eighteenth Century", Journal 
of Economic History, XXV (December, 1965), p. 646. 



the small farmer had little hope of rising above his 

subsistence level. 

60 

Viewed in retrospect, Negro slavery would probably 

have been introduced in the colony even if the soil had 

been incapable of producing tobacco, but without tobacco 

it is doubtful that the institution of slavery could have 

obtained the momentum which made it a permanent fixture 

in Maryland until the Civil War. Perhaps in time, slaves 

may have become just a small part of the larger European 

community. Without theemergence of the capitalist planter, 

American Negro slavery may have died where it was born --

in the Chesapeake. 



CHAPTER IV 

COMPOSITION AND DISTRIBUTION OF ESTATE S 
WITH AND WITHOUT BOND LABOR 

By the close of the seventeenth century, Maryland had 

become a province of small farms. The majority of planters 

worked their land with no assistance from either servants 

or slaves. Occasionally a planter would hire a servant for 

a limited time, usually to work a crop or two of tobacco, 

but this was only a temporary arrangement. Farms with bond 

labor were the exception rather than the rule. As the popu

lation continued to grow, more and more land was put under 

cultivation. A common sight on the frontier was the small 

yeoman farmer clearing his land and planting his crop 

Without the aid of servants or slaves. 

Estates with and without Bond Labor 

Initial settlement in Maryland centered around the 

Saint Mary's River, Kent Island, the Severn River in Anne 

Arundel County, and the Annemessex and Momokin Rivers in 

1 
Somerset County. As the population continued to increase 

at a rapid but uneven rate, areas of new settlement usually 

had a faste r rate of population growth than did the older 

1Arthur E. Karinen, "Numerica 1 and Distribution Aspects 
of Maryland Population" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation , 
University of Maryland, 1958}, p. 82. 
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more established areas. During the decade 1640 to 1650 

and the decade 1650 to 1660 the large increases were on 

the Western Shore, while in the decade 1660 to 1670 the 

largest gains were on the Eastern Shore. Table 12 illus

trates the sharp drop in the rate of population increase 

after the decade 1670 to 1680 . Although there was a 

decrease in the rate of growth after 1670, there was a 

steady increase in the total population throughout the 

seventeenth century. 

As the population grew the number of planters in

creased proportionately. An examination of the total 

number of estates listed in the Inventories and Accounts 

for the period 1674 to 1699 reveals several important 

trends. Tables 4 and 5 indicate the number and percentage, 

respectively , of estates with and without bond labor from 

1674 to 1699. Tables 6A and 6B indicate the number of 

estates with and without bond labor accor ding to income. 

All four tables indicate that those estates without bond 

labor increased from 64 percent of the total number of 

estates during the period 1674 to 1679 to 76 percent 

twenty years later. Those estates with bond labor decreased 

from 36 percent of the total number of estates in the 

period 1674 to 1679 to 24 percent in the period 1695 to 

1699. Both the increase in estates without bond labor and 
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the decrease of those with bond labor occurred at a fairly 

constant rate. 

Although the general trend was towards a decrease in 

the percentage of estates with bond labor, there were 

differences which were often quite pronounced within the 

individual counties themselves. In reference to bond labor 

(both servants and slaves) several conclusions for the 

twenty-six year period can be drawn. Table 7 indicates 

that during this time span most counties had a decrease in 

the percentage of estates with bond labor, thus conforming 

to the overall trend within the province. The Eastern 

Shore counties of Kent, Talbot, Dorchester, and Somerset 

a11 showed a decrease in the percentage of estates with 

bond labor. The two northernmost counties of Baltimore 

and Cecil, however, remained fairly constant. On the 

Western Shore the counties were divided. Saint Mary's and 

Charles Counties showed a decrease in the percentage of 

estates with bond labor while Calvert and Anne Arundel 

Counties remained fairly constant. Prince George's County 

entered the province in 1695 and therefore no trend could 

be established, simply because no comparisons could be made. 

A further comparison of estates holding bond labor 

Within the individual counties would aid in understanding 

the economic structure of the province . Three categories 



TABLE 4 

Number of Estates With and Without Bond Labor by Counties, 1674-1699 

County 1674-1679 1680-1684 1685-1689 1690-1694 1695-1699 
With Without With Without With Without With Without With Without 

Saint Mary's 43 64 6 17 17 66 11 30 13 87 

Kent 22 47 8 19 11 37 4 12 2 18 

Anne Arunde 1 46 74 19 32 26 54 14 37 34 76 

Calvert 33 58 15 38 39 71 14 28 32 69 

Charles 23 34 12 23 9 38 3 16 22 68 

Baltimore 12 41 6 15 3 12 8 29 13 48 

Talbot 21 34 15 16 29 50 6 19 32 79 

Somerset 3 4 4 5 15 27 7 18 15 50 

Dorchester 15 13 1 0 5 11 2 14 10 49 

Cecil 5 19 3 15 12 15 2 5 9 21 

Prince Georges - - - - - - - - 4 27 

Total 233 389 89 180 166 381 71 208 186 592 
o/o of Tota 1 36% 64% 33% 67% 300J - 7Cffo 26% 74% 24% 76% 

O"I 
.i::,. 



TABLE 5 

Percentage of Estates With and Without Bond Labor by Counties 1674-1699 

County 1674-1679 1680-1684 1685-1689 1690-1694 1695-1699 
With Without With Without With Without With Without With Without 

Saint Mary's 4 00/4 600/4 26% 74% 200/4 800/4 27% 73% 13% 87% 

Anne Arundel 38% 62% 37% 63% 33% 67% 28"/o 72% 31% 69<}o 

Kent 32% 68"/4 300/4 7(1% 23% T7% 25% 75% 10% 900/4 

Calvert 36% 64% 29% 71% 35% 65% 33% 67% 32% 68"/4 

Charles 400/4 600/4 35% 65% 200/4 80% 16% 84% 25% 75% 

Baltimore 22% 78"/4 29% 71% 200/o 80% 21% 79% 22% 78% 

Talbot 38"/o 62% 4 9% 51% 400/4 600/4 24% 76% 29% 71% 

Somerset 43% 57% 45% 55% 36% 64% 2 8"/4 72% 23% 77% 

Dorchester 54% 46% 100% - 31% 69% 13% 87% 17% 83'}c 

Cecil 24% 76% 17% 83% 45% 55% 2 9°/4 71% 300/4 700/4 

Prince Georges - - - - - - - - 13% 87% 

Total % 36% 64% 33% 67% 30% 70% 26% 74% 24% 76% 

°' (J1 



TABLE 6A 

Number of Estates With and Without Bond Labor 
According to Income, 1674-1679 

66 

Income (L tobacco) With Without 

0- 2000 0 45 

2001- 4000 3 80 

4001- 6000 2 61 

6001- 8000 6 49 

8001- 10,000 16 41 

10,001- 15,000 26 55 

15, 001- 20,000 23 16 

20,001- 30,000 32 19 

30,001- 40,000 24 7 

40,001- 50,000 26 7 

50,001- 100,000 41 6 

100,001- 200,000 15 3 

200,001- 500,000 7 0 

500,001-1,000,000 0 0 

1 million up 2 0 

TOTAL 223 389 

= Percentage 36% 64% 



TABLE 6B 

Number of Estates With and Without Bond Labor According to Income, 1680-1699 

Income 1680 -1684 1685-1689 1690-1694 1695-1699 
{L Sterling:) With Without With Without With Without With Without 

