
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED: 
 
Richard B. McCaslin, Major Professor 

and Chair of the Department of 
History 

Randolph B. Campbell, Committee 
Member 

J. Todd Moye, Committee Member 
Aaron W. Navarro, Committee Member 
Ian F. Finseth, Committee Member 
Mark Wardell, Dean of the Toulouse 

Graduate School 

SOUTHERN ROOTS, WESTERN FOUNDATIONS: THE PECULIAR INSTITUTION 

AND THE LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY ON THE NORTHWESTERN  

FRONTIER OF TEXAS, 1846-1864 

Deborah Marie Liles 

Dissertation Prepared for the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

 
 

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH TEXAS 
 

August 2013 



Liles, Deborah Marie.  Southern Roots, Western Foundations: The Peculiar 

Institution and the Livestock Industry on the Northwestern Frontier of Texas, 1846-1864.  

Doctor of Philosophy (History), August 2013, 289 pp., 116 tables, 12 illustrations, 

bibliography, 130 titles.  

 This dissertation challenges Charles W. Ramsdell’s needless war theory, which 

argued that profitable slavery would not have existed west of the 98th meridian and that 

slavery would have died a natural death. It uses statistical information that is mined from 

the county tax records to show how slave-owners on the northwestern frontier of Texas 

raised livestock rather than market crops, before and during the Civil War.  This 

enterprise was so strong that it not only continued to expand throughout this period, but 

it also became the foundation for the recovery of the Texas economy after the war. 

 

 

 



Copyright 2013 

by 

Deborah Marie Liles

 ii 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

It was my intention to study British history when I first came to the University but 

my very first graduate class was Texas History with Richard B. McCaslin, and I was 

hooked. His scholarship, encouragement and mentorship are irreplaceable. Randolph 

B. “Mike” Campbell introduced me to both the history of slavery and to the wealth of 

information in local archives. I am truly grateful for the privilege to learn from both and 

for the gift of their time. Elizabeth Hayes Turner and Aaron W. Navarro took the extra 

time to critique, encourage better scholarship, and deeper interpretation. Andrew J. 

Torget emphasized how Texas was part of United States, not an island. D. Harland 

Hagler presented historiography in a way that finally made sense. J. Todd Moye taught 

me to listen, and F. Todd Smith introduced me to the real Indians of Texas. T. Michael 

Parrish from Baylor University provided books, articles, sources, and support that were 

unexpected and appreciated. My office mate and friend Deborah Kilgore listened, 

encouraged, praised, and supported much more than I deserved. The library staff in 

microforms at UNT and so many county employees unselfishly gave their time to help 

me locate records. All of these people contributed to this project. 

Through it all my friends and family, Kelly, Chase, Noah, Madden, and 

Rosemarie, all took a back seat, and for that I am both sorry and grateful. Thank you for 

all the support and words of encouragement; I could not have accomplished this without 

you. To my husband Mike, whose love, patience, support, and sense of humor is the 

rock of my world, this is for you. 

 iii 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 
 
LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................ v 

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS .............................................................................................. xi 

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION ....................................................................................... 1 

CHAPTER 2. THE NORTHWESTERN FRONTIER, 1849-1855: UNCONTESTED 

GROUND............................................................................................................ 25 

CHAPTER 3. NORTHWESTERN TEXAS: ON THE CUSP OF THEPECULIAR 

INSTITUTION AND IN THE MIDST OF THE CATTLE FRONTIER .................... 50 

CHAPTER 4. STEPHENS COUNTY: ON THE FRONTIER, BUT IN THE HEART OF 

CATTLE COUNTRY ........................................................................................... 66 

CHAPTER 5. MONTAGUE COUNTY: THE REFUGE, AND THE ENTRANCE TO 

TRAILS NORTH ................................................................................................. 96 

CHAPTER 6. CLAY COUNTY: NO MAN’S LAND ....................................................... 119 

CHAPTER 7. WISE COUNTY: THE LAND OF OPPORTUNITY ................................ 134 

CHAPTER 8. DENTON COUNTY: WHERE FORTUNES ROAMED .......................... 163 

CHAPTER 9. JACK COUNTY: ON THE TRAIL .......................................................... 200 

CHAPTER 10. PARKER COUNTY: SLAVERY AND LIVESTOCK ON A POPULOUS 

FRONTIER ....................................................................................................... 228 

CHAPTER 11. CONCLUSION .................................................................................... 264 

APPENDIX. RANCHER STATUS IN COUNTIES OF STUDY .................................... 272 

BIBLIOGRAPHY ......................................................................................................... 274 

 
 

 iv 



LIST OF TABLES 
 

Page 
 
Table. 4.2. Slave-owners with livestock ......................................................................... 70 

Table. 4.3. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1860 census ...................... 71 

Table. 4.4. Amount of slaves owned within specified groups ........................................ 71 

Table 4.5. Land ownership of slave-owners .................................................................. 72 

Table 4.6. Ikard property in Parker and Stephens Counties .......................................... 76 

Table 4.7. Population statistics for Stephens County, 1861-1864 ................................. 82 

Table 4.8. Break-down of cattle ownership ................................................................... 84 

Table 4.9. Average cattle per tax-payer ........................................................................ 84 

Table 4.10. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle ............. 85 

Table 4.11. Livestock Ownership among Tax Payers ................................................... 86 

Table 4.12. Statistics for slave-owners who owned horses ........................................... 86 

Table 4.13. Horses owned by slave-owners .................................................................. 87 

Table 4.14. Sheep totals ............................................................................................... 88 

Table 5.2. Slave-owners with livestock ........................................................................ 100 

Table 5.3. Amount of slaves owned within specified groups ....................................... 102 

Table 5.4. Population statistics for Montague County ................................................. 102 

Table 5.5. Total taxpayers and livestock in the county ................................................ 104 

Table 5.6. Break-down of cattle ownership ................................................................. 105 

Table 5.7. Break-down of horse ownership ................................................................. 105 

Table 5.8. Break-down of sheep ownership ................................................................ 106 

Table 5.9. Average cattle per tax-payer ...................................................................... 106 

 v 



Table 5.10. Average horses per person ...................................................................... 107 

Table 5.11. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle ........... 108 

Table 5.12. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of horses ......... 109 

Table 5.13. Land ownership of slave-owners .............................................................. 110 

Table 5.14. Mabel Gilbert’s property taxes from Clay and Montague Counties ........... 111 

Table 5.15. John Brumley’s holdings to 1863, then those of his wife Mary ................. 113 

Table 5.16. C.C. and W.W. Quinllin’s tax records ....................................................... 116 

Table 6.2. Slave owners who own livestock ................................................................ 121 

Table 6.3. Population statistics for Clay County, 1861-1864 ....................................... 122 

Table 6.4. Total population and livestock in the county ............................................... 125 

Table 6.5. Amount of slaves owned within specified groups ....................................... 128 

Table 6.6. Break-down of cattle ownership ................................................................. 129 

Table 6.7 Average cattle per tax-payer ....................................................................... 129 

Table 6.8. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle ............. 130 

Table 6.9. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of horses ........... 131 

Table 6.10. Percent of horses owned by slave-owners ............................................... 131 

Table 6.11. Land ownership of slave-owners .............................................................. 132 

Table 7.2. Population statistics for Wise County, 1857-1864 ...................................... 140 

Table 7.3. Total taxpayers and livestock in the county ................................................ 141 

Table 7.4. Slave-owners who own livestock ................................................................ 142 

Table 7.5. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1860 census ..................... 143 

Table 7.6. Amount of slaves owned within specified groups ....................................... 144 

Table 7.7. Kenneth Bain’s property taxes .................................................................... 145 

 vi 



Table 7.8. W. H. Hunt’s property taxes ........................................................................ 146 

Table 7.9. Tax records of some of the men who stayed home during the Civil War .... 149  

Table 7.10. Break-down of cattle ownership ............................................................... 152 

Table 7.11. Average cattle per tax payer ..................................................................... 153 

Table 7.12. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle ........... 154 

Table 7.13. Breakdown of horse ownership ................................................................ 155 

Table 7.14. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of horses ......... 155 

Table 7.15. Percent of sheep owned by slave-owners ................................................ 156 

Table 7.16. Breakdown of sheep ownership ............................................................... 157 

Table 7.17. Land ownership of slave-owners .............................................................. 158 

Table 7.18. Daniel Waggoner property ........................................................................ 161 

Table 8.2. Population statistics for Denton County, 1846-1864 ................................... 169 

Table 8.3. Total taxpayers and livestock in county ...................................................... 171 

Table 8.4. Slave owners with livestock ........................................................................ 172 

Table 8.5. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1850 census ..................... 173 

Table 8.6. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1860 census ..................... 173 

Table 8.7. Amount of slaves owned within specified groups ....................................... 174 

Table 8.8. Russell Craft’s property taxes, 1855-1864.................................................. 175 

Table 8.9. Age groups of Craft’s slaves in the 1860 census ........................................ 177 

Table 8.10. Average cattle per tax-payer .................................................................... 179 

Table 8.11. Breakdown of cattle ownership ................................................................. 180 

Table 8.12. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle ........... 181 

Table 8.13. Property taxes of Benjamin and Moses Green McAdams ........................ 183 

 vii 



Table 8.14. John Simpson Chisum’s property tax records .......................................... 185 

Table 8.15. Breakdown of sheep ownership ............................................................... 190 

Table 8.16. Percent of sheep owned by slave-owners ................................................ 191 

Table 8.17. Breakdown of sheep ownership ............................................................... 191 

Table 8.18. Charles Medlin’s property tax records ...................................................... 194 

Table 8.19. Breakdown of horse ownership ................................................................ 195 

Table 8.20. Horses owned by slave-owners ................................................................ 196 

Table 8.21. Land ownership of slave-owners .............................................................. 198 

Table 9.2. Population statistics for Jack County, 1857-1864 ....................................... 202 

Table 9.3. Total taxpayers and livestock in the county ................................................ 203 

Table 9.4. Slave-owners who own livestock ................................................................ 203 

Table 9.5. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1860 census ..................... 204 

Table 9.6. Amount of slaves owned within specified groups ....................................... 205 

Table 9.7. Average cattle per tax-payer ...................................................................... 209 

Table 9.8. Breakdown of cattle ownership ................................................................... 210 

Table 9.9. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle ............. 212 

Table 9.11. Joseph Earhart’s property tax records 1858-1862 .................................... 216 

Table 9.12. Berry L. Ham’s property tax records 1858-1862 ....................................... 216 

Table 9.13. Berry L. Ham’s land records, 1858-1862 .................................................. 218 

Table 9.14. Average horses per tax-payer .................................................................. 221 

Table 9.15. Percentage of horses owned by slave-owners ......................................... 221 

Table 9.16. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of horses ......... 222 

Table 9.17. Average number of sheep per person ...................................................... 223 

 viii 



Table 9.18. Percentage of sheep owned by slave-owners .......................................... 224 

Table 9.19. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of sheep .......... 224 

Table 10.2. Population statistics for Parker County, 1856-1864 .................................. 234 

Table 10.3. Slave owners and loss of slave value to the community .......................... 235 

Table 10.4. Total taxpayers and livestock in county .................................................... 236 

Table 10.5. Amount of slaves owned within specified groups ..................................... 237 

Table 10.6. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1860 census ................... 238 

Table 10.9. Slave owners who own livestock .............................................................. 243 

Table 10.10. Breakdown of cattle ownership ............................................................... 244 

Table 10.11. Average cattle per tax-payer .................................................................. 245 

Table 10.12. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle… 245 

Table 10.15. Oliver Loving’s property taxes ................................................................ 250 

Table 10.16. Horses owned by slave-owners .............................................................. 252 

Table 10.17. Number of slave owners who own a designated number of horses ....... 253 

Table 10.18. Average horses per tax-payer ................................................................ 254 

Table 10.19. Henry Maxwell’s property taxes .............................................................. 256 

Table 10.20. Percent of sheep owned by slave-owners .............................................. 257 

Table 10.21. Number of slave-owner sheep owned in groups .................................... 257 

Table 10.22. Land ownership of slave-owners ............................................................ 258 

Table 11.1. Cooke County summary ........................................................................... 266 

Table 11.2. Tarrant County summary .......................................................................... 267 

Table 11.3. Young County summary ........................................................................... 268 

Table 11.4. Palo Pinto County summary ..................................................................... 268 

 ix 



Table A.1 Cattle rancher status within area of study ................................................... 273 

Table A.2 Horse rancher status within area of study ................................................... 274 

Table A.3 Sheep rancher status within area of study .................................................. 274 

 

 x 



LIST OF FIGURES 

Page 

Figure 4.1 Map of northwestern Texas in 1860 ........................................................ 67 

Figure 5.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 1860 ....................................................... 96 

Figure 6.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 1860 ..................................................... 123 

Figure 7.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 1860 ..................................................... 134 

Figure 8.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 1860 ..................................................... 163 

Figure 9.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 1860 ..................................................... 200 

Figure 9.10. Butterfield Overland Mail Company route in North Texas .................. 214 

Figure 10.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 1860 ................................................... 228 

Figure 10.7. Advertisement for John, a runaway slave .......................................... 240 

Figure 10.8. Robert Carson’s slaves on the 1860 Schedule Two .......................... 241 

Figure 10.13. Approximate route of John W. Middleton’s cattle drive .................... 246 

Figure 10.14. Routes of Loving’s 1857 and 1858 cattle drives north ..................... 249 

 

 xi 



CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

The fact that stock-raising is the most profitable occupation 
which our citizens could engage in, requiring little labor, and 
yielding its income in proportion to the amount invested, 
induces numerous persons to adopt it.  It is a business alike 
open to the man who has a few hundred dollars and the 
capitalist who can command thousands. 

St. Louis Daily Missouri Republican, November 26, 1853. 

This dissertation is not one that challenges the identity of Texas as southern or 

western, nor is it one that aims to discredit other studies that came before it.  It is also 

not the intention of this study to assess the lifestyle of the slaves nor defend or attack 

slave-owners and the institution itself, as by any definition slavery was wrong.  This 

dissertation challenges Charles W. Ramsdell’s needless war theory, which argued that 

profitable slavery would not have existed west of the 98th meridian and that slavery 

would have died a natural death.1  It shows that slave-owners on the northwestern 

frontier of Texas chose to raise livestock rather than market crops before and during the 

Civil War.  This enterprise was so strong that it not only continued to expand throughout 

this period, but it also became the foundation for the recovery of the Texas economy 

after the war. 

When historians Paul Carlson and Bruce Glasrud assessed the value of the 

institution of slavery on the west Texas frontier, they stated: “Slavery did not constitute 

the economic framework for West Texas as it did for much of the remainder of the state, 

1 Charles W. Ramsdell, “The Natural Limits of Slavery Expansion,” Mississippi
Valley Historical Review 16 (September 1929), 151-171; Randolph B. Campbell, An
Empire for Slavery: The Peculiar Institution in Texas, 1821-1865 (Baton Rouge: 
Louisiana State University Press, 1989), 61. 
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or the South.  It was much more attuned to the entrepreneurial resource usages of other 

parts of the western United States.” While this is true of the regions that were not settled 

in far west Texas or in the El Paso area where Anglos were a minority, slavery did play 

an integral role in the economic framework of the northwestern frontier.  Additionally, 

this dissertation will show how settlers in the region were very attuned to entrepreneurial 

resources that existed in their region of the United States and, without the aid of the 

transportation infrastructure that was in-situ in much of the cotton South, they brought in 

extremely large revenues.2  

Cottton and cattle differ in many aspects, not the least of all is that one is grown 

and the other is bred.  Wealth among planters is not based solely on their annual crop, it 

is also based on the number of slaves, how much land, and other property that a given 

planter owned.  The very term “planter” refers to someone who owned twenty slaves or 

more, owned a plantation, and grew a cash crop.  This is the opposite of the stockraiser, 

who did not need a large labor force, did not need to own large parcels of land, and did 

not raise a cash crop.  But stockraisers also produced an agricultural product that was a 

staple good that found a ready market.  This, by definition, made his product just as 

valuable as that of the planter, especially in frontier regions. 

When Ulrich B. Phillips first reported on the institution of slavery in the South, he 

put forth the notion that the planter was the most dominant being in the region and that 

cotton was the most valued commodity.  During the twentieth century, the history of the 

South was influenced by many of the ideas found in Phillips’s American Negro Slavery

       2 Bruce A. Glasrud and Paul H. Carlson, eds., Slavery to Integration: Black
Americans in West Texas (Abilene: State House Press, 2007), quote from 22-23. 
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and Life and Labor in the Old South, which stressed that those men who owned 

plantations, owned large numbers of slaves, and grew vast quantities of cotton were at 

the top of southern society.  By doing this he minimized the importance of the yeoman 

farmer who may have only owned a few slaves and the contribution of other industries, 

such as livestock, to the southern economy.3  

Challenged to prove otherwise, Frank L. Owsley wrote about the importance of 

the yeoman famers in Plain Folk of the Old South.  Owsley strove to give credit to those 

people that Phillips had essentially written off.  Many of these plain folk were small slave 

owners, and up to 60 percent owned one to five slaves, others owned between 5 and 

10. A portion of these men also owned from fifty to three hundred acres.  Not only did

Owsley make it clear that the plain folk were a successful component of southern 

society, but he also stated that their contribution through the cattle industry had been 

vastly underestimated.4  He observed that in southern society, “A grazing and farm 

economy rather than a plantation economy was practiced by nearly all the non-slave-

holders and by 60 to 80 per cent of the slaveholders.”5   

In 1961, Eugene D. Genovese published The Political Economy of Slavery:

Studies in the Economy Society of the Slave South.  In this he argued that cattle had no 

value in the Old South, that planters did not have the extra money to invest in better 

stock, and indeed, why should they with little way to recover their investment?  He also 

3 Forrest McDonald and Grady McWhiney, “The Antebellum Southern Herdsman: 
A Reinterpretation,” The Journal of Southern History 41 (May, 1975):148-149. 

4 Frank Lawrence Owsley, Plain Folk of the Old South (Baton Rouge: Louisiana 
State University Press, 1949), 7-8. 

5 Owsley, Plain Folk of the Old South, quote from 134-135. 
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pushed the notion that slaves were incompetent cattle handlers, who regularly abused 

and neglected the stock as well as being an “inefficient labor force,” which prevented 

the all but a few exceptional planters from profiting in the livestock industry.  Genovese 

emphasized the lack of evidence required to support Owsley’s assertion that cattle was 

a thriving industry in the South and reiterated his finding that slaves treatment of 

livestock was terrible.  Just two examples of his summation show his conviction: “In 

many areas slaves too old or infirm to work in the fields cared for the animals, and 

where livestock raising received serious attention, slaves were considered next to 

useless,” and “Food for stock was repeatedly wasted … because even the most trusted 

slaves would pay no attention to the management of rations.  Planters let their animals 

run wild or entrusted them to incompetent slaves.  What else could they have done?” 

With this, the value of the capitalistic opportunity offered by the cattle industry to slave-

owners was put aside by most scholars.6 

 While studies on cattle and slaves were not a subject that received attention, 

cattle and the frontier did.  More than any one person, Fredrick Jackson Turner was 

responsible for cultivating the concept of a frontier and for the notion that herders 

moved westward as part of a series of typical steps.  His paper at the 1893 World’s 

Columbian Exposition forever meshed the image of cattle and the frontier.  According to 

Turner, herders were preceded by hunters and trappers, and followed by farmers.  His 

statement: “Stand at the Cumberland Gap and watch the procession of civilization, the 

fur trader and hunter, the cattle-raiser, the pioneer farmer… Stand at South Pass in the 

                                            
 6 Eugene D. Genovese, The Political Economy of Slavery: Studies in the 
Economy Society of the Slave South (New York: Pantheon Books, 1961), first quote 
from 117, second and third quotes from 111. 
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Rockies a century later, and see the same procession” projected the image of orderly 

patterns of settlement. This visual put the lowly cattleman ahead of civilization and 

economic enterprise and left out one vital component that is present in the property tax 

records – slaves.7 

 Amidst all the different theories about frontier development are two common 

factors: open-range ranching due to lack of fencing, and a shortage of available labor. 

The origin of open-range ranching includes multiple contributions from European, 

African, and Iberian practices, and can all be applied to Texas, as the influence from all 

aforesaid regions undoubtedly had an influence.8  Among the multiple benefits of the 

open-range technique are cattle who essentially manage themselves by free grazing on 

open land.  Indeed, the main supervision livestock required was in preparation for 

market.  The question of how to provide man-power to round-up and drive said livestock 

could be answered using slaves, alongside free labor. 

 As historian Quintard Taylor stated, the need for labor was unapologetically filled 

in the South by using slaves.  Texas was no exception to this rule; if anything, the call of 

John F. Marshall, the editor of Austin’s Texas State Gazette, for up to two million slaves, 

ten times more than were in Texas by 1860, to meet the potential labor needs of Texas 

farmers, represented the mindset of the era.  On the frontier, the need for slaves was as 

important as established communities. Not only did they help clear the land for planting, 

but they also contributed in-part (if not solely) to the construction of homes, hunting for 

                                            
 7 Terry G. Jordan, Trails to Texas: Southern Roots of Western Cattle Ranching 
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1981), 4. 
 
 8 Jordan, Trails to Texas, 4. 
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food, raising food crops for human and animal consumption, and tending to the 

livestock.  In essence, they were used for many other tasks rather than just to produce a 

cash crop.9   

 The adaptability of slave labor is important in the overall conversation about the 

peculiar institution for many reasons.  To contribute to the discussion of the "Needless 

War" theory, Charles W. Ramsdell wrote an article in 1929 entitled “The Natural Limits 

of Slavery Expansion.”  Ramsdell proposed that slavery would not continue to exist west 

of the Cross Timbers in Northwestern Texas (98th meridian) because semi-arid 

conditions would not support plantation agriculture.  He mentioned the “few small cattle 

ranches” that existed on the northwestern frontier, but stated that these cattle were 

more of a nuisance than an economic opportunity, as they could not be contained 

without barbed wire. By doing this, he continued down the U. B. Phillips road, supposing 

that the best economic use of slaves was for the production of cotton, and in those 

areas unfit for the plantation economy, slavery could not survive because it was not 

profitable.10 

The history of slavery in Texas is limited, and what is available is dominated by 

Randolph B. Campbell.  Other than Ronald D. Traylor’s article “Liberty and Slavery: The 

Peculiar Institution in Liberty (and Chambers) County, Texas,” which examined the 

nature of slavery in Liberty and Chambers counties in the livestock trade, no other 

substantial studies on this subject have been published.   Other resources stress the 

                                            
 9 Quintard Taylor, In Search of the Racial Frontier: African Americans in the 
American West, 1528-1990 (New York: W. W. Norton, 1998), 54-56. 
 
 10 Ramsdell, “The Natural Limits of Slavery Expansion,” 155-57. 
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importance of crop production, with little acknowledgement of the value and use of 

slaves in the livestock industry.11   

In An Empire for Slavery: The Peculiar Institution in Texas, 1821-1865, Campbell 

concluded that slavery in Texas was not fundamentally different than in any other 

southern state, and that it pervaded political, economic, and social traditions throughout 

most of the state.  His research focused primarily on the southern and eastern areas 

(the Austin’s Colony, Nacogdoches, and Eastern Red River counties) and not on the 

northwestern frontier, which was still in its infancy when the Civil War began.  Campbell, 

like Traylor, wrote that some slaves became “early-day cowboys” but that they lived 

primarily in southeastern Texas.  Throughout this excellent study, the value of slaves is 

connected to the value of crops – primarily cotton.   Because of the focus on cotton, 

Campbell also noted that “Ramsdell’s natural limits interpretation cannot be accepted or 

rejected conclusively because it is in the nature of “what if” history… [as]… the 

expansion of slavery in Texas correlated very closely with the increase in cotton 

production.”12  

                                            
 11 Ronald D. Traylor, “Liberty and Slavery: The Peculiar Institution In Liberty (and 
Chambers) County, Texas,” East Texas Historical Journal 49 (Spring 2011): 109-
134.Traylor concluded that small slave-owners invested in cattle, not crops typically 
associated with plantation economy, and that the lack of available transportation to 
market did not have an effect on the livestock industry. 

 12 Campbell, Empire for Slavery, first quote from 124, second and third quotes 
from 62. Using figures from the 1860 Schedule 4, Agricultural Census, Campbell noted 
that the value of cotton produced in 1860 was highest in the bracket of twenty to forty-
nine slaves, and that the lowest was in groups of one to nine slaves.  Additionally, the 
amount of corn, other grains, peas, and potatoes was highest in those who owned one 
to nine slaves.  He also wrote that the category with the highest number of slaves 
recorded the least amount of cattle killed, whereas the category with the least number of 
slaves recorded the highest number of cattle slaughtered.  People generally eat the 
same amount of food, so why would small slave-owners feed their bondsmen more 
beef?  The answer is simple – they had more.  Large slave owners raised and sold 
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 Campbell and co-writer Richard G. Lowe added to the literature about the 

peculiar institution in Texas with Wealth and Power in Antebellum Texas.  This study 

used statistical information to conclude that Texas was not a political democracy, with 

equal economic opportunity; instead, it was one dominated by a slaveholding elite.  This 

group not only held the majority of the best land, but they were also dominant in political 

office, making the state as southern in makeup as the rest of the South.  The authors 

noted that many of the western counties participated in raising livestock, which made it 

a factor when considering the overall wealth of slave-owners; however, because the 

duo's study used census reports from 1850 and 1860 for the basis of all statistical 

information, only four of the counties in this dissertation qualified for inclusion in the 

study.  Of the four, which were Cooke, Denton, Johnson, and Tarrant Counties, one of 

them (Tarrant County) did not submit any 1860 results, which narrowed the study to 

only three counties.  The remaining statistical information derived from the census does 

not represent an accurate account of the distribution of wealth and power in northwest 

Texas.13  

 Campbell and Lowe used the same data to produce a second book, Planters and 

Plain Folk: Agriculture in Antebellum Texas.  This much needed study of agriculture in 

Texas was primarily focused on crop production but also included important information 

that dealt with livestock.  They noted that the fastest growing region of Texas during the 

1850s was the north-central plains, which includes the northwestern frontier.  They also 

                                                                                                                                             
cotton, and bought or traded for beef.  Small slave owners raised and sold beef, and 
bought or traded for cotton products. (p. 80)   
 
 13 Randolph B. Campbell and Richard G. Lowe, Wealth and Power in Antebellum 
Texas (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1977). 
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provided excellent statistical information that stated the region's livestock value was the 

second highest in the state but, because the value of the farm land there was so much 

lower than in the other three regions of Texas, the resident farmers were in an “inferior 

position.”  Because of this, and because there was no adequate transportation for crops 

to reach markets in Galveston, Shreveport, and New Orleans from that region, they 

wrote that “commercial agriculture [from this region] was relatively unimportant before 

the Civil War.”  The authors observed that even though slave-holders were the smallest 

part of the population, they owned 60 percent of the livestock throughout antebellum 

Texas, but that livestock was generally raised for home consumption and production of 

leather.14 

 Glen Sample Ely’s recently published Debating Texas Identity: Where the West 

Begins addressed many familiar arguments concerning slavery and regional identity by 

considering other factors such as the aridity of West Texas, topographic boundaries of 

the various Indian tribes who claimed Texas long before the Anglos, and the important 

inclusion of Tejanos in the discussion.  Ely, like other historians, based his assessment 

of the slavery question by focusing on the possibility of cotton production as the basis 

for the persistence of slavery.  As stated in his summation, the geographic boundaries 

for successful cotton production, as established by Vernon Bailey in 1905, were no 

further west than what he identifies as the Shatter Belt – between the 98th and 100th 

meridian.  This was the same rationale employed by Ramsdell and others, when they 

postulated that slavery would not continue past this geographic boundary because 

                                            
 14 Richard G. Lowe and Randolph B. Campbell, Planters and Plainfolk: 
Agriculture in Antebellum Texas (Dallas: Sothern Methodist University Press, 1987), 12, 
14, 24, 68, 134 (first quote from 68, second quote from 12). 
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weather, soil conditions, and water availability could not support a successful cotton 

crop.15 

       Ely did introduce the important fact that water resources in many parts of West 

Texas have a limited, un-renewable, water supply.  When this water runs out, he stated, 

people would return to raising livestock and dry-farming.  Essentially, he provided an 

answer to the question of why ranchers chose to use slave labor the way they did in the 

northwestern region of Texas by explaining that it was too dry for cotton production, but 

perfectly suited to livestock.  Interestingly, he emphasized the lack of slaves in the 

Trans-Pecos region, but at the same time he elaborated on the preponderance of 

Tejano laborers in the region.  He observed that Anglo settlers in the region established 

their dominance and used Hispanic labor to herd cattle.  Whether or not Hispanic labor 

would have been used as a form of slave labor in this region is a debate for another 

study, but it has been in other locations.  What is a fact to consider in the debate at 

hand is that in the mostly barren lands of the Trans-Pecos region, which is roughly the 

size of South Carolina, cattle grazing remains the dominant agricultural industry.  While 

it is only 2 percent of the total output of Texas, Anglo dominance of a colored race for 

the production of livestock persists to the present day.16  

 Cotton was indeed the most valuable crop but it was not the most valuable 

agricultural product.   According to the 1860 census, southern livestock was “worth half 

                                            
 15 Glen Sample Ely, Debating Texas Identity: Where the West Begins (Lubbock: 
Texas Tech University Press, 2011), xvi – 11. 

 16 Ely, Debating Texas Identity, 7-34. 
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a billion dollars – more than twice the value of that year’s cotton crop.”17  Cattle, not 

cotton, was the number one agricultural business.  In their article, “The Antebellum 

Southern Herdsman: A Reinterpretation,” Forrest McDonald and Grady McWhiney 

explained that the lack of research into the value of the cattle industry in the Old South 

can be connected to historians who build on previous scholarship.  This rewriting of the 

past reproduces a basic idea with added twists and turns, until a new “groundbreaking” 

idea comes along.  It rests on the shoulders of the pioneers in the industry.  

 To be fair to the historians of slavery, literature that focuses on the early cattle 

industry rarely includes any mention of bondsmen.  Histories of the industry that pertain 

to the northwestern region of Texas are biographical homages to men such as Charles 

Goodnight, C. C. Slaughter, and John Simpson Chisum.  As Chisum was the only slave-

owner, it is not surprising that his story is the only one with references to slaves.18    

 Two intriguing sources for references to slaves and cattle are the Slave 

Narratives and local memoirs.  Several of the Slave Narratives recount how Texas 

slaves were exchanged for cattle, how they had to process the meat, or how their 

masters actively sought land that was better for raising stock than growing cotton, but 

most just mention the general tending of the livestock as part of their typical duties.  

Other than these, inclusions in reminiscences of early days of settlements can be found.  
                                            
 17 Forrest McDonald and Grady McWhiney, “The Antebellum Southern 
Herdsman: A Reinterpretation,” The Journal of Southern History 41 (May, 1975):147-
166 (quote from 147). 

 18 J. Evetts Haley, Charles Goodnight, Cowman and Plainsman (Norman: 
University of Oklahoma Press, 1936); David J. Murrah, C. C. Slaughter, Rancher, 

Banker, Baptist (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1981); Clifford R. Caldwell, 
John Simpson Chisum: The Cattle King of the Pecos Revisited (Santa Fe: Sunstone 
Press, 2010). 
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While they are not very common, early settlers recall using slave labor to mend fences, 

tend cattle, and execute work conducive to living on the frontier.19   

 These resources, however, are overlooked when it comes to the history of the 

cattle industry.  Instead, there are books such as Trail Drivers of Texas.  Published and 

republished multiple times, this is a series of recollections of many members of the 

newly formed Old Time Trail Driver’s Association, which aimed to “preserve the role 

played by the drovers in fulfilling the manifest destiny of the nation.”  Even though an 

appended introduction later explained that there were many inaccuracies in the 

collection, this work contributed heavily to the common misconception that the livestock 

economy was of little importance in Texas until after the end of the Civil War.  Historian 

J. Evetts Haley observed that the blame for believing that the cattle drives from Texas 

began after the Civil War was due to novelists such as Emerson Hough as well as the 

                                            
 19 Traylor, “Liberty and Slavery: 109-134; Felix Grundy Sadler, Texas Slave 

Narratives, accessed August 7, 2012, 
http://freepages.genealogy.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~ewyatt/borders/ 
TexasSlaveNarratives/TexasIndex.html; One account tells how a Parker County 
resident purchased a slave in Dallas and brought him back to his small farm specifically 
to tend to the stock: “The farm was small and nothing but corn raised on it.  The negro 
[sic] had but little to do but look after the stock.”  Incidentally, the slave’s owner, Mat 
Heffington, did not declare his slave in the property taxes of Parker County.  See 
Charles Goodnight, Emanuel Dubbs, and John A. Hart, Pioneer Days in the Southwest 

from 1850 to 1879: Thrilling Descriptions of Buffalo Hunting, Indian Fighting and 

Massacres, Cowboy Life and Home Building (Charleston: Nabu Press, 2011), accessed 
May 26, 2013, http://books.google.com/books/about/Pioneer_Days_in_the_ 
Southwest_from_1850.html?id=e6XRBDLzYAAC (quote from 158); Mary Maxwell, ed.,  
Day Book of Henry Maxwell from 1853-1860: Collin County, Texas to Parker County, 

Texas  (N.p., n.d.) [Found in Weatherford Public Library, Weatherford], Texas; Ethel B. 
Tackitt, Grandpa Culwell of Parker County, Texas.  (N.p: n.d) [Found in Weatherford 
Public Library, Weatherford, Texas]. 
  

http://freepages.genealogy.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~ewyatt/borders/%20TexasSlaveNarratives/TexasIndex.html
http://freepages.genealogy.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~ewyatt/borders/%20TexasSlaveNarratives/TexasIndex.html
http://books.google.com/books/about/Pioneer_Days_in_the_%20Southwest_from_1850.html?id=e6XRBDLzYAAC
http://books.google.com/books/about/Pioneer_Days_in_the_%20Southwest_from_1850.html?id=e6XRBDLzYAAC
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recollections of trail drivers.  This error, that placed the importance of cattle after the end 

of slavery, has been repeated by many authors of Texas history.20 

 One study that did examine the importance of both cattle and the contributing 

role of slaves was Terry Jordan’s Trails to Texas: Southern Roots of Western Cattle 

Ranching.  Jordan acknowledged the use of black cowboys in the years before 1866 but 

primarily in reference to African herding techniques and how they blended with Hispanic 

techniques in Texas.  He also stated that, even though larger scale livestock ventures 

had much in common with the plantation system because outside labor – not family 

labor – was commonly used, it “typically served as an adjunct to a plantation in the 

colonial South, run as a subsidiary of the cash crop operation.”21  

 Jordan disputed a correlation between slave and cattle ownership; however, his 

study of Northeastern Texas does show a correlation – that slave ownership and raising 

cattle were more often paired than not.  He stated that 38 percent of all persons who 

reported owning 100 head of cattle or more, did not own slaves.  One observation with 

this number is that it infers that unless a person owned a slave, they did not use slave 

labor and does not account for the possibility that slaves could be hired, or that relatives 

and neighbors with slaves often helped each other.  That aside, Jordan did not look at 

                                            
 20  James G. Bell, A Log of the Texas-California Cattle Trail, 1854, ed. J. Evetts 
Haley (Austin: N. C. Bell, 1932; reprinted from Southwestern Historical Quarterly, 
volumes 35-36), 3; J. Marvin Hunter, Trail Drivers of Texas (San Antonio: Jackson 
Printing, 1920, 1923; 4th ed.,  Austin: University of Texas Press, 1985); Rupert N. 
Richardson, Texas, The Lone Star State (Englewood Cliffs, N.J: Prentice-Hall, 1943); T. 
R. Fehrenbach, Lone Star: A History of Texas and the Texans (New York: Macmillan 
Publishing Company, 1968); Randolph B. Campbell, Gone to Texas, A History of the 
Lone Star State (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003). 
 
 21 Jordan, Trails to Texas, 29. 
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the basic fact that while 38 percent of cattle owners did not own slaves, 62 percent 

did.22  Jordan fell into the historiographical trap that had been laid by others.  He looked 

to measure the success of slavery as it related to the cattle industry by measuring the 

ratio of cattle to slaves in only those who owned twenty slaves or more, but saw none.  

These planters constituted 20 percent of the 62 percent of slave-owners that Jordan 

said declared cattle, but what about the remaining 42 percent?   

 Using Jordan’s figures, this 42 percent of slave and cattle owners are the very 

definition of Owsley’s small slaveholding plain-folk.  Most of these people in Jordan’s 

study of Northeast Texas, and in tax records from Southeast and Northwest Texas, 

owned between one and ten slaves.  An example of this can be seen using a specific 

cattleman that Jordan mentioned to support his argument.  He stated that Meredith Hart 

was not a slave owner from 1837 to 1850, but that during those years he owned 1,000 

head of cattle.  Hart, who lived in either Hunt or Fannin County at the time, was Jordan’s 

example of no correlation between cattle and slaves.  However, Hart showed up in 1856 

in Johnson County with five slaves.  At this point, it is not known how he acquired 

slaves, only that he did.  Not only did Hart expand his landowning status within a few 

years of living in Johnson County, but his total number of cattle and slaves owned from 

1856 to 1864 grew alongside each other: by 1864, his herd was valued at $12,980 and 

he owned eight slaves – up from five slaves and $8,080 in horses and cattle in 1856.  

Until a survey of the Fannin and Hunt County records is examined for slave hire 

contracts, it is impossible to state that Hart did not use slave labor in any way before he 

came to Johnson County, but he certainly did afterward.  Additionally, after he moved, 

                                            
 22 Jordan, Trails to Texas, 98. 
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the total numbers of both his cattle and slave holdings far surpassed the 1,000 head he 

owned in Jordan’s study of the years before he owned slaves.23 

 Hart was not alone in this experience.  The tax records from the northwestern 

counties show that slavery and livestock ownership was common practice in this region, 

and that slave-owners recorded disproportionately larger shares of all taxable property 

than non-slave-owners in the same communities.  Hart’s ownership of only five to eight 

slaves to handle a herd ranging from 1,100 to 4,500 head introduces another point.  As 

already stated, the generally accepted image of the money crop for Texas slave-owners 

was cotton and, because of this association, it is believed that the more slaves a person 

owned, the more income he could generate.  But what if his money crop was cattle?  

What if – in a location where cattle roamed free for the taking, essentially fed itself, 

reproduced itself, and then walked itself to market with minimal guidance– what if an 

owner only needed a handful of slaves?   

 With this factor in mind, this study shows that success of slave-owners in the 

livestock industry could not be determined by how many slaves an owner declared, but 

rather how much livestock he declared.  While this sounds simple enough, it should be 

noted that planter status (slave-owners who declared twenty or more slaves) generally 

assumes success and wealth primarily by considering their slaveholdings and crop 

production.  In order to define wealth amongst those were engaged in the livestock 

industry, this dissertation uses new terminology.  This assigns a status to those slave-

owners who were engaged in the livestock industry.  The “rancher” status infers that 

those people with any number of slaves and designated numbers of specific livestock 

                                            
 23 Jordan, Trails to Texas, 98; Johnson County tax records, 1856-1864 
(microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas, Denton, Texas).   
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were engaged in a market-oriented business that used slave labor.  This redefines the 

small slaveholding plain-folk status for some, and assumes that livestock raisers with 

less than twenty slaves actually chose to own less than their planter equals, rather than 

assuming that they did not have the means, or the need, for larger holdings – thus 

making them less worthy of study as a dynamic sector of the slave economy.  It also 

serves as a delineation that separates those who attained a marked level of success 

from those who were merely surviving or participating on a small scale.  The rancher 

term will be paired with horse, cattle, or sheep, to determine which form of livestock the 

slave-owner chose to use for economic gain.  After careful examination of trends in all 

three forms of livestock, it was determined that slave-owners who declared more than 

twenty horses, or twenty sheep, or one hundred head of cattle will be called a rancher.    

 When it came to business reasons for owning slaves, their cost had to be 

cheaper than hired labor to be profitable.  To determine if a slave was profitable, one 

must look at the rate of return. According to historian Robert S. Starobin, “A ‘reasonably 

profitable investment’ means at least a 6 percent annual return on capital – the average 

rate of return on other forms of investment” during many of the antebellum years.24  In 

his study on the profitability of slaves as a source of labor in business, Starobin posed 

the question, “… if slavery was not economically viable, would not slaveholders have 

abandoned their ‘peculiar institution’?  Was a bloody civil war necessary if slavery was 

dying of its own weight.”25  He concluded that slaves were cheaper both to own and to 

hire than free labor.  The initial cost of a slave, if there was one, and his maintenance, 
                                            
 24 Robert S. Starobin, “The Economics of Industrial Slavery in the Old South,” 
The Business History Review 44 (Summer 1970): 133. 
 
 25 Ibid. 
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could be justified as a few years wages (approximately $300 per annum), but with the 

additional benefit of appreciation, use as collateral for loans, and the reproductive 

factor, slaves were significantly less expensive in the work force, and often more 

productive.26 

 So now the question becomes, how many slaves were needed to maximize 

profits?  This is quite simply an impossible question to answer when it comes to the 

livestock industry.  Contrary to the plantation industry, where the planter was often not 

out in the cotton fields with his slaves but involved in other things such as local, state, or 

national government or other affairs, most cattlemen who owned slaves, like other small 

slave-owners, worked with their slaves and hired help.  This led to several differences 

between planters and ranchers.  Men on the cattle trail generally were absent a great 

deal of the time, which precluded them from many community activities associated with 

wealthy slave-owners.  As they worked alongside each other on the cattle drives, the 

master/slave relationship was based on working together to achieve a common goal, 

rather than the master or overseer supervising slaves who were doing the work.  This 

does not imply that the delineation of the relationships were ever forgotten, but it must 

be noted that many slaves on the northwestern frontier had access to guns and horses, 

and were often trusted with both, but remained with their owners.  As historian Glen Ely 

stated, many cowboys of color had the respect of their contemporaries after the war.  

Since many men further west of the traditional Old South did not always use color as 

                                            
 26 Ibid. 
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the standard by which to measure a man’s worth, this could have also been the 

situation between many cattlemen and their slaves on the frontier.27   

 The northwestern frontier was the home of many men who became known as 

cattle barons.  For the purpose of this dissertation, the northwestern frontier is defined 

as from Johnson County north to the Red River and from Tarrant County west to the 

100th meridian – essentially the region described by Ramsdell as where slavery would 

have ended without the Civil War, as a plantation/slave economy could not exist.  This 

section is one that is generally identified more by its history after the war, than before.  

Aside from being the home of Fort Worth – Cowtown – it was also the home of many 

famous cattlemen who made names for themselves as cattle barons and trail riders.  

But Oliver Loving, John S. Chisum, C.C. Slaughter, Daniel Waggoner, and dozens more 

were all slave owners.  Before the era of famous cattle drives north after the war, they 

established themselves within their communities as successful ranchers who owned 

small numbers of slaves.  Many of them provided the Confederacy with livestock, others 

supplied the Union, some did both.  

 This study is based not just on the census, but on tax records from the counties 

that collected taxes on slaves within the identified region.  Tax records offer the most 

basic method of comparison between residents and the most accurate statements of 

property ownership that is available.  In 1845 Texas adopted a uniformity clause, which 

was a democratizing way of leveling taxes between non-slave-owners and those who 

                                            
 27 For accounts dealing with slaves and the use of guns, see Doyle Marshall, A 
Cry Unheard: The Story of Indian Attacks In and Around Parker County, Texas, 1858-
1872 (Aledo, Texas: Annetta Valley Farm Pres, 1990); Glen Sample Ely, Debating 
Texas Identity: Where the West Begins (Lubbock: Texas Tech University Press, 2011), 
88. 
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owned slaves.   All property was taxed at the same rate, no matter how valuable the 

property was.  So, while a slave was without debate the most valuable property, it was 

taxed at the same rate as cattle or land (possibly the least valuable property).  Thus, the 

slave owners did not pay a higher rate for their property than did the yeoman famer for 

his.  The only thing that fluctuated was the rate at which items were taxed (for most of 

the years in this study the rate was twelve-and-a-half cents per hundred dollars worth of 

property). Business taxes were not charged; instead, taxes were paid on property that 

belonged to businesses.  It is true that mistakes were made when recording taxes and 

that people did not always declare all of their property however errors from using this 

system will be in an underassessment of property rather than over, as people do not 

tend to over report taxable property.28   

 Information was recorded from each year that the tax records existed in said 

counties.  This method obtained the most complete set of data needed to render an 

accurate study.  While most studies of slavery analyze records every ten years, along 

with census records, many of the counties in this region did not exist long enough to 

have been included in two census reports or have tax records ten, or even five, years 

apart.  Many of the counties in question were on the furthest edge of the frontier, where 

Indian depredations are said to have occurred with regularity. It has been repeatedly 

reported that, during the war, these counties suffered from depopulation and the frontier 

receded as a result.  A year-by-year study not only renders a true set of data about the 

                                            
 28 Robin Einhorn, American Taxation: American Slavery (Chicago: The University 
of Chicago Press, 2006), 200-204. 
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growth of slavery and the owner’s wealth, but it shows growth or reduction of population 

within the tax-paying communities. 

 Data mined from the tax records pertained to the overall wealth of the tax payer.  

When possible, this information included land owned, value of land, lots owned, value of 

lots, slaves owned, value of slaves, horses owned, value of horses, cattle owned, value 

of cattle, sheep owned, value of sheep, land owned in other counties, value of land, and 

its location.  While there were opportunities to include hogs, oxen, wagons, and other 

goods, these items were not considered as they were not reported with regularity.   

 When all of the information was recorded, the numbers were analyzed.  The 

number of slaves owned was broken into five categories: one to four, five to nine, ten to 

fourteen, fifteen to nineteen, and twenty or more (the traditional planter status).  These 

numbers were selected for no other reason than it broke down slave ownership into 

smaller groups.  Four groupings for those who owned less than twenty slaves were 

created so that it could be determined if slave owners as a whole graduated to the next 

category over time or if small slaveholders stayed within their same category over the 

years, indicating that choice played a role in the growth of the numbers of slaves 

owned.  By using this method it could also be determined what the preferred number of 

slaves to own was on the northwestern frontier of Texas. 

 Land ownership among slave owners was analyzed.  This information was 

broken down into five categories: up to 320 acres, up to 640 acres, up to 960 acres, 

over 961 acres, and land owned in other counties.  These numbers were selected as 

they represent a section of land and its smaller parts; after all, most of the land in the 

area of study was initially sold, preempted, or granted in these configurations.  Land in 
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other counties was also calculated, to show how the small slaveholders on the frontier 

in northwest Texas retained or purchased land in counties both east and west of the 

place where they paid their taxes.   

 As the argument of this dissertation is that slavery could be adapted to other 

needs other than raising cotton, and that livestock was the chosen alternative for many 

slave owners in northwest Texas, livestock ownership was analyzed in great detail.   

First, a survey of how many slave owners owned some form of livestock was done.  

These numbers were further broken down into the number of horses, cattle, and, after 

1860, sheep that were owned. Horses and cattle were broken down into four data sets 

each.  Horse ownership included zero, less than five, six to nineteen, and twenty or 

more.  These numbers were chosen to indicate probable personal use, work-related 

ownership, and investment for sale.  Cattle were broken down into five sets of data: 

zero, ten head or less, eleven to forty-nine head, fifty to ninety-nine, and one hundred or 

more.  Ten head or less indicated personal use; eleven to forty-nine was a small 

operation; fifty to ninety -nine, a medium size operation; and one hundred head or more 

indicated a large scale business.  Sheep were considered for three years (1860, 1861, 

and 1862), and in a few cases for 1863 and 1864 (these years were generally not 

itemized).  Sheep were broken into three groups: zero, less than twenty, or twenty or 

more.  This was done because more than twenty sheep generally indicated that the 

owner was involved in some form of business rather than using the wool or meat for 

home consumption. 

 The problems incurred using this method centered mainly on the county tax 

collectors.  There were times when their handwriting proved to be illegible, their 
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calculations proved inaccurate, and values were omitted.  In cases of illegibility, some 

attempts were made to match names with payers from previous or subsequent years, or 

they were listed only by the initial from their last name.  Arithmetic was checked in each 

county and, with the exception of Johnson County, found to be accurate within less than 

a 5 percent margin of error.29  In the case of deleted or omitted values, efforts were 

made to fill the gaps by extrapolating from previous and subsequent years, assuming 

that patterns were generally uniform through contiguous years of the study.  

 Calculations from the tax records were based on the same set of data for each 

county in the region of study.  All of the names listed in the tax records constituted the 

whole (with the exception of Young County, where only the names of the resident tax 

payers were used instead of all those listed as land owners within the Peters Colony).  