0- 10 0 25 0 58 0 39 0 115 

11-25 0 40 1 105 0 61 0 155 

26-50 6 51 9 105 5 54 5 155 

51-100 20 35 45 80 7 43 30 116 

101-200 22 25 58 26 25 10 61 42 

201-300 22 1 17 5 11 0 33 6 

301-400 5 1 18 2 5 1 20 1 

401-500 6 1 3 0 4 0 13 1 

501-1000 4 1 11 0 11 0 13 1 

1001-2000 1 0 2 0 3 0 11 0 

2001-3000 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3001-4000 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 89 180 166 381 71 208 186 592 
Percentage 33% 

= 67% 30'/o 70'/o 26% 74% 24% 76°tc 

°' -..J 



Count1, 
Saint Mary's 

Kent 

Anne Arunde 1 

Calvert 

Charles 

Baltimore 

Talbot 

Somerset 

Dorchester 

Cecil 

Prince Georges 1 

% of small 
Estates 

Increased 

Increased 

Constant 

Constant 

Decreased 

Constant 

Constant 

Increased 

Increased 

Increased 

TABLE 7 
Rates of Change, 1674-1699 

Estates with 
Bond Labor 

(within county) 
Decreased 

Decreased 

Constant 

Constant 

Decreased 

Constant 

Decreased 

Decreased 

Decreased 

Constant 

Slaveholding S laveholding 
Estates {of those Estates {of 
with bond labor entire number of 

within the county) estates in county) 
Increased Constant 

Increased Constant 

Increased Increased 

Increased Increased 

Increased Constant 

Decreased Constant 

Increased Increased 

Increased Constant 

Increased Constant 

Constant Increased 

1Became a county in 1695, therefore no comparisons could be made. 
O'\ 
co 



69 

were established to compare the percentage of estates with 

bond labor. Those counties containing fr om Oto 22 percent 

o f their total estates with bond labor rated as "low." 

Those with 23 to 30 percent were rated as "average", and 

those with 31 to 50 percent as "high." Map 2 shows how 

each county rated. On the Eastern Shore, the counties of 

Talbot and Somerset had a high percentage of estates with 

bond labor, while Dorchester contained an average percen

tage and Kent a low percentage. The two northern counties 

of Baltimore and Cecil were at opposite ends of the rating 

scale. Baltimore County rated low in the percentage of 

estates with bond labor, while Cecil County rated high. 

On the Western Shore, the two counties of Anne Arundel and 

Calvert rated as high, while Saint Mary's County rated as 

low and Charles County as average. The reason that a county 

rated high or low in the percentage of estates holding bond 

labor is difficult to determine . In general, the more 

established areas rated higher than the newly settled areas, 

yet Saint Mary's and Kent Counties are glaring exceptions. 

As the century progressed , planters invested more and 

more of their total capital in bond labor, as illustrated in 

Table 8. Those who invested Oto 20 percent of their total 

capital in servants and slaves decreased during the seven

teenth century, while those who invested 41 to 70 percent 
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TABLE 8 

Percentage of Total Income Invested in Bond Labor, 1674 - 1699 

Time Period 0-10% 11-200/c 21-300/4 31-4 00/4 4 1-500/4 51-600/4 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

1674-1679 77 35% 80 36% 4 1 19% 15 5% 8 4% 1 1/2% 

1680-1684 23 26% 30 33% 15 17% 17 20% 1 1% 3 J'1o 

1685-1689 36 22% 58 36% 36 22% 21 12% 7 4% 5 3% 

1690-1694 10 14% 21 3 00/4 15 22% 8 12% 1 1 13% 5 8% 

1695-1699 26 14% 45 23% 4 0 21% 31 18% 22 13% 14 8% 
Rate of 
Chan~e Decrease Decrease Constant Increase Increase Increase 

6 1- 70}o 
No. % 

1 l/2'?o 

2 1% 

1 l'}o 

8 3'}c 

Increase 

~ 
t-' 
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increased. The middle category, ranging from 21 to 40 

percent, remained fairly constant throughout the period 

1674 to 1699. There appeared to be little connection be

tween the size of an estate and the percentage of capital a 

planter invested in bond labor. There were planters with 

small estates (under Ll00) who invested a very small 

percentage of their total assets in servants and slaves. 

John Cole of Kent County had an estate listed at LS0. 

Included in the estate was one indentured servant valued 

2 
at L3, only 6 percent of the total estate. Furthermore, 

there were planters with large estates (over Ll00) who had 

a considerable percentage of their total capital invested 

in a labor force. John Barcroft of Saint Mary's County 

left an estate valued at L250 . Listed in his estate were 

eight slaves and three indentured servants. The total 

value of his labor force was placed at Ll53, 63 percent of 

3 
the total estate. 

On the other hand, some of the biggest and wealthiest 

slaveowners had only a small percentage of their total 

assets invested in bond labor. For example, John Wells of 

Baltimore County had an estate valued at Ll,482 which in

cludedeleven slaves and four indentured servants. His 

2 1693 Inventory, Vol. XII, p. 1. 
3 

1694 Inventory, Vol. XIII, p. 1. 
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servants and slaves were valued at L230, only 18 percent 

4 
of his total estate. Finally, there were many small 

planters who invested a large percentage of their total 

capital in servants and slaves. In 1699 Alexander Chappell 

left an estate valued at IAl. Included in the estate was 

one slave, valued at L24. 5 Mr. Chappell had invested 58 

percent of his total capital in bond labor. 

The total amount of capital invested in a labor force, 

however, often reflected the economic and social position 

of a planter in his community. The province was full of 

planters like Alexander Chappell; only a very few planters 

could consider themselves as prosperous as John Wells. 

There also seems to be a correlation between the total 

value of an estate and the number of slaves and servants 

the planter had. Tables 9A and 9B indicate that those 

planters whose total estate was valued at less than LlOO 

seldom held bond labor and rarely owned slaves. Without 

the use of bond labor, and more specifically Negro slaves, 

the small yeoman farmer had little chance of reaching the 

economic position John Wells had attained in the last 

decade of the seventeenth century. John Wells had died 

rich. Without the services of the Negro slave, the yeoman 

farmer would die poor. 

4 1696 Inventory, Vol. XV, p. 8. 
5 1699 Inventory, Vol. 19-1/2, p. 9. 



Income {L tobacco) 
0-2000 

2001-4000 
4001-6000 
6001-8000 
8001-10,000 

10,001-15,000 
15,001-20,000 
20,001-30,000 
30,001-40,000 
40,001-50,000 
50,001-100,000 

100,001-200,000 
200,001-500,000 
500,001-1,000,000 

1 million up 

TABLE 9A 
Estates with Slaves and Servants by Size of Estates 

(of those Estates with Bond Labor), 1674-1679 

Slaves only Servants only Both Slaves & Servants 
0 0 0 
0 3 0 
0 2 0 
1 6 0 
0 16 0 
2 24 0 
1 22 0 
0 30 2 
0 16 8 
0 18 8 
2 20 19 
0 9 5 
0 2 5 
0 0 0 
0 1 1 

Total 6 169 48 
% of T_otal 3% 76% 21% 

--J 
.i::,. 



TABLE 9B 
Estates with Slaves and Servants by Size of Estates 

1680-1699 
Income 1680-1684 1685-1689 
{L Sterling) Sl. Ser. B. Sl. Ser. B. 