These names constituted the whole or 100 percent.  Out of this 100 percent, there were 

two distinct groups – slave holders and non-slave holders.  The number of slave holders 

within the whole was first calculated and then divided into the whole to determine what 

percent of the population they constituted.  From that point, the amount of property 

(land, slaves, horses, cattle, and sheep) slave holders held was added together and 

factored into the whole to determine the percent owned.  These calculations rendered 

the degree of wealth that slave owners possessed as they related to the population as a 

whole within their communities.  These calculations were done for each tax year 

                                            
 29 From 1854 to 1861, E. M. Heath recorded the taxes for Johnson County.  
Upon close examination, his figures from 1854 through 1857 did not compute correctly.  
To rectify this problem all of the figures for acreage, value of acreage, slaves, value of 
slaves, horses, value of horses, cattle, and value of cattle were refigured and the 
information used for this dissertation was based on those calculations.  In 1858, Heath’s 
margin of error was less than one percent in fifty percent of the returns, and so his 
figures were accepted as correct.   
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reported, in each county of study (Montague, Clay, Cooke, Young, Jack, Wise, Denton, 

Shackelford (included in the Palo Pinto County tax records), Stephens, Palo Pinto, 

Parker, and Tarrant), to show the allocation of wealth within each community. 

 As there were more factors in the success of slavery on the frontier than masters 

and slaves, this dissertation begins with an evaluation of the northwestern frontier of 

Texas before Anglo settlers moved in.  Indian relationships on this portion of the frontier 

were a principal component in this story.  Chapter 2 seeks to establish that before the 

settlers moved in and began amassing wealth in livestock, relationships between 

Indians and Anglos were generally amicable in this portion of Texas.  Even when that 

relationship became ugly, it never reached the levels claimed by later local historians, 

and it rarely hindered the development of the northwestern frontier prior to the Civil War.  

 Chapter 3 shows how the northwestern quadrant of Texas did not exist in a 

vacuum; instead, it was a part of the cattle frontier that extended across the United 

States in the 1850s.  Because settlers in the northwestern counties depended on their 

outside sphere for income, staple goods, and other necessities it is vital that the 

conditions outside of the local study be included.  Local studies that do not consider the 

implications of omitting conditions cheat the history of the smaller communities by 

passing over the major reasons for behavioral patterns.   

 Chapters 4 through 9 look at seven counties within this region of study.  

Examinations of the tax records, slave-owners, livestock, and conditions that affected 

residents in those communities show the same results, that slave-holders were the 

smallest portions of each community but that they declared disproportionately higher 

portions of property.  Because of this they had no reason to forego the use of slave 
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labor in the livestock industry, and would have continued to expand far west of what 

Ramsdell proposed was the natural limits of slavery.   
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CHAPTER 2   
THE NORTHWESTERN FRONTIER, 1849-1855:  

UNCONSTED GROUND 
 

 On May 28, 1870, a memorial on behalf of 350 people who lived on the 

northwestern frontier of Texas was submitted to the House of Representatives in 

Washington, D.C.  Contained in this proclamation was a declaration from the tax 

assessor and collector of Wise County, who stated that from 1860 to 1870, the voting 

population of Wise County had decreased from 800 to 350 persons due to depredations 

committed by Indians.1  While conflicts between Indians and white settlers had 

obviously become a serious problem by 1870, it had not always been so.  

 Wise County was not the only county on the Texas frontier to experience a loss 

of citizens during the 1860s.  Losses of population in Parker and Palo Pinto Counties 

were recorded during those same years.  Frontier protection had always been a 

problem in Texas.  For the Spanish the threat had been the French, for the Mexicans it 

had been the Americans, for the Americans it had been the Indians, and for the Indians 

it was all of the above.  Until the mid-1850s, the northwestern quadrant of Texas (from 

Tarrant County north to the Red River and west to the 100th meridian) had not been 

included in the contested ground between Indians and Anglos.  Because early 

settlement occurred primarily in the eastern and southern parts of the state, this territory 

had been exempt from altercations born of the advancing frontier.  But during the years 

                                            
 1 United States Congress, Indian Depredations in Texas: Memorial of Three 

Hundred and Fifty Citizens of the North-Western Frontier of Texas Relative to Indian 

Depredations, and Prayer for Relief, House Executive Document No. 142, 41st Cong., 
2nd Sess., p. 7 [Ser. Set 1433]. This proclamation was signed by 320 of the frontier 
residents.  
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between 1850 and 1860, Texas experienced its largest gain in population – from 

212,592 to 604,215 residents.  Of all the areas in the state, the fastest growing region 

was this northwestern section, and so conflicts began.2 

 Texan authorities insisted that protection from the Indians was needed on the 

frontier in order for white settlement to occur.  When Texas became the twenty-eighth 

state on December 29, 1845, it retained control of its public land but the protection of 

settlers on this land from the Indians became the principal responsibility of the United 

States.  At that time, Anglo and Mexican settlement had only occurred in a relatively 

small portion of Texas; the rest of the land was being hunted, lived on, farmed, and 

claimed by different Indian groups.  Governor James Pinckney Henderson insisted the 

frontier would recede and be reclaimed by Indians, if the government did not provide 

current and future settlers with the protection needed.3 To avoid Henderson’s prediction, 

Texas and the federal government pursued a policy of protection for the whites, and 

detainment or extermination for the Indians.  By this, they inadvertently condemned the 

Indians and the settlers on the frontier to a territorial war and slowed development in 

budding communities in frontier Texas.   

                                            
 2 John W. Gorman “Frontier Defense: Enlistment Patterns for the Texas Frontier 
Regiments in the Civil War,” in The Seventh Star of the Confederacy: Texas during the 
Civil War, ed. Kenneth W. Howell (Denton: University of North Texas Press, 2009), 70. 
 
 3 George D. Harmon,  “The United States Indian Policy in Texas, 1845-1860,”  
Mississippi Valley Historical Review 17 (December 1930): 377-403;  J. Pinckney 
Henderson to James K. Polk, November 23, 1846, Texas Indian Papers of Texas and 
the Southwest, eds. Winfrey Dorman and James M. Day, 5 vols. (Austin: Texas State 
Historical Association, 1995), 5:21-22 (hereafter referred to as TIP); Henderson to 
William L. Marcy, January 10, 1847, TIP 5:23-24 (quote from 23).  
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 From annexation until the establishment of reservations in Texas there were very 

few problems between Indians and white settlers in the northwest.  Despite the later 

perpetuation of tales to the contrary, before the reservations existed, Indian 

relationships with the settlers on the frontier were not filled with the brutality that defined 

the 1860s and 1870s – that happened primarily after they were removed to Indian 

Territory.  If anything, frontier life in the early years in this region was one that fits the 

new historiographical definition, as one that was shared by two cultures, not one that 

was constantly contested.4 

 Seeking to establish and maintain peace from the outset, on the full moon in 

March 1846, United States Indian Agents Pierce M. Butler and M. G. Lewis met with 

several hundred Texas Indians, from many different ethnic groups, at Comanche Peak 

in present day Hood County.  The intended purpose of this meeting was for the Indians 

to acknowledge that the United States was their protector and that certain rules were to 

be adhered to if benefits were to be received.  No treaty was made-because the Indians 

would not agree to it.  Despite this, Butler and Lewis came away from this meeting with 

the arrogant concept that the Indians were impressed with the strength of the United 

States, that this impression was needed to show the Indians that frontiersmen would be 

protected, and that they were weak when compared to white forces.5    

                                            
 4 Pekka Hämäläinen, The Comanche Empire (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
2008), 153-154. 
 
 5  U.S. Congress, Department of War, 1846-1847, Report of P. M. Butler and M. 

G. Lewis on Texas Indians, House Executive Document No. 76, 29th Cong., 2nd Sess.,  
p. 7 [Ser. Set 500]; F. Todd Smith, The Caddos, The Wichitas, and the United States, 

1846-1901 (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1996), 17.  
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 The follow-up meeting on May 15, 1846, produced the Treaty of Council Springs.  

Along with the aforementioned acknowledgement that the United States was the 

protector of the Indians, a proclamation was issued by Albert C. Horton, the first 

lieutenant governor of Texas, on June 1, which stated that all Texas citizens, including 

surveyors, must stay away from land that was above or bordering existing settlements 

in order to avoid confrontations between whites and Indians.  He also penned a letter to 

John R. Bryan, William W. Conover, and Charles H. Durgan in Dallas, to let them know 

that authorization had been granted to raise mounted volunteers to help patrol the 

northern section of the state.6     

 Arrangements were made for a total of seven companies of forty men to provide 

frontier protection.  Five of them went to the southern frontier along the Rio Grande, as 

this was where the depredations were primarily occurring.  Two of them were 

dispatched to the western frontier to protect the stretch of land from the Red River to the 

Brazos; they were to be located near trading stations on the Trinity and the Brazos.  

Positions in the companies were filled by frontiersmen at their own expense, who were 

led to understand that they would quickly be mustered into service by the federal 

                                            
 6 Treaty between United States and the Comanche, Ioni, Anadarko, Caddo, 
Lipan, Langwa, Waco, Keechi, Wichita, Tonkawa, and Tawakoni Tribes of Texas, May 
15, 1846, TIP 3:43-52; Treaty between United States and the Comanche, Ioni, 
Anadarko, Caddo, Lipan, Longwa, Keechi, Tawakoni, Tonkawa, Wichita and Waco 
Indians, May 15, 1846, TIP 3:53-61. The Treaty of Council Springs was not ratified until 
February, 1847 and signed into law on March 8, 1847; see Smith, The Caddos, The 
Wichitas, and the United States, 1846-1901, 19; Proclamation, June 1, 1846, TIP 3:62; 
Proclamation, June 1, 1846, TIP 3:63.  In 1843 it had already been decided that white 
settlers would not go further west than Bird’s Fort without the consent of the President, 
see F. Todd Smith, The Wichita Indians: Traders of Texas and the Southern Plains, 
1540-1845 (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2000), 149; Horton to Hno. 
R. Bryan, Wm. W. Conover & Chas. H. Durgan, Esqs., Dallas, Texas, July 3, 1846, TIP 
5:8.   
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government.   Just one month later Horton wrote to Secretary of War William L. Marcy 

and President James K. Polk, who had jointly decided to disband the companies.  

Horton questioned their decision and stated that without the protection of the frontier 

companies, the Indians would devastate the white population on the frontier. He once 

more pointed out that Texas depended on the federal government to provide this 

necessary protection.7    

 By mid October, Horton again wrote to Polk to inform him that depredations had 

begun on the frontier, as the Indians did not believe that the federal government would 

deliver presents as promised in the Treaty of Council Springs.  Stating that it was well 

worth the value of a few thousand dollars in presents to keep the peace, Horton also 

pointed out that the Indians were not the only ones committing offenses, as white 

settlers on the frontier were breaking the Treaty of Council Springs by selling whiskey 

and other articles to the Indians.  In addition, spectators, surveyors, and settlers were 

also moving over the difficult to pin-point border-line between the whites and the 

Indians.  Horton predicted a “collision” was sure to be the result.  With his hands tied, as 

Indian management was the exclusive duty of the United States, the Lieutenant 

Governor declared that he had done all he could by informing the President of the state 

of affairs.8   

 The reason for the lack of interest in Texas frontier protection at this time is 

simple to understand.  The Mexican-American War had started on April 25, 1846, when 

                                            
 7 Horton to Marcy, October 20, 1846, TIP 5:17-19; T. I. Fauntleroy to Horton, July 
28, 1846, TIP 3:68-69; Henderson to Fauntleroy, July 31, 1846, TIP 3:70-71; Horton to 
Marcy, August 8, 1846, TIP 3:71-73; Horton to Polk, August 10, 1846, TIP 3:74-77. 
 
 8 Horton to Polk, October 21, 1846, TIP 3:77-79; Minutes of Indian Council at 
Tehuacana Creek, TIP 1:149.   
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Mexican troops fired upon American troops in contested territory and gave Polk the 

excuse he needed to pursue his expansionist agenda.  When compared to the stakes in 

that engagement, the protection of a few settlers on the frontier of Texas did not matter 

much and, just to add insult to injury, Texas was asked to raise manpower to fight for 

the cause in Mexico.  Governor Henderson informed the President that Texas had 

raised as many as four companies of men, but that they were loath to leave their homes 

for an undetermined period of time.  Henderson also mentioned that his experienced 

officers were needed within the state to lead others in protecting the frontier from the 

Indians.9   

 As Henderson and Horton had feared, Texas did suffer from lack of frontier 

protection, but it was the southern frontier that suffered, not the northwestern.  

Regiments of men in the south of Texas were called into Mexico by Gen. Zachary 

Taylor and, as a result, the stretch of land from Laredo to Corpus Christi was left without 

protection.  Henderson wanted to organize another regiment to be directed by Col. John 

C. Hays, but that was also not to be as Hays was also called down to Monterrey to 

report to Taylor.10   

 In 1848, a trail of letters addressed the continued push for frontier forces.  The 

new governor of Texas, George T. Wood, repeatedly insisted that the United States 

should provide the requested protection because the northwestern frontier was “in more 

danger of Indian molestation that any other portion of the State.”  Instead of an 

increase, Wood received word from Col. Peter H. Bell that the War Department had 

                                            
 9 Henderson to Polk, February 18, 1847, TIP 5:26-27. 
 
 10 Henderson to Secretary of War, August 7, 1847, TIP 5:30-32. 
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discharged frontier troops.  Evidence supports the government’s decision as, other than 

a letter from Gen. William J. Worth reporting that some Indian thefts had occurred on 

the east side of the lower Cross Timbers, there was no evidence to indicate any 

problems on the northern frontier.11  

 In the meanwhile, the Mexican-American War ended with the signing of the 

Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo on February 2, 1848.  Aside from taking half of Mexico’s 

territory, the United States haughtily agreed to an Indian task they could not complete.  

Among other things, Article 11 of the treaty stated that the federal government was now 

responsible for stopping Indians from attacking settlements in Mexico.  Texans 

recognized the difficulties that this posed and voted against the article.  Sam Houston 

believed that it would cost the United States more money in Indian affairs than it would 

gain in territory, but the article passed anyway.12     

 A line of federal forts was established to protect frontier Texans from Mexican 

and Indian invasions.  The western fort line began eighty-five miles west of San Antonio 

at Fort Inge in Uvalde County and extended to Fort Worth in Tarrant County.  The 

biggest concentration of the western forts, and manpower, was in central Texas, where 

                                            
 11 George T. Wood to Captain Fitzhugh, January 15, 1848, TIP 3:99-100; Wood 
to W. S. Searcy, January 28, 1848, TIP 3:100-102, (quote from 101); Horton to S. 
Churchill, October 8, 1846, TIP 5:15-17; Wood to Marcy, June 8, 1848, TIP 3:104-105; 
Wood to Polk, September 2, 1848, TIP 3:105-106; William J. Worth to Wood, February 
15, 1849, TIP 5:36-37. 
 
 12 Brian DeLay, War of 1000 Deserts: Indian Raids and the U.S. - Mexican War 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2008), xiii, 295. 
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the highest population on the frontier was settled.  Fewer men were dispatched to the 

area north of Fort Worth and south of Fort Inge.13   

 Fort Worth, the most northern of the new forts, was established on June 6, 1849.  

Maj. Ripley A. Arnold, in charge of Company F of the Second Dragoons, picked a 

location that was later found to be unhealthy, and so a new one was chosen by August.  

Composed of several rough-hewn log quarters for the men, a hospital, stable, 

commissary store, wheelwright shop, blacksmith shop, guardhouse, and 

quartermaster’s storehouse, the fort was located in an area with plenty of grass for 

grazing.  It was also in a location where contactors with hay, corn, and beef could go 

and sell their wares.  Most of the supplies came from New Orleans after they had 

traveled up the Brazos and Trinity Rivers, others traveled on one of the three main 

roads into Fort Worth from Austin, Houston, and Shreveport.   With the establishment of 

Fort Worth, civilian settlement picked up to the west.14    

 Gold had been discovered in California the year before and many fortune 

seekers had been making their way across the continent to grab their share of the 

wealth.  Before the better known expedition of Capt. Randolph B. Marcy, several lesser 

known people went through the region without experiencing any trouble with the 

Indians.  Among these travelers was the Michler Expedition, a group of twenty-two 

                                            
 13 Arrie Barrett, “Western Frontier Forts of Texas, 1845-1861,” West Texas 
Historical Association Year Book 7 (June 1931): 115-139 (hereafter referred to as Year 
Book); Joseph I. Lambert, “The Defense of the Indian Frontier of Texas by the United 
States Army, 1846-1880” (M.A. Thesis, Saint Mary’s University at San Antonio, 1948), 
21.  
 
 14 Barrett, “Western Frontier Forts of Texas, 1845-1861,” 115-139; Frances 
Colwell and Y. S. Morgan, “The Story of White Settlement,” accessed November 20, 
2010, http://www.wsmuseum.com/ WHSETL.html. 
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topographical engineers working for the United States Army who, in 1849, were 

planning a new road from eastern Arkansas to El Paso.  Enough other people traveled 

through that resting stations at Buffalo Springs and Prairie Spring became the first 

commonly known areas in Clay County.  Here travelers rested and grazed their stock.  

No Indian depredations were recorded by any of these travelers.15   

 Another group of men passed through present-day Tarrant, Parker, Hood, Palo 

Pinto, Stephens, and Shackelford Counties on their way to California from Dallas.  In 

Hood County seven friendly Caddo Indians came to visit the party and, in Palo Pinto 

County, they camped near approximately fifty unnamed Indians on the east bank of the 

Brazos River.  C. D. Gibbes recorded in his diary that these Indians were in dire need of 

food but, even thought the party of white men went into the Keechi Village, no trouble 

was experienced.  In fact, on the whole trip to the Rio Grande River no trouble with any 

Indians, or any evidence of any prior trouble, was recorded in Gibbes’ journal.16    

 Marcy himself left the best known and most thorough descriptions of the region.  

Picked to accompany a party of California-bound gold hunters to Santa Fe, his task was 

to ascertain the best route between there and Fort Smith, Arkansas. He stated that he 

encountered several hundred men, women, and children from the Comanche and 

Kickapoo tribes; that many of the Comanches shared letters of recommendations from 

Americans; and that they declared they were Americans, not Comanches.  Despite the 

                                            
 15 William Charles Taylor, “A History of Clay County, Texas” (M.A. thesis, 
Midwestern University, 1969), 54-55; Lucian Parrish Walton, “An Economic History of 
Clay County” (M.A. thesis, University of Texas, 1909), 23. 
 
 16 C. D. Gibbes, “C. D. Gibbes’ Journal of the Thomas Gilbert Party, 1849,” Year 
Book 19 (October 1943): 153-166.   
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fact that many of the Kickapoo warriors were equipped with Derringer and Tyron rifles, 

no trouble was reported.17   

 In spite of the relative calm in the northern part of the state, reports of serious 

depredations had been made to Congress about the conditions on the frontiers of 

Texas.  In April 1850, it was reported that there had been “two hundred and four … 

killed, wounded, or carried into captivity by the Indians; besides a great many more 

which cannot at this time be ascertained” within the past year.   A loss of $103,277 of 

property was also stated.  However, at least 175 of the dead, seven of the wounded, 

and twenty-five of the captives were taken from west of Corpus Christi in the summer of 

1849, not the northwestern frontier.  Still more were killed or taken during the months of 

December and January, with raids going as far inland as Goliad, but again not in the 

northwest.18   

 Using the information provided by the Michler and Marcy expeditions, and 

individuals such as Gibbes, it is highly doubtful that any depredations occurred on the 

northwestern frontier during this early period as they surely would have been mentioned 

in one of their notes.  Additionally, federal Indian Agent Robert S. Neighbors reported 

that there were no problems with the Indians of Texas and that it had been that way for 

                                            
 17 Lambert, “The Defense of the Indian Frontier of Texas by the United States 
Army, 1846-1880,” 35; Rupert N. Richardson, ed., “Documents Relating to West Texas 
and Her Indian Tribes,” Year Book 1(June 1925): 30-54 (quote from 47).  
 
 18 U.S. Congress, Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo-Indian Incursions, April 24, 1850, 
House Executive Document No. 280, 31st Cong., 1st sess., p. 3  [Ser. Set 584]; Lambert, 
“The Defense of the Indian Frontier of Texas by the United States Army, 1846-1880,” 
22; William C. Holden, “Frontier Problems and Movements in West Texas, 1846-1900” 
(Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Texas, 1928), 32. 
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the last two years, despite difficulties in being able to meet with the Kiowa, Apaches, 

and the upper bands of Comanche.  He also stated that many of the different tribes 

were willing to settle down and become farmers, but that they could not as the state 

denied them land, and what land they now lived on was disappearing due to white 

settlers.19 

 Yet Gov. Peter H. Bell continued to recommend that the Texas Legislature form a 

frontier force to protect settlers.  An 1849 petition from Limestone County requested 

Indians in their area be moved above Fort Graham (in present day Hillsborough).  The 

following month Bell informed the United States Congress that protection for the frontier 

settlers of Texas was unsatisfactory, and he requested the federal government adopt a 

policy that would make the Indians withdraw from the area or provide a line of forts and 

increase the number of mounted patrols to protect the settlers on the frontier.20   

 This was followed up in May 1850, when Maj. Gen. George M. Brooke, 

Commander of the Eighth Military District, wrote to Winfield Scott, Commander of the 

Army.  Brooke informed Scott that Indian raids were becoming a problem and that “it is 

impossible to bring these deluded people to a sense of their weakness compared with 

the power of the United States- unless by severe chastisement, and which cannot be 

effected without carrying the war into their homes and fortresses.”  Brooke added that 

an equal status with the Indians was unacceptable as it would cause war between the 

                                            
 19 Holden, “Immigration and Settlement in West Texas,” Year Book 5 (June 
1929): 66-86; Texas Indians in 1849, n.d., TIP 3:108-109. 
 
 20 P. H. Bell to the Texas Legislature, January 18, 1850, TIP 3:110-111; Petition 
From the Citizens of Limestone County to Bell, December 25, 1849, TIP 3:106-108; Bell 
to U.S. Congress, February 7, 1850, TIP 3:114-119. 
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Indians and the white settlers to continue forever.  He recommended building new posts 

on the frontier, attacking the Indians in their villages to exterminate them, or settling 

farmers and blacksmiths among them with added subsidies.  Brooke believed these 

were the only solutions as the Indians could no longer sustain themselves if they were 

unable to roam the state to follow the mustangs and make a living.  Bell concurred, but 

advised that if the Indians were given their own land that it should be far away from any 

settlements of white citizens, as there was too much bad blood between them.21 

 By October 28, 1851, treaties had been signed with the Comanches, Caddo, 

Lipan, Quapaw, Tawakoni, Waco, Mescalero, and other tribes.  Among the regular 

stipulations was one that stated the Indians could not pass the eastern line of Forts 

without permission.  In return for this the federal government would supply teachers, 

blacksmiths, and preachers to live among the Indians.  Before a month passed, the 

treaties had been broken and the Indians were punished with strict consequences, 

which included the rule that mules and horses were not to be purchased from the 

Indians – cutting off much of the Indian’s income.22   

 As requested by Brooke and Bell, two additional forts were added to the frontier.  

Post Belknap was established by Lt. Col. William C. Belknap of the Fifth Infantry on 

                                            
 21 George M. Brooke to Winfield Scott, May 28, 1850, TIP  3:119-121, (quote 
from 119); For a complete study of the implications of Article 11 in the Treaty of 
Guadalupe-Hidalgo see DeLay, War of 1000 Deserts; Bell to Brooke, June 4, 1850, TIP 
3:121-123.  
 
 22 Treaty Between the United States and the Comanche, Caddo, Lipan, Quapaw, 
Tawakoni, and Waco Tribes of Indians, December 10, 1850, TIP 3:130-137; Treaty 
Between the United States and the Comanche, Lipan, Mescalero and Other Tribes of 
Indians, October 28, 1851, TIP 3:149-154; Holden, “Frontier Problems and Movements 
in West Texas, 1846-1900,” 24. 
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June 24, 1851.  Located on the far edge of settlement, detachments of Company G and 

I from the Fifth Infantry were stationed there to keep an eye on the Indians from the 

north and west.  The post became known as Fort Belknap when it was moved two miles 

north later that year, on November 1.  Locating the frontier three-quarters-of-a-mile 

north from the Brazos River may have seemed like a good site, but the water was of 

poor quality and not always plentiful. 23    

 Settlers followed the soldiers to Fort Belknap, and a village soon developed.  

Coal that was found in the area was used at the fort for heating and in the blacksmith’s 

forge; settlers likewise used it for heating and cooking.  This coal, made nationally 

known when Marcy’s notes were published in 1854, was indeed an asset in a region 

where timber was scarce, and over the next few years miners removed several tons a 

year for heating and blacksmithing. 24   

 Parker County soon had more people in it than most of the counties in this area.  

Located between Fort Worth and Fort Belknap, and on the direct path from Fort 

Graham, the early people were well protected.  Settlers began to arrive not long after 

John Patrick and Port Smythe surveyed the land in 1851 and by 1854, 225 citizens 

signed a petition to form the county.25  During those early years, no problems with the 

Indians were recorded in Parker County. 

                                            
 23 Holden, “Frontier Problems and Movements in West Texas, 1846-1900,” 40; 
Barrett, “Western Frontier Forts of Texas, 1845-1861,” 115-139. 
 
 24 Floyd F. Ewing, Jr, “Come to Newcastle, the Birmingham of the Southwest,” 
Year Book 31 (October 1955): 3-14.  
 

25 John S. Grace and R. B. Jones, A New History of Parker County (Weatherford: 
The Democrat, 1906; reprinted by Parker County Historical Commission, 1987), 34; 
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 A second fort was soon located approximately seventy-five miles west of Fort 

Belknap in present day Jones County.  Fort Phantom Hill, more commonly known as 

“the Post on the Clear Fork of the Brazos,” was established on November 14, 1851.  Set 

up primarily as protection for travelers on the way to California, rather than for frontier 

settlers, Phantom Hill was located on Marcy’s Albuquerque Trail.  While this location 

proved to be better for later endeavors – such as a stop on the Butterfield Southern 

Overland Mail Route in 1858 – it was a terrible place for the fort.  There was no usable 

timber within six miles and no healthy drinking water.  The water that was there was 

brackish and at one time there were buffalo carcasses decaying in the river – the only 

good water to be had was in a well four miles away, so it had to be hauled in.  Because 

of no water there was no vegetable garden, because of no vegetables the men got sick. 

The post doctor’s solution for the resulting scurvy was for the soldiers to eat pickles but 

this did not cure the dysentery and other bad water illnesses.   During its three-and-a-

half year occupation, 293 cases of illness and two deaths were recorded in the 231 men 

who were stationed there.  White men were not the only ones at the post, indicating that 

danger was not imminent.  Along with Indians coming in and pitching their tents at the 

post, there was also at least one white woman and her young daughter who were 

residents, and a slave, who belonged to one of the Army officers.26  

 The establishment of these frontier posts was responsible for bringing settlers to 

Shackelford County.  The first recorded settler was United States Indian Agent to the 

                                                                                                                                             
Fred R. Cotton, “Log Cabins of the Parker County Region,” Year Book 29 (October 
1953): 96-105.  

 
 26 C. C. Rister, “The Border Post of Phantom Hill,” Year Book 14 (October 1938): 
3-13; Hybernia Grace, “Historical Sketch of Jones County, Texas,” Year Book 3 (June 
1927): 30-40; Barrett, “Western Frontier Forts of Texas, 1845-1861,” 115-139. 
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Comanches, Jesse Stem, who set up his home in October, 1852.  Despite the fact that 

Stem was located near Fort Phantom Hill – where agriculture was never successful – he 

cultivated enough corn and oats that he sold the excess to Fort Belknap.  Stem’s story 

is one that needs to be included in this study, not because he was a successful settler, 

but because he was one of the few early settlers that died due to Indian depredations 

during the years in question.27   

 Aside from the loss of Stem, 1852 was a year that was filled with exaggeration 

when it came to Indian depredations.  Many outrageous events were attributed to 

different tribes all over the state but were many times committed by white men, if they 

even happened.  One rumor on the northwestern frontier was that a large group of 

soldiers on the Clear Fork of the Brazos had been killed.  Panic ensued, a meeting of 

residents of six counties was held in McKinney, and another petition was submitted for 

more protection.  Another example of the mindset at the time is revealed in the “Report 

of the Post Surgeon at Fort Phantom Hill, for 1852.”  A paragraph describing some of 

the Indians in the area and the Tonkawa, who were close to Fort Graham, states: “I 

have been told by a respectable Texan that they are Cannibals, and that their pregnant 

women have been known to cut the feet from dead bodies and eat them under the belief 

that their children would thus become great walkers.” While all this was going on, 

surveyors for the Texas Emigration and Land Company were hard at work in and 

                                            
 27 Ben O. Grant, “Explorers and Early Settlers of Shackelford County,” Year Book 
11 (November 1935):17-37. 
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around Clay County throughout 1852 and 1853, and no problems with the Indians were 

recorded.28 

 The year 1853 brought several events that all had an impact on the northwestern 

frontier.  This was the year of the Gadsden Purchase, the Comanche Treaty, and the 

removal of non-aggressive immigrant Indians from Texas.  It was also the year that 

planning for two reservations in Texas actively began.  The Gadsden Purchase signified 

the government’s commitment to two things: the attempt to build a southern trans-

continental railroad, and an end to Article 11 in the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo.  

Despite the fact that the southern railroad did not materialize at this time, preliminary 

plans had suggested it would be built through northwest Texas and across the thirty-

second parallel.  This helped spur immigration to the region, as more settlers saw the 

value of the railroad in their communities.29   

 The end of the obligations to Article 11 coincided with the decision to build new 

forts as the frontier moved further west.  An inspection by Lt. William H. C. Whiting of 

the Army led to the frontier line being relocated further west by 1854.  This placed the 

soldiers (2,000 of them) in the midst of the Indians to discourage the formation of raiding 

parties by impressing them with the strength and resources of the United States.  There 

were also moving cavalry camps, which were continually in motion and helped men 

stationed at the forts to keep the Indians away from the white populations, or 

                                            
 28 “Report of the Post Surgeon At Fort Phantom Hill, For 1852,” Year Book 
1(June 1925): 73-77 (quote from 77); Taylor, “A History of Clay County, Texas,” 16; 
Harry E. Wade, “Peters Colony,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed November 25, 
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exterminated as needed.  Forts Inge, Lincoln, Martin Scott, Austin, Groghan, Gates, 

Graham, and Worth were all but abandoned and the new line of forts now went from 

Fort Davis, 446 miles west of San Antonio, to Fort Belknap, in Young County.30   

 In 1853 the U.S. signed a treaty with the Comanches.  Their strength had already 

deteriorated due to white encroachment, loss of land and food, and a severe outbreak 

of cholera, but their largest challenge was the serious decline of the bison.  Overhunting 

had caused the initial decline, but then a twenty year drought hit, and the desperately 

needed recovery Indians depended on never happened.  Along with the estimated 3.5 

million that died due to the drought, those who survived moved north to cooler and 

wetter pastures.  To make matters worse, overland travelers trampled much of the 

grazing pastures needed by both the bison and horses, whose dietary needs were 80 

percent the same.  Comanche survival depended on approximately six-and-a-half bison 

per member of the tribe per year, not only for food, but also for clothing, shelter, and 

trade.31    

 The importance of the bison was only surpassed by the horse.  Comanches were 

hunters, not gatherers, and the horse was the defining element in building, and 

maintaining their empire.  This vast swath of territory stretched from south of the 

Republican River in the center of the Great Plains, to the Balcones Escarpment, and 

east of Santa Fe to the Cross Timbers in Texas.  The patriarchal bands were primarily 

                                            
 30 Col. M. L. Crimmins, “The First Line of Army Posts Established in West Texas 
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horse traders, and in 1849, owned more than 100,000 horses and mules.  Because of 

the decline in the bison trade, many of the trading posts along the frontiers, closed 

down.  White partners were not the only ones who disappeared, as Native traders 

moved north with the bison.  When trading networks fell apart, the value of horses 

escalated, as they were not only needed for mounted raiders, but they became a food 

source themselves.  Massive herds of horses lived in the river valleys along the 

southern frontier of Comanchería, which was coincidentally the northwestern frontier of 

Texas.32     

 While the federal government was working with the Comanches, Texan 

authorities chose to remove groups of friendly Indians from the state.  In early June 

1853, a group of Delawares, Shawnees, and Quapaws were led through Fort Worth on 

their way to Indian Territory.  The Delawares and Shawnees had acted as guides and 

translators – as they spoke English and Comanche, and other Indian languages – at 

many councils and expeditions to the frontier, but this was not enough to hold them in 

good stead.  The reason for their removal was not that they were causing trouble but 

that the perceived troubles from the previous year caused settlers to demand the state 

and federal authorities do something to protect them.  As a result, a resolution was 

passed that required all immigrant Indians, including Delawares, Shawanees, Quapaws, 

and Seminoles, be removed from Texas and sent to Indian Territory.  They met on the 

Llano River and went by Fort Graham to Fort Worth, up to Col. James G. Bourland’s 

trading post in Cooke County, and across the Red River.  This project was unpopular 

with those who knew these Indians more than most: Robert Neighbors, who thought the 

                                            
 32 Hämäläinen, Comanche Empire, 38, 63, 293-300. 
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whole thing “ridiculous,” and Henry Barnard (of Barnard’s Trading Post in Johnson 

County), who believed that the most faithful, honest, and loyal of the Indians were being 

taken from Texas.  In less than a year the Delawares came back to Texas – only to be 

placed on reservations.33 

 The largest impact the region experienced in 1853 was the decision to locate two 

Indian reservations in its midst.  In September 1853, Secretary of War Jefferson Davis 

wrote to Governor Bell and suggested that Texas follow the example of the United 

States by designating land for the confinement of the Indians, and then turn it over to 

the federal government to manage.  If this was done, “their presence elsewhere would 

be an offence, at once, justifying interposition of the military force, which, in a great 

majority of the cases, could prevent depredations and outrages without bloodshed.”  He 

then stated that “this policy has been pursued with perfect success by the Government 

of the United States; and, besides the certainty which it introduces into the relation 

between the Army and the Indians, it has been attended with other gratifying results.”34 

 The bill was passed on February 6, 1854, and the Indian Department prepared to 

relocate and confine over a thousand Indians to a space of twelve leagues of land.  

Here “savages” were to be taught how to farm, raise stock, and learn how to become 

self-sufficient.  Agent Neighbors and Captain Marcy were put in charge of locating the 

land for the reservations.  The combination of a man who understood Indians, and who 

was trusted and respected by both Indians and officials in Washington, and a man who 

                                            
 33 Hämäläinen, Comanche Empire, 303-304; Rupert N. Richardson, “Removal of 
Indians From Texas in 1853: A Fiasco,” Year Book 20 (October 1944): 86-91.  
 
 34 Jefferson Davis to Bell, September 19, 1853, TIP 5:155-157 (quote from 156). 
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was perhaps as familiar with the territory as the Indians themselves, made for the best 

possible team to select the land.35  

 They conducted the search from July 15 to August 21, 1854, in the general area 

of the northwestern region of Knox, Baylor, Archer, Wichita, Haskell, Throckmorton, and 

Young Counties.  Crucial components of acceptable land were the availability of fresh 

water and arable land.  Marcy noted in his journal that one of the prime reasons this 

area was chosen was because it was unsettled and he wanted to place the Indians in a 

location that was some distance from any white settlements.  He recorded the 

conditions of the land, water, wildlife, availability of timber, rock and the desirability of 

the various locations. 36   

 W. B. Parker, who was one of Marcy’s party, also kept a journal during the 

expedition.  His observations of the Indians record such details as dress, attitude, and 

habits.  He wrote in greater detail about the meeting with the Comanche and Kickapoo 

than Marcy did.  Parker recorded the Indians' reactions when Marcy told them he was in 

the region looking for a new home for them.   When he told them that the Great Father 

wanted the Indians to learn how to cultivate the land so that their children would not 

face an uncertain future, Comanche Chief Senaco replied that he and the Southern 

Comanche would do what the Great Father asked, as their former chief Mo-ko-cho-pe 

                                            
 35 Governor Bell had been granted permission by the Texas Legislature to begin 
negotiations with the U.S. on the issue of land for reservations on February 16, 1852.  
See W. E. S. Dickerson, “Indian Reservations,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed 
November 28, 2010, http://www. tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/bpi01; Rupert 
N. Richardson, “The Comanches Reservation in Texas,” Year Book 5 (June 1929): 43-
65. 
 
 36 J. W. Williams and Ernest Lee, “Marcy’s Exploration to Locate the Texas 
Indian Reservations in 1854,” Year Book 13 (October 1947): 107-132. 
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had told them to “take the advice and example of the whites, and it would make us 

happy and benefit us.”37   

 No evidence of white settlers was noted, but white land ownership was one of the 

main deciding factors in the location of the reservations.  Marcy believed several 

locations were prime sites, but much of the land in question belonged to the Texas 

Emigration and Land Company.  When it came time to designate the location, 

Neighbors and Marcy had to select from land that was available – not the best in the 

area.  This resulted in the designation of twelve leagues being greatly reduced to four – 

a little over 18,000 acres – of which not all was arable, and was not enough acreage to 

grow foodstuffs never mind provide adequate pasturage for stock.  As white settlers 

moved into the area during the next few years, they purchased the rest of the available 

land around the reservations.  This removed the possibility of the Indians gaining any 

more land at the reservations.38   

 While Neighbors and Marcy were trying to locate reservation land, life went on as 

normal in the northwestern quadrant – quietly without any troubles from the Indians.  

The diary of Charles A. Crosby, who accompanied Genl. Albert Sidney Johnston, 

paymaster to the troops in 1854, described how he had not seen any sign of homes or 

farms for 200 miles until he was approximately four miles from Fort Belknap.  At the 

post he spent an hour with two of the women at the post, Mrs. Steen – wife of the 

                                            
 37 “Parker’s Notes Taken with Marcy Locating the Texas Indian Reservations,” 
Year Book 1 (June 1925): 55-72 (quote from 64). 
 
 38 Williams and Lee, “Marcy’s Exploration to Locate the Texas Indian 
Reservations in 1854,”107-132; Report of R. B. Marcy and Neighbors to Bell, 
September 30, 1854, TIP 3:186-190, (quote from 186); Richardson, “The Comanches 
Reservation in Texas,” 43-65.  
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commanding officer, Maj. Enoch Steen – and Mrs. McIntyre – wife of Lieut. James B. 

McIntyre of the Seventy Infantry.  This indicates that there was both free time and 

women at the fort.  When they left Belknap, they headed west, into “thick Indian country” 

but did not encounter any troubles.  Forty miles from Phantom Hill, Indians stole “two 

yoke of oxen” from some teamsters who were camped close to them, but other than 

that, there were no further troubles in the region.39   

 During this time, the first known settlers in Palo Pinto County arrived.  William 

Allen, an early resident, stated that when he first arrived in Palo Pinto County, the 

Indians were friendly in the early years but changed in 1858 after a group of white 

settlers attacked a group of friendly Indians who were hunting on Palo Pinto Creek.  

Henry Belding, another early settler, also stated that there had been no trouble from the 

Indians until “cowards” from nearby Erath County attacked a party of Indians during the 

night and killed one.  He believed this act was responsible for the death of many of the 

local citizens and the reason many horses were stolen from their homes in the years 

after the reservations were established.40 

 In September 1854, Agent Neighbors reported to George W. Manypenny, 

Commissioner of Indian Affairs in Washington D.C., that “the Indians in Texas on our 

northern frontier, under charge of special agent Hill, are all friendly, and, as far as I can 

                                            
 39 Col. M. L. Crimmins, ed., “Extract From the Diary of Charles A. Crosby,” Year 
Book 17 (October 1941): 100-107 (first quote from 102, second and third quotes from 
103). 
 
 40 Mary Whatley Clarke, The Palo Pinto Story (Fort Worth: The Manney 
Company, 1956), 4-5; Ed T. Cox, “Early Days in Eastland County,” Year Book 17 
(October 1941): 83-93; Henry Belding, “Memoirs of Henry Belding,”   Year Book 29 
(October 1953): 79-95 (quote from 85. 
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learn, have committed no depredations.”  A few days later George Hill, Indian agent, 

wrote to Neighbors that “their [the Ionia, Annadahko, and Caddo] desire for permanent 

settlement and agricultural pursuits…has increased during the year, and I have every 

reason to believe that their friendship for the white people, and desire to know more of 

their institutions, has not abated.”  The few recorded problems (horse theft) with the 

Indians and the northern frontier settlers were with the Wichita tribe, who resided north 

of the Red River.41 

 On September 30, 1854, Neighbors and Marcy reported their decisions to 

Governor Bell.  They had selected two sites. One of these was the Clear Fork Reserve 

and was located on the Clear Fork of the Brazos River, approximately forty miles west 

of Fort Belknap.  The second was the Brazos Reserve located in Young County, just 

twelve miles south of Fort Belknap.  The Clear Fork was to be the new home of the 

Southern Comanches, who had no no past experience with or desire to learn farming 

techniques.  The Brazos was for all the other tribes – the Nadaco, Caddo, Hainai, 

Keechi, Kichais, Tawakoni, Tonkawa, and Waco groups – who were experienced 

farmers.  They would be managed by Shapely P. Ross, a former Ranger who was well 

acquainted with Indian life.42  

                                            
 41 Neighbors to George W. Manypenny, September 16, 1854, Senate Executive 
Documents No. 80, 33rd Cong., 1st Sess., pp. 366-368 (quote from 366) [Ser. Set 500]; 
George Hill to Neighbors, September 20, 1854, Senate Executive Documents No. 83, 
33rd Cong., 1st Sess.,  pp. 371-374 (quote from 371-372) [Ser. Set 500].  
  
 42 Report of R. B. Marcy and Neighbors to Bell, September 30, 1854, TIP 3:186-
190; Robert M. Utley, Lone Star Justice: The First Century of the Texas Rangers, (New 
York: Berkley), 97-99; Williams and Lee, “Marcy’s Exploration to Locate the Texas 
Indian Reservations in 1854,” 107-132. 
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 At a council at Fort Belknap, the Ionies, Ah-nan-dah-kas (who were represented 

by Jose Maria), the Caddos (represented by Ti-nah), the Towackonies (represented by 

Utsiock), and the Wichitas and Wacos (whose representatives were O-che-rash and 

Ask-a-quash), all met with the authorities to discuss their future life on the reservations.  

W. B. Parker recorded the essence of their spokesman, Jose Maria, as he summed up 

the position and feelings of the different tribes:   

I know our Great Father has power to do with us as he pleases; we have been 
driven from our homes several times by the whites, and all we want is a 
permanent locations, where we shall be free from further molestation.  We prefer 
being near the whites, that we may be free from the depredations of the wild 
tribes.  Heretofore we have had our enemies, the whites on one side, and the 
Comanches on the other, and of the two evils, we prefer the former, as they allow 
us to eat what we raise, whilst the Comanches take everything, and if we are to 
be killed, we would much rather die with full bellies; we would therefore prefer 
taking our chances on the Brazos, where we can be near the whites.43 

 
Neighbors reported that not only were the bands pleased with the land selection, but 

that the Indians would also become auxiliaries to the Army and help protect the frontier 

from the northern bands.44     

 With the creation of the reservations, federal authorities, with the consent of 

Texan authorities, moved the Indians into the northwestern section of the state.  As 

shown, prior to the reservations being located in this region, very few troubles with the 

Indians were recorded.  While only a few white settlers lived in the region before 1855, 

they could have been subjected to the same atrocities that settlers in the south were 

experiencing but they were not. If anything, this frontier region experienced a period of 

                                            
 43 “Parker’s Notes Taken With Marcy Locating the Texas Indian Reservations,” 
55-72 (quote from 71). 
 
 44 Report of R. B. Marcy and Neighbors to Bell, September 30, 1854, TIP 3:186-
190. 
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calm, and began to welcome settlers, while officials elsewhere laid the foundations for a 

more contested future. 

 Within the next five years, the population of the region grew rapidly as settlers 

claimed the region for themselves.  Along with their families, they brought livestock, 

slaves, and ambition. Within the space of the northwestern frontier, there was not 

enough room for Indians and the newcomers to live together in peace, and so, by the 

end of the decade, the Indians were relocated to Indian Territory, providing even more 

space for the expansion of ranching, and slavery, on the northwestern frontier of Texas.  
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CHAPTER 3 
NORTHWESTERN TEXAS: ON THE CUSP OF THE PECULIAR INSTITUTION  

AND IN THE MIDST OF THE CATTLE FRONTIER 
 

 In order to fully understand the development of a cattle and slave economy on 

the northwestern frontier, the region must be placed within the larger context.  During 

the years of study, livestock was in high demand in multiple locations throughout the 

United States due to gold rushes in both California and Colorado.  To fill the needs and 

bellies of miners and settlers, a massive transcontinental movement of livestock took 

place during the 1850s.  Stock animals were trailed from Texas, Indian Territory, and 

Missouri, netting vast profits for those who participated in the industry.  As this was 

happening, the human population on the cattle and horse-rich northwestern frontier of 

Texas grew faster than anywhere else in the state.  Like other areas involved in the 

cattle movement, this region did not record large numbers of slaves or an economy 

based on a cash crop, instead settlers chose to capitalize on the available resources 

and participate in their own version of the gold rush.   

 As stated by Richard G. Lowe and Randolph B. Campbell, “the application of 

slave labor to agricultural production was profitable as an individual business.”   For 

anything to be profitable there must be a demand for the product, if there is not, people 

invest in other opportunities.  As the following chapters will show, residents in the 

counties of study chose to invest in livestock from 1846 to 1864, and among those 

individuals slave-owners continually declared disproportionately larger amounts of 

property than those who did not own bondsmen.  Tax records from the region show that 

this did not happen for just a few individuals, or even in one or two of the counties, it 

was a pattern that repeated itself in all of the counties of study.  This happened because 
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settlers in the northwestern frontier of Texas were one component of many who 

capitalized on events outside of their immediate region, much like those who 

participated in the postwar cattle drives.1  

 The common perception is that men returning from the Civil War returned and 

found large numbers of unattended cattle roaming all over the state that had multiplied 

during the war years, and that they were then rounded up and driven north to fill the 

need for meat.  While it is true that there were large numbers of unclaimed stock 

throughout Texas after the war, there had been large numbers long before it started and 

savvy stock raisers had been profiting from these resources for years.  When the 

postwar cattle drives began, drovers were already familiar with routes to markets that 

they had used for more than a decade.  The success of those early years can be seen 

in the rise in the value of declared cattle from 1850 to 1860 - $10 billion in 1850 to $43 

billion in 1860.2   

  As stated, in order for people to invest in a resource there had to be a demand 

and, during the years of study, the first was the California gold rush.  Before the 

precious metal was discovered northern and southern pastoral regions were developed 

to meet supply and demand, and the cattle population of California reproduced at a rate 

fast enough to sustain the needs of the residents. After gold was discovered, the human 

population escalated to 100,000 in 1849 and then to 380,000 by the end of 1860.  

Livestock and wildlife could not reproduce fast enough to supply the needed horse 

                                            
 1 Richard G. Lowe and Randolph B. Campbell, Planters and Plan Folk: 
Agriculture in Antebellum Texas (Dallas: Southern Methodist University Press, 1987), 
quote from 3. 
 
 2 Henry C. Dethloff and Garry L. Nall, “Agriculture,” Handbook of Texas Online, 
accessed March 16, 2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/ama01. 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/ama01
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power in the mines, and meat and bi-products for miners.  This was not a problem in 

other regions of North America, but settlement patterns there had been very different.3  

 Southern California provided most of the earlier stock that was sent to the gold 

fields.  Demand for more from 1849 to 1856, was so high that a boom market 

developed, which provided opportunity for some of the local ranchers with ample stock, 

but many southern Californians (mostly Hispanics, who were now living on American 

soil) lived in a community that did not always favor their interests.  Their land was 

quickly ruined by squatters during the gold frenzy, and many of their cattle were stolen 

by speculators.  Without cattle management, the herds were quickly reduced to 

numbers that could not sustain the booming human population.4   

 As livestock were becoming scarce in California, they were in abundance in other 

regions.  Travelers to early Texas had noted the cattle industry and the huge profits it 

rendered long before herds had exponentially increased by the 1850s.  One observed 

“the ease with which a mere living can be made has retarded the improvement of the 

country, led to idleness, dissipation, dependence on the land, speculation and hunting.”  

Frederick Law Olmsted wrote that there was far more profit involved in cattle than 

cotton, and he estimated that there was at least a 30 percent return on investments on 

the former versus 8 percent on the latter.  Others agreed that Texas was naturally 

suited to raising livestock and touted the lack of care required by humans, which 

                                            
 3 “Ranching and Grasslands Management in Contra Cost County,” accessed 
February 11, 2013http://www.co.contra-costa.ca.us/DocumentCenter/ Home/View/2966. 
 
 4 Terry Jordan, North American Cattle-Ranching Frontiers: Origins, Diffusion, and 
Differentiation (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1993), 246; New Orleans 
Times Picayune, August 26, 1853, February 28, 1855. 
 

http://www.co.contra-costa.ca.us/DocumentCenter/%20Home/View/2966
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included providing feed or shelter.  This was also observed by German writer Ferdinand 

Roemer, who extolled the benefits of raising cattle in Texas when compared to the 

laborious toil associated with the industry in Europe.  The land was, in essence, a 

detriment to early agricultural reform, as it was so perfectly suited to raising livestock.5 

 Several travelers used early settler James Taylor White as an example of the 

success of the industry.  White, who was known as the first cattle baron in Texas, had 

holdings that grew from less than ten head of cattle and two horses, to upwards of 

40,000 acres, 30,000 head of cattle, and 90 slaves by the 1840s.  He was one of many 

early settlers whose use of slaves contributed to historian James Smallwood's assertion 

that the majority of cowboys were bondsmen in Texas.  White’s slave holdings were 

large, but Francis Richard Lubbock, who only had five slaves to manage his herd of 

upwards of 2,000 head, more typically represented successful cattlemen with slaves in 

Texas.  Along with others, these slave-holders capitalized on markets to the north in 

Missouri, Illinois, and Indiana by 1847; Ohio in 1848, and in the 1850s, Illinois, Iowa, 

and California.   At the same time they also went east to markets in New Orleans, 

Alexandria, and Shreveport, in Louisiana; Little Rock and Fort Smith, in Arkansas; and 

Vicksburg and Natchez, in Mississippi.  These early drives of the 1840s were not the 

first out of Texas, but they marked the beginning of the larger cattle trailing era.6 

                                            
 5 Marilyn McAdams Sibley, Travelers in Texas, 1761-1860 (Austin: University of 
Texas Press, 1967), 41, 142, 161-162 (first quote from 41); Mart A. Stewart, “Re-
Greening the South and Southernizing the Rest,” Journal of the Early Republic 24 
(Summer 2004): 242-251. 
 
 6 Dethloff and Nall, “Agriculture;" Sibley, Travelers in Texas, 162; Quintard 
Taylor, In search of the Racial Frontier: African Americans in the American West, 1828-
1990 (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1998), 56-57. Lubbock’s slave Willis was 
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 When gold was discovered in California, driving livestock long distances was a 

way of life for many.  In a rush to acquire their share of the wealth, drovers in the South, 

from Texas to Missouri, turned their herds to California or California-bound markets.  

Sections of Texas, Indian Territory, Arkansas, and Missouri that were isolated, did not 

grow cash crops, and recorded low numbers of slaves, were also rich in cattle.  

Although vast numbers of stock animals were being transported from the other regions, 

people in Texas had an advantage in that they could chose to drives herds north, where 

they provided California-bound travelers with stock, or they could drive west to markets 

in California and make very large profits.  Those living in the northwestern portion of 

Texas were situated in a prime location as they not only had access to the Butterfield 

Overland Mail Trail but also trails that ran to northern markets.  Within the northwestern 

frontier region, livestock owners with slaves achieved great success while taking 

advantage of both routes.7 

 Throughout the decade of the 1850s, the most frequently used trail heading north 

from Texas was the Shawnee Trail.  Also known as the Texas Road, it was the main 

                                                                                                                                             
one of few slaves who were allowed to buy their freedom with money earned from their 
own cattle sales. 
 
 7 For information about slaves and cattle in South Texas, see Ronald D. Traylor, 
“Liberty and Slavery: The Peculiar Institution in Liberty (and Chambers) County, Texas,” 
East Texas Historical Journal 49 (Spring 2011):111-121. For information about drives 
from Missouri, see Ernest Falbo, California and Overland Diaries of County Leonetto 
Cipriani From 1853 through 1871 (Portland: Champoeg Press, 1962); For information 
on slave owners and cattle in Missouri, see Diane Mutti Burke, Missouri’s Small-
Slaveholding Households, 1815-1865 (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 2010). For 
information about cattle and slaves in the indian Territory, see Michael F. Doran, 
“Antebellum Cattle Herding in the Indian Territory,” Geographical Review 66 (January 
1976): 54-56. For information about cattle and slaves in Louisiana see Harry L. Coles, 
Jr., “Some Notes on Slaveownership and Landownership in Louisiana, 1850-1860," 
Journal of Southern History 9 (August 1943): 381-394. 
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road that immigrants followed into the state, and high numbers of foot, wagon, and hoof 

traffic made it akin to a modern day highway.  By 1850 it was well used by drovers, who 

were mainly from the Upper Brazos region (the northwestern frontier), to fill the void in 

the northern markets created by the massive amounts of cattle that were driven to the 

far west.8   

 Originating in South Texas, the Shawnee passed by Austin and Waco, through 

Dallas, and up to Preston.  A natural entrance to the Red River existed with a chute 

formed out of the rocks on the Texas side, and a gradual slope on the north bank, 

where cattle could easily exit.  Because of the demand to cross the river due to the 

California gold rush, slave-owner Benjamin Franklin Colbert (who was part Chickasaw 

Indian) built a ferry a short distance down river from Preston, to transport stagecoaches 

and drovers across.  Once over the Red River, the extremely wide trail went through 

Indian Territory, to the southeastern corner of Kansas, up to the northeastern portion of 

Missouri, and along the Missouri River to St. Louis.9 

 Hundreds of thousands of cattle went up the trail before the end of the Civil War.  

When Capt. Randolph B. Marcy was on his way back to Texas in 1854, his expedition 

passed some 10,000 head on their way north to Missouri and Illinois; by later that year 

over 50,000 had passed through Preston.  Packing houses operated near northern 

markets to process the many thousands of animals that were slaughtered.  Profits were 

                                            
 8 Wayne Gard, “The Shawnee Trail,” Southwestern Historical Quarterly 56 
(January 1953): 359. 
 
 9 Gard, “Shawnee Trail,” 361-362; “150th Anniversary Butterfield Overland Mail,” 
TexasHistory.com, accessed June 2, 2013, 
www.texashistory.com/Archives/150thAnniversaryButterfieldOVerlandMail/tabid/241/lan
guarge/en-US/Default.aspx . 
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made higher for some astute men, who not only owned the arriving cattle but also the 

packing houses.  Just one example of this could be found in the partnership of Denton 

County resident, and slave-owner, John Simpson Chisum and Stephen K. Fowler, who 

had shares in a Little Rock, Arkansas, facility.10 

 In 1853, drovers started dealing with the effects of what became known as 

“Texas” or “Tick Fever,” when 3,000 Texas cattle were ordered out of Missouri by 

residents.  Longhorns were immune to the disease, but northern cattle were not.  When 

penned up together in holding areas northern cattle often died, creating understandable 

vexation and residual problems.  Recently it has been discovered that there were two 

strands of the Texas Fever, one more severe than the other, which accounted for some 

cattle dying shortly after contact, and some not dying at all.  The severe form was found 

to be caused by larger organisms, which often numbered two per red blood cell, while 

the less severe strand only had one smaller organism per red blood cell.  The smaller 

organism “has since been redefined as a rikettsia…and is carried by the same or similar 

ticks as the larger form.”  With less scientific knowledge in the 1850s and upwards, the 

easiest way to deal with the problem was to try to stop Texas cattle from mixing with 

others, but herds were still driven north by men such as Capt. Shapley P. Ross, who 

trailed 500 steers into Missouri in 1854 (shortly before he went to manage the Brazos 

Reserve) and profited approximately $7,000 from their sale.  By December 15, 1855, 

Missouri passed a law that banned out-of-state cattle from passing through, but this did 

                                            
 10 Gard, “Shawnee Trail,” 363; Clifford R. Caldwell, John Simpson Chisum: The 

Cattle King of the Pecos Revisited (Santa Fe: Sunstone Press, 2010), 52. 
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not stop the northern migration of cattle.  In 1859, Kansas City, with its new rail line 

across Missouri to Chicago, became the main hub.11 

 Besides the Tick Fever, Texas cattle (the Longhorns) were not always the most 

welcome and suffered from regional identity, especially when cattle had not yet had the 

chance to gain lost weight from their journeys.  Descriptive comments about a herd of 

Longhorns in New York, newly arrived from Illinois in 1855 (often via railroads), 

described a virtually worthless source of sustenance: “These [Longhorns] would about 

balance if suspended by the neck, as the horns were nearly large enough to ‘equipoise’ 

the rest of the animal.”  If that was not bad enough, another report stated that the Texas 

cattle were “barely able to cast a shadow” and, according to the opinion of the sellers, 

“would not weigh anything were it not for their horns, which were useful also in 

preventing them from crawling through fences.”  The Longhorn weighed 1,200 pounds 

when nicely fattened, but after long journeys with no means to regain lost weight, many 

of them were only 400 pounds.  A mass of saggy skin, no meat, and inedible horns did 

not appeal to the New Yorkers.  Even with these terrible first impressions, Texas cattle 

sold for thirty-five to eighty dollars each, which begs the question of who was making 

the terrible comments.12 

 The northern markets were good, but could not be compared to the riches to be 

had in California.  Newspapers from all over the United Stated are full of reports about 

                                            
 11 Gard, “Shawnee Trail,” 363-366; Tamara Miner Haygood, “Cows, Ticks, and 
Disease: A Medical Interpretation of the Southern Cattle Industry,” The Journal of 
Southern History 52 (November1986): 556-557 (quote from 557). 
 
 12 T. R. Havins, “The Passing of the Longhorn” Southwestern Historical Quarterly 
56 (July 1952): 53; Gard, “Shawnee Trail,” 365. 
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herds from Texas being driven across the continent throughout the 1850s.  An article in 

the Times-Picayune from June 15, 1853, explained the motives for the transfer of herds: 

“the profits will be very large…the cattle have been purchased [in Texas] at an average 

of eight or nine dollars per head, and are worth …about seventy-five to one hundred 

dollars per head [in California].”13 

 Cross continental drives faced multiple problems.  The cattle not only needed 

plentiful grass and drinking water but miles and miles of Indian lands lay between the 

beginning and end of the journey, which often resulted in the loss of life and livestock for 

drovers.  The problem of water was addressed in 1855, by drilling of artesian wells 

along the southern route.  This was primarily for the construction of the Pacific Railroad, 

but it was also understood that these sources of fresh water were for humans and cattle 

along the trail.  A petition in May 1854 addressed the Indian problems by demanding 

military protection for travelers on the San Antonio to El Paso road.  Numbers from a 

report from April of the same year speak volumes about what people really wanted to 

protect.  The first items listed were forty-five wagons with $85,000 in goods, as well as 

8,800 head of cattle.  Second on the list were 200 people in eighty wagons, who drove 

an additional 1,000 head of cattle with them.  While the lives of travelers were important, 

they were not the primary reason to seek a security patrol.  At the market value of $100 

a head in California, livestock values on that trip alone neared the million dollar mark.14 

                                            
 13 New Orleans Times-Picayune, June 15, 1853. Texas cattle sold for as high as 
$150 per head in Sacramento during the 1850s. 
 
 14 Texas State Gazette, March 10, 1855; Augusta [Georgia] Chronicle, May 21, 
1854. 
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  Before they reached their destinations in California, newspapers advertised the 

impending arrivals.  On August 26, 1854, the San Francisco Daily Placer Times and 

Transcript announced “there are now between seven and eight thousand head of cattle 

and other stock on the way to California from Texas.”  Many of the men en-route were 

California stockmen who made the trip to Texas, and purchased cattle for six and seven 

dollars a head, and then took them home.  They did not always take the more popular 

southern route through Gila, as good pasturage and water was often hard to find.  

Instead, they took the northern route through Colorado, where they could fatten the beef 

before it reached market.15 

 Horses and cattle were not the only livestock in demand, as sheep were also 

driven to California from Texas in the 1850s.  By 1859, the best regions in Texas to 

raise sheep for the fine wool market were the north western counties and the Hill 

Country.  Most of the wool from Texas was “sold in the dirt,” which was unwashed, and 

valued at twenty to thirty-seven-and-a-half cents per pound, which gave a profit of 

approximately one dollar per year per head (cleaned and washed). The number of 

sheep owned in Texas was erratically reported until 1860, which makes a study of their 

increases all but impossible before that time.  After 1860, however, the numbers show 

that sheep populations escalated every year and that the largest owners of sheep in all 

the counties of study were slave-owners.16   

                                            
 15 Quote from San Francisco Daily Placer Times and Transcript, August 26, 
1854; Washington D.C. Sentinel, August 10, 1854; Texas State Gazette, April 21, 1855; 
Daily National Intelligencer, September 23, 1854. 
 
 16 Clarksville Standard, June 4, 1859; San Joaquin Republican, November 17, 
1855; Pittsfield Sun, August 4, 1859. 
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 Many of the fifty thousand sheep driven west from Texas went via the “Colorado 

route.”  Once there, Southern California became a primary location as it had impressive 

facilities to process wool.  As a result, the industry offered an alternative to gold mining.  

Much of the wealth in that region was attributed to the wool industry built off the backs 

of sheep driven from Texas in the early 1850s, as without them, the stock in California 

could not have maintained by natural population.  More sheep came from Texas than 

any other location.17 

 By early 1855, markets in Sacramento were reporting a drop in livestock values, 

as the region had finally become overstocked and could no longer support all of the 

herds.  A drought that year also contributed to the lack of grazing lands.  But, while 

cattle from other places in the United States and Mexico sold for seven to forty-seven 

dollars per head, Texas cattle continued to bring sixty to sixty-eight dollars per head.  By 

the first week in January 1856, reports of cattle dying of starvation, due to the lack of 

available grass for them to graze on, were bad news for the local ranchers, but the best 

of news for drovers from Texas, as the need for their product continued.18   

 By February 1856, there were 78,651 horses; 436,871 head of cattle, and 

128,315 sheep in California.  All told, there were more horses in California than 

Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Iowa, Main, Maryland, Massachusetts, 

                                            
 17 Augusta Age, January 10, 1856. 
 
 18 San Francisco Bulletin, January 4, 1856; [New York] Frank Leslie’s Illustrated 
Newspaper, December 22, 1855; [Washington, DC] Daily National Intelligencer, June 
11, 1855; San Francisco California Farmer and Journal of Useful Sciences, March 21, 
1856; California Farmer and Journal of Useful Sciences, May 30, 1856. 
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Michigan, New Jersey, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Texas, Vermont, or Wisconsin.  

The only state that recorded more cattle was Texas.19  

 In 1858, another cattle boom began when gold was discovered in Colorado, 

which was much closer to the northwestern frontier and allowed for more frequent 

drives.  As trails had already been blazed through the region on the way to California, 

the closer market was a welcomed opportunity.  The pastures of Colorado were well 

suited for cattle, in both winter and summer, with good grasses and plenty of water.  

Along with this, Colorado did not suffer from the terrible storms that were often 

experienced in Texas. Droves of cattle heading to market became a regular sight, and 

by the end of 1863, over 15,000 gold miners and an estimated 20,000 head of cattle 

had arrived in Colorado.  As with the drives to California, slave-owners from the 

northwestern frontier profited greatly from this opportunity, and their frequent 

expeditions to the region resulted in many of the trails being named after them.20   

 This boom market was interrupted by the beginning of the Civil War, when driving 

large herds north slowed down considerably.  President Abraham Lincoln imposed a 

blockade shortly after the beginning of the war, and by August 1861, all trade with the 

South was banned.  Prohibition of trade was one thing but people still liked to eat, which 

led to illicit transactions in multiple locations including Chicago, Joliet, Baxter Springs, 

Fort Scott, and St. Louis.21    

                                            
 19 Daily Ohio Statesman, February 23, 1856. 
 
 20 Boston Daily Advertiser, August 6, 1862; Salem Register, February 26, 1863; 
Wisconsin Daily Patriot, July 30, 1864; Providence Evening Press, March 30, 1864; See 
Chapter three, Stephens County. 
 
 21 Gard, “Shawnee Trail,” 369-372. 
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 Seeing the need to obtain beef for the troops, the Confederate Congress not only 

extended exemptions for stockmen in 1862, but they also exempted a man for every 

500 head of cattle in a herd.  By 1863, Confederate agents were authorized to purchase 

cattle for twenty-two dollars a head if the government had to round them up, and twenty-

five if they were gathered for them.  Payment for these transactions was in what 

became worthless Confederate currency.  Federal troops also needed beef and, by 

June 1864 were out-paying the Confederacy with prices ranging from forty to sixty 

dollars per head.  Added to the vast difference in price, the Feds were also willing to 

purchase Texas cattle with gold, which retained its value during and after the war, unlike 

Confederate scrip.22   

 During the war, thriving herds of stock in the Indian Territory were looked upon 

as fair game by both sides.  Within the four years, “tremendous numbers of cattle, 

perhaps as many as 300,000 head, were driven away by the armies of both the North 

and the South or were simply stolen by whites in the confusion of the war.”  This 

understandably created hostility, which resulted in escalated livestock raids on the 

northwestern frontier of Texas.  Not all livestock was replaced by raiding, as Indian 

traders traveled to outside locations to make purchases from those who were willing; 

just one of them was a slave-owner from the northwestern frontier.23 

                                            
 22 Surdam, “The Antebellum Texas Cattle Trade across the Gulf of Mexico,” 486-
491; Many of the men who stayed home to protect the frontier from Indian raids during 
the war were cattlemen.  Many local historians have touted the willingness of these men 
to protect the residents, but as this dissertation will show most of these men were 
primarily protecting their own investments in the livestock industry.    
 
 23 Doran, “Antebellum Cattle Herding in the Indian Territory,” 43-53 (quote from 
53). This loss of cattle also ruined the chances of the Indians participating in the 
postwar drives; Mary Maxwell, ed., Day Book of Henry Maxwell from 1853-1860, Collin 
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 To further provide for Confederate soldiers during the war, extra efforts were 

made.  Livestock markets were active in Jefferson, Texas, in the antebellum years, but 

escalated in importance and production during the war when Gen. Edmund Kirby Smith, 

the department commander for the Trans-Mississippi West, established a beef-packing 

plant there to provide beef to Confederate soldiers.  The location, out of the reach of the 

battlegrounds and a familiar trading center in the antebellum years, was expected to 

solve the constant dearth of supplies.  This project began in September 1863, and 

aimed to capitalize on the 3.5 million head of cattle declared in Texas in 1860.24  

 Far from a success, the project was a failure.  Aside from the fact that the beef 

packed in the plant was poor and judged unfit to eat, cattlemen could not be persuaded 

to bring in the 4,000 head of cattle that were called for by Kirby.  Even an extra 

$500,000, along with certificates of indebtedness, did not work as compensation, which 

says much about the value of driving cattle to markets other than one managed by 

Confederate forces.  The contractor, I. B. Dunn, also built a facility to process the tallow 

into candles and soap, as there was an extreme shortage of both products.  Along with 

the meat packing, much of this labor was done using slaves that belonged to refugees 

from Arkansas, who had not been hired out for farm labor.  On top of several of the 

“hands” becoming sick, many of the owners withdrew their slaves due to the 

depreciating value of Confederate money. 25 

                                                                                                                                             
County, Texas to Parker County, Texas (N.p., n.d.) [found in the Weatherford Library, 
Weatherford, Texas].  
 
 24 Allan C. Ashcraft, “Confederate Beef Packing at Jefferson, Texas” The 
Southwestern Historical Quarterly 68 (October 1964); 259. 
 
 25  Ashcraft, “Confederate Beef Packing at Jefferson,” 261-264. 
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 One statement on the success of slavery in the cattle industry is actually one that 

refers to growing cotton.  Randolph B. Campbell stated that “most of the planters and 

farmers who produced cotton with slave labor profited from their investments.  One 

obvious piece of evidence supporting this claim,” he wrote, “is the way that they 

continued to pour money into slaves and land.  Few people can afford to invest year 

after year in unprofitable ventures.”  Campbell estimated that these slave-owners were 

earning returns of more than 6 percent in 1850 and 1860, or roughly the same as they 

would receive if they invested their money in business loans, (which other sources list 

from 10 to 40 percent), and that Texas could “only nod in assent…when spokesmen of 

the Old South said ‘Cotton is King.’”26   

 This same argument can be made for cattle raisers who owned slaves.  

Slaveholder’s property tax records show how they added slaves and cattle to their 

inventory with regularity, and that they seemed to have chosen to not elevate their 

slaveholding numbers to those of planters.  Prices obtained for cattle far exceeded the 6 

percent required to justify slave labor, easily ranging from 35 percent and higher 

(especially when the livestock reproduced, as it generally did).   When the war ended 

planters lost much of their worth when their slaves were freed, whereas “ranchers” did 

not have as much invested in their bondsmen.  Additionally, many of the cattlemen who 

traded with the Federal forces had a form of specie that held its value, not to mention 

herds of cattle that only became more valuable after the war, which propelled them into 

the better known cattle driving era. 

                                            
 26 Randolph B. Campbell, Gone to Texas: A History of the Lone Star State (New 
York, Oxford University Press, 2003), first and second quotes from 210; Meyer 
Weinberg, A Short History of American Capitalism, Chapter 5, accessed September 5, 
2012, http://www. newhistory.org/CH05.htm. 
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 Joseph G. McCoy, of Chisholm Trail fame, stated that “few attempts were ever 

made before the war to drive cattle north, although it was done, but not largely or very 

successfully.”  Along with statements like this, the perception that only a few 

unsuccessful drives went to California has resulted in scant attention to the massive 

movement of cattle across and around the country before the Civil War.  This 

conveniently divorces ranching from its association with slavery, and thus obscures its 

true role in the settlement history of the antebellum frontier in North America.  The 

following chapters will show how livestock and slavery were indisputable connected, 

and that those who participated not only profited immensely but they laid the 

foundations for what is acknowledged as the great cattle era.27   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
 27 David G. Surdam, “The Antebellum Texas Cattle Trade across the Gulf of 
Mexico,” Southwestern Historical Quarterly 100 (August 1997):  477. 
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CHAPTER 4 
STEPHENS COUNTY: ON THE FRONTIER, BUT IN THE  

HEART OF CATTLE COUNTRY  
 

 The general consensus concerning slavery in Stephens County is that it 

contributed little, as the institution barely existed there.  No slaves were recorded on the 

1860 census (when it was Buchanan County), and only thirty-three were listed in the 

county by 1864, reputedly “brought there by slaveholders who moved to the area during 

the conflict.”1  This is not so.  The slaves who were brought to Stephens County were 

brought there by a mostly related group of cattlemen who moved to the area together 

before and during the Civil War to expand their trade.  During the war years, they not 

only paid taxes on a larger proportion of livestock, and real estate than non-slave-

owners, they also contributed greatly to cattle-driving history – during and after the war.  

Their stories are just one example of slavery’s adaptability as it moved across Texas, 

and beyond. 

 Stephens County (Fig.4.1) is the westernmost county in this study.  Located 

directly west of Palo Pinto County and south of both Young and Throckmorton Counties, 

its center point is 32° 45’ north latitude and 98°50’ west longitude.  Before it was 

Stephens County, it was known as Buchanan County, established in 1858 and named 

after the fifteenth president of the United States, James Buchanan.  The name was 

changed to Stephens County in 1861 to honor the vice-president of the Confederate 

                                            
 1 Randolph B. Campbell, An Empire for Slavery: The Peculiar institution in Texas, 
1821-1865 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1989); Randolph B. 
Campbell and Richard G. Lowe, Wealth and Power in Antebellum Texas (College 
Station: Texas A&M Press, 1977); Quote from John Leffler, "Stephens County," 
Handbook of Texas Online, accessed February 6, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcs14. 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcs14


67 
 

States of America, Alexander H. Stephens.  The 922 square miles of the county consist 

of a “hilly plateau country with loamy topsoils covering deep reddish, clayey, or mottled 

subsoils,” which is conducive to grazing lands. Even in the present day, approximately 

90 percent of the total agricultural proceeds are from livestock.2 

 

 
 

Fig. 4.1.  Map of northwestern Texas in 18603 
 
 

 In a challenge to Charles Ramsdell’s argument, that slavery would not have been 

profitable and therefore would have died out naturally once it moved west of the Cross 

Timbers, it is significant to observe that Stephens County is approximately 150 miles 

west of the Eastern Cross Timbers boundary and 100 miles beyond that of the Western 

Cross Timbers.  It is also located outside of the area of study in Randolph B. Campbell 

and Richard G. Lowe’s, Wealth and Power in Antebellum Texas.  Campbell and Lowe 

                                            
 2 Phone interview with Stephens County Clerk’s office, January 15, 2013; Leffler, 
“Stephens County;” Despite its outward reverence for the Confederacy, the county did 
not return a vote for or against secession.  
 
 3 County Map of Texas with inset map of Galveston Bay and Vicinity 
(Pennsylvania: Samuel Augustus Mitchell, Jr., 1860).  
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acknowledged that a number of the westernmost counties “were engaged primarily in 

cattle raising,” but they also stated that “antebellum Texas was by no means a ranching 

area.”  They did not believe that the sparsely populated counties past the 98th meridian 

should be included in their study because the “calculations would have distorted 

statistical measurements and concealed more than it revealed about the Lone Star state 

in the 1850s.”  This viewpoint is built upon the notion that counties with few slaves were 

of minor significance to the institution as a whole, and that the most profitable use of 

slaves in agriculture was in the production of a cash crop.  This historical interpretation 

has overlooked the versatility of slavery; misinterpreted wealth by accepting that 

planters were the most successful slave-owners; and reduced small-slaveholding 

cattlemen to non-entities both on and off the frontier.  It also negated the possibility that 

those few slaves could contribute significantly to the capitalistic enterprises of those 

living on the periphery, such as livestock owners.4     

 Like most of the other counties in this study, there are no records that exist at the 

court house for the period from 1858-1864; those that do exist begin in 1879.  With no 

court records pertaining to the institution of slavery within the county, the task of 

reconstructing the history rests upon the words of early settlers, the 1860 census, and 

tax records. Data for this chapter are drawn primarily from Stephens County tax 

records, from 1861-1864.5  

                                            
 4 John Leffler, “Stephens County” and “Cross Timbers,” Handbook of Texas 
Online, accessed February 9, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/ryc04: Campbell and Lowe, Wealth 
and Power, first and second quote from 75, third quote 15. 
 
 5 Quote from Leffler, “Stephens County;” Eighth Census of the United States 
(1860), Buchanan County, Schedule 1 (Free Population) (microfilm, Willis Library, 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/ryc04
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 Much has been made of the post war cattle drives. The common perception is 

that, during the war years, unattended cattle roamed free in Texas, matured and 

reproduced at a rate that made the “ranges fairly overflowing with fine, fat cattle.”  After 

the war, men returned home, rounded up said cattle, and drove them north to railheads 

and markets, where they were distributed to areas depleted of livestock during the war, 

or, further westward, regions that were opening up to new settlers who needed beef.  It 

is acknowledged that a few drives were made before the war to New Orleans, some 

Midwestern towns - “even Chicago in one case” - and that a few daring souls drove 

cattle to California, despite the fact that the cattle were virtually worthless except for 

their tallow and hides.  It is also understood that a few drives were made to locations on 

the Red and Mississippi Rivers, but that, after 1863, this market closed when Federal 

forces took control.  From that point on, “cattlemen maintained their herds in the face of 

lost sales.”6  Stephens County is a prime example of how the foundations of the cattle-

trailing history from this region have been ignored, as slave-owning ranchers from there 

drove cattle to distant markets both before and after the war. 

                                                                                                                                             
University of North Texas, Denton, Texas). Slave-owners listed were Taylor Maulding, 
stockraiser; Francis Sloan, trader; William Browning, stockraiser; Gaddas Miller, farmer; 
John B. Dawson, trader; Joel Curtis, stockraiser; W. H. Stockton, farmer; Thomas 
Stockton, stockraiser.  Their combined non-real estate property totaled $52,165. 
 
 6 Edward Everett Dale, Cow County (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 
1942), 25; J. Marvin Hunter, Trail Drivers of Texas (2 vols., San Antonio: Jackson 
Printing, 1920, 1923; 4th ed., Austin: University of Texas Press, 1985); Jimmy M. 
Skaggs, The Cattle-Trailing Industry: Between Supply and Demand, 1866–1890 
(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1973); Pekka Hämäläinen, The Comanche 
Empire (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2008); Rudolf A. Clemen, “Cattle Trails as a 
Factor in the Development of Livestock Marketing,” Journal of Farm Economics 8 
(October 1926): 427-442;  Campbell, Gone to Texas, 260, 297 (first and second quotes 
from 297). 
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 Data gathered from the tax records reveal information pertaining to slave-owners 

in Stephens County (Table 4.2).  Throughout the four years, every slave owner 

recorded livestock as a part of their property. Of the counties in this study, this is the 

only one that 

 

Year Slave-
owners 

Slave-owners 
with livestock 

Slave-owners 
without 

livestock 

Percent of 
slave-owners 
with livestock 

1860 2 2 0 100% 
1861 5 5 0 100% 
1862 10 10 0 100% 
1863 10 10 0 100% 
1864 10 10 0 100% 

 
Table 4.2. Slave-owners with livestock7 

 
 

recorded 100 percent ownership of cattle among its slave-owners.  The 1860 census 

listed 198 men, women, and children living in Stephens County; by 1870 the population 

had only risen to 300.  The Schedule Two for Buchanan itemized six slave-owners (or 

approximately 15 percent of the households), who held a total of thirty-two slaves: 

fifteen males and seventeen females. This exceeds the numbers reported in the 1861 

and 1862 tax records, and the number of slaves continued to increase slightly: to thirty-

five in 1863, and thirty-four in 1864.  As in all of the counties in the region, the number 

of female slaves outnumbered the males, and younger slaves outnumbered the older 

(Table 4.3). As there are no official census numbers for the population of the county 

                                            
 7 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1910 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of 
North Texas, Denton, Texas).  Years of study are 1861-1864. 
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during all of the years of study, percentages are calculated on the number of tax payers 

who reported each year.8   

 

Slaves 13 and under 14 and older Total amount 
Males 11 4 15 

Females 9 8 17 
 

Table 4.3. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1860 census9 

 

 During the years of study, none of the slave-owners recorded more than eight 

slaves as their property (Table 4.4).  In 1861 and 1862, all of the slaves  

 

Year 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

1-4 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

5-9 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

10-14 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

15-19 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

20+ 

Largest 
number of 
slaves by 
one owner 

1861 2 0 0 0 0 1 
1862 9 0 0 0 0 3 
1863 14 21 0 0 0 8 
1864 13 20 0 0 0 8 

 

Table 4.4.  Amount of slaves owned within specified groups10 

                                            
 8 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864; Campbell, Empire for Slavery, 264. 
 
 9 Eighth Census of the United States, Buchanan County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants) (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas, Denton, Texas). Slaves 
were broken down into these age groups based on the work of Fredric Bancroft who 
stated that the value of black women was based on their age and their projected 
reproduction rate. See Frederic Bancroft, Slave-Trading in the Old South (Baltimore: J. 
H. Furst Company, 1931).  

 10 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864. 
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numbered three or less per owner, whereas in 1863 and 1864, the majority was in 

holdings of five to nine slaves.  The explanation for this growth of slaves corresponds 

with the growth in the number of cattle recorded in the county, as well as the influx of 

new slave owning cattle ranchers. Despite the larger herds, none of these owners 

attained planter status, which supports the theory that large numbers of slaves were not 

needed to manage large herds and that financial success was not only for those with 

twenty or more slaves.  

 Slave-owners reported relatively small land-holdings in Stephens County (Table 

4.5).  Small landowners are often overlooked in slavery studies, as their economic 

output is considered minimal when compared to others with large land holdings.  The 

assessment of how much product an acre of land could produce is a guide to 

slaveholding success, but land ownership was not needed for grazing cattle, due to  

 

Year 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of less 
than 320 

acres 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of 
321-640 

acres 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of 
641-960 

acres 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of 
961+ 
acres 

Percent 
of 

county 
land 

owned 
by 

slave-
owners 

Land 
owned 
outside 

of 
county 

Percent 
of land 
owned 

by 
slave 

owners 

1861 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0% 7,175 100% 
1862 1/320 0/0 1/940 0/0 21% 7,175 100% 
1863 1/577 0/0 0/0 2/3,200 31% 7,174 94% 
1864 4/1037 1/640 1/960 0/0 23% not listed 

 

Table 4.5.  Land ownership of slave-owners11 

                                            
 11 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864. 
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open range laws that allowed free grazing in all areas – including unfenced cotton 

plantations.  With this in mind, it is notable that land ownership among slave-owners is 

disproportionately higher than non-slave-owners in Stephens County during all years 

except 1861. It should also be noted that during the years of study, slave-owners 

declared more land ownership outside of the county than their contemporaries, despite 

the fact that it was not needed to practice their trade. In 1862, slave-owners were 7 

percent of the tax-paying population but owned 21 percent of the land in the county and 

100 percent outside of the county. In 1863, they were 11 percent of the tax-paying 

population and owned 31 percent of land declared in Stephens County: That same year, 

the amount of land they owned outside of the county dropped to 94 percent.  In 1864, 

they represented 12 percent of the tax-paying population and claimed 23 percent of the 

county land.  Land outside of the county was not declared by slave or non-slave-

owners.12 

 These disproportionate totals in land ownership say much about the slave-

owners.  Frank Owsley’s influential study of the plain folk, small slave-holders who were 

generally farmers or stock raisers, stated that they purchased land they preempted as a 

means of transitioning from stock-raising to farming, or to farm smaller plots of land to 

provide for their herds and families.13  Stephens County’s slave-owners may have been 

using extra land to raise crops to feed their livestock; however, their actions prior to and 

                                            
 12 Ibid. 
 
 13 Frank Lawrence Owsley, Plain Folk of the Old South (Baton Rouge: Louisiana 
State University Press, 1949), 7-25 (quote from 25). 
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after they arrived in Texas, show that they had no intention of becoming full-time 

farmers or raising cotton.  It is more likely that their extra land purchases were 

speculation investments, rather than transitional attempts. What can be seen in 

Stephens County, and the other counties in this study, is that slave-owners purchased 

more land than their contemporaries who were not slave-owners.  They also owned 

land in other counties in disproportionate numbers to the other stock-raisers in the 

county.  As the land outside the county was owned by only one slave owner in this 

county, it is difficult to interpret the information but, when added to the statistics 

collected by the other counties in this study, it can be said that overall, slave-owners 

owned more land in different counties than non-slave-owners as a whole.  This 

indicates that they had the means to either purchase or retain land in other counties.  

Initially, land was generally in counties where they once lived, suggesting that they did 

not need to sell their land before they moved to new locations, or that they chose to 

retain it for investment purposes.  As the years progressed, land declared in other 

counties was more often west, or adjacent to the county of residence, indicating need 

for more grazing land, or speculation in that region.  As slave-owners declared 

disproportionately high percentages of land in other counties, it can be said that slave-

ownership probably contributed to the ability to purchase said land.14 

 At first glance it appears that the majority of tax-paying residents of Stephens 

County were non-slave-owners.  A closer examination of the names reveals that several 

people owned bondsmen in neighboring counties.  Mrs. Isabella Ikard from Parker 

County and J. J. Cureton and John Pollard from Palo Pinto County were a few of those 

                                            
 14 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864. 
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people; between them they owned an additional 3,350 head of cattle worth $20,100 in 

1864.  The addition of just these figures would raise the percent of slave-owners with 

cattle holdings from sixteen to 23 percent for 1864 (percent of cattle owned is covered 

later in this chapter).  Other tax payers listed may also have been slave-owners from 

surrounding counties : L. Steel, W. Stockton, and John and James Prewitt, could easily 

be Lawrence Steel from Tarrant County, William Stockton from Parker County, and J. J. 

Prewitt from Johnson County.15   

 There are many residents whose surnames suggest kinship to larger families that 

owned slaves, both inside and out of Stephens County.  Some of those were the 

Stocktons and Millers, whose families owned slaves in Stephens County, and the 

Sloans, who were also listed in Stephens and Young Counties.  It cannot be said with 

certainty that the slaves owned by other cattlemen were benefitting other family 

members by working herds that were undoubtedly mixed together on the open range, 

but, conversely, it cannot be said that they were not.16  Other connections not to be 

overlooked are the Lindseys, Matthews, Lynches, Smiths, Terrys, and Veals, as 

neighboring counties’ tax rolls record slave-owners by the same name.  As Owsley 

observed, not only did families and friends migrate in groups, in part to work together in 

the new location, but often “herdsmen settled as farmers on land which they had 

                                            
 15 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864; Palo Pinto County tax records, 
1857-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas, Denton, Texas); Parker 
County tax records, 1856-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas, 
Denton, Texas); Johnson County tax records, 1854-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, 
University of North Texas, Denton, Texas). 
 
 16 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864; Palo Pinto County tax records, 
1857-1864; Parker County tax records, 1856-1864; Johnson County tax records, 1854-
1864. 
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purchased; and they sent their livestock out on the frontier in charge of some member of 

the family, or allowed it to graze, along with that of neighboring farms, on the unfenced 

farm and government lands of the community.”17 The possibility that slaves belonged to 

other family members in neighboring counties but were used to help tend the cattle in 

Stephens County is high.  When one considers these extra probabilities, the perceived 

value of slave labor in the cattle industry on the northwestern frontier of Texas changes. 

 As noted, one of the names listed in a neighboring county was Isabella Ikard 

(Table 4.6).  Ikard was the wife of Dr. Milton Ikard, from Parker County.  From 1856 to 

1860, Isabella owned slaves, horses, and cattle.  The following year, she recorded  

 

Year Owner/Location 
Slaves 
owned/ 
Value 

Horses 
Owned/ 
Value 

Cattle owned/ 
Value 

Sheep 
owned/Value 

1856 Isabella/Parker 3/$3,350  5/ $190 50/$350 0 
1857 Isabella/Parker 8/$3,350 6/$300 45/$270 0 
1858 Isabella/Parker 9/$3,350 2/$120 42/$345 0 
1859 Isabella/Parker 9/$3,350 1/$120 42/345 0 
1860 Isabella/Parker 9/$6,000 9/$600 60/$390 0 
1861 Isabella/Parker 5/$3,000 2/$125 0 180/$540 
1861 Isabella/Stephens 0 0 0 0 
1862 Milton/Parker 7/$3,500 15/$850 24/$290 200/$600 
1862 Isabella/Stephens 0 0 0 0 
1863 Milton/Parker 7/$4,800 22/$1760 41/$390 145/$580 
1863  Ikard/Stephens 0 0 519/$4,072  
1864 Milton/Parker 8/$3,800 Total  Livestock  $1,480 
1864 Isabella/Stephens   600/$3,600  

 

Table 4.6.  Ikard property in Parker and Stephens Counties18 

                                            
 17 Owsley, Plain Folk of the Old South, 35. 

 18 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864; Parker County tax records, 1856-
1864. 
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slaves and horses but no cattle and then, in 1862, the slaves were no longer recorded 

in her name and the remaining livestock seemingly disappeared.  A close examination 

of Stephens County revealed that she owned cattle there in 1863 and 1864, and that 

her herd had significantly grown from when she declared it during the previous years in 

Parker County.19 

 When the Ikards first moved to Texas they went to Lamar County in 1852, and 

then in 1856 to Parker County.  Among the slaves they owned was one of this region’s 

most famous black cowboys, Bose Ikard.  Bose was born in 1843, to a mulatto slave 

named King, and it was believed that his father was her owner, Milton Ikard.  Bose 

learned to handle cattle growing up, and by the time Isabella listed the large herd in 

Stephens County, he, and probably some of the other Ikard slaves, would have been 

taken to the area to tend to cattle.  At the end of the war, Bose went to work for Oliver 

Loving as a trail driver.  After Loving’s death, he continued with Charles Goodnight for 

four more years, and then worked with William “Sude” Ikard, his former owner’s son 

(and very possibly his half-brother).  Buried in the white section of the cemetery in 

Parker County, his tombstone speaks volumes to the respect he garnished on the trail: 

"Bose Ikard served with me four years on the Goodnight-Loving Trail, never shirked a 

duty or disobeyed an order, rode with me in many stampedes, participated in three 

engagements with Comanches, splendid behavior."  As stated, the Ikards were only one 

                                            
 19 Ibid. 
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of several families who owned cattle in Stephens County but declared slave-holdings 

elsewhere.20 

 It was not unusual for slave-owners to use their slaves in more than one location.  

One example of this is Joseph H. Polley from Sutherland Springs, and while Polley is 

not in this region of study, it should be noted that conditions on the northwestern frontier 

were not unique, but were part of the overall story of cattle, slaves, and settlement.  

Polley’s cattle experience was like that of others in Texas.  He took full advantage of the 

open range conditions while he searched for markets to sell his stock.  His former son-

in-law, John James, drove his cattle to California in 1854, and also operated as Polley’s 

broker, selling cattle in Mexico and California.  By 1859 Polley’s herds were estimated 

at 150,000 (the largest holdings in the state) and by 1860, he owned over 13,500 acres 

throughout Texas, bought with the profits generated by his cattle holdings. The nineteen 

slaves he declared in 1859 were one short of planter status, despite the ability to attain 

it.  Some of these slaves worked and drove Polley’s cattle from different locations in the 

state.21  

 There is one last note on Polley: his widowed daughter, Mary, married Walter K. 

Baylor, “a fledgling cattleman,” in 1852.  Baylor was brother to John Robert Baylor, who 

                                            
 20 Joseph Andrew Blackman, “Ikard, Bose,” Handbook of Texas Online, 
accessed February 20, 2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fik03; 
The Ikard’s sons, William “Sude” and E. F., became successful cattlemen after the war 
and drove cattle north with J. C. Loving, Oliver’s son.  Sude is credited with bringing the 
first Herdford’s to Texas.  Bose Ikard also worked with the Ikard brothers on their drives.  
For more information, see Rupert N. Richardson, “William S. Ikard and Hereford Raising 
in Texas,” West Texas Historical Association Year Book  25 (October 1949): 39-49. 
 
 21 Richard B. McCaslin, "On the Road to Sutherland Springs" (Unpublished 
manuscript, n.d., in possession of author), 61-70.  
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fik03
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had fought in different Indian campaigns, was elected to the state legislature in 1851, 

and by 1855 was Indian agent for the Comanches on the Brazos Reserve in Young 

County.  In 1857, Baylor set up the first cattle ranch in what was to become Buchanan, 

and then Stephens, County.  Purportedly, due to constant problems with Indians raiding, 

he moved to Parker County in 1859.22   

 Baylor sold some of his cattle to George Thomas Reynolds.  As a young child, 

Reynolds moved from Shelby County to Palo Pinto County with his parents and 

brother.23  When he was fifteen, he rode the “pony express” between Golconda (now 

Palo Pinto) and Weatherford; at seventeen, he joined the Confederate Army.  While he 

was in the army, his father, B. W. Reynolds, moved his family to the Cantrell Ranch in 

Stephens County, then around 1862, to the John Dawson Ranch, where large cattle 

herds were often traded.24   

 When Reynolds returned to Texas, after being medically discharged, he 

reputedly had a “wounded soldier’s bonus of $300 in Confederate money…the sum total 

                                            
 22 Jerry Thompson, “Baylor, John Robert,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed 
February 01, 2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fbaat; Quote 
from McCaslin, On the Road to Southerland Springs, 63.  
 
 23 Reynolds brother, William D. Reynolds, was a member of the party who 
returned Oliver Loving’s body to Weatherford, Texas.  For more information see 
“Reynolds, William D.,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed January 30, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fre33. 
 
 24 Frances Mayhugh Holden, “Reynolds, George Thomas,” Handbook of Texas 
Online, accessed January 30, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fre31; Hunter, ed., The Trail Drivers 
of Texas, 671; See Sallie Reynolds Matthews, Interwoven, A Pioneer Chronicle (Austin: 
University of Texas Press, 1958) for more information.  
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fbaat
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fre33
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fre31
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of his worldly possessions.”25  Sometime before the end of the war, he purchased an 

unspecified number of cattle from Baylor, and he used a “negro girl,” valued at $1,000, 

as part of the payment.  Baylor’s taxes were never reported regularly, but in 1861, he 

did report owning six slaves worth $5,800 and 108 head of cattle worth $920 (after that, 

he was out of the county fighting for the Confederacy), which makes it difficult to verify 

when the transaction occurred.  In various accounts, Reynolds is credited with driving 

the first herd to Mexico from the area in early 1865, from which he made a good profit.  

According to historian Glen Sample Ely, this was an option that many cattlemen in 

Texas chose towards the end of the war and, even though laws were issued that 

required a signed pass to cross the Rio Grande, cattlemen simply paid a bribe of a 

dollar or two per head and continued to markets, where they sold to anyone they 

could.26   

 While this may appear to be a seemingly insignificant story in the history of 

slavery and cattle, it is an example of the value of both.  The transaction took place 

between 1863 and 1865, as that is when Reynolds was discharged.  Reynolds 

(somehow, with limited funds) purchased a slave shortly after he left the service and 

traded her for $1,000 to a man who was responsible for the capture of the Confederate 

Territory of Arizona.  Reynolds knew the value of cattle as, by 1863, his father, 
                                            
 25 Holden, "Reynolds;” Matthews, Interwoven, 11. 
 
 26 Hunter, The Trail Drivers of Texas, 671; It was not uncommon to trade 
livestock for slave property.  A May 5, 1855 advertisement in the Texas State Gazette 
read “Low for cash or likely young negro property, 400 head of gentle stock cattle; 600 
head of sheep, a cross of the [S]axon and merino; 25 head of Spanish and [A]merican 
mares.” See Glen Sample Ely, “Gone from Texas and Trading with the Enemy: New 
Perspectives on Civil War West Texas” The Southwestern Historical Quarterly 110 
(April 2007), 438-463. 
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Stephens County’s Barber Watkins Reynolds, had a herd that had grown to 950 head, 

and was worth $6,000.  From this beginning, George Reynolds went on to be a highly 

successful rancher and, after the Civil War, he owned extensive land in Texas and 

North Dakota.  Along with his land holdings, he was also involved in the banking 

business in Texas and Oklahoma.  He did not build his fortune with slave labor, but he 

started it by trading a slave for cattle.27   

 Cattle activity contributed in unforeseen ways that benefitted the region and 

added to the growth of the industry, and settlers, in Stephens County.  One resident, 

William Henry Ledbetter, owned a salt mine on the Salt Fort of Hubbard Creek.  An 

essential mineral for preserving, salt was used to cure meat in the absence of 

refrigeration, and was in short supply for the Confederacy during the war.  Salt was also 

used (and still is) for livestock, as it raised cattle productivity on range land: “Almost 

anywhere a ‘salting ground’ can be found, the effects of continuous attraction of 

livestock and wildlife are obvious.” The salt deposits were unknown by white settlers 

until a trio of cowboys stumbled upon them after driving a herd to the Concho River –the 

same area as John Simpson Chisum’s new ranch –  in 1861.  It did not take long for 

settlers, and cattlemen, to start producing salt for their own use.28    

                                            
 27 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864; Hunter, The Trail Drivers of Texas, 
671-672. 
 
 28 Lawrence Clayton and Morris Ledbetter, “Ledbetter Salt Works,” Handbook of 
Texas Online, accessed February 4, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/dkl03; Quote from E. P 
Schwennesen, “Using Salt for Livestock” accessed February 4, 2013, 
http://ag.arizona.edu/arec/pubs/rmg/1%20rangelandmanagement/7%20usingsaltforlives
tock94.pdf; Allan C. Ashcraft, “Confederate Beef Packing at Jefferson, Texas” The 
Southwestern Historical Quarterly 68 (July 1964 - April, 1965); 260.  
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/dkl03
http://ag.arizona.edu/arec/pubs/rmg/1%20rangelandmanagement/7%20usingsaltforlivestock94.pdf
http://ag.arizona.edu/arec/pubs/rmg/1%20rangelandmanagement/7%20usingsaltforlivestock94.pdf
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 Ledbetter himself profited from higher livestock numbers while he lived at the salt 

works.  From 1862, when he moved to the site (the westernmost in the region) and built 

a home and corrals, his herd grew from 100 cattle, worth $600, to 240 cattle, worth 

$1,440, in 1864.  When he was setting up his business, he traveled to Jefferson, Texas, 

to purchase the necessary iron kettles to process the salt.  Aside from selling his salt to 

locals, usually in burlap bags hauled by wagon into Weatherford, he also supplied 

Confederate forces during the war.  While Ledbetter was not a slave owner, his 

business helped the cattle industry thrive in the region, and his trips to Jefferson to 

obtain needed supplies is an example of residents on the northwestern frontier 

conducting business with established business centers in other parts of the state.29    

 Reports of constant Indian depredations in the region slowed population growth 

in the region (Table 4.7).  This dissertation will show that many residents moved out of 

the 

 

Year 

Number 
of 

people 
in the 

tax rolls 

Number 
of 

slave-
owners 

Number 
of 

slaves 
on rolls 

Percent 
of tax-
payers 

that were 
slave 

holders 

Tax-
paying 

population 
growth as 
a whole 

Percent 
of Non-
slave 
owner 
growth 

Percent 
of 

Slave 
owner 
growth 

1861 49 2 2 4% unknown N/A 0% 
1862 73 5 9 7% 49% 45% 150% 
1863 94 10 35 11% 29% 24% 100% 
1864 86 10 33 12% -9% -10% 0% 

 
 

Table 4.7.  Population statistics for Stephens County, 1861-186430 

                                            
 29 Clayton and Ledbetter, “Ledbetter Salt Works;” Stephens County tax records, 
1861-1864. 
 
 30 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864. 
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region after attacks were reported and to escape conditions brought on by the war.  