0-10 
11-25 - - - - 1 
26-50 - 6 - 1 8 -
51-100 1 16 4 - 40 5 

101-200 - 20 2 11 31 16 
201-300 4 10 8 1 8 7 
301-400 - 1 4 - 5 13 
401-500 1 2 3 - 1 2 
501-1,000 - - 4 - 1 10 

1,001-2,000 - 1 - - - 2 
2,001-3,000 - - 2 
3 I 001-4,000 - - - - - 1 

Total 6 56 27 16 95 55 
o/o of Tota 1 7% 6 3% 3 O"/o 9% 5 7% 34% 

Sl. --- Estates with slaves only 
Ser.--- Estates with servants only 
B. --- Estates with both slaves and servants 

(of those Estates with Bond Labor), 

1690-1694 1695-1699 
Sl. Ser. B. s 1. Ser. B. 

2 3 - 2 3 
2 3 2 10 11 4 

8 7 10 16 22 17 
l 1 9 10 8 14 
1 1 3 5 1 12 
1 - 3 7 2 4 
7 - 4 6 - 7 
1 - 2 - - 11 

23 15 33 64 52 70 
3 3% 21% 46% 34% 29% 37% 

~ 
u, 
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Slaveholding Estates 

An analysis of slaveholding estates by county offered 

an in-depth picture of the distribution of estates with 

Negro slaves during the latter part of the seventeenth 

century. Two forms of comparison were used to determine 

the extent of slaveholding estates for the per iod 1674 to 

1699. First, slaveholding estates within a county were 

compared with the total number of estates for that county. 

If the slaveholding estates within a particular county 

comprised less than 13 percent of the total number in that 

county, then the percentage of estates with Negro slaves 

was considered as "low. 11 Furthermore, if the number of 

slaveholding estates was 13 to 20 percent of the total 

number, then the percentage of estates with slaves was con

sidered "average. 11 Finally, when the number of slavehold

ing estates exceeded 21 percent of the total number of 

estates, the percentage of estates with Negro chattels was 

considered as "high. 11 

Map 3 indicates that there was a high percentage of 

slaveholding estates in three of the five Western Shore 

counties. Anne Arundel, Charles, and Calvert Counties all 

had a relatively high degree of slaveholding estates, while 

Saint M:lry's percentage was low and Prince George's was 

average. The two northern counties differed somewhat; 
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Baltimore had a low percentage of slaveholding estates 

while Cecil had an average number. The Eastern Shore 

counties of Kent and Dorchester had a low percentage of 

slave-holdin:J estates while Talbot County had an average 

and Somerset a high percentage. The analysis shows that 

the greatest concentration of slaveholding estates was on 

the Western Shore, with the exception of Saint Mary's 

County. The Northern and Eastern Shore counties all had 

a low or average percentage of slaveholding estates, with 

the exception of Somerset County. 

Table 7 indicates that no county during the twenty

six year period showed a decrease in the percentage of 

slaveholding estates to the entire number of estates. The 

Western Shore counties of Anne Arundel and Calvert showed 

an increase in slaveholding estates while Saint Mary's 

and Charles remained constant. Prince George's County 

entered too late to show any increase or decrease. The 

two northern counties again differed from one another. 

Baltimore County remained constant and Cecil County showed 

an increase in the percentage of slaveholding estates. The 

Eastern Shore counties of Kent, Dorchester, and Somerset 

remained constant , while Talbot showed an increase. Few 

generalizations can be made concerning the increase and 

decrease in the percentage of slaveholding estates to the 
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entire number o f estates of the Eastern and We stern Shore 

and the two northern counties simply because there was 

such a diversity among the counties themselves. Each area 

had counties which showed increases as well as those which 

remained constant. Again, all that can be said with 

certainty is that no county showed a decrease in the per

centage of slaveholding estates. 

The second comparison used to determine the extent of 

estates with Negro slaves was between the number of slave

holding estates within each individual county and the total 

number of estates with bond labor for each county. If the 

number of slaveholding estates of a particular county was 

less than 50 percent of the total number o f estates with 

bond labor then the percentage of estates with Negro 

chattels was considered "low." If the number of slavehold

ing estates was between 51 and 74 percent of the total, the 

percentage was considered "average." Finally, if the 

number of estates with Negro slaves exceeded 75 percent, 

the percentage of slaveholding estates within the indivi-

dua 1 county was considered "high." 

Map 4 shows that the Western Shore counties rated 

fairly high in slaveholding estates, while the Eastern 

Shore counties rated average. On the Western Shore, Anne 

Arundel, Calvert, and Charles rated high, while Prince 
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Geroge 'sand Saint Mary's rated average. The Eastern 

Shore counties of Kent, Talbot, and Dorchester rated 

average, with Somerset rating as high. Baltimore County 

rated low and Cecil County rated average as the northern 

counties again differed from one another. This second 

analysis confirms the results of the first . The greatest 

concentration of slaveholding estates was on the We stern 

Shore. Three counties had a high percentage of slave

holding estates and two had an average percentage. Yet 

on the Eastern Shore only Somerset County had a high 

percentage of slaveholding estates, while the rest had 

either a low or average percentage. 

Table 7 indicates that the counties showed an in

crease in the percentage of slaveholding estates to the 

total number of estates with bond labor, with the excep

tion of Baltimore and Cecil which could not be rated 

because their percentages were too erratic. Thus, as the 

century progressed, the Negro slave was used in larger 

and larger quantities in order to meet the growing need 

for labor. 



CHAPTER V 

SLAVES AND SERVANTS: COMPOS rr ION AND VALUE 

The patterns of slaveholding and the use of white 

indentured servants gradually changed as the seventeenth 

century progressed. Negro slavery slowly became an 

integral part of the social and economic structure o f the 

colony, while the use of white indentured servants slowly 

began to fade. As the assets of the large planter in

creased, there was a tendency on his part to acquire more 

and more slaves in order to meet the growing need for an 

adequate labor force. The value of a slave, even by the 

latter part of the century was substantially higher than 

that of an indentured servant. By 1700 , it was evident 

that Negro slavery was fast becoming a permanent institu

tion in the province of Maryland. 

Composition of Slaves and Servants 

Table 10 shows the number and percentage of estates 

With slaves and servants of those estates with bond labor 

for the period 1674 to 1699. Those estates with bond 

labor listing servants only decreased from 76 percent of 

the total in the period 1674 to 1679 to 28 percent in 1695 

to 1699. Those estates containing slaves only increased 

from 3 percent in the period 1674 to 1679 to 34 percent in 

82 



T irne Pe r iod 

1674-1679 

1680-1684 

1685-1689 

1690-1694 

1695-1699 

TABLE 10 

Number and Percentage of Estates with Slaves and servants 
(Of those Estates with Bond Labor), 1674-1699 

Servants Only Slaves & Servants Slaves Only Slaves OnlyLSlaves & Servants 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

169 76% 48 21% 6 3% 54 24% 

56 63% 27 30% 6 7% 33 37% 

95 57% 55 34% 15 9"/o 71 43% 

15 21% 34 48% 22 31% 56 79"/o 

52 28% 70 38% 64 34% 134 72% 

Rate of Change Decreased Increased Increased Increased 

CX) 
w 
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1695 to 1699. Furthermore, those estates holding~ 

slaves and servants increased from 21 percent of the total 

number in the period 1674 to 1679 to 38 percent in 1695 

to 1699. If two categories of estates, those listing 

slaves only and those listing slaves and servants, are 

combined the increase in slaveholding becomes clear. The 

slaveholding estates in the combined categories were 24 

percent of the total number of estates with bond labor in 

the period 1674 to 1679, while in the period 1695 to 1699 

the number had increased to 72 percent. The period of 

greatest increase was between the periods 1685 to 1689 

and 1690 to 1694. The number of slaveholding estates 

jumped from 43 percent of the total number in the period 

1685 to 1689 to 79 percent in 1690 to 1694. Those estates 

listing servants only decreased from 57 percent to 21 

percent. 