Stephens County tax records show less than 100 tax payers for all of the years in 

question, but overall, the number of tax payers grew by 75 percent from 1861 to 1864.  

The only year that showed a drop was the last year of the war, when it dropped by 9 

percent.31    

 From 1861 to 1862, Stephens County experienced a growth of 49 percent, and 

29 percent from 1862 to 1863.  As the tax-paying population rose, so did the number of 

slave-owners. The growth of slave-owners in 1862 and 1863, while minimal, is notable.  

Low in absolute numbers, the growth was 100 percent from the prior year.  Within the 

four years of study, the slave population rose significantly as a percentage.  As in the 

number of slave-owners, absolute numbers of slaves were low, however, between 1861 

and 1864, there was a 1,550 percent growth in the number of slaves in the county.32    

 As the overall population grew, so too did the numbers of cattle recorded in the 

tax records (Table 4.8).  Between 1861 and 1864, there was a reported growth of 492 

percent.  The ratio of cattle ownership was disproportionately higher for slave-owners 

than non-slave-owners in all four years of the study. It should be added that in both 

1862 and 1863, one of the slave-owners in each year reported low numbers of cattle: 

                                            
 31 Ibid. 
 
 32 Mrs. L. E. Farmer, “Fort Davis on the Clear Fork of the Brazos” West Texas 
Historical Association Year Book 33 (October 1957); 117-126; Stephens County tax 
records, 1861-1864. 
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fifteen in 1862 and four in 1863.  Had those men reported their normal amounts, both 

yearly totals would have been significantly higher than 12 and 15 percent.33  

 

Year 
Total 

cattle in 
the county 

Overall 
cattle 

increase 
every year 

Slave-
owner cattle 

owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
tax-payers 
that were 

slave-
owners 

1861 7,507 N/A 1,655 22% 4% 
1862 20,875 178% 2,555 12% 7% 
1863 36,899 77% 5,698 15% 11% 
1864 44,436 20% 6,997 16% 12% 

 

Table 4.8.  Break-down of cattle ownership34 

 

 When broken down into numbers of cattle owned per tax-payer, the statistics  

are more telling (Table 4.9).  These numbers do not take into consideration that several 

of the cattle owners, such as Isabella Ikard, owned slaves in neighboring counties.  As  

 

Year 
Slave 
owner 
cattle 

Non slave 
owner 
cattle 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave 

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers/ 

Percentage 
more 

1861 1,655 5,852 828 125 703/562% 
1862 2,555 20,105 511 247 264/107% 
1863 5,698 31,201 570 371 199/54% 
1864 6,997 37,439 700 493 207/42% 

 

Table 4.9.  Average cattle per tax-payer35 

                                            
 33 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864. 
 34 Ibid. 
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those numbers cannot be conclusively added, they were omitted in this study.  In each 

of the years of study, slave-owners reported herds that contained anywhere from 42 

percent to 562 percent more cattle than those without slaves.  During the four year 

period only nineteen head of cattle were in the less than ninety-nine groupings, but 

16,886 were a part of herds that contained 100 head or more (Table 4.10).  Using this 

scale, it can be seen that the number of slave- owners who attained rancher status in 

Stevens County grew from two in 1861 to ten in 1864.36 

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
10 or 
fewer 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
11-49 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
50-99 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
100+ 
cattle 

Number 
of slave 
owner 

cattle in 
99 or 
less 

group 

Number 
of slave 
owner 

cattle in 
100 or 
plus 

group 
1861 0 0 0 0 2 0 1,655 
1862 0 0 1 0 4 15 2,540 
1863 0 1 0 0 9 4 5,694 
1864 0 0 0 0 10 0 6,997 

 
 

Table 4.10. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle37 
 

 

 The escalating number of livestock in the county, from 1861 to 1864, indicates 

that it was the primary source of money (Table 4.11). The overall growth of the industry 

                                                                                                                                             
 35 Ibid. 
 
 36 Ibid. 
 
 37 Ibid. 
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from 1861 to 1864 was 45 percent for horses, 492 percent for cattle, and 140 percent 

for sheep.  These gains were obtained both in the face of Indian raids and despite the 

large numbers being driven to market.38 

 

Year 
Number 

of 
Residents 

Number of 
Horses/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Cattle/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Sheep/Value 

in County 
1861 49 88/$2,000 7,507/$41,745 216/$650 
1862 73 103/$6,490 20,875/$123,630 323/$970 
1863 94 111/$11,372 36,899/$294,772 1,593/$7,092 
1864 86 128/$18,655 44,436/$257,760 519/$1,897 

 
Table 4.11. Livestock Ownership among Tax Payers39 

 
 

 Even though the number of horses grew by 45 percent during the four years, the 

overall numbers are not significant enough to be anything other than pack horses, work 

horses for those residents engaged in cattle raising or farming, or horses for the 

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 5 
or fewer 
horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
6-19 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
20 or 
more 

horses 

Number of 
slave 
owner 

horses in 
5 or less 

group 

Number 
of slave 
owner 

horses in 
6-19 

group 

1861 0 2 0 0 4 0 
1862 0 5 0 0 13 0 
1863 0 10 0 0 26 0 
1864 0 8 2 0 13 20 

 
Table 4.12. Statistics for slave-owners who owned horses40 

                                            
 38 Ibid. 
 
 39 Ibid. 
 
 40 Ibid. 
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general transportation of goods and people.  When seen in comparison to the table that 

details the average number of cattle owned to the average number of horses owned, 

the numbers support this assessment (Table 4.12).  All slave-owners had at least one 

horse, but, except for 1864, none of them owned more than five.  In 1864, two slave-

owners owned six to nineteen horses, but combined, they only had a total of twenty 

horses.  These numbers are not high enough to suggest trade activity.41  

 Despite the low number of horses owned, it should be noted that slave-owners.   

 

Year 
Total 

horses 
owned 

Slave 
owner 
horses 
owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
tax-payers 
that were 

slave-
owners 

1861 88 4 5% 4% 
1862 103 13 13% 7% 
1863 111 26 23% 11% 
1864 128 33 26% 12% 

 
 

Table 4.13. Horses owned by slave-owners42 
 
 

It should also be said that, with the exception of 1861, they generally owned double to 

their proportion of the overall population (Table 4.13).  Again, in spite of this imbalance, 

none of the slave-owners in Stephens County were horse ranchers, indicating that 

                                            
 41 Ibid. 
 
 42 Ibid. 
 



88 
 

livestock raisers were focused on the cattle industry, and that horses were primarily 

used in that line of business.43   

 Sheep trading was not as popular in this county as in others in the region. The 

growth in numbers from 1861-1862 was 50 percent; the highest growth was from 1862-

1863, at 393 percent, but the numbers from 1862-1863 show a loss of 67 percent in the 

sheep population (Table 4.14).  Sheep were taken to market to sell for their meat, but 

during the war the lack of available fabric created a need for more homespun, and 

sheep numbers escalated in the northwestern region of Texas.  Reports of Indian raids 

do not mention theft of sheep.  During the four year period, the number of slave-owners 

who were sheep ranchers rose from one to four. 44 

 

Year 
Total 
sheep 
owned 

Slave-
owner 
sheep 
owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
tax-payers 
that were 

slave 
holders 

Slave-
owners 

that 
attained 
rancher 
status. 

1861 216 163 75% 4% 1 
1862 323 163 50% 7% 1 
1863 1593 608 38% 11% 4 
1864 519 354 68% 12% 4 

 
Table 4.14. Sheep totals45 

 
 

 Most of the slave-owners had a relationship of some kind with each other. Out of 

the ten slave-owners in the county, six had been neighbors in Arkansas, before they 

                                            
 43 Ibid. 
 
 44 Ibid. 
 
 45 Ibid. 
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moved to Texas (Joel Curtis, John B. Dawson, J. A. DeGraftenried, R. D. Miller, Tom L. 

and W. H. Stockton), and they settled close to each other again in New Mexico Territory 

after the Civil War.  All of these men were heavily invested in the cattle trade.46 

 Curtis and Dawson (who were brothers-in-law) were among a group of men, 

women, and children who, in 1853, left Arkansas, traveled through Colorado, up to Salt 

Lake City, and on to California.  For two years, they lived in a camp know as “Rough 

and Ready” (named after Zachary Taylor, under whom the town’s founder had served) 

in Nevada County, California, and then they returned to Arkansas in 1855.  Tom 

Stockton, who would also become Dawson’s brother-in-law and another Stephens 

County resident, traveled the same route.  The familiarity with the route to and from 

California via Colorado would later prove to be a worthy asset.47  

                                            
 46 Deloris Kay Curtis-Ward, Pioneer Settlers of New Mexico Territory: The 
Journeys of a Tough and Resilient People (Bloomington: Author House, 2008). Curtis-
Ward used cattle records, diaries, and memoirs that primarily belonged to Joel Curtis 
and John B. Dawson, to whom she was related, to recount the early days of many 
Stephens County cattlemen. While there were a few observations of slaves who 
belonged to Curtis, those were scant.  The other men listed in the book were not 
mentioned as slave-owners. The connection of the slave-owners to Curtis-Ward’s family 
members, and the cattlemen she mentioned in her book were made using the Stephens 
County tax records, 1861-1864. As already noted, Curtis and Dawson were listed on the 
1860 census, but did not declare slaves until 1863.   

 47 The general mood of Rough and Ready can be gauged in the fact that it 
seceded from the Union in 1850, when residents objected to a Mining Tax.  See 
"Nevada Gold Country," accessed February 10, 2013, 
http://www.nevadacountygold.com/about/history-western-nevco/rough-a-ready; Curtis-
Ward, Pioneer Settlers of New Mexico Territory, 5-29 (quote from 29). The 1860 census 
for Buchanan County lists four children for Joel W. and Henrietta Curtis.  The oldest 
were ten and eleven years old and were born in Arkansas, the second youngest child 
was eight and born in California, the youngest was three, and born in Texas.  As the 
date on the census was July 27, this places the Curtis family in California at the end of 
1852 or the beginning of 1853, and in Texas by the end of 1857 or the beginning of 
1858.  
 

http://www.nevadacountygold.com/about/history-western-nevco/rough-a-ready
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 Dawson wrote in his autobiography that “I returned to California in the fall of 

1855.  I drove a herd of cattle form Arkansas to California and located at the Butte 

Mountains near Marysville [CA].”  Dawson saw that it was better to sell to the 

prospectors than to be one; because he had lived in gold-mining country for a couple of 

years, he gained first-hand knowledge of the markets there.  Curtis, Stockton, and his 

cousins Jasper DeGraftenried and Tom Miller, all accompanied Dawson on the return 

trip.  All were future Stephens County residents who owned cattle and slaves.48 

 Sometime between 1853 and 1856, Curtis met, and became friends with, Kit 

Carson, Charles Goodnight, and Oliver Loving.  Carson reportedly told Curtis about 

Young County, the new Fort Belknap, and the opportunities there.  Goodnight and 

Loving, two of the most famous cattlemen from this region, settled in Palo Pinto County 

in 1856.  Curtis, Dawson, and the other men moved to Stephens County, directly south 

of Young County, where they lived on contiguous property.49   

 When the Colorado Gold Rush began in 1858, Curtis, Dawson, Loving, and 

Goodnight saw the opportunity to profit selling beef. As they had all lived through the 

profitable cattle-driving years of the California Gold Rush, it did not take them long to 

head north.  Curtis drove 400 cattle up the Dawson Trail (named after John B. Dawson) 

to Pikes Peak in 1859, where he sold them to Col. Francisco Chavez.  After another 

                                            
 48 Curtis-Ward, Pioneer Settlers of New Mexico Territory, 5-29 (quote from 29); 
“Dawson Family Papers”, accessed February 20, 2013, 
http://www.oac.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13030/tf3k4006bd/; “Cattle Trails from Wyoming 
Tales and Trails,” accessed February 10, 2013, 
http://www.wyomingtalesandtrails.com/cattleaus.html; “Dawson, Goodnight and the 
Great American Cattle Drives,” accessed January 24, 2013, 
http://www.cimarronnm.com/PDF/Dawson-Goodnight-Loving_History.pdf. 
 
 49 Curtis-Ward, Pioneer Settlers of New Mexico Territory, 30. 
 

http://www.oac.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13030/tf3k4006bd/
http://www.wyomingtalesandtrails.com/cattleaus.html
http://www.cimarronnm.com/PDF/Dawson-Goodnight-Loving_History.pdf
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drive, Curtis arrived in St. Louis on May 19, 1860, with approximately $7,000 of 

Denver’s gold dust.  He and six hands had driven 700 head to Denver from Fort 

Belknap, and that money was just a portion of the proceeds.  Although the actual 

distance was only 600 miles, the drive was closer to 1,200 miles, as they took a longer 

route to avoid problems with Comanche and Kiowa Indians.  Despite the added 

mileage, and the dangers, the profit was worth the risk.50  

 In August 1860, shortly after Curtis returned home, Loving drove 1,000 steers up 

the trail to Colorado with Curtis as his guide. This was the second trip for Loving, as his 

first had been in the spring of 1859; Curtis, however, was now very familiar with the 

route.  They went up to the Red River (most probably through the area that became 

Red River Station in Montague County, as the ground was flat and easy for cattle to 

cross) and into Indian Territory; then they followed the Arkansas River from below the 

Great Bend, up to the north of Pueblo (Table 9.14 in the Parker County chapter).  Once 

in Pueblo, they set up winter camp. When the snow melted, and the cattle fattened back 

up, they continued to Denver, where they sold out.51   

                                            
 50 "Historic Trails of Arizona: Chávez Trail,” accessed February 5, 2013, 
http://azstateparks.com/trails/historic/trail_06.html. Chavez established a 125-mile trail 
in 1864, from Winslow, Arizona, to Prescott, home of Fort Whipple. See also Curtis-
Ward, Pioneer Settlers of New Mexico Territory, 22; “Texas Beef in the Far West,” San 
Antonio Ledger and Texan, June 16, 1860; St. Louis Democrat, June 5, 1860. The offer 
for the gold was less than what Curtis wanted ($15.75 an ounce), so he shipped it to the 
mint in Philadelphia. 
 
 51 Curtis-Ward, Pioneer Settlers of New Mexico Territory, 32; Red River Station 
was settled in1860 and later became the crossing for cattle as they went north up the 
Chisholm Trail.  For more information see Brian Hart, “Red River Station, Texas,” 
Handbook of Texas Online, accessed February 23, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hvr24. 

http://azstateparks.com/trails/historic/trail_06.html
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hvr24
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 It is not known how long Dawson, Curtis, and others trailed cattle to Denver, but 

Curtis witnessed the wrath of Union soldiers on a trip in the summer of 1862.  Arriving 

not long after the Battle of Glorieta Pass, which occurred on March 26-28, Curtis 

reported that “rations and rewards for Texas scalps” were being offered.  In order to 

make his way home, “Mr. Curtis wrote himself a passport and commission to buy mules 

for the Federal Government.”52   

 Dawson, like other cattlemen in the region, did not only limit himself to trading 

cattle with gold miners.  Historian Thomas Smith has a James Dawson listed as the 

supplier for Fort Belknap in 1856, 1857, and 1860, but that is most probably an error.  

According to Deloris Kay Curtis-Ward, John B. Dawson was informed about the 

opportunities with Fort Belknap in neighboring Young County by Carson, and this was 

his motivation to move from Arkansas.  There is no tax-payer with the last name of 

Dawson listed in the Young County tax records from 1857 through 1861, nor is there a 

Dawson in the 1860 census for Young County. Twenty-nine year old John B. Dawson, 

“Trader,” who reportedly moved to Buchanan County in 1858, was listed on the 1860 

census for that county, along with Tom and Lou-Ann, who were fifty and forty-seven, 

and most probably his parents.  Additionally, his lack of trade with Fort Belknap in 1858 

and 1859 is explained by drives to Colorado, where the gold was flowing.53  During the 

                                            
 52  The Henkel Square Herald [Round Top, Texas], July 1862, transcribed by 
Vicki Betts, accessed February 23, 2013, 
http://www.txcwcivilian.org/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/july62format.pdf.      
   
 53 Curtis-Ward, Pioneer Settlers of New Mexico Territory, 22, 30; Young County 
tax records, 1857-1861; Eighth Census of the United States, Buchanan County, 
Schedule 1 (Free Population); Eighth Census of the United States, Young County, 
Schedule 1 (Free Population). 
 

http://www.txcwcivilian.org/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/july62format.pdf
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war, Dawson, like other cattlemen in the region, profited by supplying cattle to the Union 

posts of Fort Sumner, Fort Union, Fort Marcy, and Fort Bascom.  Money was the 

determining fact for some cattle-traders during the war, not loyalty to one side or the 

other.54  

 During the war, people in Stephens County, like others in the region, forted up to 

protect themselves from Indians, but despite all this, cattlemen – both slave-owning and 

non-slave-owning – kept moving westward.  They not only risked the lives of 

themselves and their families in daily ranching activities, but also on long drives to 

market. The only acceptable answer for living in conditions that were described by many 

of the early residents as treacherous is financial gain. 

 Charles Ramsdell argued that slavery would not persist west of the Cross 

Timbers.  He based his argument on the notion that the most lucrative use of slaves 

was in maximizing profits per acre, as in plantation style agriculture.  The mention of 

slaves in cattle-drives is much less, but this does not mean they did not contribute 

substantially to the success of their owners' enterprises.  Their labor was used in the 

many varied aspects of the business besides the drive itself.  Someone had to tend to 

the cattle, raise the crops for the humans and stock, and participate in many other 

laborious activities; much like on cotton plantations, slaves were used for those tasks.  

Stephens County is a prime example of how slave-owners did not produce a cash crop 

but instead adapted to the use of the land and availability of a market. By doing so, they 

not only blazed trails to the east, west, and north, but they lay solid foundations for the 

boom years in cattle-trailing. With less than three dozen slaves, those frontier cattle-

                                            
 54 Curtis-Ward, Pioneer Settlers of New Mexico Territory, 20. 
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owners actively pursued a lucrative business that required less investment in 

bondsmen, to produce a product that filled a primary need.  

 With men like Curtis, John Dawson, the Millers, and the Degraftenrieds all trailing 

cattle from Stephens County to California, New Mexico, and Colorado, there is little 

doubt that other settlers living in the region would have taken advantage of the same 

opportunities for profit if the war, and emancipation, did not intervene.  The large 

number of cattle per resident in Stephens County, and the overall growth of 492 percent 

in the number of cattle in four years, supports this theory.  This is a significant increase 

in a period of time that is recorded as one fraught by Indian attacks, lack of frontier 

protection, and a drop in population.55   

 The statistics suggest that there was a tremendous potential in the cattle industry 

in Stephens County during the war years.  As 1865 to 1870 are not included in this 

study, the growth of the cattle population during those years is not charted, however, by 

1870, there were 43,000 head of cattle.  This number reflects a drop from 1864.  Had 

the numbers kept growing like they did in the 1860s, that total should have been closer 

to 218,000. Did those numbers drop because of the era of the great cattle drives?  

Probably not, as stock owners generally only sold a portion of their herds in order to 

benefit from the natural repopulation.  As Curtis, Dawson, and the rest of the family had 

moved to New Mexico by 1870, it appears that they not only influenced the rise of the 

cattle industry in Stephens County during the war years, but also its decline in the years 

after.56 

                                            
 55 Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864. 
 
 56 Leffler, “Stephens County;” Stephens County tax records from 1861-1864. 
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 Ramsdell’s argument, that the institution of slavery would not have continued 

past the 98th meridian, does not hold true.  As shown in this chapter, slave-owners in 

Stephens County did not use their bondsmen for profit based on the amount of crops an 

acre of land could grow.  Additionally, when Campbell and Lowe omitted statistics from 

Stephens County, they negated the importance of small-slave-holders on this part of the 

frontier.   

 It is important to end this chapter with the story of John Barkley Dawson.  When 

he moved to New Mexico in 1869, he bought 24,000 acres from the Lucien Maxwell 

Land Grant, where he and his family (including Curtis, Miller, and Stockton) continued to 

ranch and expand their cattle operations.  In 1895, Dawson sold the mineral rights to 

the Dawson Fuel Company, which opened a highly productive coal mine.  In 1906, the 

Phelps Dodge Corporation purchased the Dawson Fuel Company, in order to use the 

coal on the railroads and for use in smelting copper in its Arizona mines.57  As Dawson, 

and his family, had owned slaves while developing the cattle industry in Texas, there is 

no reason to believe they would not have taken them to New Mexico to assist in the 

expansion of their cattle industry there. The history of using slaves in the mining 

industry leaves no reason to believe that slaves would have not been used for that 

purpose, along with the cattle industry, in New Mexico and beyond. 

   

 

 

 

                                            
 57 “Dawson, New Mexico,” Sangres.com, accessed January 20, 2013, 
http://www.sangres.com/newmexico/colfax/dawson.htm#.URhuvGfPz40. 

http://www.sangres.com/newmexico/colfax/dawson.htm#.URhuvGfPz40
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CHAPTER 5 
MONTAGUE COUNTY: THE REFUGE AND  
THE ENTRACE TO THE TRAILS NORTH 

 
 Montague County is sandwiched between Clay and Cooke Counties, and 

primarily located within the Western Cross Timbers (Fig. 5.1).  The county’s center point 

is 33° 30’ north latitude and 97°30’ west longitude.  Soil quality is mainly loamy and 

sandy, and it supports posts oak, pecan, blackjack, and walnut trees; the northwestern 

portion is primarily grazing land.  In spite of the large number of trees in the county, up  

 

 
 

Fig. 5.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 18601 
 
 

to 50 percent of its 937 square miles is prime farmland.  Three rivers, the Red River in 

the north, the Elm Fork of the Trinity River in the eastern-central portion, and the West 

Fork of the Trinity in the south provide water; additionally, the county receives thirty to 

thirty-five inches of rain on an annual basis.  The county was established on December 

                                            
 1 County Map of Texas with inset map of Galveston Bay and Vicinity 
(Pennsylvania: Samuel Augustus Mitchell, Jr., 1860). 
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24, 1857, organized on August 2, 1858, and named after Daniel Montague, who lived in 

neighboring Cooke County, was a veteran of the Mexican War, a surveyor in the Fannin 

Land District, Cooke County commissioner in 1858, foreman of the jury in 1862 in what 

became known as the Great Hanging at Gainesville, small-slave-holder and horse 

rancher.  Like most of the counties in this study, all of Montague's early records were 

destroyed in a courthouse fire on February 25, 1873.  Because of that reason, the raw 

data used for the study of slavery in this county is based primarily on the census and 

the tax records from 1858 to 1864.2  

 Montague County was a melting pot of residents from all over the United States 

and Europe.  An analysis of heads of households from the 1860 census shows that 59 

percent came from the Upper South, 17 percent from the Lower South, 19 percent from 

the northern states, 3 percent from Europe, and the remaining 2 percent from Texas. 

States such as Maryland, Vermont, South Carolina, Alabama, Georgia, and Missouri 

were all represented, but Tennessee provided the majority of the settlers.  It must be 

noted that households contained many residents from multiple locations who were not 

family members and who also listed occupations (primarily farming), contributing an 

element of complexity to the overall composition of the county's communities.  That 

                                            
 2 David Minor, “Montague County,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed March 
6, 2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcm16; Richard B. 
McCaslin, Tainted Breeze: The Great Hanging at Gainesville, Texas, 1862 (Baton 
Rouge: Louisiana State Press, 1994), 70, 209; Montague County tax records, 1858-
1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas, Denton, Texas). 
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcm16
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said, the vast majority (some 75 percent) of the population were from the Upper South, 

which lent some cultural unity.3 

 Much has been made of the demography of the northwestern counties in 

discussing the topic of secession and their support of slavery.  It is important to consider 

the composition of the residents in a county when examining the question of the 

secession vote (eighty-six against to fifty for in Montague County), but it is not the only 

factor to consider.  The general thought in frontier counties with low slave populations is 

that the residents in the area did not support the institution and were more afraid they 

would have no defense against Indian raids without the federal forces.  While the 

second half of that thought holds merit, as the northwestern communities were not 

settled until after forts were established to protect them from Indians, the first does not.4   

 Small numbers of slaves did not mean lack of support for the institution; if 

anything, they represent potential support for slavery, especially in communities where 

statistics show that the number of slave-owners and slaves escalated over time.  

Frontier counties were not settled in the same time periods as interior counties, 

therefore the slave populations were not as large.  Many of the interior counties had 

been inhabited by Anglo populations for twenty to thirty more years than the 

northwestern frontier, so it only stands to reason that they would have had larger slave 

populations.  Additionally, the idea that low slave numbers did not equate lucrative use 

                                            
 3 "Eighth Census of the United States, Montague County, Texas," accessed 
January 27, 2013, 
http://freepages.history.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~ntexasrecords/Montague_1860.html. 
 
 4 Minor, “Montague County;” Glen Sample Ely, Debating Texas Identity: Where 
the West Begins (Lubbock: Texas Tech University Press, 2011), 27. 
 

http://freepages.history.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~ntexasrecords/Montague_1860.html
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of slave labor reverts back to the concept that the only successful use of slaves in 

agriculture was in the production of a cash crop.5   

 What should be considered is that the farming and cattle-raising settlers on the 

northwestern frontier of Texas had developed economic ties with military establishments 

and northern communities and, because of such, did not want to sever ties with the 

Union, or bite the hand that fed them.  Drovers such as Joel Curtis and Oliver Loving 

went north through the Red River Station and traded in markets outside of Texas; 

others provided hay, corn, beef, and other needed foodstuffs to federal forts along the 

frontier and in the Indian Territory (J. C. Gooch of Clay County, John B. Dawson from 

Stephens County, and Middleton Tate Johnson from Tarrant County, for example).  

Support of the same kind can be seen in the pro-Union votes of the German settlers in 

the Hill Country, and other frontier residents who profited from government contracts 

with military outposts.6  Their votes were more likely than not a combination of 

statements, mainly a desire to maintain the Union and an attempt to preserve their 

financial status quo.  Much like the surrender of New Mexico and California in the 

                                            
 5 Dale Baum, The Shattering of Texas Unionism: Politics in the Lone Star State 
During the Civil War Era (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Press, 1998), 42-81. 
 
 6 Ely, Debating Texas Identity, 26-27. For more information on the influence of 
the military on the economy, see Thomas T. Smith, The U.S. Army and the Texas 
Frontier Economy, 1845-1900 (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1999). 
Historian Dale Baum stated that Montague County was the “second-most-unpredictable 
county flagged for possible voting irregularities in the secession referendum,” but that 
the vote against secession was a reflection of the fear of Indian attacks.  See Baum, 
Shattering of Texas Unionism, 67.  
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Mexican American War, there were often more incentives for frontier communities to 

support the opposition.7  

           During the period of study, the number of slave-owners rose from 1858 to 1863, 

which, as already stated, indicated support for the institution; the only year with a 

decrease was 1864 (Table 5.2).  Throughout the years, almost all owned some form of 

livestock; the biggest exception was in 1864, when three of the listed owners did not.   

 

Year Slave-
owners 

Slave-owners 
with livestock 

Slave-owners 
without livestock 

Percent of slave-
owners with 

livestock 
1858 5 4 1 80% 
1859 8 8 0 100% 
1860 missing missing missing missing 
1861 8 7 1 88% 
18628 14 12 2 86% 
1863 20 19 1 95% 
1864 19 16 3 84% 

 

Fig. 5.2. Slave-owners with livestock9 

                                            
 7 Minor, “Montague County,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed March 6, 
2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcm16; Sixty-five percent of 
casualties associated with Indians occurred in the antebellum period, but the majority of 
those were in South Texas. See Smith, Old Army in Texas, 37; Debbie Liles, 
“Uncontested Ground: The Northwestern Frontier of Texas, 1846-1855," West Texas 
Historical Association Year Book 87 (October 2011): 98-117. It should also be noted 
that while Indian raids did increase on the northwestern frontier during the Civil War, it 
was worse in the post war years, when federal forces returned.  See Doyle Marshall, A 
Cry Unheard: The Story of Indian Attacks In and Around Parker County, Texas, 1858-
1872 (Aledo, Texas: Annetta Valley Farm Press, 1990); David J. Weber, The Mexican 
Frontier, 1821-1846: The American Southwest Under Mexico (Albuquerque: University 
of New Mexico Press, 1982).  
 
 8 1862 includes the property of the tax-paying partnership of W.W. and C.C. 
Quinllin.  Both men individually owned slaves and cattle, and they owned land and cattle 
together.  This deducts a tax-payer from the non-slave-owning category, but did not add 
to the slave-owner column as there were no slaves in common.  

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcm16
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That year the Oneill [sic] brothers, H.W. and John, and another of their relatives, J.M. 

Touchstone (most probably John’s brother-in-law), paid taxes for twenty-eight slaves – 

seventeen were listed under the partnership of Touchstone and an unspecified Oneill, 

who declared no cattle.  They had moved to Denton County in1862 but never paid taxes 

there; John declared two slaves in 1863 in Montague County, along with four horses 

and twenty-five head of cattle.  By 1864, he was heavily invested in slaves with 

Touchstone.10 

 With the exception of 1864, when the aforementioned Touchstone and Oneil 

reported larger holdings, Montague County slave-holders owned less than ten 

bondsmen each (Table 5.3).  During the antebellum years, most of the slaves were in  

groups of four or less, but this changed during the war as slave holdings increased in 

size, but never approached the levels usually identified with planters.  As large numbers 

of slaves were not needed in the cattle industry, but were the desired choice of those in 

the cotton industry, the numbers indicate greater support for livestock over cash crop 

production.11 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                             
 9 Montague County tax records, 1858-1864. 

 10 Montague County tax records, 1863 and 1864, A Memorial and Biographical 
History of McLennan, Falls, Bell and Coryell Counties, Texas, Vol. 2 (McLennan, Texas: 
Brookhaven Press, 1893), 644. 
 
 11 Montague County tax records, 1858-1864. 
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Year 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

1-4 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

5-9 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

10-14 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

15-19 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

20+ 

Largest 
number of 
slaves by 
one owner 

1858 8 5 0 0 0 0 
1859 14 11 0 0 0 0 
1860 missing      
1861 12 5 0 0 0 0 
1862 16 16 0 0 0 0 
1863 20 38 0 0 0 0 
1864 17 38 10 17 0 0 

 

Table 5.3. Amount of slaves owned within specified groups12 

 

 The population of non-slave-owners and slave-owners rose throughout the years 

of early settlement with the exception of 1864 (Table 5.4).  During those years, the  

 

Year 

Number 
of 

people 
in the 

tax rolls 

Number 
of 

slave-
owners 

Number 
of slaves 
on rolls 

Percent 
of tax-
payers 
that are 
slave 

holders 

Tax-
paying 

population 
growth as 
a whole 

Non-
slave- 
owner 
growth 

Slave- 
owner 
growth 

1858 79 5 13 6% N/A N/A N/A 
1859 93 7 25 7% 18% 16% 40% 
1860 missing missing missing missing missing missing missing 
1861 163 8 17 5% 75% 80% 14% 
1862 209 14 32 7% 28% 26% 75% 
1863 304 20 58 7% 45% 48% 43% 
1864 218 19 82 9% -28% -31% -5% 

 
 

Table 5.4.  Population statistics for Montague County, 1858-186413 
 
 

                                            
 12 Montague County tax records, 1858-1864. 
 
 13 Ibid. The "growth" figures for 1861 are based upon the numbers for 1859, 
since those for 1860 are missing.  
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number of slaves also grew.  The growth of the number of tax-payers was 178 percent; 

slave-owners was 280 percent; the number of slaves 530 percent; and the percent of 

the portion of the population occupied by slave-owners increased from 6 to 9 percent.  

These numbers support the assertion that the institution of slavery was supported, and 

growing, within Montague County, and they point to the potential for future growth.14 

 There was a terrible drought in 1862 and 1863, which contributed to residents 

losing stock and leaving their homes.  This was not the only dry period in the early years 

of settlement.  The summer of 1860 was also unbearably hot and dry.  Several things 

occurred because of these factors, and they all had an impact on the issue of slavery.  

The extreme heat and drought caused major crop failures and dried up the streams that 

provided needed moisture.  On July 28, 1860, Jonathan Hamilton “Ham” Baker, a Palo 

Pinto resident, recorded, “The day has been very hot.  The dryness of the weather is 

remarkable.  The Brazos [R]iver does not run atall [sic].  There is no running stream in 

the county, except small branches a small distance below the springs.”  These 

conditions affected not just Palo Pinto but all of the northwestern counties, including 

Montague.  Lack of rain contributed to diminished crops, less grass for grazing, and 

smaller resources for many residents. As can be expected, many did what others would 

do in the next century during the Dust Bowl – they packed and left.  Despite the loss of 

many residents, the population, free and slave, continued to grow in Montague County 

in all years except 1864.15 

                                            
 14 Montague County tax records, 1858-1864. 
 
 15 Clifford R. Caldwell, John Simpson Chisum:  The Cattle King of the Pecos 
Revisited (Santa Fe: Sunstone Press, 2010), 49-50; Jonathan Hamilton Baker Diary, 
Tarrant County Archives, Fort Worth, Texas, quote from July 28, 1860. 
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 The growth in 1862 and 1863 is explained by the influx of citizens from 

neighboring Clay County, whose residents did not have enough resources to maintain a 

hold on their land.  While they were fleeing, victory over the marauding Indians was 

declared in Montague County on April 28, 1863.  Six citizens were reportedly dead, and 

large numbers of horses claimed stolen by the “red Devils,” but due in part to the 

arrangement by a Cooke County official to exempt residents from conscription into the 

Confederate Army so they could protect their frontier homes, citizens and businesses 

were returning, and stock-hunters were gathering scattered herds without fear.  One of 

the residents expressed a desire to maintain this situation, and proposed that men who 

were unwilling to enlist in one of six frontier regiments called for by Brig. Gen. William R. 

Hudson, should be sent elsewhere to fight, so that others who were willing could take 

their place.16  

 As the population grew, so did the livestock holdings (Table 5.5).  By 1863 

horses had increased by 447 percent; cattle by 3,631 percent from 1858; and sheep by  

 

Year Number of 
Tax-payers 

Number of 
Horses/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Cattle/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Sheep/Value 

in County 
1858 79 115/$7,374 600/$4,990 0/0 
1859 93 129/$9,741 2,108/$15,839 0/0 
1860 Missing - - - 
1861 163 213/$13,980 5,920/$40,356 104/$550 
1862 209 445/$27,962 13,074/$84,336 487/$1,882 
1863 304 630/$50,228 22,389/$161,389 817/$3,414 
1864 Total Livestock $408,259 - 

 
Table 5.5. Total taxpayers and livestock in the county17 

                                            
 16 Clarksville Standard, May 6, 1863. 
 
 17 Montague County tax records, 1858-1864. 



105 
 

 
 

817 percent from the totals recorded in 1860.  Participation in the industry was 

countywide, but as in the other frontier counties, slave-owners consistently owned more 

horses and cattle, and, with the exception of 1861, more sheep (Table 5.6, 5.7, and 

5.8). 

 

Year 
Total 

cattle in 
the county 

Slave-
owner cattle 

owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
tax-payers 
that were 

slave 
holders 

1858 600 38 6% 6% 
1859 2,108 587 28% 7% 
1860 missing - - - 
1861 5,920 410 7% 5% 
1862 13,074 2873 22% 7% 
1863 22,389 3369 15% 7% 
1864 Not itemized - 9% 

 

Table 5.6.  Break-down of cattle ownership18 

 

Year 
Total 

horses 
owned 

Slave-
owner 
horses 
owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
tax-payers 
that were 

slave 
holders 

1858 115 13 11% 6% 
1859 129 24 19% 7% 
1860 missing - - - 
1861 213 23 11% 5% 
1862 445 76 17% 7% 
1863 630 103 16% 7% 
1864 Not itemized - 9% 

 

Table 5.7. Break-down of horse ownership19 
                                            
 18 Ibid. 
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Year 
Total 
sheep 
owned 

Slave-
owner 
sheep 
owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
tax-payers 
that were 

slave 
holders 

Slave-
owners 

that 
attained 
rancher 
status 

1861 104 0 0 5% 0 
1862 487 105 22% 7% 2 
1863 817 76 9% 5% 1 
1864 Not itemized - 9% N/A 

 
 

Table 5.8. Break-down of sheep ownership20 
 

Year 
Slave 
owner 
cattle 

Non slave-
owner 
cattle 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave-

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers/ 

Percentage 
more 

1858 38 562 8 8 0/0 
1859 587 1,521 84 18 66/366% 
1860 missing - - - - 
1861 410 5,510 51 36 15/42% 
1862 2,873 10,201 205 52 153/294% 
1863 3,369 19,339 169 67 102/152% 
1864 Not Itemized - - - 

 

Table 5.9.  Average cattle per tax-payer21 

 

 By looking at the average number of cattle owned per person, the difference of 

slave-owners versus non-slave-owners’, holdings becomes more evident.  There is not 

                                                                                                                                             
 19 Ibid. 
 
 20 Ibid. 
 
 21 Ibid. 
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much difference in the first year (1858) but every year after that shows a constant 

difference in absolute numbers and overall percentages for those who owned slaves 

(Table 5.9) 

 The same pattern can be seen with ownership of horses. While the absolute 

numbers are not as high with the number of horses that both parties owned, the 

percentages are.  At the very least, slave-owners claimed 150 percent more horses 

than non-slave-holders did, within the same communities (Table 5.10). 

 

Year 
Slave 
owner 
horses 

Non slave-
owner 
horses 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave-

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers/ 

Percentage 
more 

1858 13 92 3 1 2/200% 
1859 24 109 3 1 2/200% 
1860 Missing - - - - 
1861 23 190 3 1 2/200% 
1862 76 369 5 2 3/150% 
1863 108 527 5 2 3/150% 
1864 Not Itemized - - - 

 

Table 5.10.  Average horses per person22 

 

 The number of non-slave-owners in the tax-records, who did not own any form of 

livestock, was much higher than those who owned slaves.  This statistic brings down 

the total figures for non-slave-owners, but it should be said that there was equal 

                                            
 22  Ibid. 
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opportunity for all tax-payers to own livestock.  What is constant is that slave-owners 

took advantage of that opportunity, more often than non-slave-owners. 

 Breaking down the number of cattle owned by each slave-owner shows how the 

majority of the cattle were owned in herds of 100 or more (Table 5.11).  These few  

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
10 or 
fewer 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
11-49 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
50-99 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
100+ 
cattle 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
99 or 
less 

group 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
100 or 
plus 

group 
1858 3 0 2 0 0 38 0 
1859 4 1 1 1 1 87 500 
1860 missing - - - - - - 
1861 1 1 2 2 2 204 206 
1862 2 1 2 4 6 317 2,556 
1863 3 3 1 2 8 227 3,266 
1864 Not itemized - - - - - 

 

Table 5.11. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle23 

 

owners had large holdings that consistently surpassed those in the ninety-nine head 

and less category, indicating that out of all the small-slave-owners some were much 

more successful than others.  This is not unlike slave-owners who grew a cash crop. 

The numbers for horses reflects the same pattern (Table5.12).  The number of slave-

owning cattle ranchers (100 head or more) went from one to eight in the five year study, 

where as the number of horse ranchers (twenty or more) was only one within that same 

                                            
 23 Ibid. 
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time period.  It is reasonable to state that cattle ranching was the primary occupation for 

slave-owners with livestock in Montague County before and during the Civil War. 24 

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 5 
or fewer 
horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
6-19 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
20 or 
more 

horses 

Number of 
slave-
owner 

horses in 
5 or less 

group 

Number 
of slave-
owner 

horses in 
6-19 

group 

1858 1 4 0 0 13 0 
1859 0 7 1 0 18 6 
1860 Missing - - - - - 
1861 1 6 1 0 15 8 
1862 3 8 3 1 25 51 
1863 3 8 10 0 18 87 

1864 Not itemized - - - - 

 

Table 5.12. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of horses25 

 

 As previously stated, land ownership was not necessary for cattlemen, due to 

open range grazing during the years of study.  Preemption and regular head-rights 

accounted for much of the land ownership during this period of time but, except for 

those who were awarded bounty warrants, people who arrived in Texas after 1856 did 

not qualify for any grants. Preemption had ended in 1856, so then land had to be 

bought.  Most of the slave-owners in Montague County opted to own 320 acres or less 

(Table 5.13).  There were a few who owned more than 960 acres, but never more than 

                                            
 24 Ibid. 
 
 25 Ibid. 
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four such taxpayers are listed during one year.  The combined total of all the slave-

owners’ lands was disproportionately higher than their percent of the population, except 

for 1861.  As there were only 480 acres declared in the whole county that year, there is 

a high probability that had all land had been accounted for, the statistics would have 

been the same as those in the other years of this study.26 

 

Year 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of 
less than 
320 acres 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of 
321-640 

acres 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of 
641-960 

acres 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of 
961+ 
acres 

Percent 
of 

county 
land 

owned 
by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
tax-payers 

that are 
slave 

holders 

Land 
owned 
outside 

of 
county/ 
Percent 
owned 

by 
slave-

owners 
1858 3 0 0 1 29% 6% - 
1859 4 0 0 1 23% 7% - 
1860 missing missing missing missing missing missing missing 
1861 4 0 0 0 1% 5% - 
1862 9 1 0 1 14% 7% - 
1863 10 1 1 4 41% 7% - 

1864 6 3 1 2 45% 9% 4,480/ 
37% 

 

Table 5.13.  Land ownership of slave-owners27 

 

 One of the slave-owners who declared large numbers of cattle and land was 

Mabel Gilbert.  Gilbert was a slave and cattle owner who reported in both Montague and 

                                            
 26 Thomas Lloyd Miller, The Public Lands of Texas 1519-1970 (Norman: 
University of Oklahoma Press, 1972), 36, 50. 

 27 Montague County tax records, 1858-1864. 
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Clay Counties during the period of study.  As the majority of his taxes were paid in 

Montague County, his records from both counties will be examined here (Table 5.14).  

Gilbert owned a large number of acres in both Clay and Montague Counties.  He was 

also involved in the cattle industry, and as his cattle holdings went up, so did the 

number of slaves he owned and the amount of land he declared.  After his home in Clay 

County was ransacked during an alleged Indian attack, he moved his family back to 

Montague County.  When he made the move, he left his cattle in Clay County, where he 

later declared them.  It was not unusual to declare taxes in one county and have 

livestock in another; unfortunately for historians, this practice greatly contributes to 

lesser property value totals being assigned to small-slave-holders, which presents a 

distorted picture of the past.  Gilbert was still in Montague County for the 1860 census,  

 

Year Land/value Slaves/value Horses/value Cattle/value 
1859 (Mont. Co.) 3,325/$2,580 6/$4,200 6/$900 400/$3,000 
1860 (Mont. Co.) Missing Missing Missing Missing 
1860 (Clay Co.) Missing Missing Missing Missing  
1861 (Clay Co.) 2,756/$2,756 6/$4,000 12/$300 570/$2,500 
1862 (Clay Co.) 3,088/$3,088 6/$3,600 10/$250 500/$3,000 
1863 (Mont. Co.) 3,820/$4,200 8/$5,000 10/$500 0/0 
1863 (Clay Co.) - - - 1,200/$8,400 
1864 (Mont. Co.) 4,097/$4,492 8/$8,000 - - 

1864 No  Clay County Return  
 

Table 5.14.  Mabel Gilbert’s property taxes from Clay and Montague Counties28 

 

but as neither county had tax records that year, his property cannot be assessed.  

There was no slave census for both locations, so information such as the sex and age 

                                            
 28 Ibid. 
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of his slaves cannot be determined.  Missing tax records for 1864 in Clay County leave 

a gap in the final livestock count for the period of study, but the existing records indicate 

that Gilbert was well prepared to capitalize on future cattle drives with a herd built using 

slave labor.29 

 Experiences on the frontier varied for many.  Many of the problems early settlers 

faced were attributed to Indians, but they were not the only perpetrators. On the 

headwaters of the Elm Fork of the Trinity River lies a community now known as Saint 

Jo.  Originally founded by disappointed gold seekers in 1849, it was frequented by many 

of the early Anglo explorers: Capt. Randolph B. Marcy (1849), Capt. John Pope (1854), 

and Col. Albert Sydney Johnston (1855).  By 1860 (possibly sooner), it was the location 

of a trading post operated by Bill and Dan Brumley, whose father, John, was a slave 

and cattle owner in Montague County.  At the trading post, travelers, drovers, and 

settlers alike could procure needed supplies.30  

 Early one morning in the early 1860s, John was outside of his dog-trot double log 

cabin, smoking a pipe and waiting for his slaves to fix breakfast, when he was shot and 

killed.  A few days later, after being chased for some distance and then gunned down, 

his sons Bill and Dan were also dead.  The Brumleys were not murdered by Indians 

looking for stock to steal, but by a group of white men who had be feuding with the 

victims.  A short time after the murders, two of Brumley’s other sons returned home 

                                            
 29 Clay County tax records, 1861-1863; Montague County tax records, 1858-
1864. 
 
 30 Brian Hart, “Saint Jo, Texas,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed March 8, 
2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hjs04; Marvin F. London, 
Famous Court Trials of Montague County (Saint Jo, Texas: S.J.T. Printers, 1976), 1-3.  
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hjs04
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from the Confederate Army.  Within days, the body of one of the suspected killers was 

found riddled with buck shot.31   

 The exact date of the Brumley murders is not given, but it can be placed in 1860 

or 1861.32  Brumley’s tax records exhibit much the same pattern as many other small-

slaveholding cattlemen in the area until 1861, when his taxes show that he had sold two 

slaves (Table 5.15).  Up until this point the growth pattern of his livestock was following 

the same as most of the other slave-owners in the area. By 1862 it is fairly obvious that 

something has changed.  His cattle numbers were less but he declared more horses, 

  

Year Land/value Slaves/value Horses/value Cattle/value Total 
value 

1858  0/0 4/$2,000 3/$300 26/$290 $2,490 
1859 0/0 6/$3,000 5/$500 60/$430 $3,930 
1860 missing - - - - - 
1861 0/0 4/$2,000 8/$640 104/$580 $3,220 
1862 160/$260 6/$3,000 12/$740 32/$285 $4,285 
1863 240/$520 6/$3,000 12/$740 32/$285 $4,545 
1864(Mary) 160/$480 6/$5,000 Not itemized $1,475 $6,955 

 

Table 5.15.  John Brumley’s holdings to 1863, then those of his wife Mary33 

 

which were more valuable.  Additionally, his slave holdings were up from four to six.  By 

1862, too, there were 160 acres listed, but this was preempted, not bought.  His cattle 

                                            
 31 London, Famous Court Trials of Montague County, 1-3. 
 
 32 John H. Cox, one of the characters referenced in accounts of the murders, was 
the Postmaster in Montague County in both of those years.  See Jim Wheat, 
“Postmasters and Post Offices of Montague County, Texas, 1860-1930,” accessed 
January 2, 2013, http://www.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~txpost/montague.html. 
 
 33 Montague County tax records, 1858-1864. 

http://www.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~txpost/montague.html
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holdings were significantly lower, but he gained horses and slaves.  By 1863, the cattle, 

horse, and slave count were the same, but he had gained 80 additional acres of land 

that was not preempted.  There are many ways this story could be told, but the final 

evidence would be the taxes for 1864, as that is the last year in this study.  From 

whenever Brumley was murdered, 1860 or 1861, until 1864, his total declared value 

went up (Table 5.15).  By 1864, his widow, Mary, reported $6,955 of property, which 

was 116 percent more than the lowest declared total in 1861.  Many women on the 

frontier did not stay after the loss of their husbands, married another man, or moved in 

with others.  As a small-slave owner with livestock, Mary not only maintained but 

prospered during the war, even as she apparently shifted her investment from cattle to 

horses, land, and slaves.34 

 Another example of prosperity is that of W. W. and C. C. Quinllin.  W.W. was 

living in Montague County in 1860, but he failed to report his taxes for both 1860 and 

1861.  Born in Missouri, he was thirty-one years old, married to twenty-two year old 

Keziah from Arkansas, and had two boys who were born in Texas, William was two and 

Charles was ten months old.  W. W. declared $2,600 in real estate and $1,700 in 

unspecified personal property.  Also in the home was eighteen-year-old William 

Campbell, who listed farmer as his occupation, and seventeen-year-old Quillis Spray, 

also a farmer (and most probably some kind of kin with a first name that resembles 

Quillin).35   

                                            
 34 Montague County tax records, 1858-1861. 
 
 35 "Eighth Census of the United States, Montague County, Texas," accessed 
January 27, 2013, 
http://freepages.history.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~ntexasrecords/Montague_1860.html. 

http://freepages.history.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~ntexasrecords/Montague_1860.html
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 In 1861, C. C. and W. W. began buying large quantities of land next to the Red 

River Station, in Montague County.  During the war, Confederate troops were posted at 

the station to help thwart Indian attacks.  After the war, it became well known as the 

cattle crossing over the Red River on the Chisholm Trail.  Not only did the Quillins have 

direct access to the route north several years before 1866, but they also had cattle.  It 

could have been careful planning to purchase over 22,000 acres near the popular cattle 

crossing, but it was more likely that it was a calculated business move of two ranchers 

who already knew the value of the location.  Just like the Indians, many of the early 

residents were more than aware of the lay of the land and the value of the crossing.36     

  The tax records show that the Quinllins started purchasing their land in 1861 

(Table 5.16).  As each year passed, their land and livestock values went up individually 

and collectively.  In four years C. C.’s individual worth went from $3,600 to $14,526, 

which represents a growth of 304 percent.  W. W. listed $4,300 worth of real estate and 

personal property in 1860, and by 1864 he declared $10,450, which was a growth of 

143 percent.  Collectively they went from $19,225 to $26,538, which represented an 

additional growth of 38 percent.37   

 

 

 

 

                                            
 36 Brian Hart, “Red River Station, Tx,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed 
March 18, 2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hvr24. 
 
 37 Montague County tax records, 1858-1864. 
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hvr24
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Year Person Land/value Slaves/ 
value 

Horses/ 
value 

Cattle/ 
value 

Sheep/ 
value 

1861 C.C - - - 600/$3,600 - 
 C.C. & 

W W 
19,225/$19,225 - -   

1862  C.C. - 5/$3,000 4/$400 700/$4,000 12/$36 
 W.W 190/$380 1/$500 3/$300 252/$1,50 - 
 C.C. & 

W W 
14,049/$14,049 - 20/$1,000 800/$4,800 10/$120 

1863 C.C. 1,078/$5,405 5/$3,000 4/$400 900/$6,300 - 
 W.W 409/$1,475 1/$600 8/$400 900/$6,300 - 
 C.C. & 

W W 
22,299/$22,299 - - - - 

1864 C.C. 618/$3,090 5/$3,000 Total  livestock $8,436 
 W.W 409/$1,475 1/$800 Total  livestock $8,175 
 C.C. & 

W W 
22,058/$22,058 
4,480/$4,480 in 
Clay County 

- - - - 

 

Table 5.16. C.C. and W.W. Quinllin’s tax records38 

 

  In 1936, there was an effort in Oklahoma to provide for “locating, tracing, 

mapping and filing plates of the lines of the old established cattle trails across the State 

of Oklahoma.”  Recollections of settlers and cattlemen alike were gathered and 

preserved in The Chronicles of Oklahoma, with the traditional foreword: “After the close 

of the Civil War in May, 1865, Texas was our largest cattle country, without railroads for 

transportation, the large cattle companies had to arrive at some source of transportation 

for their cattle.”  It proceeded to describe the Texas Trail, which “began at Brownsville, 

Texas … and traversed in a northern direction through the state to old Red River station 

located in Montague County, on the south bank of Red River, near the mouth of Salt 

                                            
 38 Montague County tax records, 1858-1864. 
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Creek. This trail was called the Eastern Trail in Texas and the Chisholm Trail through 

the Indian Territory to Caldwell, Kansas.”39  

  In one of the recollections, there was a reference to an eighty-one-year-old 

Charley Quinllen, who used to live in Red River Station and work the cattle for different 

ranchers going up the Chisholm Trail.  This Charley was the ten-month-old son of W. W. 

in the 1860 census.  The story never mentioned how Charley’s family had owned 

slaves, large herds of cattle, and vast quantities of land in the region, and it built on the 

mythic foundations of the Cattle Raisers Association, who pushed the notion that cattle 

drives before the end of the war were of little note.  Just like the transition of the 

Dawson Trail to the Goodnight-Loving Trail, the past was transferred to present those 

within living memory in the best possible manner.40 

 In 1877, a vein of silver ore, with small quantities of gold in it, was found on W. 

W. Quillin’s property, which yielded $3,500 to the ton.  It was also believed that there 

were deposits of coal and other minerals in the area. The land that had fed all the cattle 

in the antebellum years, continued to support the Quinllin family well after the drives 

were over.  If it were not for the Civil War, slave labor would have undoubtedly been 

used to mine whatever minerals could have been brought out of the ground.  Today, 

asphalt is quarried in Cooke and Montague Counties, and bituminous coal, used for fuel 

when making cement, is found in Coleman, Erath, Jack, Montague, Palo Pinto, Parker, 

                                            
 39 “Chronicles of Oklahoma,” Oklahoma Historical Society, accessed March 18, 
2013, http://digital.library.okstate.edu/chronicles/v014/v014p084.html. 
 
 40 Ibid. 

http://digital.library.okstate.edu/chronicles/v014/v014p084.html
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Throckmorton, Wise, and Young Counties, all of which lie on the former northwestern 

frontier.41  

 Montague County served as a refuge for those in Clay County when Indian 

attacks became too much for the residents, and as an entrance to the North for Texas 

cattlemen trailing herds to markets.  All forms of livestock were present from 1858 to 

1864, but cattle were the overwhelming choice of slave-owners.  As in the other frontier 

counties in this study, slave-holders owned disproportionate holdings of cattle, horses, 

sheep, and land.  With this evidence, it is shown that Charles W. Ramsdell’s argument 

does not hold true in Montague County.  Slavery was growing on that frontier, in tandem 

with ranching, and it apparently would have continued to grow if the Civil War had not 

interfered.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
 41 Galveston Weekly News, July 23, 1877 and March 18, 1880; “Nonpetroleum 
Minerals,” Texas Almanac, accessed March 19, 2013, 
http://www.texasalmanac.com/topics/business/nonpetroleum-minerals. 

http://www.texasalmanac.com/topics/business/nonpetroleum-minerals
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CHAPTER 6 
CLAY COUNTY: NO MAN’S LAND 

 
 

 Clay County was formed on December 24, 1857, but not organized until 1861.  

Taken from a portion of Cooke County, it was named after Henry Clay, who authored 

the 1820 Missouri Compromise and the Compromise of 1850, served as President of 

the American Colonization Society but never the United States, herded cattle and 

imported the first Shorthorn cattle into the United States, and owned slaves (sixty of  

 

 

 

Fig. 6.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 18601 
 
 

them at one point).2  Located approximately ninety miles to the northwest of Fort Worth, 

the county seat of Henrietta is just west of the 98th meridian, the unofficial dividing line 

                                            
 1 County Map of Texas with inset map of Galveston Bay and Vicinity 
(Pennsylvania: Samuel Augustus Mitchell, Jr., 1860). 

 2 Clark Wheeler, “Clay County,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed March 7, 
2013, http://www.tshaonline.org.sapl.sat.lib.tx.us/handbook/online/articles/hcc12; 

http://www.tshaonline.org.sapl.sat.lib.tx.us/handbook/online/articles/hcc12
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between the eastern and western United States (Fig. 6.1).  Containing almost 1,150 

square miles, the county is typically level, receives around thirty inches of rainfall 

annually, is bordered by the Red River to the north, and contains many of its tributaries 

within the county.  Early settlers used the land for farming and raising cattle, and today, 

the prime agricultural product is still cattle.3  

 The 1860 census listed 109 residents of Clay County.  Out of that total, fifty-five, 

or 50 percent, listed "Ranger" as their occupation, eleven were women eighteen or 

older, twelve were under that age; eighteen men were over eighteen, and thirteen were 

under.  Those who were not rangers were farmers, except for a blacksmith, a probate 

judge, a surveyor, a doctor, and the sheriff.  A return for the vote of secession was not 

recorded by residents of Clay County.4   

 There was no Schedule Two of slave inhabitants for Clay County, but there were 

notations of two “colored” residents in the Schedule One.  The census taker listed “Indi” 

under the Charles Bailey family.  Bailey was from New York, thirty-eight years old, and 

married to a thirty-six-year-old Creek Indian from Alabama; their children, both born in 

the Creek Nation, were ten and eight.  Bailey listed his occupation as "Sheriff."  “Mex” 

was listed in the household of F. Delagarsafasco [de la Garza-Fasco?], a single thirty-

two-year-old man listed as a Texas-born Mexican.  The names of both the slave and the 

                                                                                                                                             
Thomas Rush, “Henry Clay (1777-1852),” American History from Revolution to 
Reconstruction and Beyond, accessed March 7, 2013, 
http://www.let.rug.nl/usa/biographies/henry-clay/; T. R. Havins, “The Passing of the 
Longhorn,” Southwestern Historical Quarterly 56 (July 1952-April 1953): 56.  
 
 3 Wheeler, “Clay County.” 
 
 4 Eighth Census of the United States (1860), Clay County, Population Schedule 1 
(Free Inhabitants) (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas, Denton, Texas). 
 

http://www.let.rug.nl/usa/biographies/henry-clay/
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owner indicate that Anglos were not the only settlers in Clay County, and “colored” did 

not necessarily mean they were black, but there is no conclusive evidence to support 

the possibility that Mex was anything other than a black slave.  Bailey paid taxes on a 

slave in 1861, but none after that.  Delagarsafasco was not in Clay or the adjoining 

Montague County after 1860.   Other people in the records may have owned slaves, 

such as A. H. Graham, who listed $15,000 in personal property, but since there are no 

tax records for Clay County in 1860, there is no way of assessing if that was cattle, 

slaves, or a combined total.  It is most likely that it is the latter when compared with 

other settlers in the region, in spite of the fact that no further details could be found 

about him.5   

 Like most of the frontier counties, there were very few slave-owners living within 

Clay County, however, all of them owned some form of livestock (Table 6.2).  Due to the  

 

Year Slave 
owners 

Slave owners 
with livestock 

Slave owners 
without livestock 

Percent of slave-
owners with 

livestock 
1861 3 3 0 100% 
1862 3 3 0 100% 
1863 2 2 0 100% 
1864 Only Land recorded  

 

Table 6.2. Slave owners who own livestock6 

 

                                            
 5 Eighth Census of the United States, Clay County, Schedule 1 (Free 
Inhabitants). 
 
 6 Clay County tax records, 1861-1863 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of 
North Texas, Denton, Texas). 
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volatile situation in the county, it is possible that potential settlers were discouraged by 

frequent calls for help to ward off Indian attacks.  The breakup of Col. Earl Van Dorn’s 

frontier system of defense in early 1863 resulted in most of the Clay County settlers 

abandoning their homes, as did many in the adjoining Montague County. The property 

tax records for 1863 were not certified by C. H. Wantland as real and correct until 1864.  

This introduces the possibility that errors were made – such as the exclusion of slave-

holders and other taxpayers within that year’s assessment.7 

 Slave-owners were never a large portion of the tax-paying population, and their 

share only declined within the three years of study (Table 6.3).  While the overall 

population grew in 1862, slave-owners did not.  One of the three slave- owners of 1861,  

 

Year 

Number 
of 

people 
in the 

tax rolls 

Number 
of slave 
owners 

Number 
of 

slaves 
on rolls 

Percent of 
tax-

payers 
that were 

slave 
holders 

Population 
growth as 
a whole 

Non-
slave-
owner 
growth 

Slave-
owner 
growth 

1861 28 3 8 11% N/A N/A N/A 
1862 47 3 8 6% 68% 76% 0% 
1863 43 2 2 5% -9% -7% -50% 
1864 Not Listed - - - - - 

 

Table 6.3. Population statistics for Clay County, 1861-1864 8 

 

                                            
 7 Glen Ely, Debating Texas Identity: Where the West Begins (Lubbock: Texas 
Tech University Press, 2011), 50; Clay County tax records, 1863. 
 
 8 Clay County tax records, 1861-1863. 
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Sheriff Charles Bailey, did not report a slave in 1862, and he was completely gone from 

the tax rolls in 1863.  By 1863, John Campbell Gooch was not listed as a Clay County 

resident, and neither was Mabel Gilbert (both were slave-owners in 1861 and 1862); 

instead, there were two new owners listed.  Gooch’s home and Gilbert’s “well 

finished…rancho” were abandoned at approximately the same time in early 1863, after 

Indian raids.9    

 Gilbert was the largest slave-owner during the three year period of study in Clay 

County, with six bondsmen in 1861 and 1862.  Along with twelve horses and 570 head 

of cattle, Gilbert listed 2,756 acres in 1861; the next year he declared ten horses, 500 

head of cattle, and an increase in land to 3,088 acres in Clay County, as well as 470 

acres in Fannin County.  Gilbert’s history is worth telling.  In 1837, he moved from 

Tennessee to Fannin County.  By 1839, he had been on several expeditions to reclaim 

livestock that was stolen by Indians.  He became familiar with the northwestern portion 

of Texas after 1840 when he, and several others, built a fort and helped found Birdville, 

in Tarrant County.  Shortly thereafter, he was one of the first settlers in the area that 

became Dallas, but left and went back to Fannin County, where he opened a “steam 

powered saw and grist mill on Pine Creek.”  There, he and his wife Charity lived with 

their nine children.  In 1840, he claimed only one slave, but by 1850, he declared nine, 

most of who were inherited from his parents.  Along with serving as a justice of the 

peace, he was familiar enough with the area to set up a route to Shreveport from his mill 

in 1851.  By 1857, he and his second wife, Rachel (his first had died and left him with 

                                            
 9 Patricia Adkins-Rochette, “Solomon George Hodges,” Handbook of Texas 
Online, accessed March 7, 2013, 
http://www.bourlandcivilwar.com/HodgesSolomonGeorge.htm. 
 

http://www.bourlandcivilwar.com/HodgesSolomonGeorge.htm
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eleven children in 1854), were living in Montague County.  They moved away in 1857, 

but returned by 1860, when he became the chief justice and ran a farm.10  At first 

glance, it appears that Gilbert was one of the many who fled the region during the 

Indian raids in the Civil War years, but this is not so.  From 1857 to 1859 (possibly 1860, 

but it is missing), he paid taxes in Montague County.  He reported in Clay County for 

1861 and 1862, and then returned to the Montague County rolls in 1863 and 1864.11   

 Gilbert may have physically moved to Montague County, but he did not take his 

1,200 head of cattle with him.  A biography of his life, written by his daughter, states that 

Gilbert was known as the “second William Penn,” due to his tact and ability to make 

friends with the Indians: “Indians frequently came to our house and partook of the 

bounty of my Father, who always treated them kindly.” As his home was abandoned in 

1863, it would appear that he was not completely exempt from attacks by the many 

different Indians who frequented the frontier.  It seems logical, however, to believe he 

must have received some assurance that his stock would be safe when he did not 

remove it with his family to Montague County.12 

                                            
 10 Brian Hart, “Gilbert, Mabel,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed March 6, 
2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fgi11; Eighth Census of the 
United States (1860), Montague County, Schedule 1 (Free Population) (microfilm, Willis 
Library, University of North Texas, Denton, Texas); "1840 Texas Slave Holders” and 
“1850 Fannin County Slave Holders," Fannin County TxGenWeb, accessed March 7, 
2013, http://www.txfannin.org/census; Clay County tax records, 1861-1863.  
 
 11 Because Gilbert was also one of the more successful small-slave-holders and 
cattlemen in Montague County, his taxes are covered in more detail in that chapter.     
 
 12 “Recollections of Mrs. Nicy Hampton of Fannin County,” Fannin County 
TxGenWeb, accessed March 1, 2013, 
http://www.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~txfannin/gilbert.html. 
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fgi11
http://www.txfannin.org/census
http://www.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~txfannin/gilbert.html
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 Despite the fact that Indian raids constantly revolved around stealing livestock, 

settlers continued to take the risk.  In October 1861, an article in the Dallas Weekly 

Herald strove to inform the readers that residents were left in an almost defenseless 

situation, and would surely abandon the region shortly, as Indians “headed by black 

republicans” had already entered Jack, Wise, and Montague Counties, putting their 

women, children, and property in jeopardy.  And yet, the population of Clay County 

increased the following year, as did the livestock numbers, which rose 321percent in 

just three years (Table 6.4).  Seventy-one percent of the tax payers reported livestock 

ownership in 1861; 72 percent in 1862; and 84 percent in 1863.13 

 

Year Number of 
Tax payers 

Number of 
Horses/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Cattle/Value 

in County  

Number of 
Sheep/Value 

in County  
1861 28 51/$2,595 4,399/$21,747 0 
1862 47 72/$4,400 8,073/$48,125 0 
1863 43 36/$3,517 18,513/$132,395 0 

 

Table 6.4. Total tax-payers and livestock in the county14 

 

 These statistics do not support the assertion of fear among the settlers or claims 

that all of the livestock was constantly stolen.  But the claims do suggest that protection 

was wanted to support the growing cattle industry and provide assurance to others who 

might settle there.  This does raise a question. Yes, the land in Clay County was suited 

to livestock raising, but there was other available grazing pastures in nearby counties.  

                                            
 13 Dallas Weekly Herald, October 30, 1861; Clay County tax records, 1861-1863. 
 
 14 Clay County tax records, 1861-1863. 
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Perhaps the county’s proximity to Indian Territory, Union troops, and trails northward 

provided motivation?  Either way, many people in Clay County chose to participate in 

the livestock business in supposedly deplorable conditions.   

 An examination of the records of who was selling cattle to Indian Territory in 

1860 shows John Campbell Gooch, one of the Clay County slave-owners.  Out of the 

nineteen beef contractors that year, he was the only one who supplied Fort Cobb (in the 

Indian Territory) with beef. This was not Gooch’s first contract with the government to 

provide cattle; in 1854, he was one of the ten contractors in Texas who supplied the 

forts there. He not only supplied beef that year, but also 4,000 bushels of corn at $1.26 

each to Fort Chadbourne.  In 1857 (when he was one of twenty contractors in Texas) 

and 1858 (when he was one of twenty-three contractors in the state), he sold 150 tons 

of hay to Camp Colorado for $13.90 a ton; and 150 tons for $8.95 per ton.  Needed 

supplies were calculated on perceived rations – or the amount of food allocated to a 

soldier in a twenty-four hour period.  These changed over time but “generally consisted 

of a pound and a quarter of fresh or salted beef, three-quarters of a pound of bacon or 

port, and similar small portions of flour, bread or cornmeal, peas or beans, rice or 

hominy, sugar, and coffee beans or tea.”  In 1856, this ration cost the military 

approximately twenty-seven cents, and while most of the components were purchased 

from the East and Midwest, beef and other items were generally provided by local 

settlers, which provided a boost to the economies around the forts and encouraged 
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settlement.  Gooch was very familiar with the financial opportunities provided by the 

military forces on the frontier.15   

 Anglos were not the only ones trading cattle with the forts.  An 1864 report from 

Fort Bascom, in the New Mexico Territory, stated that a corporal had met a group of 

Mexican drovers from San Miguel County (New Mexico) on the Fort Smith road.  These 

drovers had a large herd of horses and cattle purchased from Comanches, who were 

camped approximately 200 miles to the northeast, toward Palo Duro Canyon.  This 

region was also where stolen cattle were recovered by other cattlemen, including Oliver 

Loving and John Simpson Chisum, and by “friendly” Indians.  A number of horses were 

stolen from a party on the Big Wichita River in early 1858.  The perpetrators were 

Northern Comanches, but the horses were recovered by “the second Comanche chief” 

and were turned over to Matthew Leeper (also a slave owner), Indian agent at the 

Comanche Reserve.  An article in the same newspaper that advertized the recovered 

stolen horses also had an article written by Indian Agent Robert Simpson Neighbors, 

who was touting the merits of the Reserve Indians.  Of course, in the end, it did not 

matter as too many settlers, led by men such as John R. Baylor, wanted the Indians 

removed and the reservations shut down, which was done in 1859.16  

                                            
 15 Thomas T. Smith, The U. S. Army and the Texas Frontier Economy (College 
Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1999), 105, 210, 212, 204-206 (quote from 105). 
 
 16 Franco P. Abreu to B. C. Cutler, October 10, 1864, War of the Rebellion: A 
Compilation of the Official Records of the Union and Confederate Armies, ser. 1, 49, pt 
3:771; Clifford R. Caldwell, John Simpson Chisum: The Cattle King of the Pecos 
Revisited (Santa Fe: Sunstone Press, 2010), 49-50; Texas State Gazette, December 
26, 1857. 
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 As in the other frontier counties, slave-owners in Clay County did not own large 

numbers of slaves. The owner with the most slaves was Mabel Gilbert, with six 

recorded in 1861 and 1862.  There were no planters in Clay County at any time (Table 

6.5).17    

 

Year 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

1-4 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

5-9 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

10-14 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

15-19 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

20+ 

Largest 
number of 
slaves by 
one owner 

1861 2 6 0 0 0 6 
1862 2 6 0 0 0 6 
1863 2 0 0 0 0 1 

 

Table 6.5. Amount of slaves owned within specified groups18 

 
 

 During the three years of study, the cattle numbers in the county rose by 320 

percent.  When the numbers are analyzed, slave-owners did own slightly more cattle 

than their contemporaries, but not overwhelmingly so (Table 6.6).  There was a drop in 

1863, when Mabel Gilbert moved to Montague County but left his cattle behind.  As he 

was still a slave owner with cattle in Clay County, his numbers are factored in on a 

separate line to show the significance of his holdings to the overall numbers.  Generally, 

the percent and number of cattle owned by slave-owners is more than the portion of the 

                                            
 17 Clay County tax records, 1861-1863. 
 
 18 Ibid. 
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population that slave-owners comprise, indicating their dominant role in the local 

economy (Table 6.7).19 

 
 

Year 
Total 

cattle in 
the county 

Slave-
owner cattle 

owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1861 4,399 590 13% 11% 
1862 8,073 690 9% 6% 
1863 18,513 620 3% 5% 

1863 (with 
Gilbert 
cattle) 

18,513 1820 9% 5% 

 

Table 6.6. Break-down of cattle ownership20 

 

Year 
Slave 
owner 
cattle 

Non slave-
owner 
cattle 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave-

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers/ 

Percentage 
more 

1861 590 3,809 197 152 45/30% 
1862 690 7,383 230 168 62/37% 
1863 620 17,893 310 436 -126/-141% 

1863 (with 
Gilbert 
Cattle)  

1820 16,693 607 436 171/39% 

 

Table 6.7  Average cattle per tax-payer21  

 

                                            
 19 Ibid. 
 
 20 Ibid. 
 
 21 Ibid. 
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 A closer look at the average number of cattle owned by each slave-owner shows 

that the majority of the cattle were in herds of 100 head or more (Table 6.8).  This 

indicates that the cattle were being raised for market, not personal home use.  None of  

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
10 or 
fewer 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
11-49 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
50-99 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
100+ 
cattle 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
99 or 
less 

group 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
100 or 
plus 

group 
1861 1 0 1 0 1 20 570 
1862 0 0 1 0 2 20 670 
1863 1 0 0 0 1 0 620 

 

Table 6.8. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle 22 

 

the residents in the 1860 census listed their occupation as a stock-raiser, but there were 

at least two actually operating in Clay County: Bailey was listed as the sheriff, and 

Gilbert was not listed within the county.23 

 The small number of horses within the slave-owners' records suggests that they 

were not in the horse trading business (Table 6.9).  The highest number of horses 

owned by one person was thirteen, the next highest was twelve.  As both of these 

                                            
 22 Ibid. 
 
 23 Eighth Census of the United States, Clay County, Schedule 1 (Free 
Population). 
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owners raised substantial numbers of cattle, the horses would have most likely been 

used for working the herds.24   

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 5 
or fewer 
horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
6-19 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
20 or 
more 

horses 

Number of 
slave-
owner 

horses in 
5 or less 

group 

Number 
of slave-
owner 

horses in 
6-19 

group 

1861 0 0 3 0 0 55 
1862 0 1 2 0 3 23 
1863 0 2 0 0 6 0 

 

Table 6.9. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of horses25 

   

Year 
Total 

horses 
owned 

Slave-
owner 
horses 
owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1861 51 25 49% 11% 
1862 72 26 36% 6% 
1863 36 6 17% 5% 

 

Table 6.10. Percent of horses owned by slave-owners26 

 

 While the difference in cattle ownership was not overwhelmingly different, the 

portion of horses that slave-owners declared was (Table 6.10). The numbers for  

                                            
 24 Ibid. 
 
 25 Ibid. 
 
 26 Ibid. 
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1861, when horses were worth an average of fifty-one dollars each, show that they 

claimed 49 percent of all horses in the county.  Within the three year period, slave-

holders owned at least three times more horses than their portion of the overall tax-

paying population.27 

 Land-ownership was also disproportionate for the slave-owners of Clay County 

(Table 6.11).  The three listed slave owners in 1861 owned 21 percent of the taxable 

land, and 29 percent in 1862.  Additionally, in 1862, they owned 42 percent of the land  

 

Year 

Combined 
total of 

less than 
320 acres 

Combined 
total of 

321-640 
acres 

Combined 
total of 

641-960 
acres 

Combined 
total of 
961+ 
acres 

Percent of 
county 
land 

owned by 
slave-
owners 

Land 
owned 
in other 
counties 

Percent 
of land 
owned 

by 
slave-
owners 

1861 0 341 0 4436 21% 0 N/A 
1862 0 0 0 6048 29% 1128 42% 
1863 0 0 0 0 0 658 0% 

 

Table 6.11.  Land ownership of slave-owners28 

 

reported that was owned outside of the county.  This was considerably more than the 11 

and 6 percent of the tax-paying population that they comprised respectively in 1861 and 

1862.  The total declared amount of land in Clay County on the tax records for 1863 

                                            
 27 Ibid. 
 
 28 A separate page recorded the land owned by a land agent.  This was 52,800 
acres of land originally granted to the Texas Emigration and Land Company, worth 
$26,400.  It is not considered in the land totals for these figures, as the tax-payers were 
not residents of Clay County. 
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was 480 acres.  None of that was owned by slave-owners, as was none of the 658 

acres of land that was claimed out of the county.29  

 At first glance, there do not appear to be enough slaves or slave-owners to 

consider the value of the institution in Clay County.  The examination of the tax records 

shows that throughout the period of study, small slave-owners owned more cattle, 

horses, and land than their contemporaries.  The men that owned slaves all owned 

some form of livestock.  John Campbell Gooch was a beef contractor with the United 

States, and Mabel Gilbert ran large numbers of cattle, suggesting a healthy cattle 

business.  With the exception of 1863, slave owners within the county owned more land 

than those who had no slaves.  With this information, it can be stated that slavery 

played a key role in the success of stockmen in Clay County, and that if circumstances 

had been different, the expansion of such operations would have continued indefinitely. 

  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
 29 Clay County tax records, 1861-1863. 
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CHAPTER 7 
WISE COUNTY: THE LAND OF OPPORTUNITY 

 
 
 Wise County is situated directly south of Montague County, east of Jack County, 

west of Denton County, and north of Parker County (Fig. 7.1).  The western portion of 

the 922 square mile county is situated within the Western Cross Timbers, and the 

eastern portion lies within the Eastern Grand Prairie.  Sandy topsoil covers deep layers 

of red clay, which is suitable for brick making.  The mix of hills and flat pastures render a 

mix of 40 percent prime farmland and 60 percent trees and grazing land.  There is 

abundant water by way of the West Fort of the Trinity River and its many tributaries.  

 

 
 
 

Fig. 7.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 18601 
 
 

                                            
 1 County Map of Texas with inset map of Galveston Bay and Vicinity 
(Pennsylvania: Samuel Augustus Mitchell, Jr., 1860). 
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Situated directly east of the 98th meridian, it is a perfect case study of economic 

development on the edge of Charles W. Ramsdell’s natural limits of slavery.2    

 Carved from Cooke County and established on January 23, 1856, Wise County 

was named in honor of Virginia Congressman Henry A. Wise, an avid supporter of the 

annexation of Texas.  The county seat of Decatur was selected by a South Carolinian, 

pro-slavery agitator, and slave-owner, Absalom Bishop.   While living in Georgia, Bishop 

became an associate of Sen. Robert Toombs, who was one of the biggest advocates of 

secession in the United States Senate and served as Secretary of State for the 

Confederate President, Jefferson Davis.  Bishop moved to Hopkins County, Texas, in 

1852, and then to Sweetwater Creek, Wise County, in 1855, where he became active in 

local politics. By 1857, he represented Cooke, Collin, Denton, Montague, and Wise 

Counties in the Texas Legislature.3 

 In 1860, the majority of the heads of household in Wise County were from the 

Upper South.  Out of the 348 from that region, 152 were from Tennessee and seventy 

were from Kentucky.  The largest portion of the heads of households from the Lower 

South was from Alabama, who numbered 50 of the 105 from that region.  There were 

also seventy-seven heads of households from the northern states, two from Germany, 

two from Switzerland, and one from England.  While this represents some significant 

                                            
 2 B. Jane England, “Wise County,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed March 
21, 2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcw14. 
 
 3 England, “Wise County,”  “Robert Toombs (1810-1885)," Handbook of Texas 
Online, accessed March 21, 2013, 
http://www.georgiaencyclopedia.org/nge/Article.jsp?id=h-799; Jennifer Eckel, “Bishop, 
Absalom,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed March 21, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fbi41. 
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcw14
http://www.georgiaencyclopedia.org/nge/Article.jsp?id=h-799
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fbi41
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diversity, the southern states were well represented by 85 percent of the heads of 

household in the 1860 census for Wise County.4 

 Occupations in the communities varied.  Unlike Clay, Stephens, and Montague 

Counties, where there were seldom any other listings other than farmer or stock-raiser, 

Wise County had many different occupations.  Among those listed were merchants; 

lawyers; physicians; blacksmiths; millers; wagon, broom, shingle, and can makers; as 

well as a cooper, tailor, bricklayer, painter, mechanic, and engineer.  As with the other 

counties in this study, indeed in the majority of Texas, farming was the overwhelmingly 

dominant profession.  Out of the 553 people who listed occupations, 352 were farmers, 

and fifty-two were stock-raisers.  As many of the farmers also raised large herds, an 

occupational listing of farmer did not mean that the only type of agriculture they were 

involved in was raising crops; the reverse is also true.  All of these numbers and diverse 

occupations represent a frontier community that was primarily agricultural but also 

offered more services than outlying counties such as Stephens, Clay, Shackelford, and 

Montague.5 

 With Bishop in a major political role at the local and state level, and the majority 

of the county hailing from the South, a vote for secession should have been all but 

guaranteed, but that did not happen.  Instead the county was one of eight others that 

voted against secession.6    

                                            
 4 Eighth Census of the United States, Wise County, Schedule 1 (Free 
Inhabitants) (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas, Denton, Texas). 
 
 5 Ibid. 
 
 6 Dale Baum, The Shattering of Texas Unionism: Politics in the Lone Star State 
During the Civil War Era (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1998), 73. 
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 Much like other frontier counties, Wise was one whose citizens were worried 

about defending their homes from Indian incursions.  A vote for secession meant that 

the forts in the area would be abandoned by federal forces.  Dale Baum offered the 

suggestion that the region contained “a few Yankees [and] transplanted yeoman 

farmers from the upper South who depended upon government agencies in nearby 

Indian Territory to buy their surplus wheat and corn,” but were these Yankees and 

yeoman farmers enough to sway the vote in an overwhelmingly southern community?7 

The answer may lie in a closer look at the role of slave-owners, many of whom were 

ranchers, in this frontier region.  

   Along with many of the other counties in this study, there was a court house fire 

that burned many, but not all, of the early records.  Only a few documents remained that 

mentioned slaves, but among those were the will of William Birdwell, who bequeathed 

his “negro girl aged 19 years named Ann” to his wife Malinda.  Another recorded the 

sale of Oliver, also known as “Sive” a twenty-three year old “Negro man, [who was a] 

slave for life” to R. L. Cates.  Oliver’s owner, Allen Bryan, sold him for $1,200 on 

February 1, 1860.  Another deed recorded the agreement between Charles F. Browder 

(carpenter) and his wife, Harriet E., for an unnamed male slave who was twenty-four.  

Harriet was the administratrix of her father’s estate, as her mother was declared 

“insane.”  The debt was $1,102 but it was agreed the note would be discharged for the 

sum of a dollar.  Harriet owned four slaves in 1860, when Charles owned none; the 

following year, Charles reported six slaves.  In Wise County, hundreds of miles away 

                                            
 7 Quote from Baum, The Shattering of Texas Unionism, 73. 
 



138 
 

from acknowledged slave markets, chattel property was transferred from one owner to 

another by inheritance, direct purchase, or between family members.8  

 According to county historian Cliff D. Cates, settlers flowed into Wise County 

from 1853 until 1858 or 1859.  At that time, the flow ceased due to the incident that 

became known as the Mason and Cameron Massacre.  Cates detailed the murders 

after an introduction about savage Indians, but never mentioned that anyone else – 

such as the white settlers who were hanged for the heinous crime - could be involved.  

His next story detailed another suspected murder by the Indians, who had supposedly 

swooped into Wise County and taken the life of Bill Holden.  Holden was found full of 

arrows, scalped, and naked in a cave. 9    

 Whether or not these Indians committed this crime- as they were stealing his 

horses - is debatable, but the ultimate result is not.  Not long after his death, Holden’s 

possessions were found on one of the Indian reserves.  The reserve Indians professed 

their innocence, and pointed to evidence that identified wild Kickapoo as the guilty party, 

but to no avail.  To discuss what should be done next, a meeting was held at Cactus 

                                            
 8 “Wise County, History,” accessed March 22, 2013, 
http://www.co.wise.tx.us/wise_history.htm; Will of William Birdwell, October 30, 1860, 
Book E, page 175, Wise County Deed Office, Decatur, Texas (First quote); Bill of Sale, 
February 1, 1860, Book D, page 47, Wise County Deed Office (Second quote).  Cliff D. 
Cates, who wrote Pioneer History of Wise County: From Red Men to Railroads – 
Twenty Years of Intrepid History (St. Louis: Press of Nixon-Jones Printing Company, 
1908), did not mention the sale of this slave, which was never recorded in the tax 
records, as the property of R. L. Cates, his relative.  Bryan paid taxes on one slave in 
1859 and 1860; see entry on May 1, 1860, Book E, page 8, Wise County Deed Office; 
1860 Census, Wise County, Schedule 1 (Free Inhabitants).  
 
 9 See Jack County chapter for more information on the massacre; Texas 
Department of Agriculture, Bulletin, Issue 13 (1910), 664; Cates, Pioneer History of 
Wise County, 12, 159-162. 
 

http://www.co.wise.tx.us/wise_history.htm
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Hill, Wise County, which was the home of W. H. Hunt, one of the county’s more 

successful slave-owners with large horse and cattle herds. In attendance was Parker 

County’s most vitriolic Indian hater, John Robert Baylor, who took command of the plan 

to launch a campaign against the reserve Indians.10   

 Shortly after the meeting, a letter was written by the aforementioned Absalom 

Bishop to Gov. Hardin R. Runnels.  He reported “rumors” of Indians firing guns; that 

cattle-hunters had seen four Indians while they were gathering stock; the “thick…signs” 

of Indian activity in neighboring Jack County; and the need to help  the 100 men who 

had unsuccessfully searched for two days for these Indians, but could no longer leave 

their families unattended.11   

 How many of these acts were the work of whites, unfriendly Indians, or Reserve 

Indians did not matter.  By the late summer of 1859, Robert Simpson Neighbors, 

accompanied by federal troops, led the Indians across the Red River and into Indian 

Territory in the Texas version of the “Trail of Tears.”  On his way home, Neighbors went 

by Fort Belknap in Young County, where he was gunned down by Edward Cornett.  

Cornett was with his father-in-law - "outlaw gang leader, Patrick Murphy," – when the 

murder took place.  Incidentally, Murphy declared 256 cattle worth $1,900 that year.  

The Indians were accused of stealing stock from white settlers; slave-owning cattlemen 

were instrumental in the removal of Indians from their neighborhood; and the man who 

                                            
 10 Cates, Pioneer History of Wise County, 163. 
 
 11 A. Bishop to H. R. Runnels, September 26, 1858, Texas Indian Papers of 
Texas and the Southwest, eds. Winfrey Dorman and James M. Day, 5 vols. (Austin: 
Texas State Historical Association, 1995), 5:274-276 (first, second, and third quotes 
from 275) [Hereafter referred to as TIP]. 
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tried to help the accused Indians was murdered by the family of a cattleman.  Cowboys 

and Indians was not a game on the northwestern frontier, and anyone who supported 

the Indians could become a target.  The land was no longer uncontested; it was claimed 

– but not yet won – by white settlers, some with slaves.12   

 While all of this was taking place, the population growth of Wise County tax-

payers did not seem to suffer as much as Cates later claimed (Table 7.2).  The rate of  

 

Year 

Number 
of 

people 
in the 

tax rolls 

Number 
of slave 
owners 

Number 
of 

slaves 
on rolls 

Percent 
of tax-
payers 

that 
were 
slave 

holders 

Pop. 
growth 
as a 

whole 

Non-
slave-
owner 
growth 

Slave-
owner 
growth 

1857 281 21 48 7% - - - 
1858 356 27 64 8% 27% 27% 29% 
1859 445 31 76 7% 25% 26% 15% 
1860 560 41 98 7% 26% 25% 29% 
1861 623 49 124 8% 11% 11% 27% 
1862 706 64 167 9% 13% 12% 35% 
1863 Slaves Not Listed Year Not counted - 
1864 515 51 160 10% -27% -28% -4% 

 
 

Table 7.2. Population statistics for Wise County, 1857-186413 
 
 

overall tax-payers grew by at least 25 percent in each of the three years prior to the 

beginning of the Civil War.  The increase in the number of slave-owners was also 

                                            
 12 Randolph B. Campbell, Gone to Texas, A History of the Lone Star State (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 203; Noah F. Marshall, Jr., “Reservation War,” 
Handbook of Texas Online, accessed March 22, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/btr01, (fourth quote); Young County 
tax records, 1857-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas).   
 
 13 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/btr01
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strong.  It appears that after the Indians were removed and no longer perceived as a 

threat, relocation to Wise County once again became an option for settlers, including 

those who owned slaves. By 1860, the increase in the latter was 29 percent over the 

previous year, and by 1862 it was 35 percent. As that cohort increased in size, so did 

the number of slaves; in fact, the slave population of Wise County more than doubled 

from 1859 to 1862.14 

 More tax-payers meant more livestock.  An overall increase of 151 percent in the 

number of tax-payers from 1857 to 1862 is small when compared to the 329 percent  

 

Year Number of 
people in the 

tax rolls 

Number of 
Horses/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Cattle/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Sheep/Value 

in County 
1857 281 597/$38,800 6,981/$50,060 - 
1858 356 885/$54,480 9,064/$56,264 - 
1859 445 2,087/$90,229 11,860/$74,152 - 
1860 560 1,660/$104,902 16,039/$97,453 2,462/$7,449 
1861 623 3,289/$126,176 23,804/$116,327 4,938/$12,850 
1862 706 3,569/$173,148 29,977/$151,676 7,621/$20,846 
1863 Slaves & Property not Listed this Year 
1864 515 Total livestock $375,890  

 
 

Table 7.3. Total taxpayers and livestock in the county15 
 

 
growth in cattle, and 498 percent in horses for the same period, and the 210 percent 

increase in sheep from 1860 to 1862 (Table 7.3).  It must also be remembered that 

livestock numbers do not reflect the number that were driven to markets.  Had those 

                                            
 14 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of 
North Texas, Denton, Texas). 
 
 15 Ibid. 
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been included, the numbers would reflect a much higher increase during these years.16

 As slave-owners moved in, the vast majority of them declared some form of 

livestock (Table 7.4).  Overall, there was never more than 16 percent who did not claim 

 

Year Slave 
owners 

Slave owners 
with livestock 

Slave owners 
without livestock 

Percent of slave-
owners with 

livestock. 
1857 21 19 2 90% 
1858 27 25 2 93% 
1859 31 27 4 87% 
1860 41 35 6 85% 
1861 49 44 5 90% 
1862 64 62 2 97% 
1863 Not listed - - - 
1864 51 43 8 84% 

 
 

Table 7.4. Slave-owners who own livestock17 

 

livestock, and that was in 1864, when that figure included four newcomers and two who 

had declared ownership of horses, cattle, and sheep in all the prior years. 

 The general composition of the slave population was similar to the other counties 

in the area (Table 7.5).  There were forty-eight slaves listed in Schedule Two.  The 

difference (48 to 52 percent) in the composition of sexes was negligible, but like the 

other frontier counties the majority was female. Out of the overall count, 60 percent of 

                                            
 16 Ibid. 
 
 17 Ibid. 
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the slaves were under thirteen years of age, which historian Frederic Bancroft 

determined was an investment in the future.18 

 

Slaves 13 and under 14 and older Total amount 
Males 14 9 23 

Females 15 10 25 
 

Table 7.5. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1860 census 19 

 

 The number of slaves held by individual owners remained low in Wise County 

(Table 7.6).  This trend, seen in the other frontier counties, reflects the small numbers 

needed to work cattle versus farming a cash crop like cotton.  It was not until 1864 that 

any slave-owners entered the third tier, which was ownership of ten to fourteen slaves; 

in that year two owners claimed ten slaves each.  At no point did ownership of more 

than four slaves fall out of the most preferred choice of slave-owners, although the 

numbers in the first tier were tied with the second tier in 1864.  The rise in the second 

tier correlated with the rise in the number of livestock in the county.   The drop in the 

number of slaves in 1864 corresponded with a drop in the amount of livestock owned by 

slave-owners, and with the loss of thirty-five slave owners who were not in the tax 

records that year.  Those owners claimed eighty-four slaves in 1862, which was 50 

 

                                            
 18 Eighth Census of the United States, Wise County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants) (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas); Frederic Bancroft, 
Slave-Trading in the Old South (Baltimore: J. H. Furst Company, 1931), 357. 
 
 19 Eighth Census of the United States, Wise County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants). 
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Year 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

1-4 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

5-9 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

10-14 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

15-19 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

20+ 

Largest 
number of 
slaves by 
one owner 

1857 31 17 0 0 0 6 
1858 41 23 0 0 0 7 
1859 59 17 0 0 0 6 
1860 72 26 0 0 0 7 
1861 79 45 0 0 0 7 
1862 94 73 0 0 0 9 
1863 - - - - - - 
1864 70 70 20 0 0 10 

 

Table 7.6.  Amount of slaves owned within specified groups20 

 

percent of the slave population of the county.   Along with the loss of half of the slaves, 

these owners took at least 723 horses, 1,378 head of cattle, and 869 sheep.  With the 

loss of that much slave-owner stock, it is not surprising that the overall numbers 

dropped during the last full year of the war.  It is not known why those slave-owners left 

but many northwestern residents were moving their stock further west at this time to find 

greener pastures for their stock during an extended period of drought.  Another reason 

could have been the escalated number of Indian attacks during the war.  Whatever the 

reason, the slave-owners moving into Wise County during the last year of the war did 

not have enough property to keep up the percentages of growth experienced in the prior 

years.21 

                                            
 20 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 
 
 21 Ibid. People moving cattle included Isabella Ikard who moved stock from 
Parker to Stephens County; Daniel Waggoner and George B. Pickett from Wise to Clay 
County; John Simpson Chism from Denton to  Coleman County).  
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 One of the slave-owners who left Wise County was Kenneth Bain, who listed 

himself as a farmer in the 1860 Census (Table 7.7).  A look at Bain’s taxes shows his  

involvement in the horse business.  Bain is missing on Schedule Two, so the age and 

sex of his slaves is unknown.  What is evident from his property taxes is that he was a 

horse rancher, not a cattle rancher.  In 1862, the same year he became a sheep 

rancher, he added an extra slave.  This could have been natural increase, but as the 

sexes and ages of the slaves are not known, it is not possible to state that.  What can 

be said is that as his livestock increased, he recorded an extra slave.22 

 

Year Land/ 
value 

Slaves/ 
Value 

Horses/ 
Value 

Cattle/ 
Value 

Sheep/ 
Value 

1858 160/$600 3/$1,500 60/$1,675 20/$130 - 
1859 160/$400 3/$1,500 84/$1,680 36/$150 - 
1860 160/$320 3/$1,500 113/$2,825 35/$350 - 
1861 200/$500 3/$900 140/$2,100 30/$120 2/$4 
1862 200/$520 4/$1,200 145/$4,200 30/$150 30/$60 

 

Table 7.7. Kenneth Bain’s property taxes23 

 

 Another small slave owner was W. H. Hunt, owner of the meeting home at 

Cactus Hill, and one of the “Yankees” in the area.  When Wise County historians refer to 

the composition of the population, and mention those residents that were from the North 

who possibly swayed the secession vote, the assumption is that those people would not 

                                            
 22 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864.  The years 1856, 1863, and 1864 are not 
included as Bain was not listed on the tax records in those years. 
 
 23 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 
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subscribe to a lifestyle that was associated with the South.  This is not what Hunt’s tax 

records reflect. 24 

 Hunt listed three slaves in the 1860 census: A forty-eight-year-old black male, a 

twenty-five-year-old black female, and a two-year-old mulatto girl (Table 7.8).  This 

listing was one more than he reported for the 1860 tax rolls, but that was not the only 

item that  

 

Year Land/ 
value 

Land in 
other 

counties/
value 

Slaves/  
Value 

Horses/ 
Value 

Cattle/ 
Value 

Sheep/ 
Value 

1857 4,886/ 
$3,262 

9,104/ 
$5,353 1/$500 14/ 

$1,040 
266/ 

$1,848 - 

1858 - - 1/$800 15/ 
$,1125 

140/ 
$540 - 

1859 4,943/ 
$4,942 

9,349/ 
$9,349 

2/ 
$1,500 

24/ 
$1,180 

200/ 
$1,200 - 

1860 9,274/ 
$4,795 - 2/ 

$2,000 
28/ 

$168 
300/ 

$1,800 
1,500/ 
$4,500 

1861 200/ 
$2,000 - 2/ 

$1,200 
38/ 

$1,520 
400/ 

$2,000 - 

1862 550/ 
$2,350 

494/ 
$492 

2/ 
$1,000 7/$350 500/ 

$2,500 - 

1863 - - - - - - 

1864 200/ 
$1,500 - 2/ 

$1,300 Total Livestock $4,825 
 

 

Table 7.8.  W. H. Hunt’s property taxes25 

 

                                            
 24 Cates, Pioneer History of Wise County, 39. 
 
 25 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 
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was inconsistent on this community leader’s report.  His land declarations were not 

always reported, both in and out of the county.  The drop in Hunt's livestock in 1862 

could be from sales, Indian raids, drought, or underreporting.  By the time he died in 

early 1864, his livestock declarations more adequately reflected the growth that was 

more common in most of the other tax-payers.26 

 Hunt was known for having one of the finest homes in the area.  The lumber for 

the home was brought from Jefferson by wagon, and his “picturesque …cattle ranch” 

had the first glass windows in the county.  Inside, there was a library with the works of 

Milton, Byron, Tennyson, and Shakespeare; fine china; and a melodeon that had been 

brought from New York via New Orleans.  Other buildings on the property included a 

smoke-house, a cellar filled with imported items, a granary, and a blacksmith shop.  The 

horse corral was known to be the finest around.  Hunt had done well as a slave-owner 

on the Texas frontier.27   

 Much like the Quinllins in Clay County, the joint partnership of Howell and Allen 

netted enormous profits during the war years.  Howell and Allen’s was the general store 

for the western portion of the county until 1857, and then it moved to Decatur, where it 

became the general trading post in town.  Daniel Howell was the largest slave-owner in 

Wise County for 1859 (six) and 1860 (seven), and by 1864, he owned eight slaves, as 

well as $5,775 in livestock.  Elmore Allen began as Howell’s store clerk and worked his 

way up to partner when they moved; he was never a slave-owner, but undoubtedly he 

                                            
 26 Eighth Census of the United States, Wise County,  Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants); Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 
 
 27 Cates, Pioneer History of Wise County, 41. 
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benefited from the slave labor employed by Howell.  When their partnership began in 

1857, they had $4,100 in merchandise and no land.  By 1864, they declared a lot in 

town worth $300, 857 acres worth $2,157, $14,870 in livestock, and $1,500 in specie.  