Table 11 indicates that during the period 1674 to 

1699 the average number of slaves and servants per estate, 

of those estates holding bond labor, slowly decreased from 

2.88 servants per estate in the period 1674 to 1679 to 

2.15 servants in 1695 to 1699. The period of greatest 

decline was between the periods 1685 to 1689 and 1690 to 

1694, when the number decreased from 2.82 to 2.09. More 

significantly, the average number of slaves per estate 



TABLE 11 

Average Number of Slaves and Servants per Estate 
(of those Holding Bond Labor), 1674-1699 

No. of Total Average No. No. of Total 
Estates Hold- No. of of Slaves Persons Hold- No. of 

Time Period ing Slaves Slaves per Estate ing Servants servants 

1674- 1679 54 159 2.89 214 618 

1680-1684 33 155 4.69 81 211 

1685-1689 71 272 3.77 152 429 

1690-1694 56 319 5.50 43 90 

1695-1699 134 737 5.50 117 252 

TOTAL 352 1642 4.66 607 1600 

Average No. 
of Servants 
per Estate 

2.88 

2.60 

2.82 

2.09 

2 .15 

2.63 

(X) 
U1 
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increased from 2.89 in the period 1674 to 1679 to 5.50 in 

1695 to 1699. Again, the greatest increase occurred 

between the periods 1685 to 1689 and 1690 to 1694, when 

the average jumped from 3.77 slaves per estates to 5.50. 

Why such a shift occurred around 1690 is difficult to 

determine. Statistics shown in Table 12 indicate that 

there was no great increase in the total number of Negroes 

in Maryland at that time. The truly large increases in 

Negroes were to come after 1710. After 1670, the ratio 

of Negroes in Maryland to the total population remained 

fairly constant, staying around 9 percent. Perhaps the 

answer lies in the f a ct that although there was an in

crease in the number of people who held slaves, there was 

an even greater increase in the total number of people in 

the province, resulting in a decrease in the percentage of 

persons holding bond labor, including slaves. What may 

have occurred beginning around 1690 was an increasing con

centration of slaves in the hands of a few. 

Table 13 indicates that of those estates holding eight 

or more slaves during the twenty-six year period, 17.6 per

cent of the total number of slaveholding estates owned 

52.2 percent of the Negro slaves. This simply means that 

a small percentage of the total population examined in this 

study owned over one half of the slaves in Maryland. The 



TABLE 12 

Maryland Population Statistics, 1640-1730 

Decade Total Pop_ulation1 
2 Percentage of 

Pop_ulation Increase Negro Population3 

Percentage of Negro 
Population to the 
Total Pop_ulation 

1640 
1650 
1660 
1670 
1680 
1690 
1700 
1710 
1720 
1730 

430 --- 20 5% 
1,410 212% 300 21% 
4,945 352% 758 15% 

12,925 122% 1,190 9"/4 
17,800 36% 1,611 9"/4 
22,900 28% 2,162 9% 
32,950 49"/o 3,227 10"/o 
42,681 26% 7,945 19"/o 
59,500 3 9"/4 12,499 2 0"/4 
82,875 3 9"/4 17,220 2 0"/4 

1
Arthur E. Karinen, "Maryland Population: 1631-1730." .Maryland His tor ica 1 
Magazine, LIV (December, 1959), p. 405. 

2 Ibid, p. 375. 

3u.s. Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the United States: Colonial 
Times to 1957 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1960), p. 756. 

(X) 

...J 



TABLE 13 

Estates with Eight or more Slaves (of those estates holding slaves), 
1674-1699 

o/o of Avg. # of % of Low-
# of Total Slave # of Slaves per Total # High 

Time Period Estates Estates Slaves slave Estate of Slaves Estate 

1674-1679 2 3. 6% 38 19 2 3. 8°/4 L414-l, 957 

1680-1684 5 15 .1% 81 18 52.2% L448-l,807 

1685-1689 9 12.5% 102 11 3 7. 5% L326-3,444 

1690-1694 15 25.9% 205 14 64.2% L232 -1, 145 

1695-1699 31 23. 1% 435 14 59.2% L211-l,800 

TOTAL 62 17.6% 861 14 52.2% L211-3 , 444 

Average 
Value of 
Estate 

Ll,185 

L 821 

L 897 

L 699 

L 768 

L 772 

(X) 
(X) 
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average assessed value of those estates was L722, putting 

them in the upper strata of society. The higher a planter 

progressed on the economic scale, the more likely he was 

to purchase slaves as a means of satisfying the demand for 

labor. 

Individual ownership of slaves and servants varied 

among those who held both slaves and servants, those who 

held only slaves, and those who held only servants. Table 

14 shows that the majority of servant-only estates listed 

just one or two servants per estate. The total of the 

percentages for these estates listing one or two servants 

varied from 61 percent of the total number of servant-

only estates in the period 1674 to 1679 to 73 percent in 

the period 1695 to 1699. Servant-only estates were usually 

found among the lower economic groups: in particular, the 

small yeoman farmer whose estate was valued at less than 

LlOO. These were the people who generally lived through

out the frontier at a subsistence level. Seldom did these 

small farmers have more than the most basic tools necessary 

to exist . Most possessed household utensils, several items 

of worn clothing , and a bed . Ma ny owned a gun, a sow or 

two, a few head of cattle , perhaps even a horse. Very few 

held bond labor , either in the form of slaves or servants. 



Number of Servants per Estate 

Time Period 
One Two 

No. % No. % 

1674-1679 64 - 38°/c, 38 - 23% 

1680-1684 25 - 44% 12 - 22% 

1685-1689 39 - 41% 23 - 24% 

1690-1694 8 - 53% 4 - 2 6% 

1695-1699 24 - 46% 14 - 27°/4 

Rate of 
Change (#) ... Decrease Decrease 

Rate of 
Change {%} ... Constant Constant 

TABLE 14 

(of those estates with Servants Only), 
1674-1699 

--
Number o~ Servants Eer Estate 

Three Four Five 
No. % No. % No. % 

2 3 - 13% 21 - 12% 13 - 8% 

10 - 17% 4 - 8% 5 - 9"/4 

15 - 16% 6 - 6% 8 - 9"/4 

-- -- 2 - 14% 1 - 7% 

7 - 13% _ _ _ _ 5 - _l 0% ~ 1 - _ 2% 

Decrease Decrease Decrease 

Constant Constant Decrease 

S ix 
No. % 

10 - 6% 

4 - 4% 

1 - 2% 

Decrease 

Decrease 

"° 0 
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Those estates which included slaves only generally 

listed five slaves or less. Table 15 shows that the per

centage of slave-only estates listing five slaves or less 

varied from 66 percent of the total number of slave-only 

estates in the period 1674 to 1679 to 64 percent of the 

total number in the period 1695 to 1699. Such estates 

were usually found among the middle class merchants and 

planters whose estates were valued between LlOl and LSOO. 

Persons in this category enjoyed a higher standard of living 

than those at a subsistence level. Although few possessed 

any luxuries , most owned the principal items needed to 

afford them a moderate degree of comfort. 

Tables 16A and 16B illustrate that those estates which 

listed both servants and slaves usually held fewer than 

three indentured servants and fewer than six slaves. 