Aside from their trading post providing the goods for the town during the war, it was also 

where the militia obtained and stored their supplies.  War business was good for Howell 

and Allen.28 

 Cates wrote that some of the families from Wise County did not go to war; 

instead, they stayed on the frontier to protect their communities.  The men he made 

sure to give such credit to were Absalom Bishop, E. A. Blythe, Noah Cravens, Chris and 

S. M. Gose,29 J. W. Hale, W. H. Hunt, Dr. J. W. Knight, Jack Moore, George B. Pickett, 

H. Shoemaker, and Dr. Thomas Stuart.  Only two of these men, Bishop and Hunt, were 

slave-owners – so that was not a key factor in remaining in Wise County during the war 

years.  A closer examination of the tax records reveals that only two of these men 

cannot be connected to livestock during the war years, and that the others were doing 

far more than protecting the frontier (Table 7.9).30   

 

 

                                            
 28 Cates, Pioneer History of Wise County, 47; Wise County tax records, 1857-
1864; "Wise County Historical Markers," accessed July 12, 2012, 
http://www.forttours.com/pages/hmwise.asp. 
 
 29 It is not sure if or how the Gose family was connected to the Waggoner family 
during the early years of the war, but after the war there was a Mary Gose Waggoner 
(Cates, Pioneer History of Wise County, 414).  This connection may be the reason the 
Gose men were home on the frontier during the war. 
 
 30 Cates, Pioneer History of Wise County, 133. 
 

http://www.forttours.com/pages/hmwise.asp
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Name Year Land/ 
Value 

Slaves/ 
Value 

Horses/ 
Value 

Cattle/ 
Value 

Sheep/ 
Value 

A. Bishop 1861 12,242/ 
$12,722 

2/ 
$2,000 

4/ 
$200 

50/ 
$250 

100/ 
$300 

A. Bishop 1862 6,877/ 
$7,296 

1/ 
$1,000 

6/ 
$450 

75/ 
$375 

75/ 
$225 

A. Bishop 1864 22,161/ 
$13,032 - - - - 

A. Bishop & 
Mount 1864 3,582/ 

$1,741 - Total 
livestock $1,741 - 

A. Bishop 
and E. A. 

Blythe 
1861 1,145/ 

$1,145 - - - - 

A. Bishop 
and E. A. 

Blythe 
1864 640/ 

$320 - Total 
livestock $1,320 - 

E. A. Blythe 1861 2,228/ 
$4,627 - 20/$1,200 100/ 

$500 
500/ 

$1,500 

E. A. Blythe 1864 2,438/ 
$3,838 - - - - 

A. Bishop 
and Pickett 1864 723/ 

$364 - Total 
livestock $7,022 - 

G. B. 
Pickett31 1861 160/ 

$500 - 4/$500 - - 

G. B. 
Pickett 1864 2,764/ 

$1,742 - Total 
livestock $595 - 

Pickett, 
Isabell and 

Taylor 
1864 1,280/ 

$640 - - - - 

J. W. Hale 1861 640/ 
$1,120 - 9/$450 275/ 

$1,375 
300/ 
$900 

J. W. Hale 1864 9,609/ 
$6,331 - Total 

livestock $2,910 - 

                                            
 31 The original grantee of George B. Pickett’s 160 acres was Jack Moore; Pickett 
also had 306 head of cattle worth $2,142 in Clay County during 1863 and became the 
captain of Company B, Fifteenth Texas Cavalry, rising to the rank of lieutenant colonel.  
Shortly thereafter he was “transferred” to Decatur to be a recruiter and to “negotiate” 
with the Indians. See David Minor, “Pickett, George Bibb,” Handbook of Texas Online, 
accessed March 24, 2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fpi06. 
Pickett was listed as a partner with Daniel Waggoner in the 1870s. 
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fpi06
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Hale and 
Bishop 1864 11,000/ 

$5,750 - Total 
livestock $6,740 

 
 
- 
 

Name Year Land/ 
Value 

Slaves/ 
Value 

Horses/ 
Value 

Cattle/ 
Value 

Sheep/ 
Value 

Hale as 
agent for 
Stanton, 

J.B. 

1864 - - Total 
livestock $4,000 - 

W. H. Hunt 1861 200/ 
$2,000 2/$1,000 7/$350 500/ 

$2,500 - 

W. H. Hunt 
(estate) 1864 200/ 

$1,500 2/$1,300 Total 
livestock $4,825 - 

Jack 
Moore32 1861 0 1/$700 2/$150 300/ 

$1,500 - 

H. 
Shoemaker 1864 471/ 

$587 - Total 
livestock $1,665 - 

Shoemaker 
as agent 
for Short 

Shoemaker 
 
 

1861 0 - 4/500 
400/ 

$2,000 
 

- 

Shoemaker 
as agent 
for Short 

Shoemaker 

1864 - - Total 
livestock $1,800 - 

Thomas 
Stuart 1861 5/ 

$230 - 6/420 550/ 
$2,750 - 

Thomas 
Stuart 1864 225/ 

$455 - Total 
livestock $675 - 

 
 

Table 7.9. Tax records of some of the men who stayed home during the Civil War33 
 
 

                                            
 32 Sam Moore is directly above J. W. Moore in the 1861 taxes.  Sam declared 
800 head of cattle and had an agent indicating that he was not present.  It is probably 
that Jack was also responsible for that cattle.  
 
 33 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 
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  The connection to livestock is important.  Seeing the need to obtain beef for the 

troops, the Confederate Congress not only extended exemptions to stockmen in 1862 

but also exempted one man for every 500 head of cattle in a herd.  This gave stock-

raisers the perfect reason to stay home to protect their families, property, and 

communities, but it also provided a windfall opportunity to increase their net worth.  

Bishop alone more than doubled his land holdings in a combination of single and 

partnership investments.  His increase in personal cattle went from $750 to $1,050, but 

that is a pittance when compared to the increases with his partners.  When he first 

established these partnerships, their cattle declarations were zero, but by 1864 they 

claimed $16,833 in livestock.  Another man who did well on his investments was Pickett, 

who went from total property holdings of 160 acres worth $500, and four horses worth 

$500, to 2,764 acres worth $1,742 and $595 in livestock in 1864.  Added to that, he was 

in a partnership with Isabell and Taylor, and also with Bishop.  Both of these 

partnerships reported substantial land and cattle by 1864.  Additionally, J. W. Hale’s 

declared worth went from 640 acres worth $1,120 and $2,725 in livestock in 1861 to 

9,609 acres worth $4,331 and $2,910 in livestock by 1864.  He also had a partnership 

with Bishop, with 11,000 acres worth $5,750 and $6,740 in livestock.34   

 The statistics show that until 1862, slave-owners in Wise County reported a 

disproportionate share of cattle in relation to their proportion of the total population 

(Table 7.10).  Because the only records that are considered for the 1862 and 1864 

                                            
 34 David G. Surdam, “The Antebellum Texas Cattle Trade across the Gulf of 
Mexico,” Southwestern Historical Quarterly 100 (August 1997): 486-491; Wise County 
tax records, 1861-1864. 
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computation are the individual holdings within the county, the percent of cattle owned is 

lower than it could be.  Thus, this is not a completely accurate analysis, as the joint  

holdings of Bishop were not included for the 1862 calculation, and Daniel Waggoner 

shifted some of his holdings to Clay County in 1863.  These totals were not included as 

Bishop’s portion of the cattle could not be fairly assessed, and Waggoner’s holdings 

were in another county.35  

 

Year 
Total 

cattle in 
the county 

Overall 
cattle 

increase 
every year 

Slave-
owner cattle 

owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1857 6,981 - 1,980 28% 17% 
1858 9,064 2,083 2,373 26% 18% 
1859 11,860 2,796 2,895 24% 17% 
1860 16,039 4,179 3,071 19% 18% 
1861 23,804 7,765 5,683 24% 20% 
1862 29,977 6,173 6,203 21% 24% 
1863     - 
1864 $375,890 Total stock $98,746 26% 31% 

 

Table 7.10.  Break-down of cattle ownership36  

 

 The breakdown of the number of cattle owned by individuals shows the 

difference in the size of slave-owners’ herds (Table 7.11).  While each of the non-slave-

                                            
 35 Bishop declared no slaves in 1864, so no portion of his livestock holdings 
could be considered for calculation of slave-owner property. 
 
 36 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864.  The 1863 figures are not used in 
calculations, so results for 1864 are based on two years, not one.   
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owners averaged less than forty head, each of the slave-owners' holdings never went 

below seventy-five.  The difference is an indication of the relative economic status of  

slave-holders versus non-slave-holders in the community, and a statement that in 

general, those who were slave-holders owned large herds of cattle, whereas those who 

were not slave-owners, did not.37  Finally, this is most probably a reflection of how 

important slaves could be to stockmen: with more hands, you could manage more 

cattle. 

 

Year 
Slave 
owner 
cattle 

Non slave-
owner 
cattle 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave-

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers/ 

Percentage 
more 

1857 1,980 5,001 94 19 75/395% 
1858 2,373 6,691 88 20 68/340% 
1859 2,895 8,789 93 21 72/343% 
1860 3,071 12,968 75 25 50/200% 
1861 5,683 18,121 116 32 84/263% 
1862 6,203 23,774 97 37 60/162% 

 

Table 7.11.  Average cattle per person38 

 

 A more detailed breakdown shows the number of slave-owners who claimed 

designated numbers of cattle (Table 7.12).  When the total holdings of those who 

declared less than 100 head were added together, the numbers were only a portion of 

the ranchers’ herds.  Over the period of study, there were many slave-owners who 

                                            
 37 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 
 
 38 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. Numbers are not itemized in 1863 and 
1864. 
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attained rancher status in Wise County; the lowest was 1860, with five, and the highest 

was 1861, with fourteen.39 

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
10 or 
fewer 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
11-49 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
50-99 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
100+ 
cattle 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
99 or 
less 

group 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
100 or 
plus 

group 
1857 4 0 4 7 6 546 1,434 
1858 9 2 5 3 8 274 2,099 
1859 11 5 5 2 7 303 2,592 
1860 21 4 7 4 5 561 2,510 
1861 6 6 16 7 14 875 4,808 
1862 12 8 23 8 13 1,213 4,990 

 
 

Table 7.12. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle40 
 

 The same basic pattern for possession of more property was reported in horse 

ownerships (Table 7.13).  The one year that the numbers reflect less was 1859.  As 

none of the slave-owners who had previously owned high numbers of horses were 

absent in 1861, the drop in the percent they owned resulted from non-slave-owners 

declaring more than they did in the previous years.  As can be seen, slave-owner 

declarations returned to a disproportionately high level in 1864.  As with the cattle 

statistics, the true numbers for 1862 forward were unknown in part due to the many 

                                            
 39 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 
 
 40 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. Numbers are not itemized in 1863 and 
1864. 
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partnerships that developed during the war; these numbers are not included in the 

statistical breakdown.41 

 

Year 
Total 

horses 
owned 

Slave-
owner 
horses 
owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1857 597 124 21% 17% 
1858 885 251 28% 18% 
1859 2087 314 15% 17% 
1860 1840 489 27% 18% 
1861 3,289 660 20% 20% 
1862 3,569 1,177 33% 24% 

 
 

Table 7.13. Breakdown of horse ownership42 
  

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 5 
or fewer 
horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
6-19 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
20 or 
more 

horses 

Number of 
slave-
owner 

horses in 
19 or less 

group 

Number 
of slave-
owner 

horses in 
20+ 

group 

1857 3 11 5 0 104 20 
1858 4 11 9 3 142 109 
1859 3 12 9 6 111 203 
1860 8 13 11 9 134 355 
1861 5 18 17 9 243 417 
1862 2 27 24 11 308 869 

 
 

Table 7.14. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of horses43 
 

                                            
 41 Ibid. 
 
 42 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 
 
 43 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. Numbers are not itemized in 1863 and 
1864. 
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 In general, the majority of the horses in Wise County were owned in groups of 

twenty or more (Table 7.14). The first two years of settlement were different in that most  

of the horses were in groups of less than twenty and owned by a large majority of the 

slave-owners.  From 1859 until 1862, the trend changed and most of the horses in the 

county were owned by a smaller proportion of people.  These horse ranchers never 

represented more than 28 percent of the slave-owners, but they owned 32 to 65 percent 

more than the rest of the owners combined.44  

 The number of sheep in the county was much higher than that found in Clay, 

Jack, Montague, Stephens, Palo Pinto, and Young Counties during the same span of 

time. Slave-owners went from owning 77 percent of the total sheep in the county to 18 

percent within a three year time span (Table 7.15).  This suggests that they were not 

interested in raising sheep in a county where cattle and horses were a lucrative 

business.  From the breakdown of sheep numbers, it can be seen that 1860, all of the  

 

Year Total 
sheep 

Slave-
owner 
sheep 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1860 2,462 1,903 77% 18% 
1861 4,938 1,511 31% 20% 
1862 7,621 1,382 18% 24% 

 
 

Table 7.15. Percent of sheep owned by slave-owners45 

                                            
 44 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 
 
 45 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. Numbers are not itemized in 1863 and 
1864. 
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owners declared more than twenty head (Table 7.16).  Over the three years it was more 

common to own that many, although the numbers of small sheep holdings were on the 

rise.  This may have been due to the need for homespun, or an indication of those 

slave-owners beginning to invest in the business.46 

 

Year 
Slave-owners 
who owned 
zero sheep 

Slave-
owners who 
owned less 

than 20 
sheep 

Slave-
owners who 

owned 
20+ sheep 

Slave-owners 
who attained 

rancher status 

1860 38 0 3 3 
1861 47 2 9 9 
1862 59 5 10 10 

 

Table 7.16.  Breakdown of sheep ownership47 

 

 Slave-owners owned disproportionate amounts of land in and out of Wise County 

(Table 7.17).  It may well be coincidental that they owned extremely high percentages of 

land outside of the county in 1859 and 1864, which were also the years that they 

recorded lower ownership of horses in 1859 and cattle in 1864.  This could also indicate 

                                            
 46 Clay County tax records, 1861-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of 
North Texas); Jack County tax records, 1857-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University 
of North Texas); Montague County tax records, 1861-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, 
University of North Texas); Stephens County tax records, 1861-1864 (microfilm, Willis 
Library, University of North Texas); Palo Pinto County tax records, 1857-1864 
(microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas); Young County tax records, 1857-
1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas); Wise County tax records, 
1857-1864. 
 
 47 Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 
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that they were moving into, or out of, the county.  One of the major differences in the 

listings of the out-of-county land ownership is that the locations of those in 1859 are all 

east of the northwestern region, whereas there are 1,448 acres in Jack, Parker, Cooke, 

and Denton Counties listed on the 1864 taxes.  The move of many cattle ranchers to 

more western locations suggests that the population was beginning to invest in the 

newer northwestern region rather that the older, more established regions of Texas.48 

 

Year 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of less 
than 320 

acres 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of 
321-640 

acres 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of 
641-960 

acres 

Owners/ 
combined 

total of 
961+ 
acres 

Percent 
of 

county 
land 

owned 
by 

slave-
owners 

Percent 
of pop. 
that are 
slave 

holders 

Percent 
of land 
out of 
county 
owned 

by 
slave-

owners 
1857 11/1,920 0 0 2/6,154 20% 7% 85% 
1858 15/2,718 0 0 1/1,268 10% 8% 25% 
1859 14/2,990 1/349 0 2/6,811 19% 7% 66% 
1860 15/2,885 4/1,796 1/960 2/11,194 29% 7% 13% 
1861 22/4,256 4/2,073 1/720 3/26,070 37% 8% 42% 
1862 32/5,623 7/3,694 1/941 4/12,305 25% 9% 28% 
1863 - Not  Itemized This Year  - - 
1864 23/3,927 5/2,453 2/1,401 4/10,567 12% 10% 52% 

 
 

Table 7.17.  Land ownership of slave-owners49 
 

 

 A study of Wise County that does not include Daniel Waggoner is not complete.  

Waggoner was born in Tennessee on July 7, 1828.  His father, Solomon, was “a 

successful farmer and cattleman who traded in horses and slaves.”  Daniel married 

                                            
 48 Ibid. 
 
 49 Ibid. 
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Nancy Moore, who died in either 1852 or 1853 shortly after the birth of their only child, 

William Thomas.  By 1854, Daniel bought a large herd of longhorns and moved them, 

his son, his fifteen-year-old male slave, and his and Nancy’s families to Texas. By 1857, 

they were all living in Wise County.50 

 Because the western portion of Wise County was better suited to cattle grazing, 

most of the settlers who intended to profit from the cattle industry moved there.  The 

residences of Waggoner and his brother John; his brother-in-law, Jack Moore (who was 

one of the men who stayed on the frontier during the war years); and his new in-laws, 

Electious and Elizabeth Jane Halsell, all stood in close proximity to each other.51 

 The interconnectivity of slave and livestock owners in Wise County was much the 

same as in Stephens County.  Just like the relationship of Joel W. Curtis and John B. 

Dawson to others in their county, Waggoner was kin to many others through marriage.  

Aside from his connection to the Moore family through his deceased wife, his sister 

Elizabeth married a slave and cattle owner, John W. Moore.  Waggoner’s new in-laws, 

the Halsells, also owned slaves and livestock, and they were one of the few sheep 

ranchers in all the recorded years.   One of Waggoner’s new brothers-in-law was 

Thompson Halsell, a slave and cattle owner; and another was William E. "Bill" Halsell, 

who worked for Waggoner as a trail hand and took part of his pay in cattle.  Bill in turn 

married Mary Alice Crutchfield, who was the daughter of John Crutchfield, a Wise 

County slave and livestock owner who attained horse rancher status in all but two of the 

                                            
 50 B. Jane England, “Waggoner, Daniel,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed 
January 1, 2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fwa08. 
 
 51 England, “Waggoner, Daniel;” Eighth Census of the United States, Wise 
County, Schedule 1 (Free Inhabitants). 
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fwa08
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years of study.  More ties exist, but suffice it to say that family ties were strong, and in a 

frontier setting, where families and their slaves worked together, all the slave-owners 

profited – especially Daniel Waggoner.52 

 From 1855 to 1864, Waggoner laid a successful foundation for what would 

eventually become 500,000 acres, the “largest family-owned block of land in Texas.”  

Several accounts state that within two years of living in Wise County, he owned a 

15,000 acre tract of land on the banks of the Trinity River, but his tax records do not 

reflect that. Additionally, Waggoner’s total livestock for 1864 cannot be accessed by his 

tax records, as there were none filed from Clay County that year, but it is clear that he 

prospered before the end of the war.  This was a planned move on his part as he did 

not wait for natural increase, and soon started purchasing stock from others in the 

county; his first was 200 head from George Isabell – one of George B. Pickett’s partners 

during the war.53   

 Before the war began, Waggoner had already attained both cattle and horse 

rancher status (Table 7.18).  He was not listed in Schedule Two for 1860 in Wise 

County, so the age and sex of his slaves is unknown, as is exactly how much they 

contributed to the cattle operations before freedom came.  What can be seen from his 

tax records is that as his herds increased, so did the number of slaves he owned and, 

                                            
 52 “Randy’s Cousin Web Page,” http://regan.org/ (accessed March 25, 2013); 
Cates, Pioneer History of Wise County, 292; William M. Pearce, “Halsell, William 
Electious,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed March 25, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fha29; Wise County tax records, 
1857-1864; Eighth Census of the United States, Wise County, Schedule 1 (Free 
Inhabitants).   
 
 53 England, “Waggoner, Daniel;” C. L. Douglas, Cattle Kings of Texas (Fort 
Worth: Branch-Smith, Inc, 1939), 335; Wise County tax records, 1857-1864. 

http://regan.org/
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fha29
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while he had the means to purchase more, he did not list more than five during the 

years of study.  The small number of slaves owned by Waggoner, and the slow increase  

 

Year Land/Value Slaves owned/ 
 Value 

Horses  
Owned/ 
Value 

Cattle owned/  
Value 

1855 
Cooke Co 160/$160 1/$450 2/$150 200/$1,400 

1856 
Wise Co. Incomplete Submission This  Year 

1857 160/$320 1/$800 13/$600 500/$3,000 
1858 320/$600 1/$600 16/$700 1,000/$6,000 
1859 320/$600 3/$1,300 20/$1,200 1,200/$6,600 
1860 320/$640 3/$2,000 30/$1,500 1,500/$3,000 
1861 320/$480 4/$1,700 28/$700 1,700/$6,800 
1862 320/$680 4/$1,500 30/$1,500 1,700/$8,860 
1863 Not itemized - - 
1863 

Clay Co. - - - 1,500/$10,500 

1864 320/$500 5/$2,500 $5,840 Total 
1864 

Clay Co. Missing - - - 

 

Table 7.18.  Daniel Waggoner property54 

 

in their numbers as his livestock holdings multiplied, is in line with other successful 

cattlemen in the area, showing once again that this correlation was not a coincidence or 

a single occurrence.   

 Cattle was king in Wise County, for slave and non-slave-owners alike.  Despite 

the huge participation of those who had no slaves, individuals who owned slaves owned 

more livestock than their contemporaries during the majority of the years of this study. 

                                            
 54 Clay County tax records, 1861-1864; Cooke County tax records, 1849-1864 
(microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas); Wise County tax records, 1857-
1864. 
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In the years that they did not dominate as individuals (1862 and 1864), slave-owners 

were in partnership with non-slave-owners or had cattle elsewhere.  These 

arrangements helped maintain their dominant status in the regional economy. Even 

though land was not needed for free-range grazing, slave owners also owned 

disproportionate quantities of land both in and out of the counties.  In a county with 

equal opportunity, slave-owners recorded more wealth from 1857 to 1864 than non-

slave-owners. 

 Finishing the story about Waggoner shows how slavery would have continued 

passed the 98th meridian had it not been for the Civil War.  In 1870, Waggoner, his son, 

and others drove a herd of his cattle to Kansas and made a profit of $55,000.  With this 

they continued to invest in land and cattle. The acreage accumulated by the Waggoner 

family soon extended across the west Texas counties of Archer, Baylor, Foard, Knox, 

Wichita, and Wilbarger. Because of their large numbers of cattle, now mixed with 

Hereford and Durhams, they also leased 650,000 acres in Oklahoma.  In 1911, while 

drilling for a water well on their land, they hit oil.  Daniel Waggoner’s tax records in this 

period of study suggest that he would have continued to increase his slave holdings as 

his herds expanded.  As all the land he accumulated during those years was beyond 

Ramsdell’s 98th meridian , there is no doubt that Waggoner, and others, would have 

extended the institution as far as his holdings allowed.55  

                                            
 55 England, “Waggoner, Daniel;” H. Allen Anderson, “Waggoner Ranch,” 
Handbook of Texas Online, accessed March 25, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/apw01.  

 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/apw01
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CHAPTER 8 
DENTON COUNTY: WHERE FORTUNES ROAMED 

 
 

 Located on the western boundary of the Eastern Cross Timbers, Denton County 

is at the edge of Charles W. Ramsdell’s geographical limit for slavery (Fig. 8.1).  The 

center of the 911 square mile county is at 33° 12” north latitude and 97° 13” west 

longitude.  It was completely overlooked by all of the early explorers (from Cabeza de 

Vaca through Philip Nolan), and it was also basically unaffected by the many Indian 

depredations that are recorded on the northwestern frontier.  Its position is best stated 

using county historian C. A. Bridges description, as the middle of a circle with “Fort 

Worth, Dallas, McKinney, Whitesboro, Gainesville, Decatur … on the circumference.”   

 

 
 
 

Fig. 8.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 18601 
 

 

                                            
 1 County Map of Texas with inset map of Galveston Bay and Vicinity 
(Pennsylvania: Samuel Augustus Mitchell, Jr., 1860). 
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Additionally, it is one county away from Oklahoma, making it a prime location for trade 

with the Indian Territory and points further north.  Its layout is similar to Wise County, 

with timbered land on the eastern portion and prairie on the west.  A variety of soil, from 

sandy to rich black, supports crops and livestock; water is provided by the Elm Fork of 

the Trinity River as well as the Clear, Hickory, and Denton creeks, and their tributaries.2 

 Settlement in the region began with a chain of events.  Sam Houston’s efforts for 

peace with the Indian tribes of Texas resulted in a series of treaties.  On March 28, 

1843, representatives from the Delaware, Shawnee, Ioni, Tawakoni, Caddo, Waco, 

Wichita, Anadarko, and Keechi met representatives from the Republic of Texas at 

Tehuacana Creek to discuss a treaty that was signed later that year at Bird’s Fort, in 

Tarrant County.  Agents and trading houses were promised to provide for, and take care 

of, the Indians on land that would only be for Indian settlement and hunting, and it was 

agreed that traders would purchase all the mules, horses, hides, and other items that 

Indians wanted to sell.  But that all changed soon after the establishment of Denton 

County in 1846; the Hedgecoxe War; and a decision that gave colonists of the Texas 

Land and Emigration Company (formerly the Peters Colony) until May 7, 1853, to file 

their land claims.  These events led to white settlers moving into Denton and 

surrounding counties, and the Indians locked into a struggle they could not win.3  These 

                                            
 2 C. A. Bridges, History of Denton, Texas: From its Beginning to 1960 (Waco: 
Texian Press, 1978), 3-5 (quote from 3); E. Dale Odom, “Denton County,” Handbook of 
Texas Online, accessed April 04, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcd06. 
 
 3 Minutes of Indian Council at Tehuacana Creek, March 28, 1843, Texas Indian 
Papers of Texas and the Southwest, eds. Dorman Winfrey  and James M. Day, 5 vols. 
(Austin: Texas State Historical Association, 1995), 1:149-156; Harry E. Wade, “Peters 
Colony,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed April 04, 2013, 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcd06
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were all important factors, but it is believed that the biggest impetus for settlement in the 

region was the lure of money obtained by selling cattle and horses to markets in 

California. 

 Much credit has been given to the expeditions of Capt. Randolph B. Marcy for 

settlement in the northwestern portion of Texas.  In 1849, four years after the 

annexation of Texas, a year after the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo, and the year after 

gold was discovered in California, he surveyed the Marcy Trail, which went from Fort 

Smith, Arkansas, to Santa Fe.  In 1851, he was on the expedition that selected the 

future sites of frontier forts in Texas.  In 1852, he took the most successful of his trips 

through Texas, and found, among other things, the headwaters of the Red River and 

Palo Duro Canyon.  Reports from these trips, and another in 1854, when he helped 

scout out locations for the reservations, were published in various forms.  His book, The 

Prairie Traveler, which appeared in 1859, was a travel guide, promoting routes across 

the continent to Oregon and California.  The problem with giving Marcy the credit for 

settlement in northwestern Texas is that his writings were not intended to draw people 

to settle in a region; rather they were how to travel through a region.  Additionally, his 

book The Prairie Traveler was not published until 1859, which, as this chapter will show, 

was much later than the initial wave of settlement in Denton County.4
   

                                                                                                                                             
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/ online/articles/uep02; The Hedgcoxe War was an 
uprising against Henry Hedgcoxe, the agent for the Texas Land and Emigration 
Company who was suspected of mishandling land claims.  
 

4 Rupert Norval Richardson, The Frontier of Northwest Texas 1846 to 1876: 
Advance and Defense by the Pioneer Settlers of the Cross Timbers and Prairies 
(Glendale, CA: The Arthur H. Clark Company, 1963), 14, 26; Thomas W. Cutrer, 
“Marcy, Randolph Barnes,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed April 11, 2013, 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/%20online/articles/uep02
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 Denton County is unique in this study, as it is the only one whose records are 

analyzed in detail from the 1840s to 1864, all the other counties’ taxes began around 

1855.  Because the records began in the 1840s, the growth that took place in the mid-

fifties is very evident.  Additionally, because this study charted records from each year, 

rather than every five or ten years, the growth can be pin-pointed rather than assuming 

it took place gradually over a period of years.  It should be said that the same study has 

been conducted on the tax records of Cooke and Tarrant counties, and that these three 

counties' tax records also began in the 1840s.  All of them exhibit the same growth 

patterns as Denton County, and they show that 1854 and 1855 were the key years for 

settlement.  Additionally, in all three counties, the rise in the percent of slaves in those 

two years is notable: Cooke County’s grew by 116 percent from 1853 to 1855; Tarrant 

County by 233 percent from 1853 to 1855; and Johnson County outdid them all with a 

2,420 percent growth in the number of slaves in the county from 1854 to 1855.5   

 As explained in Chapter 3, the cattle market in California sparked a series of 

drives westward.  Markets there were paying extremely large amounts of money for 

cattle and horses, which encouraged many people to enter the livestock trade.  At the 

time, the institution of slavery was definitely the topic of the day.  The Compromise of 

1850 opened up the newly acquired lands, except for California, to the possibility of 

slavery in the west.  A few years later, the Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854 brought more 

                                                                                                                                             
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/ articles/fma43; Randolph B. Marcy, The 
Prairie Traveler (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1859).  

 
 5 Denton County tax records, 1848-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of 
North Texas, Denton, Texas); Cooke County tax records, 1849-1864; Tarrant County 
tax records, 1849-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas); Johnson 
County tax records, 1854-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas). 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/%20articles/fma43
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attention to the issue of free-soil versus slave states.  While all this was taking place, 

the Gadsden Purchase acquired the needed land to build the Southern Railroad, 

relieved the United States from the responsibilities of Article 11 in the Treaty of 

Guadalupe-Hidalgo, and made the southern cattle trail to California a part of the United 

States.6   

 With all that said, it was known that the northwestern frontier was remote and not 

the best location for cotton plantations.  Additionally, the location of the only two Indian 

reservations in the state would have surely been as much of a deterrent for average 

people, not unlike a state prison today, and preempted land was available all over 

Texas, not just the northwestern region.  Something other than land made settlers 

overlook the neighboring reservations and lured small slave owners and other settlers to 

the region.   

  As in most of the different counties local history books, the topic of slavery in 

Denton County is distorted by early historians.  They exhibited much same style of 

writing as James M. Morphis, who wrote with purposeful focus on early settlers who 

tamed the wilderness and defeated Mexico, rather than lost the Civil War.  Edmond F. 

Bates’s explanation for Denton County’s pro-secession vote was a desire for liberty, and 

he justified the vote as one that was shared by the majority of Texas.  After this, he 

determined that Denton County’s slave count in 1861 did not “exceed eight or ten negro 

slaves.”  The other noted county historian, C. A. Bridges, explained Denton County’s 

reason for secession as religious dedication and confusion over the “Plan of Separation” 

                                            
 6 In Texas, Marcy and Robert Simpson Neighbors located land for the Indian 
Reservations on the northwestern frontier, all while preemption grants of 320 to 160 
acres were available until 1856. 
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within the Methodist Church; fear of slave uprisings (fueled by the recent fires in North 

Texas); and a “struggle” with their political affiliations.  Neither author suggested that the 

county's residents supported the peculiar institution because it was an integral part of 

the local economy.7  

 What can be found in these early history books is the impact of the livestock 

business on the local economy.  This information is backed up fully by the large 

numbers of livestock in Denton County’s property tax records, which was surpassed on 

the northwestern Texas frontier only by Tarrant and Johnson counties in 1864.  As in 

most of the counties, cotton production was not a primary concern in Denton County, 

where a grand total of two bales were produced in 1860.  Livestock, not cotton, was the 

economic machine of Denton County, and slave labor was often used in its preparation 

for market.8 

 The numbers in the tax records show that slave labor was almost non- existent 

from 1846 to 1854, but that it increased rapidly after that (Table 8.2).  The rate of slave-

owner growth was larger than that of non-slave-owners for most years from 1846 to 

1864 but, with the exception of 1862 and 1863, those who owned slaves never 

comprised more than 10 percent of tax-payers.  The same thing cannot be said about 

the percent of slaves, which began climbing in 1855.  The astounding increase in slaves 

                                            
 7 Laura Lyons McLemore, Inventing Texas: Early Historians of the Lone Star 
State (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2004), 73; Edmond F. Bates, 
History and Reminiscences of Denton County (Denton: McNitzky Print Company, 1918), 
97-98 ( quote from 97); Denton County tax records, 1848-1864; Bridges, History of 
Denton,  90-94. 
 
 8 Denton County tax records, 1848-1864; Johnson County tax records, 1854-
1864; Odom, “Denton County;” Bridges, History of Denton, Texas, 83. 
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from 1862 to 1864 reflects the seventy-seven newly listed slave-owners in the 1864 tax 

rolls.  Not all of those people were new to the county.  Elizabeth Crawford, Jane Taylor, 

Eliza Killen, and others appeared instead of their deceased spouses that year; they 

were new taxpayers, but their property had been counted before.  The largest 

contributor in the sharp rise of slaves in 1864 were four men, Garrett Filpott, George  

 

Year 

Number 
of people 
in the tax 

rolls 

Number 
of slave 
owners 

Number 
of slaves 
on rolls 

Percent 
of tax-
payers 

that were 
slave 

holders 

Pop. 
growth 
as a 

whole 

Non-
slave-
owner 
growth 

Slave-
owner 
growth 

1846 25 1 2 4% N/A N/A N/A 
1847 64 4 5 6% 156% 150% 300% 
1848 115 3 6 3% 79% 87% -25% 
1849 119 4 9 3% 3% 3% 33% 
1850 98 4 9 4% -18% -18% 0% 
1851 135 3 7 2% 38% 40% -25% 
1852 160 3 5 2% 19% 19% 0% 
1853 251 9 13 4% 57% 54% 200% 
1854 340 12 21 4% 35% 36% 33% 
1855 585 24 74 4% 72% 71% 100% 
1856 652 40 118 6% 11% 9% 66% 
1857 767 52 156 7% 18% 16% 30% 
1858 850 72 195 8% 11% 9% 38% 
1859 883 73 215 8% 4% 4% 1% 
1860 953 86 262 9% 8% 7% 18% 
1861 1096 101 281 9% 15% 15% 17% 
1862 939 120 358 13% -14% 18% 19% 
1863 - - - - - - - 
1864 779 151 594 19% -17% 23% 67% 

 
 

Table 8.2.  Population statistics for Denton County, 1846-18649 
 

                                            
 9 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
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McDuffie, S. J. G. McConnell, and N. N. Rawlings, who declared a combined total of 

ninety bondsmen, or 15 percent of all the slaves.  O. C. McWhorter and John Lovejoy, 

among many others, increased their slave holdings in the last year of the war, and 

seven people did not report in 1862 but declared slaves in years before that, 

contributing to the perceived growth of the final year.  Along with all the additions was 

the loss of 147 slaves in 1864, when fifty-three people did not report.  As stated, some 

of this property was transferred to others, but not all.10 

 Most of the cattle that was driven to the California markets in the early years 

came from South Texas, and many of the drives left the San Antonio region and went 

west through El Paso.  By the mid-1850s, many of the wild herds in that region would  

have become depopulated but those on the northwestern frontier did not.  The growth in 

Denton County stock holdings, particularly from 1853 to 1854, supports the idea that 

settlers were moving in and capitalizing on that resource (Table 8.3).  Another 

observation is that when compared to the other counties in this study, Denton County 

was the only location where horse value was relatively equal to cattle value, indicating 

that there was a market for this commodity.  It is unfortunate that sheep were not 

counted until 1860, obscuring a better perspective on their long-term growth as a 

commodity, but what can be observed during the three-year period when they were 

recorded were extremely high numbers that were on an upward path.11   

 

                                            
 10 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
 
 11 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864; Cooke County also has close values 
of horse and cattle from 1858 to 1864; see Cooke County tax records, 1848-1864. 
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Year Number of 
people in 

the tax rolls 

Number of 
Horses/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Cattle/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Sheep/Value 

in County 
1846 25 - 94/$885 - 
1847 64 10/$255 296/$2,806 - 
1848 115 97/$3,390 452/$3,235 - 
1849 119 95/$3,770 415/$3,350 - 
1850 98 125/$5,405 750/$4,965 - 
1851 135 142/$7,045 1,500/$6,655 - 
1852 160 177/$8,699 1,442/$9,047 - 
1853 251 433/$16,497 3,055/$20,212 - 
1854 340 634/$29,754 5,984/$49,255 - 
1855 585 926/$53,260 8,389/$66,700 - 
1856 652 1,166/$63,740 13,405/$99,820 - 
1857 767 1,722/$92,365 17,644/$135,585 - 
1858 850 2,641/$143,495 23,574/$184,507 - 
1859 883 3,670/$189,684 29,142/$222,791 - 
1860 953 4,485/$236,143 36,322/$278,589 11,344/$36,261 
1861 1096 5,929/$300,937 48,751/$309,233 20,960/$59,932 
1862 939 6,697/$306,846 50,677/$292,889 25,186/$75,820 
1863  - - - 
1864 779 Livestock Not Recorded  

 
 

Table 8.3. Total taxpayers and livestock in county12 
 
 

 Those in Denton County who owned slaves overwhelmingly chose to own some 

form of livestock (Table 8.4).  For most years, ownership was in the ninetieth percentile, 

and three of those years were 100 percent.  If the only records were those of the early 

years, it would be easy to assume that their ownership of some form of livestock was 

not much different than the other residents in the county, but from 1851 on, it is 

apparent that Denton County slave owners overwhelmingly invested in livestock.13   

                                            
 12 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
 
 13 Ibid. 
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Year Slave 
owners 

Slave owners 
with livestock 

Slave owners 
without livestock 

Percent of slave 
owners with 

livestock 
1846 1 1 1 100% 
1847 4 3 1 75% 
1848 3 2 1 67% 
1849 4 2 2 50% 
1850 4 3 1 75% 
1851 3 3 0 100% 
1852 3 3 0 100% 
1853 9 8 1 89% 
1854 12 11 1 92% 
1855 24 20 4 83% 
1856 40 36 4 90% 
1857 52 46 6 88% 
1858 72 67 5 93% 
1859 73 68 5 93% 
1860 86 81 5 94% 
1861 101 97 4 96% 
1862 120 114 6 95% 
1863 -   - 
1864 151 140 11 93% 

 
 

Table 8.4. Slave owners with livestock14 
 

 Denton County broke from one trend in slave ownership exhibited in most of the 

other counties, but it stayed with the other.  In both the 1850 and 1860 censuses, there 

was an older slave population in Denton County, as noted in the higher age bracket, but 

there were still more female than male slaves (Table 8.5 and 8.6).  The overwhelming 

majority of the female population of slaves on the frontier appears counterintuitive.  It is 

usually assumed that male slaves were needed for clearing land and tending livestock, 

however, an advertisement in the Telegraph and Texas Register from August 16, 1836, 

shows the versatility of female slaves, and how both young and old were used in the 

                                            
 14 Ibid. 
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fields on a regular basis: “For Sale. A Negro Woman aged 22 years. A first rate cook, 

washer and ironer, and general house servant, also a good hand in the field and to 

manage cows.”15  

 

Slaves 13 and under 14 and older Total amount 
Males 2 3 5 

Females 2 3 5 
 

Table 8.5. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1850 census16 

 

Slaves 13 and under 14 and older Total amount 
Males 47 67 114 

Females 61 76 137 
 
 

Table 8.6. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1860 census17 
 

 Female slaves were useful in frontier regions.  Added to the benefits of having a 

woman to do the domestic chores was the simple fact that they were deemed as 

property, and as such were subject to the wants and needs of their masters.  The 

obvious evidence of sexual abuse by white men can be seen in the number of mulatto 

                                            
 15 Mary L. Scheer, ed., Women and the Texas Revolution (Denton: University of 
North Texas Press, 2012), 112 (quote from 222). ; Laura Lyons McLemore, “Women 
and the Texas Revolution in History and Memory,” in Scheer, ed., Women and the 
Texas Revolution, quote from 222.  

 16 Seventh Census of the United States, Denton County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants) (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas); Eighth Census of the 
United States, Denton County, Schedule 2 (Slave Inhabitants) (microfilm, Willis Library, 
University of North Texas). 
 
 17 Eighth Census of the United States, Denton County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants). 
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children in the census reports.  Because the mothers were not always black 

themselves, it appears the women were often born from the same abuse, which existed 

throughout the South.18 

 

 

Table 8.7. Amount of slaves owned within specified groups19 

 

 Until 1864, Denton County slaves were in holdings of less than twenty (Table 

8.7).  The 1864 count reveals the entrance of newcomers – most probably refugees.  In 
                                            
 18 Angela Boswell, “Traveling the Wrong Way Down Freedom’s Trail: Black 
Women and the Texas Revolution,” in Scheer, ed., Women and the Texas Revolution, 
104-106. 
 
 19 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 

Year 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

1-4 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

5-9 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

10-14 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

15-19 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

20+ 

Largest 
number of 
slaves by 
one owner 

1846 2 0 0 0 0 2 
1847 5 0 0 0 0 2 
1848 6 0 0 0 0 3 
1849 9 0 0 0 0 3 
1850 9 0 0 0 0 3 
1851 7 0 0 0 0 3 
1852 5 0 0 0 0 2 
1853 13 0 0 0 0 2 
1854 16 5 0 0 0 5 
1855 32 28 14 0 0 14 
1856 66 37 15 0 0 15 
1857 70 47 23 16 0 16 
1858 90 77 27 0 0 14 
1859 104 80 13 18 0 18 
1860 115 114 13 0 20 20 
1861 145 117 0 19 0 19 
1862 205 122 12 19 0 19 
1863 - - - - -  
1864 233 216 35 51 59 37 
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all of the years, the preferred choice was to own four or less slaves; the second choice 

was five to nine.  The one exception to this was Russell Craft, who was the largest slave 

owner in the county for seven of the nine years that he reported. Craft is an interesting 

case study from this region, as the number of slaves he reported annually do not fit the 

pattern of other livestock owners.20 

  

Year Land / 
value 

Slaves/ 
 Value 

Horses / 
Value 

Cattle / 
 Value 

Sheep/ 
value 

1855 630/$512 14/$7,000 9/$900 11/$220 - 
1856 630/$512 15/$7,500 11/$550 34/$415 - 
1857 630/$532 16/$6,400 24/$600 35/$210 - 

1858 1,370/ 
$2,080 

13/ 
$9,300 

16/ 
$1,000 

40/ 
$480 

- 

1859 1,430/ 
$3,140 

18/ 
$10,000 

21/ 
$2,160 

66/ 
$930 

- 

1860 1,430/ 
$3,500 

20/ 
$11,200 

24/ 
$1,630 

76/ 
$1,000 

10/$30 

1861 11,16/ 
$2,700 

19/ 
$8,000 

26/ 
$1,300 

40/ 
$240 

8/$24 

1862 1110/ 
$2,240 

19/ 
$6,400 

22/ 
$1,100 

300/ 
$180 

560/ 
$1,680 

1864 1210/ 
$3,850 

20/ 
$10,000 Total livestock $3,957 

 

Table 8.8.  Russell Craft’s property taxes, 1855-186421 

 

 Craft is noticeably absent from any of the books about Denton County except for 

the mention that he lived in the Holford Prairie Settlement.  With no history, his tax 

                                            
 20 Terry G. Jordan, Trails to Texas: Southern Roots of Western Cattle Ranching 
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1981), 98; Denton County tax records, 1846-
1864. The only years that Russell Craft was not the largest slave owner in Denton 
County were 1858, when his slave count dropped to thirteen, and 1864, when the 
aforementioned refugees recorded the highest number. 
 
 21 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
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records are open to interpretation but, judging by the names of his two youngest boys, 

Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson, both slave-owning presidents whose support 

was strongest in the South, he was a Democrat and a proponent of state’s rights.  Craft 

is the perfect example of slave owners who attained planter status but did not own large 

numbers of cattle (Table 8.8). 

 Compared to the vast majority of his contemporaries on the northwestern frontier 

of Texas, Craft ranked as a large slave owner.  He did not report on the Schedule Four 

in 1860, so there is no record of what his land was used for, but as it was not valued 

particularly highly until 1858, there is an indication that he was not in the business of 

growing cotton until after that date, if at all.  It should also be said that, when compared 

with slave owners who reported large holdings of livestock, the amount of land Craft 

owned was quite small.22 

 Those who claimed higher numbers of slaves in the northwestern region seldom 

claimed large numbers of cattle, and Craft proved to be no exception.  The number of 

horses he declared put him in the horse rancher category, and their fluctuating totals 

suggest he was selling them.  It is also of note that his horse and slave numbers are 

somewhat similar, suggesting that there was a horse available for slaves to ride if hired 

out.  His cattle holdings were barely enough to feed his family of ten and his slaves.  

                                            
 22Bates, History and Reminiscences, 32; Eighth Census of the United States, 
Denton County, Schedule 1 (Free Inhabitants) (microfilm, Willis Library, University of 
North Texas). 
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The only year that he listed a large herd was 1862, but the value of said herd suggests 

that the tax assessor should have entered thirty head instead of 300.23     

 Craft’s tax records are extremely similar to those of Paul Isbell, who lived in 

White Settlement, Tarrant County.  Isbell was a known slave trader, a staunch 

proponent of slavery, and a friend to powerful men such as Ephraim M. Daggett and 

Nathaniel Terry.  The similarity between the fluctuations in Isabell’s reported slave 

numbers, which never went over twenty, and low ownership of all livestock except 

sheep, should not be overlooked because there were few such men in the region.24   

 Craft reported twenty slaves in the 1860 Schedule Two.  Out of those, the oldest 

was seventy years old and the youngest was one (Table 8.9).  He owned more females 

than males, with the majority of all genders being over fourteen years old.  This 

combination was not only desirable for slave sales, but also for hiring-out.  Historian 

Jonathan D. Martin wrote that the desirable age of slaves for hire was all but the very 

young, and that children who were around six years old were in as high a demand as  

 

Slaves 13 and under 14 and older Total amount 
Males 3 6 9 

Females 6 5 11 
 
 

Table 8.9. Age groups of Craft’s slaves in the 1860 census25 

                                            
 23 Eighth Census of the United States, Denton County, Schedule 1 (Free 
Inhabitants); Denton County tax records, 1855-1864. 
 
 24 Denton County tax records, 1855-1864; Tarrant County tax records, 1849-
1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas); Julia Kathryn Garrett, Fort 
Worth, A Frontier Triumph (Fort Worth: TCU Press, 1972), 99, 150. 
 
 25 Eighth Census of the United States, Denton County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants).  
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the very old.  With all the information in the records, it is highly likely that Craft was an 

example of how slave owners in this region did not participate in plantation economy, 

just as Ramsdell suggested, but he did profit from others who did.26    

 In order to see how cattle ownership was divided in Denton County, total cattle 

owned by slave owners and non-slave owners were calculated (Table 8.10). With the 

exception of 1854, the average number of cattle owned by slave owners was 

substantially more than those who did not have bondsmen.  Only four of the seventeen 

years of study show that slave owner cattle was less than 100 percent more, which 

translated to different numerical values each year.  Again, the growth around 1855 

should be noted.27   

 When the percent of cattle owned by slave holders is calculated, the results show 

the same pattern as other counties in the region (Table 8.11).  Again, with the exception 

of 1854, slave owners owned a larger percent of the cattle than their percentile of the 

tax-paying population.  The middle years do not reveal as large of a difference as from 

                                            
 26 Eighth Census of the United States, Denton County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants); Jonathan D. Martin, Divided Mastery: Slave Hiring in the American South 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2004), 34. Three-fourths of the hired slaves in 
Elizabeth County, Virginia, in 1810 “were children under the age of twelve or adults old 
enough for their owners to be exempt from taxation.” It should also be noted that Craft’s 
next door neighbor was Henderson Murphy, a slave owner who had large land holdings, 
opened the first hotel in Denton in 1855, and  reportedly owned “large cattle interests in 
the country.”  This one neighbor alone would have provided Craft with hire –out 
opportunities. See Bates, History and Reminiscences, 319. 
 
 27 Denton County tax records, 1855-1864. 
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1856 onward, when slave owners claimed to own 16 to 37 percent of the cattle in the 

county.28  

 

Year 
Slave 
owner 
cattle 

Non slave-
owner 
cattle 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave-

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers 

 

1846 5 89 5 4 1/25% 
1847 72 224 18 4 14/350% 
1848 50 402 17 4 13/325% 
1849 46 369 12 3 8/300% 
1850 62 688 16 7 8/129% 
1851 75 1,075 25 8 17/213% 
1852 108 1,334 36 8 28/350% 
1853 171 2,884 19 12 7/58% 
1854 196 5,788 16 18 -2/-11% 
1855 682 7,707 28 14 15/100% 
1856 2,104 11,328 53 19 34/179% 
1857 3,243 14,401 62 20 42/210% 
1858 3,453 20,121 48 26 22/85% 
1859 7,881 21,261 108 26 82/315% 
1860 10,104 26,218 117 30 87/290% 
1861 15,859 32,892 157 33 124/376% 
1862 18,995 31,682 158 39 120/305% 

 

Table 8.10.  Average cattle per tax-payer29 

 

 

 

 

 
                                            
 28 Ibid. 
 
 29 Ibid. 
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Year 
Total 
cattle 
owned 

Slave-
owner 
cattle 
owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
tax-payers 
that were 

slave 
holders 

1846 94 5 5% 4% 
1847 296 72 24% 6% 
1848 452 50 11% 3% 
1849 415 46 11% 3% 
1850 750 62 8% 4% 
1851 1,150 75 7% 2% 
1852 1,442 108 7% 2% 
1853 3,055 171 6% 4% 
1854 5,984 196 3% 4% 
1855 8,389 682 8% 4% 
1856 13,432 2,104 16% 6% 
1857 17,644 3,243 18% 7% 
1858 23,574 3,453 15% 8% 
1859 29,142 7,881 27% 8% 
1860 36,322 10,104 28% 9% 
1861 48,751 15,859 33% 9% 
1862 50,677 18,995 37% 13% 

 

Table 8.11.  Breakdown of cattle ownership30  

 

 The record of how many head of cattle each slave owner declared reveals the 

arrival of cattle ranchers in those years after 1855 (Table 8.12).  Until then, the 

number of cattle claimed was relatively insignificant, but after that, the growth of larger 

herds can be seen and, with the exception of 1855, all of the later years show that there 

were more cattle in herds of 100 or more than ninety-nine or less.  The 1855 total 

suggests that many people were growing larger herds.31   

                                            
 30 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864.  The 1863 figures are not used in 
calculations, so results for 1864 are based on two years, not one.   
 
 31 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
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Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
10 or 
fewer 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
11-49 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
50-99 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
100+ 
cattle 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
99 or 
less 

group 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
100 or 
plus 

group 
1846 0 0 1 0 0 40 0 
1847 2 0 1 1 0 72 0 
1848 1 0 2 0 0 50 0 
1849 2 1 1 0 0 46 0 
1850 1 1 2 0 0 62 0 
1851 2 0 0 1 0 75 0 
1852 0 2 0 0 1 8 100 
1853 5 0 2 2 0 171 0 
1854 4 6 0 2 0 196 0 
1855 9 3 6 3 3 366 316 
1856 7 6 13 7 6 898 1,206 
1857 10 4 19 4 15 804 2,479 
1858 14 11 26 11 10 1,454 1,999 
1859 19 11 20 13 10 1,472 6,409 
1860 28 9 24 12 13 1,465 8,639 
1861 20 16 33 10 22 1,538 14,321 
1862 31 16 42 7 24 1,523 17,472 

 
 

Table 8.12. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle32 
 

 

 Throughout the years in this study there were many partnerships recorded in the 

region of study, but that of Benjamin and Moses Green McAdams is a clear example of 

wealth building with livestock, slaves, farming, and ambition. Benjamin was forty-six and 

Green was thirty-two; the only clue as to their relationship is a note in the 1864 tax 

records, which lists the "McAdams Brothers."  They lived next door to each other, both 

                                            
 32 Ibid. 
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hailed from Tennessee, both were married, and both declared farming as their 

occupation.  Green’s wife was twenty-five, and they had three children under the age of 

five.  Benjamin’s wife was thirty-five; they had three children under the age of twelve, 

and a thirty-year old man, who was also a farmer, living in their household.  Green’s 

recorded wealth in the 1860 Census was $1,650 in real estate and $1,220 in personal 

property.  Ben’s was $3,200 in real estate and $2,670 in property.  Their slaves were 

listed as joint property: two black women, ages twenty-five and twenty-one.33    

 The McAdams’s were the only people in all of the tax records in this study who 

reported ownership of half a slave each.  Both men recorded growth in their wealth over 

the twelve-year span, but Ben also tried a few other ways to make money that are not 

recorded on the chart (Table 8.13).  In 1855, he bought a lot in Decatur, valued at $10, 

but it is not listed after that year.  In 1859, he had $75 at interest but this was the only 

year any money lending was recorded.  In 1861, he listed two sheep worth six dollars, 

but apparently this was not to be either, as there were none listed after that.  While he 

was experimenting with other financial avenues, their slaves, horses, and cattle totals 

increased.34 

 Changes in the McAdams tax records indicate that they were both profiting from 

the same slave.  Aside from the obvious notation of half a slave each, the addition of a 

slave in 1855, the subtraction of one in 1858, the addition of another slave in 1859, and 

                                            
 33 Eighth Census of the United States, Denton County, Schedule 1 (Free 
Inhabitants) and Schedule 2 (Slave Inhabitants); Denton County tax records, 1853-
1864. 
 
 34 Denton County tax records, 1853-1864. 
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the eventual merger of their slave-holdings in 1864 all point to slave-sharing.  While this 

may have been beneficial to the two owners and their families, it was surely a challenge 

 

Year Owner/ 
Location 

Land  
owned/ 
value 

Slaves  
owned/ 
 Value 

Horses  
Owned/ 
Value 

Cattle  
owned/ 
 Value 

LIOC/ 
value 

1853 Ben  - .5/$350 1/$60 -  
1853 Green  - .5/$350 - -  
1854 Ben  - .5/350 - -  
1854 Green - .5/350 3/240 -  
1855 Ben  165/350 1/500 4/225 9/61  
1855 Green 165/330 1/500 2/125 17/145  
1856 Ben  160/640 1/500 5/300 32/276  
1856 Green 165/660 1/500 1/80 25/162  
1857 Ben  160/640 1/500 6/360 48/350  
1857 Green 165/875 1/500 1/85 40/280  

1858 Ben  160/800 .5/400 7/420 65/450 160/320
35 

1858 Green 165/990 .5/400 2/145 60/420 - 

1859 Ben  160/800 1/500 8/400 82/595 160/320
36 

1859 Green 165/990 1/500 2/150 75/525 - 
1860 Ben  320/1120 1/500 11/530 94/715 - 
1860 Green 175/1590 1/500 2/150 75/525 - 
1861 Ben  160/800 2/750 11/550 100/600 160/400 
1861 Green 165/1350 1/750 5/250 100/600 - 
1862 Ben  160/800 2/600 11/440 130/780 160/480 
1862 Green 165/1320 1/600 7/350 100/600 - 
1864 Ben  150/750 - Total $2,113  
1864 Green 165/1320 - Total  $1,360  

1864 McAdams  
Brothers 

 4/$1,600    

 

Table 8.13. Property taxes of Benjamin and Moses Green McAdams37 

                                            
 35 This land was in Collin County. 
 
 36 This land was in Grayson County. 
 
 37 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
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to the slaves.  Historian Jonathan D. Martin explained the challenges slaves endured 

while serving two masters when they were hired-out, although they would have at least 

been spared from daily interaction with both.  In the case of the McAdams’ slaves, the 

need to please would be at least twice as difficult.38   

 As the years progressed, the McAdams brothers’ increase in the number of 

horses and cattle is apparent.  As evidenced from the sale of the slaves and horses, the 

men were trading their property as they were building their assets.  The most obvious 

increase is in the number of cattle recorded as the years went by.  Combined, both men 

had a net worth of $760 in 1853, which increased with annual profits to $7,143 by 1864 

– or a growth of 840 percent.39 

 The only study that has examined the importance of both cattle and the 

contribution made by slaves is Terry Jordan’s Trails to Texas: Southern Roots of 

Western Cattle Ranching.  Jordan’s studies of the livestock industry included many 

contributions, such as the observation that many cattle owners used “black laborers” as 

cowboys.  He wrote that “no positive or negative correlation existed between slave 

ownership and cattle ownership … In other words, the herds of cattle ranging the 

prairies were not simply the property of wealthy plantation owners … [but 

also]…slaveless stockraisers.”   However, Jordan’s study, which focused on 

                                            
 38 Martin, Divided Mastery, 1. 
 
 39 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
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northeastern Texas, does show a correlation – that slave ownership and raising cattle 

were more often paired than not.40   

 Perhaps one of the clearest example of the use and profitability of slave labor, 

and correlation to the cattle industry, was Denton County’s John Simpson Chisum 

(Table 8.14).  Chisum never attained planter status, which would mean that Jordan and 

others would have not considered looking at his records for any significant correlation  

 

Year Land Slave Horse Cattle 

Land 
owned in 

other 
counties 

County 

1855 - - 6/300 - - - 
1856 160/240 - 7/350 - - - 
1856 
Chisum 
and 
Fowler 

320/480   1400/9800   

1857 940/1720 - 5/300 1,500/10,500 - - 
1858 970/3320 - 8/480 2,500/17,500 - - 
1859 970/3160 4/2000 17/760 4,000/28,000 725/2650 Lamar 
1860 970/3450 6/4,200 18/720 5,000/35,000 575/1200 Lamar 
1861 970/3450 7/4800 14/630 6,500/ 

39,000 
Not listed 

1862 970/3450 7/4400 13630 7,960/39,700 675/1550 Lamar 
1864 1,801/8120 13/8000 Not Itemized 929/2332 Lamar 

 
 

Table 8.14.  John Simpson Chisum’s property tax records41 
 

 

                                            
 40 Terry G. Jordan, Trails to Texas: Southern Roots of Western Cattle Ranching 
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1981), quote from 98. 
 
 41 Denton County tax records, 1855-1864.  
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between slavery and cattle.  He never owned more than thirteen slaves, but it is evident 

that he chose to increase his slaveholdings as his livestock numbers grew.  He did not 

go into the cattle business until he was about thirty years old.  Before that, he worked as 

a contractor for several buildings, including the construction of the courthouse in Paris; 

made money hauling water into town; sold groceries, and apprenticed as a store clerk.  

He made an unsuccessful run for county clerk in 1850, followed by a successful attempt 

in 1852, but this life held little promise of the riches he sought.  After his two year term 

as county clerk, Chisum moved to Denton County and went into the cattle business with 

Stephen K. Fowler.  Fowler put up $6,000 for a ten-year partnership (which made him 

$50,000 in a few years).  Chisum traveled to Colorado County where he purchased 

1,200 head of cattle, some already pregnant with calves, for six dollars each. 42  

 The entirety of Chisum's holdings is not evident from his tax records.  He and 

other cattlemen from Denton began moving stock to Home Creek, on the Concho River 

in Coleman County, in 1862.  Located between Fort Mason and Fort Belknap, in Young 

County, the new grazing area had 1,500 head on it by November of that year. Along 

with pens and huts, there were several men left there to improve the facilities while the 

rest returned to Bolivar, Chisum's Denton County ranch.  Along with the “outside ranch,” 

as it was known, he established a store at Trickham, which was on his cattle trail and 

approximately one mile below Camp Colorado.  To help with cattle sales and 

distribution, he also had corrals in Cooke and other counties in the region.43  

                                            
 42 Clifford R. Caldwell, John Simpson Chisum:  The Cattle King of the Pecos 
Revisited (Santa Fe: Sunstone Press, 2010), 35, 38, 40. 
 
 43 Caldwell, John Simpson Chisum, 46, 51. 
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 Chisum owned thirteen slaves by 1864.  The first four were obtained from 

Francis S. Towery (Chisum’s cousin) on April 24, 1858.  Jane, a mulatto woman, and 

her children Phillip, Hariett, and an infant were exchanged for 100 head of cattle.  The 

agreement was for ten years, after which Chisum would sell the family, and their natural 

increase, back to Towery for $814.  By 1860, "John S. Chisholm" (a frequent 

misspelling and source of confusion) was the owner of six slaves; four were female and 

two were male.  They varied in age from thirty-five to three.  Another Chisum slave was 

Frank, who was purchased from Hiram Daily, a Peters Colony settler who also lived in 

Denton County.  No bill of sale could be found, but the tax records show that Daily did 

not claim any slaves before 1862, when he claimed three, and by 1864 he was 

slaveless, which would probably place the sale from 1862 to 1864.  Frank accompanied 

Chisum, Charles Goodnight, Oliver Loving, and several other ranchers on a drive from 

Trickham to the Bosque Redondo Indian Reservation in New Mexico, in August 1866, 

after the war.  By then, Frank, who was approximately eight years old at the time, was 

considered old enough to “wrangle horses and go along on the cattle drive.”44   

 Jane (also known as Jensie) had already had multiple owners before she went to 

Chisum.  She originally belonged to John Johnson, then to his daughter Mary Ann 

Johnson Stell after his death in 1852.  By 1858, she was the property of Frances 

Johnson Towery, who was Mary Ann’s sister.  Chisum’s biographer suggested that the 

                                            
 44 Seymour V. Conner, The Peters Colony of Texas: A History and Biographical 
Sketches of the Early Settlers (Austin: The Texas State Historical Association, 1959), 
234; Bill of Sale, April 24, 1858, Cooke County Deed Records, Book 4, pp. 105-106.  
Towery also sold a man named Lewis to Allen Fox on the same day.  Lewis was thirty-
three years old and worth $1,200; see Bill of Sale, April 24, 1858, Cooke County Deed 
Records, Book 4, p. 106; Denton County Schedule 2 (Slave Inhabitants); Denton 
County tax records, 1846-1864; Caldwell, John Simpson Chisum, quote from 54. 
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cattle exchanged for her and her children were trailed to Californian from Lamar County 

(where Chisum’s father, Clabe, lived) with William Bell in charge.  Bell, an ex-freight 

driver who had operated from Gainesville to Jefferson, had been in California from 1853 

to 1856, and the 1858 drive would not be his last. Other drives from Lamar County were 

organized by the Rhine brothers in 1855, and then in 1857 by the former county sheriff 

Cy Holman, and his brother-in-law George Wright.45    

 Chisum was a shrewd businessman.  He never declared in favor of or in 

opposition to slavery, stating that his silence gave the impression of neutrality to both 

Confederate and Federal sympathizers.  Instead of making plans to fight, he 

concentrated on his business.  While his men patrolled the frontier under the guise of 

keeping settlers safe from Indian attacks, Chisum and seven men, including a black 

cook, drove 750 head of cattle from Clear Creek Valley to Vicksburg in December 1861.  

In Vicksburg, he rejected payment in Confederate money, as he had a prior agreement 

for forty dollars per head in gold coin.  On his way home with $30,000, he acquired 

another young slave.  Two other drives were made to Little Rock and another to 

Shreveport. 46   

 On October 17, 1862, Chisum was commissioned as Regimental Quarter-master 

and Commissary of State Troops for the 21st Brigade.  Because of the amount of cattle 

he owned, the cattlemen who worked for him were exempt from service, maintaining the 

operation.  Money made from selling cattle was used to purchase more land and stock.  

                                            
 45 Caldwell, John Simpson Chisum, 43-44; Jeanette H. Flachmeier, “Bell, 
William,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed April 7, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fbe41. 
 
 46 Caldwell, John Simpson Chisum, 48-49. 
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fbe41
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By 1864, he trailed a herd to New Mexico, where he dealt with James Patterson, a 

broker for the Union Army.  As his biographer notes, “Chisum was, in essence, 

supplying beef to feed combatants on both sides of the Civil War at the same time.”47 

 All in all, war was good business for Chisum.   For comparison purposes, it 

should be noted that the largest slave owner (who declared forty slaves in 1864, but had 

fifty-four in 1861) and one of the largest land owners in neighboring Tarrant County, 

Middleton Tate Johnson, reported $49,360 in property.  When the war ended, $20,000 

of that vanished with the liberation of his slaves.  Chisum declared $82,922 in property 

in 1864 ($61,822 more than the next largest property owner), and he only lost $8,000 in 

slave property.  Additionally, Johnson’s agricultural use of the land he owned was as a 

cotton plantation, which used slave labor he no longer had after the war.  He owned 

$6,400 in livestock, which was substantial, but not anything close to the $65,900 in 

livestock claimed by Chisum.  Because Johnson died in 1866, there is no way to 

compare their fortunes after the Civil War years, but what is known is that Chisum did 

not really become known as a cattleman until the war was over. By investing in cattle 

instead of slaves, Chisum was well prepared for the post war cattle drives, unlike one of 

the most successful slave owners in neighboring Tarrant County.48  

 Both Denton County and Johnson County slave-owners chose to raise large 

numbers of sheep. In 1862, the last year livestock was itemized in both counties, slave-

owners in Denton County raised 9,463, and those in Johnson County raised 9,361.  An 

                                            
 47 Caldwell, John Simpson Chisum, 48, 52-54 (quote from 54). 
 
 48 Denton County tax records, 1864; Tarrant County tax records, 1864; Donald S. 
Frazier, “Johnson, Middleton Tate,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed April 3, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fjo20. 
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fjo20
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article in an October 19, 1867, Harper’s Weekly best summed up the labor requirements 

for sheep raising when it pointed out that a couple of young boys and a sheep dog could 

easily tend  2,000 sheep, and that the expense of raising sheep was insignificant when 

compared to the large profits they generated.49  

 Slave owners had more sheep per capita than non-slave owners.  Even though 

the total number of sheep owned by non-slave owners was higher, the figures show that 

slave owners had a considerably higher average – 200 percent to 364 percent (Table 

8.15).  As with other livestock in the county, slave owners held a disproportionately 

larger percent of the sheep when compared to their percent of the population they 

occupied.  Additionally, sheep in holdings of twenty or more were in extremely large 

herds, indicating that they were used for commercial purposes (Table 8.16 and 8.17). 

The number of sheep ranchers supports the assertion that the sheep were used to 

generate income rather than provide wool and meat for the families. 50   

 

Year 
Slave 
owner 
sheep 

Non slave-
owner 
sheep 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave 
owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave-

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers/ 

Percentage 
more 

1860 2565 8,488 30 10 20/200% 
1861 6610 14350 65 14 51/364% 
1862 9265 15921 77 19 58/305% 

 
 

Table 8.15. Breakdown of sheep ownership51 

                                            
 49 Denton County and Johnson County taxes, 1862; Harper’s Weekly, October 
19, 1867. 
 
 50 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
 
 51 Denton County tax records, 1860-1862. 
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Year Total 
sheep 

Slave-
owner 
sheep 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 
that were 

slave-
owners 

1860 11,053 2,565 23% 9% 
1861 20,960 6,610 32% 9% 
1862 25,186 9,265 37% 13% 

 
 

Table 8.16. Percent of sheep owned by slave-owners52 
 
 

 

 
 

Table 8.17. Breakdown of sheep ownership53 
 
 

 When cotton exports from the South were reduced due to the war, the demand 

for wool-cloth products rose.  George W. Kimbell, founder and editor of the New 

Orleans Picayune, and sheep farmer in the Hill Country, had promoted the benefits of 

the industry during the 1850s.  Because of his promotion, many farmers and ranchers 

started raising sheep, and eastern textile mills adapted to process wool instead of 

cotton.  When the war began, Denton County’s large number of sheep would have 

                                            
 52 Ibid. 
 
 53 Ibid. 
 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 19 
or fewer 
sheep 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 

20 sheep 

Number of 
sheep 

owned in 
herds of 

19 or less 

Number of 
sheep owned 
in herds of 20 

or more 

1860 4 15 52/$157 2,513/$7,905 
1861 5 20 44/$164 6,566/$19,330 
1862 7 26 89/$272 9,374/$27,104 
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contributed to the effort to produce more home-spun for the soldiers and for residents of 

Texas.54  

 One of the main sheep markets was in Jefferson, Texas, but others were in 

Houston, Texas, and Shreveport and New Orleans, Louisiana.  Sheep and hogs were 

driven to market in the same manner as cattle but at a much slower pace.  Jefferson 

was four to five weeks away, and the other markets took even longer to reach, but there 

were families willing to try.  Along with sheep and wool, cow hides and wildlife furs were 

transported to the markets as well.55 

 The Medlin family came to Denton County in 1847.  Charles Medlin, his brothers 

Lewis and Hall, their sons, and twenty other families left Missouri, travelled through 

Preston Bend in Collin County, and then to Denton County. The settlers made the trek 

from Missouri in thirty or so freight wagons drawn by oxen and milk cows, and they were 

often referred to as the “Missouri Colony.”  In Texas, they obtained a Peter’s Colony 

grant and settled on the confluence of Henrietta and Denton creeks in a community they 

named Roanoke.56   

 Much like many of the other groups of settlers who came to Texas, the Medlins, 

and the other families that they were related to, were small slave-owners.  Clarinda 

Medlin’s father, Jesse Eades, was a slave-owner and cattle rancher.  Mary, the 

                                            
54 “Wool and Mohair Industry,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed November 

20, 2009, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/WW/asw2.html.  
 

 55 Bates, History and Reminiscences of Denton County, 168-169, 294. 
 
 56 Lisa C. Maxwell, “Roanoke, Texas,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed April 
1, 2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hlr27; Bates, History and 
Reminiscences of Denton County, 287.  
 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/WW/asw2.html
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hlr27
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matriarch of the family, owned 800 acres, two slaves, fifteen horses, and eighty head of 

cattle before she died and 1856.  Hall, who was Tax Assessor and Collector of Denton 

County in 1848, was also a slave owner with cattle, lived just over the county line in 

Tarrant County, was a charter member of the Lonesome Dove Baptist Church, and in 

1856 narrowly escaped after being gored and “practically disemboweled” by a buffalo – 

the buffalo was not as lucky, and was reputedly the last one killed in the area.  The most 

successful of the Medlin family was Charles, who did not claim slaves until 1856, the 

year before his mother, Mary, died.57 

 It is difficult to know exactly where to place Charles Medlin in this study.  He was 

obviously successful at acquiring land, but others had more (Table 8.18).  His cattle 

numbers were substantial, but not when compared to Chisum and others.   What is of 

the most interest is that his records show that he capitalized on the horse and sheep 

(wool) industries.  Along with outside markets, Medlin sold wool locally (on credit as was 

the habit).  The estate of William W. Hall, who was a slave owner in Tarrant County, 

recorded that Medlin was owed for forty-five pounds of wool sometime before 1862.  

Incidentally, Hall also owed Eliza Killen (one of Denton County’s slave holders who 

owned no livestock) for the hire of one of her six slaves, who worked at Hall’s Mill.58 

                                            
 57 "Descendants of Richard Medlin," accessed April 1, 2013, 
http://familytreemaker.genealogy. com/users/m/e/d/Paul-David-Medlin-TX/ODT1-
0001.html; Denton County tax records, 1847-1864; Joyce Gibson Roach, “An Historical 
Moment in Time, County History Corner” in Northeast News, Tarrant County – Precinct 
3 (August 2008), accessed April 1, 2013, www.tarrantcounty.com. Clarinda was the wife 
of Lewis Medlin. 
 
 58 “Estate of William W. Hall, Deceased,” accessed December 15, 2012, 
http://www.rootsweb.ancestry. com/~txtarran/probate/estate080.htm; Denton County tax 
records, 1846-1864. 
 

http://www.tarrantcounty.com/
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Year Land / 
value 

Slaves / 
 Value 

Horses / 
Value 

Cattle / 
 Value 

Sheep/ 
Value 

LIOC/ 
value59 

1856 2,715/ 
$5,420 

2/ 
$400 

45/ 
$1,800 

76/ 
$575 

N/A 950/ 
$950  

1856 3,935/ 
$7,994 

6/ 
$3,300 

55/ 
$1,375 

150/ 
$975 

N/A 950/ 
$1,900 

1857 4,201/ 
$8,450 

8/ 
$5,500 

60/ 
$2,000 

100/ 
$700 

N/A 950/ 
$1,900 

1857 3,935/ 
$7,994 

6/ 
$3,300 

55/ 
$1,375 

150/ 
$975 

N/A 950/ 
$1,900 

1858 4,201/ 
$8,450 

8/ 
$5,500 

60/ 
$2,000 

100/ 
$700 

N/A 950/ 
$1,900 

1858 4,034/ 
$8,450 

8/ 
$5,500 

60/ 
$2,000 

100/ 
$700 

N/A 950/ 
$1,900  

1859 4,034/ 
$10,592 

7/ 
$4,500 

80/ 
$3,200 

150/ 
$1,050 

N/A 880/ 
$1,740 

1860 4,274/ 
$12,107 

7/ 
$4,500 

75/ 
$3,000 

200/ 
$1,400 

16/$50 510/ 
$1,860 

1861 4,114/ 
$8,228 

8/ 
$4,000 

100/ 
$4,000 

204/ 
$1,280 

850/ 
$2,550 

710/ 
$2,572 

1862 3,929/ 
$10,543 

8/ 
$4,900 

70/ 
$2,800 

200/ 
$1,200 

2,500/ 
$7,500 

670/ 
$1,740  

1864 4,350/ 
$14,210 

9/ 
$4,500 Total  Livestock $8,000 788/ 

$1890 
 
 

Table 8.18.  Charles Medlin’s property tax records60 
 
 

 Medlin was not the only person in Denton County who engaged in the horse 

trade.  Wild horses, otherwise known as mustangs, could be found in herds on the land 

in and around Denton County.  Sometimes difficult to tame, they were killed for their fat, 

                                            
 59 LIOC is Land owned in Other Counties.  All of this was in Tarrant County. 
 
 60 Denton County tax records, 1847-1864. 
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which was used for curing leather.  The bulk of them, however, went to outside markets 

in Indian Territory and other places.61 

 Aside from slaves, horses were the most expensive living property that was 

declared in the property taxes.  The value of all forms of livestock varied from county to  

 

 
 

Table 8.19. Breakdown of horse ownership62 
 

                                            
 61 Bridges, History of Denton, Texas, 36-37; Mary Maxwell, Ed. and Compiler, 
Day Book of Henry Maxwell from 1853-1860.  Collin County, Texas to Parker County, 
Texas (N.p., n.d.), located at the Weatherford Public Library. 
 
 62 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 5 
or fewer 
horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
6-19 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
20 or 
more 

horses 

Number of 
slave-
owner 

horses in 
19 or less 

group 

Number 
of slave-
owner 

horses in 
20 or 
more 
group 

1846 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1847 2 2 0 0 3 0 
1848 1 2 0 0 4 0 
1849 2 2 0 0 8 0 
1850 1 3 0 0 10 0 
1851 0 2 1 0 15 0 
1852 0 2 1 0 10 0 
1853 2 4 3 0 33 0 
1854 2 9 1 0 38 0 
1855 4 16 4 0 86 0 
1856 4 24 11 1 160 45 
1857 9 24 15 3 209 159 
1858 8 38 19 3 334 376 
1859 6 35 23 6 312 315 
1860 12 37 29 4 411 473 
1861 12 41 31 6 429 1167 
1862 12 45 47 6 606 959 



196 
 

county, and from year to year.  From 1847 to 1854 (except for 1851), the average value 

of a horse was under fifty dollars.  From 1855 to 1861 their value was over fifty dollars, 

with an all time high of fifty-eight dollars in 1855.  In 1862 the value went back down to 

forty-six dollars.  As already stated, the 1855 date was when the total slave count rose, 

from twenty-one to seventy-four (an increase of 252 percent); furthermore, slave owners 

more than doubled their percent of the tax-paying population and became 13 percent of  

 

Year 
Total 

horses 
owned 

Slave-
owner 
horses 
owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1846 0 0 30% 4% 
1847 10 3 4% 6% 
1848 97 4 8% 3% 
1849 95 8 8% 3% 
1850 125 10 11% 4% 
1851 142 15 6% 2% 
1852 177 10 8% 2% 
1853 433 33 6% 4% 
1854 634 38 6% 4% 
1855 926 86 17% 4% 
1856 1177 205 21% 6% 
1857 1722 367 27% 7% 
1858 2641 708 17% 8% 
1859 3670 627 20% 8% 
1860 4485 884 27% 9% 
1861 5929 1596 23% 9% 
1862 6697 1565 30% 13% 

 
 

Table 8.20. Horses owned by slave-owners63 
 

                                            
 63 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
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the county tax-payers, instead of 6 percent (Table 8.2).  The first year that a horse 

rancher appeared in the tax rolls was 1856, the year after horse value spiked to a 

record high of fifty-eight dollars (Table 8.19).  Slave owners were not the only people in  

the county who were building their horse herds, but they amassed more than the non-

slave owners.  The opportunities for all members of the community to capitalize on the 

horse market were equal but, when averaged out, the smallest portion of the population 

(slave owners) declared a disproportionately larger share in Denton County (Table 

8.20).64     

 Livestock was not the only commodity that Denton County slave owners held in 

disproportionate amounts (Table 8.21).  In the first few years their share was not earth 

shattering, indeed, during two of the years they recorded less than their portion of the 

population.  However, from the magic date of 1855 until the final year of the study, 

1864, slave owners' share of the land steadily increased until it reached 38 percent.  

Again, it must be said that landownership was not required for raising livestock, and 

those who did not own livestock – such as Russell Craft – did not own particularly large 

portions of land when compared to successful cattle ranchers like John S. Chisum.65 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
 64 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
 
 65 Ibid. 
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Year Less 

than 320 
acres/ 
Value 

321-640 
acres/ 
Value 

641-960 
acres/ 
Value 

961+ 
acres/ 
Value 

County 
land 

owned 
by 

slave 
owners 

Percent 
of pop. 
that are 
slave 

holders 

Percent 
of LIOC 

by 
slave 

owners 

1846 No  Land - - - 4% - 
1847 No  Land - - - 6% - 
1848 No  Land - - - 3% - 
1849 No  Land - - - 3% - 
1850 No  Land - - - 4% - 
1851 No  Land - - - 2% - 
1852 0 1,280/ 

$1,280 
960/ 
$550 0 4% 2% 0% 

1853 0 1,280/ 
$1,280 

958/ 
$795 0 3% 4% 0% 

1854 480/ 
$480 

1,040/ 
$1,700 

960/ 
$920 0 3% 4% 0% 

1855 1,761/ 
$3,030 

3,080/ 
$4,102 

800/ 
$1,600 

2,126/ 
$2,625 5% 4% 0% 

1856 3,877.5/ 
$7,720 

3,601/ 
$5,812 

2,560/ 
$5,740 

8,178/ 
$15,558 12% 6% 31% 

1857 4,642/ 
$11,566 

6,745/ 
$21,812 

3,570/ 
$10,750 

15,191/ 
$30,056 17% 7% 20% 

1858 4,703.5/ 
$26,047 

6,666.5/ 
$22,852 

5,220/ 
$13,997 

11,411/ 
$22,964 15% 8% 14% 

1859 6,006.5/ 
$31,538 

4,092/ 
$14,607 

7,406/ 
$24,177 

11,469/ 
$33,753 16% 8% 13% 

1860 7,108/ 
$39,385 

3,033/ 
$12,721 

6,221/ 
$21,818 

16,795/ 
$52,230 17% 9% 21% 

1861 9,105/ 
$45,648 

4,759/ 
$16,903 

5,708/ 
$25,820 

16,902/ 
$41,427 17% 9% 24% 

1862 8,791.5/ 
$46,734 

7,985/ 
$26,533 

3,744/ 
$12,947 

14,479/ 
$38,473 18% 13% 30% 

1864 12,108/ 
$61,592 

9,579/ 
$38,926 

4,895/ 
$18,913 

30,768/ 
$78,240 32% 19% 48% 

 

Table 8.21. Land ownership of slave-owners66 

 

                                            
 66 Denton County tax records, 1846-1864. 
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 As in all of the other counties in this study of the northwestern frontier in Texas, 

slave owners recorded disproportionate amounts of land and livestock when compared 

to their portion of the tax-paying population.  Several events led to settlement in Denton 

County, but it is believed that events in California were the largest contributor, as 

residents in the county quickly gathered the cattle and horses that could be found in the 

area and drove them to California markets, as well as others in all directions.   

 Before closing this chapter, it is important to revisit Ramsdell and Chisum.  

Ramsdell believed that slavery would cease to exist west of the Cross Timbers due to 

the fact that the region was not good for plantation agriculture.  This study has shown 

that the livestock industry, which continued to move westward after the Civil War, 

offered a profitable alternative to the plantation economy.  Chisum was successful in 

Denton County, but it was not until he moved to New Mexico in the mid-1860s, and 

founded a large scale cattle ranching operation that covered sixteen hundred sections 

of land, that he truly established himself.  There is no doubt that if the peculiar institution 

had not ended with the Civil War, he, and many others, would have taken it far west of 

the Cross Timbers of Texas.  Ramsdell’s argument does not hold true in Denton 

County. 
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CHAPTER 9 

JACK COUNTY: ON THE TRAIL 
 

 Jack County straddles Charles W. Ramsdell’s limits of profitable slavery.  

Jacksboro, the county seat, is located at 98° 10’ west longitude and 33° 12’ north 

latitude (Fig. 9.1).  The 920 square miles of undulating ground is mostly loamy soil that 

covers rocky shale.  Named after Patrick C. and William H. Jack, heroes of the Texas 

Revolution, its tree-lined waterways, which include the West Fort of the Trinity River and 

its many tributaries, provide adequate water for raising livestock.1 

 

 
 
 

Fig. 9.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 18602 
 
 

                                            
 1 Robert Wayne McDaniel, “Jack County,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed 
April 12, 2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcj01. 
 
 2 County Map of Texas with inset map of Galveston Bay and Vicinity 
(Pennsylvania: Samuel Augustus Mitchell, Jr., 1860). 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcj01
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 From the very beginning of the county’s history, slave-owners were involved in 

local government.  On May 30, 1857, a meeting to replace the commissioners who were 

appointed by the legislature was called to order by Daniel Kutch and clerked by T. Jeff 

Reagan.  The three men to be replaced were not listed in the Jack County tax records, 

whereas those who were nominated to replace them were.  Out of the ten original 

officers in the first election, Robert Carson became chief justice; B. T. Speer was 

elected sheriff; Reagan was county clerk; and Barry L. Ham and Charles Adair became 

county commissioners.  All of the men listed were slave-owners during the early years 

of Jack County’s history.  The clerks and manager of the election, which was held in J. 

W. Bailey’s precinct, were Bailey, James C. Cambern, A. H. Hancock, and G. L. 

Williams.  Each of these men, except Cambern, was a slave owner, and all four men 

were heavily invested in the livestock industry.3  

 Jack County’s tax records show that slaves were a larger portion of the tax-

paying population in its early years than many of its neighbors (Table 9.2).  Contrary to 

the surrounding counties, instead of slaves and their owners’ portion of the population 

increasing in the first years, they generally decreased.  From 1859 through 1861, slave-

owners left the county.  This trend reversed from 1862 to 1864, when slave owner 

growth considerably outpaced that of non-slave-owners, which experienced a negative 

growth.4 

 

                                            
 3 Thomas F. Horton, History of Jack County: Being Accounts of Pioneer Times, 
Excerpts from County Court Records, Indian Stories, Biographical Sketches, and 
Interesting Events (Jacksboro: Gazette Print, n.d), 6; Jack County tax records, 1857-
1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas, Denton, Texas). 
 
 4 Jack County tax records, 1857-1864.  
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Year 

Number 
of 

people 
in the 

tax rolls 

Number 
of 

slave-
owners 

Number 
of slaves 
on rolls 

Percent 
of tax-
payers 

that 
were 
slave 

holders 

Pop. 
growth 
as a 

whole 

Non-
slave-
owner 
growth 

Slave-
owner 
growth 

1857 89 11 28 12% 0%  0% 
1858 164 23 60 14% 84% 81% 109% 
1859 203 20 49 10% 24% 30% -13% 
1860 234 15 37 6% 15% 20% -25% 
1861 241 14 35 6% 3% 4% -7% 
18625 238 17 47 7% -1% -3% 21% 
1863 241 Not reported - 1% 9% - 
1864 184 18 39 10% -24% -31% 6% 

 
 

Table 9.2. Population statistics for Jack County, 1857-18646 
 
 

 With the exception of 1859, livestock numbers increased steadily throughout the 

years (Table 9.3).  In 1859, the year that slave-owners left, the number of horses 

declined and never recovered, whereas cattle numbers rose continually after 1859.  

From 1859 to 1861, cattle herds increased by 58 percent, during the time that slave-

owners were leaving, then grew another 76 percent from 1862 to 1864, when they 

returned.  Missing information from the 1862 taxes makes it impossible to state 

conclusively what the real statistics were, but as there were more slaves in the 

supplemental information than initially posted, there is no reason to speculate that they 

                                            
 5 Eighty seven tax-payers did not report this year, but were added as a 
supplement in 1863.  In 1863, slaves and livestock were not itemized, so their figures 
are not counted in this year.  Essentially, this means that the 1863 tax records are 
skewed.  Supplement totals were recorded, but not assigned.  The figures are 
“Negroes, 68; Horses 429; Cattle 47,511; Sheep, 4,028."  No values for anything were 
recorded. 
 
 6 Jack County tax records, 1857-1864. 
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would not have recorded the majority of the holdings as they did in previous years.  This 

would also adjust the abnormally low cattle ownership percent for 1862 to a figure that 

is closer to the other years (Table 9.4).7 

 

Year Number of 
people in the 

tax rolls 

Number of 
Horses/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Cattle/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Sheep/Value 

in County 
1857 89 253/$16,280 3,262/$23,520 - 
1858 164 528/$29,408 6,569/$48,240 - 
1859 203 338/$19,895 9,476/$66,365 - 
1860 234 341/$22,012 11,142/$77,038 772/$2,650 
1861 241 372/$20,795 19,318/$115,105 No total 
1862 238 388/$21,500 29,017/$145,107 1,131/$3,278 
1863 241 Not itemized - 
1864 184 Total Livestock $292,975 

 
 

Table 9.3. Total taxpayers and livestock in the county8 
 

 
Year Slave  

owners 
Slave-

owners with 
livestock 

Slave-
owners 
without 

livestock 

Percent of slave-
owners with 

livestock 

1857 11 10 1 91% 
1858 23 22 1 96% 
1859 20 18 2 90% 
1860 15 13 2 87% 
1861 14 14 0 100% 
1862 17 14 3 82% 
1864 18 17 1 94% 

 
 

Table 9.4. Slave-owners who own livestock9 

                                            
 7 Ibid. 
 
 8 Ibid. 
 
 9 Ibid. 
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Like other counties on the northwestern Texas frontier, female slaves once again 

outnumbered males in the 1860 Schedule Two (Table 9.5).  As in Denton County, an 

older community, the majority of both male and female slaves were over fourteen years 

old. The only owner who did not report a female slave in the 1860 census was John 

McCarty, who declared a seventeen-year-old male, but failed to report him on his 

property taxes.  In 1864, Mrs. Mary McCarty declared one slave valued at $1,000.  This  

 

Slaves 13 and under 14 and older Total amount 
Males 7 13 20 

Females 12 18 30 
 

Table 9.5. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1860 census10   

 

is undoubtedly the same slave, and another example of how slave studies are 

hampered by those who did not declare bondsmen on their taxes.  Property is 

undoubtedly missing from the tax records; however it is fairly safe to say that if anything, 

the real story would contain higher numbers than lower, as one would be hard pressed 

to find communities of people who wanted to pay more taxes instead of less.11 

 Much like the other counties in the northwestern region, there were no large 

holdings of bondsmen (Table 9.6).  In five of the seven years of this study, the largest 

                                            
 10 Eighth Census of the United States, Jack County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants) (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas). 
 
 11 Eighth Census of the United States, Jack County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants); Jack County tax records, 1857-1864. 
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number of slaves owned by any individual was eleven.  In subsequent years, the largest 

holdings fell into the second category of five to nine slaves.12   

 

Year 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

1-4 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

5-9 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

10-14 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

15-19 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

20+ 

Largest 
number of 
slaves by 
one owner 

1857 10 0 1 0 0 10 
1858 20 2 1 0 0 11 
1859 19 1 0 0 0 8 
1860 13 2 0 0 0 8 
1861 13 1 0 0 0 6 
1862 14 3 0 0 0 7 
1864 14 4 0 0 0 6 

 

Table 9.6.  Amount of slaves owned within specified groups13 

 

Robert Carson was largest slave owner during the early years with ten in 1857 

and eleven in 1858.  He used an agent to report his holdings in Palo Pinto County, 

where he had no other property.  In 1860 his property was declared in Parker County, 

where he reported eleven slaves on his taxes but twelve in the 1860 census.  In 

Weatherford, the county seat, he soon established one of the region’s most prestigious 

hotels with his partner, and brother-in-law, Tom Lewis.  According to Schedule Two, his 

slaves varied in age from forty to three years old; the majority was female, with six of 

them over the age of eight.  No slave hire records exist in Jack or Parker County, and 

no notices were found in the few available copies of the local newspapers, the Frontier 

News or the Whiteman.  This lack of evidence makes it impossible to prove that those 

                                            
12 Jack County tax records, 1857-1864. 
 

 13 Ibid. 
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slaves were used by other people before they were relocated one county south-

eastward, but as Carson owned no land or other property, it is a distinct possibility.14   

Eastward migration is always referred to in the local county history books, but 

Indian depredations are always the given reason.  Carson did not flee from Jack 

County; instead, he relocated to open a business.  As he did not report on the 

agricultural schedule in either county, it cannot be said that he was using his slave labor 

for agricultural purposes.  What he did do was open a hotel, where his slaves, both men 

and women, undoubtedly served as help.  This is just another example of the many 

uses of slave labor on the Texas frontier. 

 Stories of Indian depredations do plague Jack County’s early days.  Many of 

them, such as “the blood-chilling Mason-Cambern massacre” on April 18, 1858, were 

not only exaggerated by the press, but also involved white raiders.  Because of its 

connection to the overall story of frontier settlement, it is important to examine the 

accounts of this incident and the connection of cattlemen to it in the northwestern 

portion of Texas, home to the two Indian reservations.15 

 Newspaper accounts of the attack varied.  One told of a “war party” of Indians 

that killed County Commissioner James B. Cambern, his wife, three of his children, and 

his neighbors, Thomas Mason and his wife.  Another article reported that Cambern’s 

body was found in a field; his murdered wife was found with their infant daughter alive in 

her arms; and the Mason’s daughter was found with the bodies of her dead parents at 

                                            
 14 Eighth Census of the United States, Jack County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants); Jack County tax records, 1857-1864; Jonelle Ryan Bartoli and Brenda S. 
McClurkin, Weatherford, the Early Years (Charleston: Arcadia Publishing, 2012), 25. 
 
 15 Doyle Marshall, A Cry Unheard: The Story of Indian Attacks In and Around 
Parker County, Texas, 1858-1872 (Aledo, Texas: Annetta Valley Farm Press), 17. 
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their home.  This second account also told of two other Mason children who 

successfully hid, while their brother was kidnapped but later recovered and taken to Fort 

Belknap.  The first report listed six Indians who were led by a white man.  The second 

listed the names of four white men, W. E. Willis, W. B. Morrison, Isaac Tipton, and 

Claiborne Jones, and said they had all been arrested and hanged.  Yet another article 

stated that a “reliable” source had reported the four white men had not been hanged, 

but instead had been tried, acquitted, and returned home to Lampasas County.  

Whatever the truth of the incident, there are several points that should be noted.  White 

men were tried by white people and acquitted of a crime in which Indians were 

implicated; reports in the newspapers reflected the lack of knowledge about events on 

the frontier; the incident was, and still is, referred to as the worst case of Indian 

aggression against the white pioneers of Jack County; and tax records reveal that 

Cambren, one of the murdered white men, declared 160 head of cattle in January 

1858.16   

 After the “massacre,” a posse was sent to find the Indians.  Included in the party 

was Oliver Loving, who reported four slaves, thirty horses and 400 head of cattle in Palo 

Pinto County; William Kutch, whose brother, Daniel, reported 200 head of cattle in Jack 

County; W. L. Lasater, who reported ten horses and 218 head of cattle in Palo Pinto 

                                            
 16 Palestine, Texas, Trinity Advocate, May 19, 1858 (first quote); Austin Southern 

Intelligencer, May 19, 1858; Texas State Gazette, June 5, 1858. This incident is 
recorded in many places, just recently in Gregory F. Michno and Susan J. Michno’s 
Forgotten Fights: Little-known Raids and Skirmishes on the Frontier, 1823-1890 
(Missoula, Montana: Mountain Press Publishing Company, 2008).  No two accounts 
match; the details, number of people involved, and fate of the white men is always 
different.  
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County; John Taylor, who reported 120 head of cattle in Palo Pinto County, and three 

slaves, seven horses, and an additional twenty-eight head of cattle in Parker County; 

and Bryant Herrington, who did not report any livestock in 1858, but claimed to be a 

stock raiser with $1,200 in personal property in 1860.  This raises the question of why 

large stock-owners were involved in the pursuit.  Were the members looking for a “war 

party” of Indians who just randomly swept into a community and killed for no reason, or 

were they in pursuit of livestock rustlers who would kill if needed?  Without the mention 

of the cattle involved in all parties, including the victims, the perpetrators seem to be 

more like a war party, but when cattle are added, the latter appears to be the case.17  

 The livestock numbers reported by the slave-owners suggest that the Mason-

Cambern incident could have been brought on by a perceived threat to the Indians, and 

the drop in slave-owners directly after the event suggests that they received the fair 

warning issued by the Indians.  In 1857, slave-owners reported sixty-two horses and 

587 head of cattle.  The next year, just a few months before the incident, slave-owners 

reported ownership of 235 horses and 2,250 head of cattle – an increase of 279 percent 

in horses and 283 percent in cattle in just one year, which would not go unnoticed by 

the Indians in the area.  The drop in slave-owners from 1859 to 1861 in Jack County 

indicates that the threat of losing their stock (as well as their lives) was a real concern. 

By 1859, slave-owners only reported ninety horses and 1,925 head of cattle.  The drop 

                                            
 17 Names of the posse members were listed at “Gertrude Massacre,” accessed 
November 19, 2012, http://www.forttours.com/pages/gertrude.asp; Parker County tax 
records, 1856-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas); Palo Pinto 
County tax records, 1857-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas); 
Jack County tax records, 1857-1864; Eighth Census of the United States, Palo Pinto 
County, Schedule 1 (Free Inhabitants). 
 

http://www.forttours.com/pages/gertrude.asp
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in the number of cattle they declared is relatively small, and even though it dropped 

again in 1860, it recovered.  The number of horses claimed by slave-owners fell to 

seventy in 1860, and fifty-three in 1861, before it increased to eighty in 1862.  Overall, 

Jack County’s horse population never regained its all time high experienced in 1858.18  

 The raw numbers suggest that non-slave-owners held the majority of cattle.  

However, when broken down by taxpayers, it can be seen that slave-owners claimed 

substantially more per person (Table 9.7).  Even in the years of 1859 and 1860, when 

non-slave-owner cattle increased substantially, tax payers who owned bondsmen had at  

 

Year 
Slave 
owner 
cattle 

Non slave-
owner 
cattle 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave-

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers/ 

Percentage 
more 

1857 597 2665 54 34 20/159% 
1858 2250 4319 98 31 67/319% 
1859 1925 7551 96 41 55/233% 
1860 1641 9501 109 43 66/252% 
1861 3333 15985 238 70 168/338% 
1862 5603 23414 330 106 224/311% 

 

Table 9.7. Average cattle per tax-payer19 

 

least 233 percent more cattle per capita than those who had no slaves.  The highest 

difference occurred in 1861, when the slave-owning portion of the tax payers dropped 

by 7 percent and non-slave-owners rose by 4 percent. It is important to remember that 

even though that portion of the population recorded a loss, there were others moving in.  