Estates holding both servants and slaves were almost always 

found among the wealthy planters (those whose estates ex

ceeded LSOO). Of those planters, the ones whose estates 

exceeded L720 usually held eight or more slaves. There 

were, of course , some middle class planters or merchants 

who owned both slaves and servants in large numbers, but 

this was the exception rather than the rule. Those with 

estates valued over L500 were most often persons both 



Time Period 

1674-1679 

1680 - 1684 

1685 - 1689 

1690 - 1694 

1695 - 1699 

Rate of 
Change (#) 

Rate of 
Change (%} 

TABLE 15 

Number of Slaves per Estate (of those estates with Slaves Only), 
1674-1699 

Number of Slaves Eer Estate 
1 - 2 3 - 5 6 - 10 11 - 20 

No. % No. % _ No. % No_. ___ % 

2 - 33% 2 - 33% 1 - 17% 1 - 17% 

2 - 33% 1 - 1 7°/4 3 - 50% 

7 - 46% 6 - 40% 1 - 7% 1 - 7°/4 

9 - 40% 6 - 27% 3 - 14% 3 - 14% 

27 - 42% 14 - 22% 16 - 25% 6 - 10% 

Increase Increase Increase Increase 

Constant Constant Constant Constant 

21 - 30 
No._ ___ % 

1 - 5% 

1 - 1% 

Constant 

Constant 

~ 
I\.) 



TABLE 16A 

Number of Slaves Per Estate (of those estates with both Slaves and Servants), 
1674-1699 

Servants 
Time Period One Two Three Four Five 

No. o/o No. o/o No. o/o No. % No. o/o 

1674-1679 6 - 22% 8 - 30"/4 1 - 4% 3 - 11% 3 - 11% 

1680-1684 10 - 21% 5 - 11% 7 - 14% 9 - 19"/4 4 - 8% 

1685-1689 13 - 23% 15 - 2 9"/4 8 - 14% 7 - 12% 5 - 10'/4 

1690-1694 15 - 44% 6 - 18% 7 - 20'/4 2 - 6% 2 - 6% 

1695-1699 26 - 37% 26 - 37% 8 - 11% 6 - 9% 1 - 2% 

Rate of 
Change {# } Increase Increase Constant ~~ _Constant Constant 
Rate of 
Change {%) Increase Constant Constant Constant Decrease 

Six 
No.~. ~ 

6 - 22% 

13 - 27% 

7 - 12% 

2 - 6% 

3 - 4% 

Decrease 

Decrease 

\0 
w 



TABLE 16B 

Number of Servants Per Estate (of those estates with both Slaves and Servants), 
1674-1699 

Time Period Slaves 
1 - 2 3 - 5 6 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

1674-1679 17 - 62% 4 - 15% 4 - 15% 1 - 4% - -
1680-1684 30 - 63% 16 - 33% 1 - 2% - - 1 - 2% 

1685-1689 24 - 43% 20 - 36% 7 - 13% 4 - 8%, 

1690-1694 16 - 47% 7 - 20% 5 - 15% 6 - 18% 

1695-1699 32 - 46% 14 - 20% 15 - 21% 6 - 9% - -
Rate of 
Change (#) Constant Constant Increase Constant - ------ --~ 

Rate of 
Chanse~~ (%) Decrease Decrease Constant Constant - ------ --~--- --

31 UE 
No. % 

1 - 4% 

3 - 4% 

Inc r ease 

Constant 

I..O 
.p. 
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politically and socially active in their communities. 

These were the planters who could afford to purchase large 

numbers of Negro slaves, and as time passed, that is 

exactly what occurred. The large planter owned fewer and 

fewer white indentured servants and more and more Negro 

slaves. Often the wealthy planter would retain one or two 

white servants for his personal service, but this was 

more a matter of convenience than of economic survival. 

The capitalist planter relied, instead, on the Negro slave 

to meet the demand for an adequate labor force. Table 11 

illustrates the decrease in the use of white servants and 

the increase in the use of Negro slaves by those who owned 

both slaves and servants. 

Value of Slaves and Servants 

The inventories and accounts offered a rich source of 

information concerning the value of slaves in seventeenth 

century Maryland . There was, however, one major limitation 

which prohibited a truly comprehensive analysis. The number 

of slaves whose age, sex, and value were listed separately 

was only a small percentage of the total number of Negroes 

who were included in the inventories. Many Negroes were 

listed in groups and the value assigned was that for the 

entire group and not the individual Negro chattels. For 

example, it was common for an appraiser to record entires 
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such as "f ive Ne groes .. . old and young . . . L98" 1 , o r 

"two men , two women , and one child .. . L94 . 11 2 In a ddi

tion , t he va l ue of ma ny children was i ncluded i n the value 

a s signed t o the i r mo t hers (i . e ., "one woma n and child . 

L26" 3 ). Thre e cate gories were estab l i shed t o determine 

the value o f Negro s l aves. In the f irs t cate gory, a l l 

slave s whose age , se x, and individ ual va l ue a ppe are d in 

. . 

the inventories we re ana l yzed. I n the second cate gor y, 

those slaves whose value and sex were listed were e xamine d. 

Finally , all slaves whose sex, age, or individual value 

were not recorded were analyzed. After the statistical 

data for each category was collected, male and f e male 

slaves within each category were analyzed in order to de 

termine the value of the slave population . 

The information obtained from the first cate gory 

indicates that the value of Negro slaves during the seve n

teenth century was determined by several factors. First, 

the age of a slave was of prime importance . Table 17 shows 

that the value o f most male slaves between the ages of 

sixteen and thirty-five ranged from L21 to L25. Boys 

younger than sixteen and men older than thirty-five were 

1
1694 Inventory, Vol. XIII, p. 118. 

2 1694 Inventory, Vol . XIII , p. 128 . 
31696 Inventory , Vol. XIV , p . 124. 



Age (Years) L0-L5 

0 - 5 14 
6 - 10 1 

11 - 15 
16 - 20 
21 - 25 
26 - 30 
31 - 35 
36 - 40 
41 - 45 
46 - 50 
51 - 55 
56 - 60 
61 - 65 
65 - 70 
71 - 75 
76 - 80 

TABLE 17 

Value of Male Slaves by Age, 1674 to 1699 

L6-Ll0 Lll-Ll5 Ll6-L20 L21-L25 

23 
3 4 5 

2 8 6 
1 1 2 14 
1 8 

1 1 12 
3 

4 3 
1 1 

2 

1 

L26-L30 

4 
2 
1 
1 

L31-L35 

1 

1 

I.O 
-..J 
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generally valued at less than those who were in the prime 

of their life. Boys under five years of age were usually 

valued at LlO or less. The mortality rate of this group 

was probably quite highr therefore their value was propor

tionately less than those boys past the age of five. It 

is interesting to note that although a slave might be 

"beyond his labor" and unable to perform the more difficult 

tasks, he was still worth something. For example, a male 

slave owned by Henry Ward of Cecil County was classified as 

"very old", yet he was still valued at LS. 4 As long as a 

slave was able to perform the most menial chores, he was 

considered an asset to his owner. 

There appeared in the Inventories and Accounts for the 

period 1674 to 1699 a large number of Negro children indi

cating that an increasing portion of the Negro population 

was native born. Although some planters continued to rely 

on the importation of Negro slaves to meet the demand for 

labor, others relied on their own slaves to produce 

children, thus cre ating a continuing labor force. 

Physical condition was another determinant for the 

value of slaves. Seldom did the Inventories list general 

4 
1684 Inventory, Vol. XIII, p. 163. 
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physical condition, yet they sometimes mentioned the 

presence of a physical handicap. John Grosse of Talbot 

County owned a male slave who was blind. The slave was 

valued at Ll0, 5 less than half the value of a male slave 

in his prime. A male slave, age 25, owned by Thomas Gant 

of Calvert County bad only one arm. The value of the 

6 slave was Ll0, again less than one half the value of most 

male slaves twenty-five years old. 

One final determinant for the value of slavesW:ls the 

amount of training a slave had received in a specific skill. 

There were occasions when a slave was trained as a car-

penter or a blacksmith. For example, a male slave, valued 

at L30 and belonging to Michael Lloyd of Talbot County, was 

listed as a carpenter. 7 Lloyd owned forty slaves and was 

the second largest slaveholder listed in the Inventories 

and Accounts during the seventeenth century. 

Table 18 indicates that the value of female slaves was 

lower than that of male slaves throughout the period 1674 to 

1699. For a female slave in her prime (sixteen to thirty

five years of age) the value of most ranged from L16 to L20. 

Girls under sixteen were worth slightly more than boys of 

5 1676 Inventory, Vol. II, p. 127. 
6 1696 Inventory, Vol. XIV, p. 108. 
7

1697 Inventory, Vol. xv, p. 198. 



Age (Years) L0-L5 

0 - 5 11 
6 - 10 2 

11 - 15 
16 - 20 
21 - 25 
26 - 30 
31 - 35 
36 - 40 
41 - 45 
46 - 50 
51 - 55 
56 - 60 
61 - 65 
66 - 70 
71 - 75 
76 - 80 1 

TABLE 18 

Value of Female Slaves by Age, 1674 to 1699 

L6-L10 Lll-L15 L16-L20 L2 l-L25 

10 3 
7 8 7 

1 4 
9 5 
2 4 

1 5 6 
1 
3 2 1 

1 
1 1 1 

1 

L26-L30 L31-L35 

I-' 
0 
0 
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the same age group. The greatest potential of a young 

female slave was the likelihood that she would bear 

children; therefore the value of female slaves was higher 

than might be expected. 

Many inventories during the seventeenth century listed 

the value and sex of the slave but failed to mention the 

age of the Negro. Table 19 indicates that the majority of 

male slaves in this second category had a value that ranged 

from Ll6 to L25. Table 20 shows that the value of the 

majority of female slaves in the same category gradually 

increased from the Lll to L20 bracket in the period 1674 to 

1679 to the Ll6 to L25 bracket in the period 1695 to 1699. 

Unfortunately the largest number of slaves during the 

twenty-six year period fell into the third category. For 

most Negro chattels not enough was said about their age, 

sex , or individual value to make a thorough analysis. Table 

21 indicates that the value of the majority of slaves, both 

male and female , in this category ranged from Ll6 to L25 

throughout the twenty-six year period. From 1674 to 1679, 

66 percent of the slaves in category three had a value 

Which ranged from Ll6 to L25. From 1680 to 1684 the figure 

was 62 percent; from 1685 to 1689 it was 66 percent; from 

1690 to 1694, it was 64 percent; and from 1695 to 1699 the 

figure was 58 percent. The figures for this category, of 



TABLE 19 
Value of Male Slaves, 1674-1699 

Value 1674 - 1679
1 

1680 - 1684 1685 - 1689 1690 - 1694 1695 - 1699 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

LO - 5 2 5% 3 9% 2 5% 7 7% 10 7% 

L6 - 10 5 13% 2 6% 6 13% 9 10°/o 30 16'}o 

Lll - 15 7 20% 3 9% 8 18% 7 7% 18 9°/4 

Ll6 - 20 10 29°/o 7 20% 15 34% 18 21% 26 13% 

L21 - 25 12 33% 10 28% 12 28% 46 52% 77 40% 

L26 - 30 - - 9 26% 1 2% 3 3% 28 14'}o 

L31 - 35 - - 1 2% - - - - 3 1% 

Total 36 100% 35 100% 44 100% 90 100% 192 100% 

1
since the value of slaves and servants was recorded in L tobacco during this period, 

it was necessary to convert L tobacco to L sterling. Several inventories were listed both 
in L tobacco and L Sterling and from them the 
L 200 tobacco. 

following ratio was derived: L 1 Sterling = 

f--1 
0 
I\J 



TABLE 20 

Value of Female Slaves, 1674-1699 

Value 1674-1679! 1680-1684 1685-1689 1690-1694 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

L 0- 5 2 12% 1 4% 4 10% 6 12% 

L 6-10 6 38% 7 27% 7 19% 8 16% 

Lll-15 2 12% 4 8°/4 9 24% 7 14% 

Ll6-20 6 38°/4 12 46% 13 35% 15 29% 

L21-25 - - 2 15% 5 12% 14 27% 

L26-30 - - - - - - 1 2% 

L31-35 

Total 16 100% 26 10())/c, 38 10())/4 51 10())/4 

1original values recorded in L tobacco. 
Conversion scale: L 1 Sterling= L200 tobacco. 

1695-1699 
Number Percent 

10 7% 

37 23% 

20 13% 

33 21% 

53 34% 

5 2% 

158 10())/c 

I-' 
0 
w 



TABLE 21 

Value of Slaves without Differentiation (No Reference to sex and/or individual value} 
1674-1699 

Value 1674-1679
1 1680-1684 1685-1689 1690-1694 1695-1699 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

L 0- 5 - - - - 3 2% 20 12% 22 7% 

L 6-10 20 21% 20 21% 23 11% 10 6% 33 9% 

Lll-15 13 13% 9 10% 42 200/4 28 17% 80 22% 

Ll6-20 36 33% 27 28% 106 5 00/4 74 44% 74 200/4 

L21-25 36 33% 32 34% 36 16% 37 2 00/4 143 38% 

L26-30 - - 4 5% 2 1% 2 1% 15 4% 

L31-35 

L36 & up - - 2 2% 

Total 103 1000/4 94 1000/4 212 1000/4 171 1000/4 367 1000/4 

1original values recorded in L tobacco. 
Conversion scale: L 1 Sterling - L 200 tobacco. 

I-' 
0 
~ 
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course, were based on the average value of slaves listed 

in the inventories. For example, if five Negroes were 

valued at Ll25, then the average value would, of course, be 

L25 for each Negro. 

There appeared to be very little difference between 

the average value of slaves within the individual counties. 

Apparently the value of Negro chattels was fairly well

known throughout the province and the appraisers acted 

accordingly. As the century progressed there was only a 

slight rise in the value of slaves, both male and female. 

Male slaves were rarely valued above L35, even if they had 

been trained in a particular trade. Female slaves were 

rarely valued above L30. 

Negro slaves were only a part of the total labor force 

used in the province. There were, of course, a good number 

of indentured servants. To fully understand the value of 

the servant population in seventeenth century Maryland, it 

is necessary to analyze data drawn from the inventories and 

accounts. Statistical information concerning servants in

cluded their sex, their value, and their time of servitude. 

Like the Negro slave , the value of an indentured servant 

was influenced by age, physical condition, and the degree 

of training of the individual. Although the age of an in

dentured servant was rarely listed in the inventories, it 
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can be assumed that servants who were in the prime of their 

life and able to perform the most difficult tasks were 

worth more than those who were not. Physical condition in

fluenced the value of a servant, although this too is only 

an assumption, for physical condition was rarely listed 

unless it was necessary to indicate a handicap. The value 

of a servant with a physical defect was, of course, less 

than that of a healthy servant. A female servant belong

ing to John Danharde of Cecil County was "lame" and only 

worth 400 pounds of tobacco (approximately L2). Her time 

of servitude was one year. 8 Many servants were worth more 

if they were skilled in some trade, just as slaves had a 

higher value if they were skilled. William Tolbey of Prince 

George's County owned a male servant who was a taylor. The 

servant had two years to serve and was worth LS. 9 

The factor which probably had the greatest influence 

on the value of a servant, however, was the amount of time 

the individual was obligated to serve. Tables 22 and 23 

show that the time of indenture varied greatly, but that 

the average term of servitude seldom exceeded four or five 

years. There were cases where persons would serve ten years , 

but this was rare. 

8 1676 Inventory, Vol. I, p. 28. 

9 
1699 Inventory, Vol. 19-1/2, p. 92. 



TABLE 22 

Time of Servitude of Male Servants, 

Time 1674-1679 1680-1684 1685-1689 
(Months) Men Boys M::ln Boys Men Boys 

0-12 42 2 17 3 31 6 

13-24 34 2 21 - 21 3 

25-36 29 5 21 4 36 6 

37-48 25 4 17 1 30 1 

49-60 16 6 3 1 8 4 

61-72 4 5 3 4 6 -
73 & up 2 4 3 4 9 7 

Total 150 28 85 17 141 27 

1674-1699 

1690-1694 
M::ln Boys 

7 -
4 2 

7 -
8 5 

1 -
1 1 

1 4 

29 12 

1695-1699 
Men Boys 

12 3 

8 2 

7 4 

7 5 

1 7 

1 6 

2 7 

38 34 

t-' 
0 
-.J 



TABLE 23 

Time of Servitude of Female Servants, 

Time 1674-1679 1680- 1684 1685-1689 
(Months) Women Girls Women Girls Women Girls 

0-12 11 - 4 1 10 -
13-24 14 1 2 2 11 -
25-36 9 - 6 - 12 1 

37-48 12 1 7 2 18 2 

49-60 4 - 6 - 5 -
61-72 1 - 1 - 1 -
73 & up - - - 1 - 2 

Total 51 2 26 6 57 5 

1674-1699 

1690-1694 
Women Girls 

3 -
5 -
1 -
4 -
- -
- -
2 -

15 0 

1695-1699 
Women Girls 

8 

10 

15 3 

6 

8 

1 

- 3 

48 6 

~ 

0 
(X) 
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Orphans would sometimes sign long contracts of indenture as 

a means of support. For example, the estate o f Robert 

Noble of Anne Arundel County listed two orphans. One was 

a boy valued at LlO who was obligated to serve f or nine 

years. The other was a girl valued at LlO who was to serve 

10 twelve years. The practice of hiring a person for a 

specific task was also quite common. Some servants were 

ob l igated to serve a "cropp of tobacco" , others were obli-

gated to serve several. A male servant belonging to Robert 

Carr of Charles County had to serve "3 cropps" before his 

contract expired . The servant was valued at LlO. 
11 

There was a direct correlation between the value of a 

servant and the time the servant was obligated to serve. 

Tables 24 through 27 indicate that the value of the majority 

of servants, both male and female , ranged from LO to LS for 

those who had less than two years to serve and L6 to LlO 

for those who had two to four years to serve. After the 

fourth year of servitude, however, the value of the servant 

no longer increased in direct proportion to the term of 

indenture. For example, a servant with one year to serve 

might have a value of L3: a servant with two years to serve, 

L6: one with three years, L9: and one with four years, Ll2. 

10
1686 Inventory, Vol. IX, p. 125. 

11
1683 Inventory, Vol. VIII, p. 50. 



Time (Months) 

0-12 

13-24 

25-36 

37-48 

49-60 

61-72 

73 & up 

TABLE 24 

Value and Time of Servitude of Male Servants (Men), 1674-1699 

L0-L5 L6-Ll0 Lll-Ll5 

102 7 

27 58 3 

14 73 12 

2 63 20 

- 23 6 

1 10 4 

- 3 11 

Ll6-L20 

1 

2 

2 

f-' 
I-' 
0 



Time (Months) 

0-12 

13-24 

25-36 

37-48 

49-60 

61-72 

73 & up 

TABLE 25 

value and Time of Servitude of Male Servants (Boys), 1674-1699 

LO-LS L6-Ll0 Lll-Ll5 

12 2 

5 3 3 

4 10 

2 11 4 

- 13 4 

- 7 11 

3 14 9 

Ll6-L20 

1 

I-' 
I-' 
I-' 



TABLE 26 

Value and Time of Servitude of Female Servants (Women), 1674-1699 

Time (Monthsj LO-LS L6-Ll0 Lll-LlS Ll6-L20 

0-12 35 1 

13-24 23 19 

25-36 17 20 1 

37 - 48 10 20 10 

49-60 2 9 8 

61-72 - 2 1 

73 & up 1 1 

I-' 
I-' 
I\.) 



TABLE 27 

Value and Time of Servitude of Female Servants (Girls), 1674-1699 

Time (Months) L0-L5 L6-Ll0 Lll-Ll5 

0-12 1 

13-24 3 

25-36 1 3 

37-48 3 1 1 

49-60 

61-72 

73 & up - 5 1 

Ll6-L20 

I-' 
I-' 
w 
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For each year the value increased L3. Yet a servant obli-

gated to serve five years might only be worth Ll3, one who 

had to serve six years only Ll4. Thus for the fifth and sixth 

years of servitude the value increased only Ll per year, as 

compared with L3 per year for the first four years. Graph 1 

illustrates this leveling-off process which occurred. 

As was the case with Negro slaves, data dealing with 

indentured servants in the Inventories was not complete. 

The majority of indentured servants were listed only accord

ing to sex and individual value and not according to time of 

servitude. Furthermore, when the value of a servant was 

included, often it was combined with the value of other ser-

vants (i.e., "two men . two years each . . . LS" 12 ) . 

Table 28 indicates that the value of the majority of ser

vants whose time of servitude or individual value was not 

listed ranged from Ll to LlO. Again , this was just an 

average value. If four servants had an assigned value of 

L20, then the average for each would, of course, be LS. 

Although there was a decline in the use of indentured 

servants, their value (seldom more than LlO as indicated 

in Tables 29 and 30) remained constant throughout the twenty

six year period. Soon, however, more would fade from the 

scene, giving way to an ever increasing number of Negro slaves. 

12 1697 Inventory, Vol. X.V, p. 234. 



Graph 1 

Correlation Between Time to Serve and Value of 
Indentured Servants, 1674-1699 
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TABLE 28 

Value of servants Without Differentiation (No Reference to time and/or individual value) 
1674-1699 

Value 

LO- 5 

L6-10 

Lll-15 

Ll6-20 

Total 

1 

1 
1674-1679 1680-1684 1685-1689 

Male Female Ma le Female Male Female 

38 20 17 3 29 11 

211 40 46 5 124 15 

36 5 17 4 2 4 

2 2 - - 2 -

287 67 80 12 157 30 

Original values recorded in L tobacco. 
Conversion Scale: L 1 Sterling= L 200 tobacco. 

1690-1694 1695-1699 
Ma le Female Male Female 

11 5 24 7 

24 2 50 22 

- - 25 

1 

36 7 99 29 

I-' 
I-' 
O"I 



TABLE 29 

Value of Male Servants, 1674-1699 

1 
Value 1674-1679 1680-1684 1685-1689 

Men Boys Men Boys M=n Boys 

L 0- 5 48 3 29 2 42 13 

L 6-10 96 16 40 6 72 14 

Lll-15 5 8 15 9 25 7 

L16-20 1 1 1 - 2 -

Total 150 28 85 17 141 27 

1original values recorded in L tobacco. 
Conversion scale: L 1 Sterling= L 200 tobacco. 

1690-1694 
Men Boys 

11 6 

14 4 

3 2 

1 

29 12 

1695-1699 
.M3n Boys 

16 3 

15 22 

7 9 

38 34 

f-' 
!-' 
...J 



Value 

L 0- 5 

L 6-10 

Lll-15 

Ll6-20 

Total 

1 

TABLE 30 

Value of Female Servants, 1674-1699 

1 
1674-1679 1680- 1684 1685-1689 

Women Girls Women Girls Women Girls 

23 1 4 4 27 3 

27 1 15 1 23 2 

1 - 7 1 7 -

51 2 26 6 57 5 

Original values recorded in L tobacco. 
Conversion scale: L 1 Sterling= L 200 tobacco. 

1690-1694 
Women Girls 

10 -
5 -
- -

15 0 

1695-1699 
Women Girls 

20 

22 5 

6 1 

48 6 

1--' 
1--' 
0:, 



CHAPTER VI 

SLAVEHOLDING AND INDENTURED SERVITUDE IN SEVENTEENTH 
CENTURY MARYLAND: THE CONCLUSION 

~en viewed in retrospect, seventeenth century Maryland 

can be seen as a society in transition. The basic concern 

of those who arrived on the Ark and the Dove in the fall of 

1633 was that of survival. Food, shelter, and clothing were 

necessary to sustain the newly arrived inhabitants. 

Maryland's first permanent settlement, on the Saint Mary's 

River, was an ideal location. The small community grew 

rapidly as men hurried to build a temporary palisade and to 

get in the first seed, stopping only long enough to sleep 

and offer thanks to God in the rude dwellings left by the 

departing natives. 1 

As time passed, self-confidence among the colonists 

increased. Men turned away from their subsistence agricul-

tural state to search for a profitable livelihood which 

would afford them a moderate degree of wealth and prosperity. 

Many, in their search for comfort and security, diverted 

their energies to commercial farming. As capitalistic 

agriculture developed, the Negro was gradually cast into a 

state of perpetual servitude. Commercial planters, plagued 

by the unreliability of white indentured servants, gradually 

1wesley F. Craven, The Southern Colonies in the Seven
te e nth Century, 1607-1689 (Baton Rouge, 1944), p . 194. 

119 
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began to supplement their labor forces with Negro slaves. 

By the end of the seventeenth century, slavery had 

become so intertwined in the province's social structure 

that there existed a marked difference between those who 

owned slaves and those who did not. Economically, the 

large planter employed Negro slaves as his primary labor 

force simply because no realistic alternative had been 

found that would enable the commercia 1 planter to realize 

a larger margin of profit. Thus by 1700, there was little 

hope that the institution of slavery would disappear from 

the social and economic structure of the colony. 

There occurred, during the seventeenth century, a 

basic shift in the economic and social development of 

Maryland. In the early period of growth the economy of the 

colony was based solely on a subsistence type of agricul

tural system; yet by 1700, the society had become more 

commercially oriented. With this in mind and on the basis 

of information derived from the Inventories and Accounts, 

several conclusions are suggested: 

1. The planters who used bond labor, either in the 

form of slaves and/or servants, decreased in percentage as 

the century progressed. More and more small farmers cul

tivated their land with no help other than that which was 

supplied by their immediate family or nearby friends. There 
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were occasions when a farmer would hire a man for a short 

period of time, but only as a temporary arrangement. For 

the most part, Maryland was a province populated by small 

independent farmers, and, as time passed, the trend toward 

a decrease in the percentage of estates with bond labor 

seemed to continue. 

2. Although the majority of planters in Maryland had 

no bond labor, the relatively small number who did gradually 

used more and more Negro slaves as their primary labor 

force. Planters slowly turned away from white indentured 

servants and towards the Negro slave in order to meet the 

increasing demand for labor. The average number of slaves 

per estate increased during this period while the average 

number of white servants decreased. Towards the end of the 

century , there seemed to be a concentration of Negro slaves 

in the hands of the wealthy. Large planters usually held 

the largest number of slaves, yet strangely enough seldom 

owned more than one or two white indentured servants. The 

small farmer, if he owned bond labor, generally held one or 

two servants, or perhaps a single slave. There seemed to 

be little connection between the percentage of total 

capital invested by a planter in bond labor, and the level 

of economic prosperity that he obtained. Many small 

farmers, in an effort to work their way up the social and 
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economic scale, invested quite a bit of their total 

capital in eithe~ slaves or servants, while many large 

planters invested very little of their total capital in a 

labor force. This is not to imply, howeve r , that the 

wealthy did not own slaves and servants. It simply means 

that they did not invest a large percentage of their total 

income in bond labor. There did seem to be a correlation 

between the economic position of a planter in society and 

the number of slaves and servants he owned. In general, 

the wealthier a person was, the more slaves and/or servants 

that person tended to own. Since the basis of wealth in 

seventeenth century Maryland was agriculture, it is doubt

ful whether a planter could become prosperous without the 

benefit of bond labor, and as time passed, this tendency 

changed from bond labor to slave labor. 

3. Unlike the eighteenth century when the value of 

Negro slaves increased substantially, the average value of 

Negro slaves rose only slightly during the seventeenth 

century . Male slaves in their prime were generally worth 

L21 to L25 while the average value of female slaves in

creased from Ll6 to L20 in the 1680's to L21 to L25 by 

1700. One factor which may have caused the value of Negro 

chattels to remain fairly constant during this period was 

the availability of white indentured servants. True, the 
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number of white servants was decreasing rapidly, but not 

until their numbers had been reduced to a minimum did they 

fail to meet some of the demand for an adequate labor force. 

When white indentured servants became an insignificant part 

of the total labor force, as they did in the eighteenth cen

tury, Negro slaves increased in value as well as in number. 

During the seventeenth century , white servants were still 

used by the small farmer unable to purchase Negro slaves. 

Although more expensive over the long run , the initial value 

of a white indentured servant was about one half of that of 

a Negro slave . Not until the eighteenth century would the 

small farmer of average means be willing to invest in Negro 

slaves. 

The social and economic development of seventeenth c e ntury 

Maryland was closely related to the expansion of American 

Negro slavery. As time passed , more and more large-scale 

commercial planters believed that slave labor was essential 

to their economi c survival. Tobacco had brought prosperity 

to Maryland and when it became clear that commercial plant-

ers could overcome the inefficiencies of slave labor and 

make it a desirable source of labor , most planters were 

unwilling to part with the services of the Negro slave. In 

a fluid society with a high degree of social mobility, 

commercial farming was a means of rapid advancement. Whether 
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one was a successful entrepreneur or a small dirt farmer 

trying to improve his plight, economic and social pro

minence awaited those who could combine and utilize the 

principles of capitalistic agriculture and slave labor. 

The years 1634 to 1700 marked nearly seventy years of trans

ition on the Chesapeake. Within this span of time the 

Negro had gone from a state of uncertain servitude to a 

state of absolute slavery -- a condition that would not 

change in Maryland until after the Civil War. 
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