                                            
 18 Jack County tax records, 1857-1864.   
 
 19 Ibid. No itemized numbers were recorded for 1863 and 1864.  
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Because of that, the actual loss of slave-owners who resided in Jack County in 1859 

was higher than 25 percent.20    

 During the five years when cattle were itemized, the percent of cattle owned by 

slave-owners was disproportionately higher than their portion of the tax payers in Jack 

County (Table 9.8).  The number that stands out more than any is the 34 percent they 

owned in 1858, the year before many left the county.  As the Cambren-Mason incident  

  

Year 
Total 

cattle in 
the county 

Slave-
owner cattle 

owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1857 3,262 597 18% 12% 
1858 6,569 2250 34% 14% 
1859 9,476 1925 20% 10% 
1860 11,142 1641 15% 6% 
1861 19,318 3333 17% 6% 
1862 29,017 5603 19% 7% 

 

Table 9.8. Breakdown of cattle ownership21  

 

occurred in 1858, it appears that the portion of the population that initially left in 

response to that incident were slave-owners.  As they declared the most cattle, the 

logical deduction would be that they moved away from Jack County to avoid more 

                                            
 20 Jack County tax records, 1857-1864.   
 
 21 Ibid.   
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trouble associated with cattle ownership. The fact that they did not just get rid of their 

cattle and continue living on the frontier indicates that they were dependant on it for 

their livelihood, and were moving it into areas of higher populations for protection.22  

 An item of note about cattle in Jack County is that, like in other frontier counties, 

not all of the cattle in the area belonged to residents, and some of it belonged to slave-

owners in other counties.  One example of this is the 950 head worth $6,650 that 

belonged to A. D. Kennard from Johnson County.  Kennard had slaves of his own, as 

well as one he inherited from his mother in 1860.  With their help he ran 280 head of 

horses and 1,000 head of cattle in Johnson County, as well as his stock in Jack 

County.23 

 As those who raised larger herds increased, the number of slave-owners who 

had smaller herds generally decreased over the years (Table 9.9).  By 1864, the 

number of owners who claimed eleven to ninety-nine head had decreased by four, 

whereas the number of cattle ranchers increased by nine.  This is not uncommon for the 

frontier counties of northwestern Texas, although the general trend is for each category 

to grow through the years.  People could have been discouraged because of the 

troubles on the frontier and left, but it is also possible that many cattle were driven up 

                                            
 22 Ibid.  
 

23 Jack County tax records, 1860; “Michael M. Kennard to A. D. Kennard, 

February 25, 1860,” The Portal to Texas History, accessed April 30, 2012, 
http://texashistory.unt.edu/ ark:/67531/metapth182800/.  Michael M. Kennard’s sister, 
Rachel, was the third wife of Henry Farnthorp, who built and operated the Farnthorp Inn 
in Grimes County. See Johnson County tax records, 1854-1910 (microfilm, Willis 
Library, University of North Texas). 

http://texashistory.unt.edu/%20ark:/67531/metapth182800/
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the trail, with drovers like Loving, Joel Curtis, John S. Chisum or others, to California or 

Colorado for gold rush prospectors.24 

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
10 or 
fewer 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
11-49 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
50-99 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
100+ 
cattle 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
99 or 
less 

group 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
100 or 
plus 

group 
1857 2 0 4 3 2 312 275 
1858 6 1 5 4 7 448 1837 
1859 6 1 3 2 8 252 1673 
1860 5 2 2 0 6 81 1710 
1861 1 2 1 1 9 89 3244 
1862 3 0 2 1 11 128 5475 

 
 

Table 9.9. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle25 
 
 

 People often met in Jack County before they set out across the country.  A letter 

in the Clarksville Standard, dated June 23, 1861, explained the route and conditions 

that A. M. Gass, and other emigrants, experienced on their journey to California.  Gass 

came from Bonham, and had travelled to Jacksboro, where he met fifty-eight wagons, 

268 people (125 of them “fighting men”), cattle, oxen, and mules.  They organized 

themselves, elected officers, and then left for the “land of Gold.”26   

                                            
 24 Jack County tax records, 1857-1864. 
 
 25 Ibid. 
 
 26 Clarksville Standard, July 20, 1861. 
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 The published letter outlined the route and conditions across Texas.  From 

Jacksboro the group followed the trail of the Butterfield Overland Mail to Fort Belknap, 

Camp Cooper, Fort Chadbourn, the Colorado River, Grape Creek, and Johnson’s 

Station on the Concho River (where the grass was “fine and luxuriant” and the water 

“clear as crystal”).  Next was a station known as Head of Concho, then the Llano 

Estacado, and forty miles further was Castle Mountain.  The Pecos River was the “worst 

disappointment” on the trip, as it was nothing more than a muddy, narrow stream with a 

quicksand bottom, which made terrible coffee.  Camp Pleasant was next, then Fort 

Stockton, which was also known as Comanche Springs.  At Fort Stockton, the road they 

were following intersected the San Antonio Road, on which the semi-weekly mail was 

taken to California.  Leon (or Lion) Hole was the next stop, then Barely Springs, 

Cottonwood, and finally Fort Davis.  The travelers had cattle with them, and most of 

their notes describe the water and grazing conditions along the way.  Discouraging 

meetings with close to one hundred emigrants from California, who were returning to 

Texas and Arkansas, happened with frequency.  Gass wrote: “They do give California 

an awful name; they say there is no water, no grass, and in full, they say there is no 

nothing in California.”  As a result, several of the families traveling with the party turned 

their wagons around and headed back.27   

 Gass recorded that despite all the hardships on the journey, the “principle cause 

of contention is loose stock.”  Those who did not own cattle did not agree with those that 

did, who insisted that everyone should bear equal responsibility guarding their cattle.  

This party was not the only one that traveled west with cattle.  There was strength in 

                                            
27 Clarksville Standard, July 20, 1861. 
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numbers, as far as protection was concerned, but it appears from this letter that 

travelers were often expected to help protect other people’s cattle when migrating 

across the country.28   

 The main reason travelers gathered in Jacksboro was because the of the 

Butterfield Overland Route, a semi-weekly mail and passenger service that went from 

Memphis, Tennessee and St. Louis, Missouri, to San Francisco, California (Fig. 9.10).  

There were two stops in Jack County, both operated by slave-owners with large 

numbers of cattle: Joseph B. Earhart and Berry L. Ham.29   

 

 
 
 

Fig. 9.10.  Butterfield Overland Mail Company route in North Texas30   
 
 

                                            
28 Clarksville Standard, July 20, 1861. 
 
29 Jack County tax records, 1857-1864. 
 
30 “Butterfield Overland Mail Co,” Bridgeport, Tx Historical Society, accessed 

November 19, 2012, http://www.bridgeporttxhistorical.org/ 
Images/Butterfield%20Stage%20Days/North%20Texas%20Stage%20Routes.jpg. 
 

http://www.bridgeporttxhistorical.org/%20Images/Butterfield%20Stage%20Days/North%20Texas%20Stage%20Routes.jpg
http://www.bridgeporttxhistorical.org/%20Images/Butterfield%20Stage%20Days/North%20Texas%20Stage%20Routes.jpg
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 Earhart was born on April 15, 1812, in Pennsylvania.  Once a trader at Fort 

Washita, he had also driven transport boats on the Red River, worked the ferry at Rock 

Bluff, and had been hired to start Colbert’s Ferry, which was very close to Preston on 

the Texas Road.  In 1852, he took part in the Hedgcoxe War against the Peters Colony 

Land Company, serving as a delegate from Grayson County at the July 29 McKinney 

Convention.  Here, he worked alongside men who had land grants in the colony (and 

some who did not) to rectify the many problems that existed between the colonists and 

the company.  In 1853, he sold his 640 acres of “unlocated” land in the Peters Colony.  

He does not appear in the tax rolls of Jack County until 1858, although he reportedly 

moved to Hog-eye Prairie in 1855.  In 1859, he also owned 320 acres in Fannin County, 

which elevated his total personal property value to $4,900. In 1860, Earhart owned two 

female slaves, who were fourteen and fifteen years old.31 

 Ham was born in Tennessee on October 16, 1812.  His life story, as told in The 

History of Jack County Texas, missed the all important years before and after he lived in 

Jack County.  In 1860, Ham owned four slaves: three females who were six, twenty-five, 

and forty-two, and a male who was twenty-five.32 

                                            
31 Morris L. Britton, “Earhart, Joseph Bonaparte,” Handbook of Texas Online, 

accessed November 19, 2012, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fea13; Seymour V. Connor, The 
Peters Colony of Texas: A History and Biographical Sketches of the Early Settlers 
(Austin: Texas State Historical Association, 1959), 144, 244; Jack County tax records, 
1857-1864; Eighth Census of the United States, Jack County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants).  
 

32 Eighth Census of the United States, Jack County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants).  

 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fea13
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 Earhart and Ham had very similar records in all but their land dealings, and the 

fact that one was from the North and one from the South.  It was a common thing for 

teams of horses to be traded at the different stops along the way, providing fresh 

mounts for the journey to the next stop. Neither man had particularly large holdings of  

 

Year Land/ 
Value 

Slave/ 
Value 

Horses/ 
Value 

Cattle/ 
Value 

Total 
Property 

1858 390/$390 2/$100 5/$200 428/$3,210 $4,800 
1859 0/0 2/$800 7/$280 500/$3,500 $4,580 
1860 0/0 2/$1,300 4/$320 700/$4,900 $6,520 
1861 0/0 2/$800 6/$300 1,200/$7,200 $8,300 
1862 157/$157 2/$800 3/$150 1,500/$7500 $8,607 

 
 

Table 9.11. Joseph Earhart’s property tax records 1858-186233 
 
 

Year Land/  
Value 

Slave/ 
Value 

Horses/ 
Value 

Cattle/ 
Value 

Total 
value 

1857 320/$320 2/$1600 5/$735 60/$420 $3,075 
1858 2338/$4,836 2/$1,700 3/$150 85/$595 $7,281 
1859 2434/$5,028 3/$2,800 1/$25 75/$525 $8,553 
1860 2434/$4,897 4/$4,000 0/0 150/$975 $9,872 
1861 160/$160 3/$3,000 5/$500 600/$3,600 $7,260 
1862 2,329/$1,240 3/$2,000 5/$400 800/$4,000 $7,640 

1863PC 160/$1,200 3/$3,000 4/$700 0/0 $4,900 
1863 JC Value of Property In Jack   County $7,540 
1864 PC 160/$1,200 3/$2,500 Combined Total $422 $4,122 
1864 JC Value of Property In Jack   County $8,430 

 
 

Table 9.12. Berry L. Ham’s property tax records 1858-186234  
 
 

                                            
33 Jack County tax records, 1857-1864. 

 
34 Ibid. 
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horses, which would seem like the stock to have; instead, they both had extremely large 

cattle herds (Table 9.11 and 9.12).  As people like the Gass party frequently left Jack 

County with cattle, it stands to reason that both men would have some of their cattle 

trailed along for a small fee.35 

 Earhart’s land holdings were negligible; Ham’s were not (Table 9.13). He initially 

acquired much of his land through different classifications of headright grants; for 

example, in 1858, he claimed 1,476 acres through first class, 220 through second class, 

and 160 through fourth class in Jack County alone. Along with frequent purchases, he 

also claimed third class and preemption rights in other locations.  As the years went by, 

land was not acquired under headright classifications, meaning it was bought.  In just 

seven years, he owned land in Milam, Ellis, Navarro, Cass, Collin, Jack, Wise, and 

Johnson counties.36   

Ham’s active record in the land business is evident.  The first three years of his 

investments depict a man who was investing in land much further east of Jack County; 

the fourth year he seemed to take a neutral stance; and in the last three years, he 

began to gamble on western frontier land.  From the first year to the last in his tax 

records, his total property increased 308 percent.37   

 

 

                                            
35 Ibid. 
 
36 Ibid. 
 

 37 Ibid. 
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Table 9.13. Berry L. Ham’s land records, 1858-186238  

 

This pattern of investment and land purchases is repeated in many of the cattle-

owning slave-owners’ tax records.  Frank Owsley stated that both yeoman farmers and 

small slave-owners with cattle often owned a few hundred acres, but what he missed 

                                            
38 Jack County tax records, 1856-1864. 
 

Year→ 
Location 

↓ 

1858 
↓ 

1859 
↓ 

1860 
↓ 

1861 
↓ 

1862 
↓ 

1863 
↓ 

1864 
↓ 

Cass 805/ 
$1,200 

805/ 
$1,200 - - - - - 

   Collin 640/ 
$1,920 - - - - - - 

Ellis 1,280/ 
$3,200 

1,280/ 
$3,200 - 1,280/ 

$1,280 - 640/ 
$1,920 

1,280/ 
$3,200 

Hill 320/ 
$640 

2,434/ 
$5,028 - - - - - 

Jack 2,338/ 
$4,836 - 2,434/ 

$4,897 
160/ 
$160 

2,329/ 
$1,240 

2,595/ 
$2,595 

2,692/ 
$2,691 

Johnson - - - - 213/ 
$213 

213/ 
$320 

213/ 
$320 

Navarro 2,229/ 
$6,125 

89/ 
$179 

2,145/ 
$6,316 

2,282/ 
$4,629 

1,346/ 
$1,641 

1,341/ 
$3,840 

1,341/ 
$3,840 

Milam 605/ 
$1,200 

803/ 
$908 

605/ 
$1,210 - 611/ 

$611 - 611/ 
$1,220 

Parker - - - - - 160/ 
$1,200 

160/ 
$1,200 

Wise - - - - 480/ 
$480 

240/ 
$480 

240/ 
$480 

Total 8,217/ 
$19,121 

5,411/ 
$10,515 

5,184/ 
$12,423 

2,442/ 
$4,789 

6,259/ 
$5,465 

5,189/ 
$10,355 

6,537/ 
$12,951 
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was that they often owned a couple of hundred acres in multiple locations.  It appears 

that this land was accumulated as they moved across the county, often forced out by 

those growing crops and closing off pasture land. These land purchases, in and out of 

Jack County, show how slave-owners on the frontier had other avenues besides 

plantation agriculture to make a living.39 

 Jack County historian Ida Huckabay recorded more history of the “colored race” 

in the county than any its other authors.  Five pages in the back of her 500-plus-page 

history of Jack County contain information about the lives of some of the slaves after the 

Civil War.  “The colored people of Jacksboro are, generally speaking, descendants of 

ex-slaves,” she began, and then listed some of the “descendants of these pioneer 

families” who still resided in the area.  Aunt Susan Phillips is mentioned among the 

stories.  Phillips “came” to Texas with Thomas Wyatt, a lawyer, from Tennessee when 

she was ten years old. The author stated that they lived in Decatur, in Wise County, for 

six years before they moved to Jacksboro with the Wyatt’s daughter, the newly married 

Mrs. Holmes.  How much of this account is true, and how much was the memory of 

Phillips as told by Huckabay, is questionable.  Her “ex-slaves” were only freedmen due 

to the Civil War; Phillips was undoubtedly brought as a slave to Texas, rather than 

“came” of her, or her parents’, free will.  Wyatt did not appear in the tax records of Wise 

County in any of the years before the end of the war, but he did in Jack County; Holmes 

did not show up in any of the Jack County records for the same time period.  The 

                                            
 39 Frank Lawrence Owsley, Plain Folk of the Old South (Baton Rouge: Louisiana 
State University Press, 1949), 7-8. 
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probability that she was given to Wyatt’s daughter is great, but where they lived at the 

time is unclear.40 

 Another mention of an early settler owning a slave is in Thomas F. Horton’s 

History of Jack County.  Horton wrote that “a Negro man [Joseph Henson] had raised” 

helped shoot at some Indians who were attacking the Henson family.  Horton also 

reported that on another occasion, when twenty-five to thirty Indians approached the 

house, “Negro Wash” and A. J. Henson opened fire on them.  In 1860, Joseph Henson 

listed a fifteen-year-old male slave in the census, who was probably Wash.41   

It can be deduced that Wash was a trustworthy man.  He not only helped shoot 

at Indians, but he also knew where the guns were kept and how to use them, which 

cannot be overstated.  As a fifteen-year-old, his duties would have been equal to any 

other man at the Henson homestead, possibly more.  From 1861 to 1864, Henson’s 

livestock value went from $1,400 to $2,900, a growth of 107 percent.  Wash’s part in 

this increase can only be surmised, but if he was a bad worker, he would surely have 

been sold.42   

                                            
 40 Ida Lasater Huckabay, Ninety-Four Years in Jack County, 1854-1948 (Waco: 
Texian Press, 1974), 503-505 (first and second quote from 503); Wise County tax 
records, 1857-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas); Jack County 
tax records, 1857-1864. 
 

41 Eighth Census of the United States, Jack County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants); Horton, History of Jack County, 77. In 1860, Henson was one of four 
people in the county who listed slaves but did not declare them on their property taxes.  
In 1861, he paid taxes on his slaves, but the other three owners never did appear in any 
other records. It was not unusual for people to be missed in one document or the other, 
but it should be noted that had the eight missing slaves been recorded in the property 
taxes in 1860, there would have been forty-nine, or sixteen percent more, in Jack 
County that year. 

 
 42 Jack County tax records, 1857-1864. 
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 Henson was one of several Jack County residents who recorded large number of 

horses, indicating that there was an available market.  Analysis of the number reported  

by slave-owners shows that they owned significantly more than non-slave-owners 

(Table 9.14).  As with other records, the peak year for the number of horses is 1858, the 

year  

 

Year 
Slave 
owner 
horses 

Non slave-
owner 
horses 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave-

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers/ 

Percentage 
more 

1857 62 191 6 2 3/200% 
1858 235 293 10 2 8/400% 
1859 90 248 5 1 3/400% 
1860 70 271 5 1 3/400% 
1861 53 319 4 1 2/300% 
1862 80 308 5 1 3/400% 

 

Table 9.14.  Average horses per tax-payer43 

 

Year 
Total 

horses in 
the county 

Slave-
owner 
horses 
owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1857 253 62 25% 12% 
1858 528 235 45% 14% 
1859 338 90 27% 10% 
1860 341 70 21% 6% 
1861 372 53 14% 6% 
1862 388 80 21% 7% 

 

Table 9.15. Percentage of horses owned by slave-owners44 
                                            
 43 Ibid. 
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before many slave-owners left Jack County; that year they declared ten horses to every 

two owned by those with no bondsmen.  The majority of the years of study show that 

the percentage of horses owned stayed around 400 percent more for those who owned 

bondsmen.  During all of the years, the figures show that slave-owners had 

disproportionately higher numbers of horses than non-slave-owners (Table 9.15). 

 Throughout the years, the highest number of horse ranchers was two (Table 

9.16).  One of those men was the aforementioned A. D. Kennard, from Johnson County, 

who had five slaves worth $3,800; 125 horses worth $5,000; and 714 head of cattle 

worth $5,000 in 1858.  Slaves were the single most valuable property on the tax 

records, but  

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 5 
or fewer 
horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
6-19 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
20 or 
more 

horses 

Number of 
slave-
owner 

horses in 
5 or less 

group 

Number 
of slave-
owner 

horses in 
6-19 

group 

1857 0 10 1 0 42 20 
1858 3 11 7 2 92 150 
1859 3 12 3 2 65 143 
1860 5 8 3 0 53 0 
1861 3 8 3 0 53 0 
1862 3 11 2 1 51 29 

 
 

Table 9.16. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of horses45 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                             
 44 Ibid. 
 
 45 Ibid. 
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Kennard’s holdings of livestock far outweighed the value of his bondsmen.  At the end 

of the war, Kennard had twelve slaves worth $10,000, but by then, he also had $22,535 

in livestock.  Like others who used slave labor to raise horses and cattle, at the end of 

the war he lost the value of his bondsmen, but his livestock holdings far exceeded those 

losses.  Kennard thus prospered as a horse rancher in both Jack and Johnson 

County.46 

 Even though sheep were only itemized in two of the years of this study, the same 

evidence shows that slave-owners had disproportionately high holdings (Table 9.17 and 

9.18). In the two years that sheep were recorded in Jack County, three slave-owners  

 

Year 
Slave 
owner 
sheep 

Non slave-
owner 
sheep 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave-

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers/ 

Percentage 
more 

1860 418 354 28 2 26/1,624% 
1861 No Count This Year - 
1862 704 427 41 2 39/2,043% 

 

Table 9.17.  Average number of sheep per person47 

 

declared sheep in 1860; two of them had twenty or more sheep.  In 1862, all six who 

reported sheep owned over twenty head (Table 9.19).  With these numbers, it is 

                                            
 46 Jack County tax records, 1857-1864; Johnson County tax records, 1854-1864. 
 
 47 Jack County tax records, 1857-1864. 
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apparent that sheep herding offered another avenue to profit within the livestock 

business for slave-owners in Jack County.48 

 

Year 
Total sheep 

in the 
county 

Slave-
owner 
sheep 
owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1860 772 418 54% 6% 
1861 No total No - 6% 
1862 1,131 704 62% 7% 

 

Table 9.18.  Percentage of sheep owned by slave-owners49 

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 

sheep 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
19 or 
fewer 
sheep 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
20 or 
more 
sheep 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 
sheep 

in 49 or 
less 

group 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 
sheep 

in 50 or 
plus 

group 
1860 10 1 2 18 400 
1861 No  total - - - 
1862 11 0 6 0 704 

 
 

Table 9.19. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of sheep50 
 
 

 From the very beginning, Jack County was established by those who subscribed 

to the southern way of life.  From the initial organization of the county and the first 

                                            
 48 Ibid. 
 
 49 Ibid. 
 
 50 Ibid. 
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elections, through the Civil War, those who had slaves were held local government 

positions and increased their wealth with slave labor. Despite the fact that slave-owners 

remained the minority in the community, they held a disproportionate amount of all 

forms of personal property.51  Additionally, people like Earhart and Ham prospered in 

out-of-the-ordinary opportunities, such as owning and operating both Butterfield 

Overland stations.    

 When it came time to vote for or against secession on February 23, 1861, Jack 

County returned an overwhelming vote, seventy-six to fourteen, against leaving the 

Union.  This vote was abnormally low when compared with the county's support of the 

southern favorites in the 1860 presidential election, John C. Breckinridge and Joseph 

Lane.  The common explanations for this are that settlers feared a rise in Indian 

depredations if Forts Belknap and Cobb were abandoned by the federal troops, and that 

the low number of thirty-seven slaves in the county in 1860 indicates that plantation 

slavery did not exist in Jack County.  Historian Dale Baum added that Jack and 

Montague counties had “surprisingly strong unionist sentiment” because the region had 

so many settlers from Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio that contemporaries referred to that 

part of the frontier as “Yankee County.”  Baum also stated that Jack County “might have 

                                            
 51 To say the very least, land taxes are a mess in Jack County.  Along with land 
from the Texas Land and Emigration Company, which is sometimes listed and 
sometimes not, the tax assessor added supplements for preempted lands in multiple 
years, and in multiple locations.  The resulting figures that are possible to calculate 
show the same statistics as elsewhere on the northwestern frontier – that slave-owners 
claimed much larger portions of land than their proportion of the taxpaying population.  
But, because the listings are unreliable, land statistics will not be included in this study 
of Jack County. 
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been polled by an unauthorized viva voce procedure or an improper ‘reading out loud’ of 

voters’ ballots.”52   

 Jack County was one of two frontier counties that kept a list of how people voted, 

at least for precinct one.  Out of the sixty-two names, seven, or half, of the slave-owners 

cast a vote (others could have been in precinct two and three, as those names were not 

listed).  Six of the seven wanted to remain in the Union; Berry L. Ham voted to secede.  

The combined total of slaves owned by those who were anti-secession was sixteen, 

which was 48 percent of the slaves in Jack County; Ham’s slaves totaled three.  Slave-

owners who voted against secession owned 414 head of cattle; Ham had 600. The 

horse count was eleven for the Unionists to Ham’s five.  With this information it appears 

that livestock was not a deciding factor in the vote, and neither was support of slavery.  

Had the one supporter of secession been anyone except Ham, a settler with a long 

history of dedication to Texas, the outcome may have been different, but that is purely 

speculation.  With these results it can be said that slave-owners voted for secession by 

86 percent.  Why?53   

 The answer is in the thirty-four non-slave owner’s votes.  Excluding land, twelve 

owned no property, while twenty-two did.  In total, the twenty-two owned fifty-four 

horses and 2,586 head of cattle.  As already discussed, Indian raids generally occurred 

where there was some form of livestock.  All of the slave-owners who voted to stay in 

                                            
 52 Dale Baum, The Shattering of Texas Unionism: Politics in the Lone Star State 
During the Civil War (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Press, 1998), 60-61, 67-68 (first 
quote from 67, second and third quotes from 68); "Jack County," accessed April 2, 
2013, www.jackcounty.org/history/. 
 
 53 Horton, History of Jack County, 15-16. 
 

http://www.jackcounty.org/history/
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the Union, also had livestock.  The idea that frontier voters voted against secession for 

protection from Indian depredations is only half true. Simply put, those who voted to 

stay in the Union were not voting against secession, they were voting for protection for 

their livestock.54 

 As can be seen through all of the actions of the citizens of Jack County, cattle 

was the major motivator.  Every major incident in the early years revolved around 

livestock.  The overwhelming vote for Breckinridge in the presidential election supported 

the use of slaves, and the vote to remain in the Union spoke to the need to protect the 

livestock those slave-owners, and others in the county, depended on for economic 

prosperity.  In this county, where half of the land was located over Ramsdell’s 98th 

meridian, slavery was not needed for plantation agriculture, as slave-owners were too 

busy making money with livestock. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
 54 Ibid. 
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CHAPTER TEN 
PARKER COUNTY: SLAVERY AND LIVESTOCK  

ON A POPULOUS FRONTIER 
 

Parker County is on the eastern side of Charles W. Ramsdell’s division line 

between profitable and unprofitable slavery.  Weatherford, the county seat and 

geographic center of the county, is at 32°40’ north latitude and 97°40’ west longitude 

(Fig. 10.1).   Palo Pinto County is directly to the west, Jack and Wise are counties to the 

north, Tarrant County is on the eastern border, and Johnson County (now Johnson and 

Hood) is on the south.  It was named for Isaac Parker, a soldier in the Texas Revolution, 

a legislature, a cattleman, and slave owner who lived in the neighboring Tarrant County.  

  

 
 

Fig. 10.1. Map of northwestern Texas in 18601 
 
 

The composition of Parker County is much like those of the surrounding counties.  

Its 902 square miles is covered by sandy loam soil, with trees from the Western Cross 

                                            
 1 County Map of Texas with inset map of Galveston Bay and Vicinity 
(Pennsylvania: Samuel Augustus Mitchell, Jr., 1860). 
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Timbers covering a good portion of the northern region.  The eastern and central 

portions consist of prime grazing land, which are part of the Grand Prairie.  Water from 

tributaries of the Trinity River drain into the later part of the county, and the Brazos River 

supplies the southeastern region.  Ranching, and farming products associated with the 

industry, have provided the majority of the agricultural income throughout the county’s 

history.  The large horse industry has been so valuable to the local economy that in the 

1990s Parker County was nicknamed the Cutting Horse Capital of the World.2 

Parker County is important in this study because it was one of the main centers 

of business for the northwestern frontier of Texas during the early years.  As it had a 

greater diversification of business, it is significant to see if slave owners dominate the 

economy, as they do elsewhere.  Will the livestock count still be disproportionately high 

in an area where opportunity for diversification existed? How will the size of the 

population affect the statistics? And did it make any difference if there were more slave 

owners from the inception of the county?   If statistics do follow the pattern, what does 

that imply about counties further east, where cotton was not the major agricultural 

product? 

Parker County was the only county created in Texas in 1855, not long after 

Daniel Waggoner, from Wise County, moved into the region and established the 

Muleshoe Ranch.  Eager to see the region become a county, he drew up the petition 

requesting its formation, and was the first of the 225 people who signed it.  Nine percent 

of those men were slave owners in Parker County, with thirty-two bondsmen between 

them.  From that point on, until the end of the Civil War, slave owners played integral 

                                            
 2 Jeri Echeverria, “Parker County,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed April 
23, 2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcp03. 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hcp03
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roles in city and county government, as well as owning and operating businesses that 

were frequented by residents in the region.3   

The first election was held in early 1856.  Out of the seven who were elected as 

county officials, the sheriff and county commissioner owned slaves.  In subsequent 

elections, community members supported many others who owned bondsmen by 

electing them into a variety of positions of authority.  While they were not the only 

members of the local officiating body, slave-owners filled a disproportionate number of 

important community jobs.  In the first official elections, John W. Curtis became the 

mayor of Weatherford, the county seat, and Joshua Barker was one of the four 

aldermen.  In August 1858, Barker was again elected as sheriff, and William B. Hayes 

and John Parker were commissioners.  In 1860, R. A. Eddleman became a county 

commissioner and A. Y. Simmons a city alderman.  In 1862, J. W. H. Blackwell was 

elected sheriff; J. Gilley and S. H. Puryear became commissioners.  This year also saw 

the beginnings of the Weatherford police force.  Among the first members of this 

organization were slave holders N. R. Wilson, Monroe Upton, William Mosely, Oliver 

Loving, W. Frank Carter, F. Martin Bates, John M. Luckey, and R. E. Creel.  In 1864, S. 

H.  Puryear and Jesse A. Gilley were both elected as county commissioners.4   

                                            
 3 Annie Nicholson Drake, Clear Fork Kinship (Fort Worth: Branch-Smith Printing, 
2005), 33.  Daniel Waggoner and his brother John leased and owned land in Parker 
County, where they rounded up cattle that was to become the basis for the herd in Wise 
County, when Daniel moved there in 1857. See Jerry Wright Jordan, Abstracts of 
Parker County, Texas Pre-emption Land Records 1850-1858 (Maryland: Heritage 
Books, 1988), 183-185; Parker County tax records, 1856-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, 
University of North Texas, Denton, Texas). 
 

4 Henry Smythe, Historical Sketch of Parker County and Weatherford, Texas (St. 
Louis: Louis C. Lavat, 1877), 80; Parker County tax records, 1856-1864; Jno. S. Grace 
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The Whiteman, Parker County’s most popular weekly newspaper by 1860, was 

well known in North Texas for its anti-Indian and pro-Anglo sentiments.  Edited by H. A. 

Hamner and John R. Baylor, it was started in Jacksboro, Jack County but relocated to 

Weatherford after its offices burnt down – supposedly at the hands of abolitionists.  B. L. 

Richey and Alfred Obenchain were the new proprietors when it relocated to 

Weatherford.  Hamner was an outspoken critic of Gov. Sam Houston’s Indian policies 

and a supporter of secession; Baylor was a well-known critic of other races and anyone 

who supported them, as well as a slave owner.  Obenchain owned six bondsmen at the 

time of his death in 1862.  The newspaper had 2,500 subscribers in Parker and the 

other frontier counties in northwestern Texas, which shows support and reflects much 

about the regions’ character at the time.5   

Early county historians make few references to slaves, and they never address 

the facts that slave owners had major roles within the establishment of the county or 

that southern principles guided much of the mindset of the times.  The reason for this 

void is generally stated as a lack of cotton production in the budding years. With the end 

of the Civil War, Parker County and the surrounding area became associated with cattle 

drives and cowboy culture, which was a convenient transition from southern to western 

identity.  Like so many of the other counties in this study, the most obstructive factor in 

                                                                                                                                             
and R. B. Jones, A New History of Parker County (Weatherford: The Democrat, 1906; 
reprinted by Parker County Historical Commission, 1987), 50,132-133, 137,142. 

 
5 Jonathan Hamilton Baker Diary, Oct. 27, 1860, Tarrant County Archives, Fort 

Worth, Texas; David Minor, “Whiteman,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed April 19, 
2013, http://www.tshaonline.org/ handbook/online/articles/eew11; Grace and Jones, A 
New History of Parker County, 68, 123. According to all the written accounts of Parker 
County history, Baylor was a hero for the protection he offered the helpless settlers 
against the Indians. 

 

http://www.tshaonline.org/%20handbook/online/articles/eew11
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retelling the role of slavery is the lack of evidence.  The fiery destruction of three of the 

four court houses erased most of the early documents, including bills of sale, loans on 

slaves, hire-out records, and wills.  Instead, the basic information that is available 

appear to tell a story of how early settlers fought for the Confederacy with seemingly 

nothing to gain.6   

One of the early history books is G. A. Holland’s History of Parker County and 

the Double Log Cabin, which was published in 1937.  It was a proud history of a county 

celebrating its eightieth birthday alongside the state’s hundredth.  When the issue of the 

Civil War was addressed, Holland, who was Weatherford’s mayor at the time, stated 

that “of the 800 men from Parker County who joined the Confederate army, perhaps not 

one was a slave owner. With them the question of slavery was not so much an issue as 

state rights, and for that they fought.”  But pension records for Confederate veterans in 

Parker County show that many of the 655 applications were for former slave owners, 

including Charles Jordan, Weatherford’s second mayor and the owner of a forty-year-

old male and two females, ages thirty-six and ten, in 1860.7   

 Holland’s portrayal of the many men who were willing to fight is one that is 

repeated in other local histories.  The spirit of volunteerism that was exhibited in the 

early years of the war was not necessarily just a willingness to fight for the Confederacy; 

                                            
6 Smythe, Historical Sketch of Parker County and Weatherford, Texas; Grace 

and Jones, A New History of Parker County, 134, 293-295. The final fire of May 13, 
1874 destroyed all of the county records except the surveyor’s plans, county books, 
maps, county tax books, and the official papers belonging to Judge F. A. Leach.  

  
7 G. A. Holland, History of Parker County and the Double Log Cabin 

(Weatherford: The Herald Publishing Company, 1937), quote from 18; Eighth Census of 
the United States, Parker County, Schedule 2 (Slave Inhabitants) (microfilm, Willis 
Library, University of North Texas). 
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instead, sometimes it was a reaction to the conscription law of 1862, which voided 

certain rights such as the ability to choose the unit in which one would serve.  In 

September 1861, Parker County provided nine companies of eighty men, who would 

later serve in Parson’s Brigade.  On March 29, 1862, eighteen days before the draft 

became law, another hundred men volunteered to fill twenty-five positions – an example 

that was heralded by the Austin Texas State Gazette as “The Texas Way of Drafting.”  

While a great many men joined the Confederate army in the early years, suggesting that 

enthusiasm ran high, volunteer numbers fell after the law was in effect.8 

 Before and throughout the war, settlement in Parker County was high when 

compared to surrounding counties (Table 10. 2).  The number of initial slave owners 

suggests that it was a popular location with promise for all settlers. Despite the extreme  

fluctuations in both slave and non-slave owner growth, the consistency of the percent of 

the taxpaying population that are slave holders, and the percent that the slaves 

comprise, are both surprisingly steady.  The drop in population growth in 1857 justifies 

the rise in the percent of the population that were slaves (why the population dropped is 

unclear).   The most notable change is in 1860, when the rate of slave owner growth 

was 63 percent.  This number corresponds with the large loss of slave owner population 

that was recorded in Jack County, during the same year, after the Cambren-Mason 

incident.  

 

                                            
 8 Francelle Pruitt, “We’ve Got to Fight or Die: Early Texas Reaction to the 
Confederate Draft,” East Texas Historical Journal 36 (Spring 1998): 3-8 (quote from 4); 
Echeverria, “Parker County.”  
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Year 

Number 
of 

people 
in the 

tax rolls 

Number 
of slave 
owners 

Number 
of 

slaves 
in tax 

records 

Percent 
of tax-
payers 

that 
were 
slave 

holders 

Pop. 
growth 
as a 

whole 

Non-
slave-
owner 
growth 

Slave-
owner 
growth 

1856 688 54 156 8% N/A N/A N/A 
1857 591 50 189 8% -14% -15% -7% 
1858 648 56 145 9% 10% 9% 12% 
1859 783 59 175 8% 21% 22% 5% 
1860 1038 96 329 9% 33% 30% 63% 
1861 1189 117 378 10% 15% 14% 22% 
1862 1197 116 378 10% 1% 1% -1% 
1863 1239 126 394 10% 4% 3% 9% 
1864 1167 120 384 10% -6% -6% -5% 

 

Table 10.2. Population statistics for Parker County, 1856-18649 

 

 Parker County was not exempt from the world around it.  A long drought and 

constant worry about Indians contributed to the loss of many residents throughout the 

years of this study.  The loss in the number of slave owners, while new ones moved in, 

contributed to the popularity of the institution holding steady instead of growing, as it 

would have done had they remained (Table 10.3).  The records show that the number of 

those who left was in decline until the war began, and then more left each year.  The 

combined total of value lost in slaves from 1857 to 1860 was less than that of 1861, 

when ninety-nine slaves and their owners were not listed in the tax records.  From 1857 

through 1864, 498 slaves and their owners disappeared from Parker County’s tax rolls.  

It is possible that some of those slaves were sold to others in the county but, without 

bills of sale, it is impossible to know how many. This loss represented $299,015 of 

                                            
 9 Parker County tax records, 1856-1864.   
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Year 1857 1858 1859 1860 1861 1862 1863 1864 
Slave 

owners 
that left 

17 12 10 10 26 27 32 31 

Loss of  
Slaves/ 
Value 

43 
$20,21

5 

26 
$15,70

0 

17 
$12,40

0 

17 
$10,55

0 

99 
$65,45

0 

109 
$59,00

0 

94 
$59,70

0 

93 
$56,00

0 
 

Table 10.3.  Slave owners and loss of slave value to the community10 

 

property value in just slaves alone over the years; the loss of livestock would have been 

more than that, which undoubtedly represented serious losses to the county coffers.11 

 Even though people were constantly coming and going, cattle numbers steadily 

increased through the years (Table 10.4).  The only year that reported a decline was 

1857, but with that taken into consideration, the taxpayer population experienced a 70 

percent overall growth during the nine years; the horse numbers grew 440 percent from 

1856 to 1863; cattle increased 164 percent in the same years; and sheep grew 107 

percent in just three years.  Overall, livestock increased 307 percent in nine years, 

which far outpaced the population.12   

 

 

 

                                            
 10 Ibid. 
 
 11 Ibid.   
 
 12 Ibid.   
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Year Number of 
people in 
the tax 

rolls 

Number of 
Horses/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Cattle/Value 

in County 

Number of 
Sheep/Value 

in County 

1856 688 1,061/$60,210 10,945/$90,113 - 
1857 591 1,189/$71,995 9,594/$78,189 - 
1858 648 2,125/$95,461 12,693/$106,413 - 
1859 783 2,460/$152,676 15,818/$121,240 - 
1860 1038 4,222/$226,641 23,712/$181,328 5,611/$18,638 
1861 1189 5,304/$238,615 31,445/$183,646 8,027/$23,857 
1862 1197 5,998/$313,050 31,723/$189,840 10,951/$34,835 
1863 1239 5,730/$436,065 28,933/$208,248 11,628/$47,562 
1864 1167 Total Livestock $611,223 

 

Table 10.4. Total taxpayers and livestock in county13 

 

 As in the surrounding counties, slaves were not owned in large numbers.  The 

only year that a slave owner reported more than fourteen slaves was 1862.  This slave 

owner was C. B. Rider who, along with his nineteen slaves worth $10,300, also 

declared 3,219 acres valued at $11,499; seventy-nine horses, worth $4,519; 577 head 

of cattle, valued at $3,035; and 313 head of sheep at $876.  By 1864, he had decreased 

his slave holdings to two worth $1,000, and his land to 100 acres valued at $600, and 

six acres in Tarrant County worth $400, but his livestock was still high at $6,175.14 

 Out of the three main groups, ownership of one to four slaves was the most 

popular choice (Table 10.5).  On the average, the first category of one to four slaves 

held 123 each year, the second of five to nine had 101, and the third of ten to fourteen 

had forty-eight.  Robert Carson, Oliver Loving, and P. and J. M. Patterson had a three-

                                            
 13 Ibid.   
 
 14 Ibid.   
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way tie for the highest number of slaves in the county for 1864, with thirteen; the other 

years  

 

Year 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

1-4 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

5-9 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

10-14 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

15-19 

Slaves 
owned in 
groups of 

20+ 

Largest 
number of 
slaves by 
one owner 

1856 68 55 33 0 0 12 
1857 76 38 11 0 0 11 
1858 67 57 21 0 0 11 
1859 84 70 21 0 0 11 
1860 132 142 55 0 0 12 
1861 157 134 87 0 0 13 
1862 146 146 67 19 0 19 
1863 185 151 58 0 0 13 
1864 188 115 81 0 0 13 

 

Table 10.5.  Amount of slaves owned within specified groups15 

 

with that number also belonged to Carson.  When Randolph B. Campbell addressed the 

size of slave holdings in Texas, he stated that “those who owned a few slaves found 

them valuable in many ways and hoped to acquire more,” but statistics from Parker and 

the other counties in this region show that slave owners who had the means chose to 

keep their holdings small.  They certainly did not prefer the planter level holdings, which 

supposedly brought wealth and prestige.16   

                                            
 15 Ibid.  
 
 16 Parker County tax records, 1856 -1864; Randolph B. Campbell, Empire for 
Slavery: The Peculiar Institution in Texas, 1821-1865 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State 
Press, 1989), quote from 68-69. 
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There is scant literature concerning the lives of slaves in this region.  Without 

settlers’ observations, it is difficult to conclude how they were treated, but it should be 

recalled that those observations would primarily be from the Anglo point-of-view.  

Looking at Schedule Two of the 1860 census, many slave owners indicated that they 

provided homes for their slaves, but others did not.  Whether these houses were simple 

shelters or houses with floors, windows, and other amenities is not known, neither are 

the living conditions of those slaves without houses provided for them.  Carson provided 

one slave house, but it is probable that many of his fourteen slaves resided in the hotel 

he operated. Others, such as Silas Smith, J. Glaze, J. Patterson, N. Pittillo, C. 

Davenport, Calvin Lynch, R. Gholson, M. White, and S. Robins, provided two or more 

houses for their small slave holdings, indicating that many of Parker County’s slaves 

had a place of their own.17  

As with the majority of counties in this study, most of the slaves recorded in 

Parker County were female (Table 10.6). Women were cheaper to buy than men and 

the simple fact that they had, or could have, children made them a wise long term 

investment for small slave owners.  Historian Fredric Bancroft noted: “As soon as a man  

 

Slaves 13 and under 14 and older Total amount 
Males 51 50 101 

Females 59 62 121 
 

Table 10.6. Breakdown of age and gender of slaves in the 1860 census18 

                                            
17 Eighth Census of the United States, Parker County, Schedule 2 (Slave 

Inhabitants). 
 

 18 Ibid. 
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had the money he bought a girl, and before many years she had a family that was worth 

$10,000.”  Along with raising children – their own and their owner’s – the slave women 

ended up working in the fields, tending the family garden, and doing domestic chores.  

Bancroft also wrote that children were bought for speculation purposes, which explains 

the high numbers of slaves under thirteen years old, and the willingness of many 

families to own slaves who were still infants.19 

 One clue that leads to understanding how slaves were treated is the fact that 

some ran away from Parker County.  An advertisement from E. R. Lloyd in 1856 

requested the return of John, who had made his escape on a “red roam horse with a 

black mane[sic] and tail” (Fig. 10.7).  Lloyd did not report his taxes in Parker County or 

the surrounding area after 1856, so it is not known if anyone claimed the fifty dollar 

reward for John’s return, or how well Lloyd fared without him.20  

   

                                            
19 Eighth Census of the United States, Parker County, Schedule 2 (Slave 

Inhabitants); Parker County tax records, 1856-1864; Frederic Bancroft, Slave-Trading in 
the Old South (Baltimore: J. H. Furst Company, 1931), 87, 357 (quote from 357); Ira 
Berlin, Generations of Captivity: A History of African-American Slaves (Belknap Press: 
Cambridge, 2003), 169, 226. 

 
 20 Dallas Weekly Herald, June 14, 1856; Parker County tax records, 1856-1864. 
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Fig. 10.7. Advertisement for John, a runaway slave21 
 
 

 Fugitive slaves were listed in the 1860 census, but the markings in the Schedule 

One from Parker County is questionable.  The census taker made marks on the edge of 

the “Fugitive from the State” column next to many of the slaves, but the marks’ 

placement is not clean enough to conclusively deduce that they were fugitives.  Robert 

Carson’s holdings are an example of why, as eleven of his twelve slaves have a mark 

by them, but the thirty-year-old male slave does not (Fig. 10.8).  It is absurd that a large 

group of slaves, aged from forty to three years old, all fled without being apprehended, 

and it should also be noted that Carson  continued to pay taxes on them until the end of 

the war.  Why would a man pay taxes on property, indeed the most expensive of 

property, he no longer had?  One year, perhaps, multiple years, it is highly doubtful.  

What is more probable is that the census taker was double checking those listed.22 

                                            
 21 Dallas Weekly Herald, June 14, 1856. 
 
 22 Eighth Census of the United States, Parker County, Schedule 1 (Free 
Inhabitants). 
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Fig. 10.8. Robert Carson’s slaves on the 1860 Schedule Two23 

 

 There is evidence other than bills of sale that slaves were sold in Parker County.  

Two sales are recorded in the “Day Book” of Henry Maxwell, who moved from Collin 

County in 1858.  Before he relocated, Maxwell wrote that he “sold a black girl to Mrs. 

Magaria” on February 21, 1858.   Two years after he set up housekeeping on Onion 

Creek in Parker County, he bought a slave from a Mr. “Willson” [sic] on December 25 

(Christmas Day), 1861. Wilson did not report owning any slaves at that time, but Mary 

Wilson did.  In 1860 she reported eight slaves on her taxes but the following year she 

only had three, which suggests Maxwell was not the only one to buy a slave from the 

Wilsons that year.  Another record in Maxwell’s day book is when he sold a slave to his 

neighbor E. R. Dillingham on February 27th, 1862.  It is not known if it was the same 

slave that he bought from Wilson just two months earlier, how much money was 

                                            
 23 Eighth Census of the United States, Parker County, Schedule 2 (Slave 
Inhabitants). 
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exchanged in the deals, or whether the slaves were males or females.  The only thing 

that is known is that slaves were being sold and that Maxwell reported the transactions 

no differently than he recorded livestock sales.24 

The other account comes from the will of J. L. Edwards.  Of all of the legal 

records that were destroyed in the court house fires, the only one that survived 

concerns a petition to sell a slave (which raises the question of how many more were 

destroyed).  The “negro boy” belonged to Eliza and her deceased husband, J. L. 

Edwards.  Supporting the views of Campbell, who proposed that bondsmen “functioned 

as a highly liquid form of capital,” the documents tell how the young slave was 

purchased for $700 dollars by both parties - $300 from their community property and 

$400 from Eliza – and how he was now valued at $1,400.  The request was that he be 

sold at the public sale on May 1, 1860, at Weatherford’s courthouse to pay back the 

money she had invested and to help replace other money owed to her.   As Eliza shows 

up in the tax records for the following year (as the new Mrs. Hedrick), with one slave 

less than the year before, it can only be assumed that his request was granted.25     

 Slave owners’ taxes show that at least 83 percent of them declared some form of 

livestock (Table 10.9).  The lowest of these years was 1856 and the highest was 1860, 

which, as already stated, corresponds with the loss of slave owners in Jack County.  

                                            
 24 Mary Maxwell, Ed. and Compiler, Day Book of Henry Maxwell from 1853-1860, 
Collin County, Texas to Parker County, Texas (N.p., n.d.), 81 (December 25, 1861 and 
February 27th, 1862) [located at the Weatherford Public Library]. 
  

25 Campbell, An Empire for Slavery, 92; “Eliza Edwards vs. Chief Justice of 
Parker County, Petition Sale of Property,” and “Petition for the sale of Negro boy 
belonging to estate of J.L. Edwards Dec’d.,” Probate Case Papers, 1860 (Case #53, 
Microfilm Reel #1548860), Special Collections, University of Texas at Arlington. 
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The overall average also shows that 89 percent of slave owners had livestock from 

1859 to 1864. This statistic is within the same range as the other counties in the study 

(87 to 100 percent), which shows that, even in an area where opportunity for diversity 

existed, slave owners chose to participate in the livestock industry.26   

 

Year Slave 
owners 

Slave owners 
with livestock 

Slave owners 
without livestock 

Percent of slave 
owners with 

livestock 
1856 54 45 9 83% 
1857 50 44 6 88% 
1858 56 48 8 86% 
1859 59 54 5 92% 
1860 96 89 7 93% 
1861 117 105 12 90% 
1862 116 103 13 89% 
1863 126 111 15 88% 
1864 120 110 10 92% 

 

Table 10.9. Slave owners who own livestock27 
 
 

 Those with bondsmen consistently declared a disproportionately larger 

percentage of cattle than those without (Table 10.10).  The highest year was the first, 

which suggests that Parker County was conducive to economic opportunities.  The 

second highest total was the final year of the war, but that total is for all livestock in the 

county, not just cattle.  The rise in 1860 is more verification that those who left Jack 

County in 1859, moved with their cattle to Parker County.28  

                                            
 26 Parker County tax records, 1856 -1864.   
 
 27 Ibid.   
 
 28 Ibid.   
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Year 
Total 
cattle 

owned 

Slave-
owner cattle 

owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1856 10,945 3526 32% 8% 
1857 9,594 2104 22% 8% 
1858 12,693 2465 19% 9% 
1859 15,818 3258 21% 8% 
1860 23,712 5394 23% 9% 
1861 31,445 5727 18% 10% 
1862 31,723 7180 23% 10% 
1863 28,933 6620 23% 10% 
1864 $611,223 $170,860 28% 10% 

 

Table 10.10.  Breakdown of cattle ownership29  

 

 The difference in the average size of slave owner and non-slave owner’s  

herds further demonstrates the success of those with bondsmen and women (Table 

10.11).  The largest inequality is the first year, when 442 percent more cattle was 

declared by those with slaves, which further suggests that this area was highly desirous 

for those who made their living in the cattle industry using slave labor.  Through the 

years the gap narrowed, but it never came close to disappearing.30 While there were 

significant numbers of cattle in smaller groups, the preferred choice was 100 head or 

more (Table 10.12).  Slavery that is tied to market agriculture has always focused on 

those who own twenty slaves or more, but these slave owners in the livestock industry 

were more intent on having larger herds with minimal slaves to work them; the growth of 

the number of 

                                            
 29 Ibid.   
 
 30 Ibid.   
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Year 
Slave 
owner 
cattle 

Non slave-
owner 
cattle 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave-

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers/ 

Percentage 
more 

1856 3526 7,419 65 12 54/442% 
1857 2104 7,490 42 14 28/200% 
1858 2465 10,228 44 17 27/159% 
1859 3258 12,560 55 17 38/224% 
1860 5394 18,318 56 19 37/195% 
1861 5727 25,718 49 24 25/104% 
1862 7180 24,543 62 23 39/170% 
1863 6620 22,313 53 20 32/165% 

 

Table 10.11.  Average cattle per tax-payer31 

 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
10 or 
fewer 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
11-49 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
50-99 
cattle 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
100+ 
cattle 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
99 or 
less 

group 

Number 
of 

slave-
owner 

cattle in 
100 or 
plus 

group 
1856 14 6 18 7 9 946 2580 
1857 9 7 21 6 7 960 1144 
1858 13 7 23 4 9 929 1536 
1859 12 6 22 11 8 1368 1890 
1860 24 19 22 11 20 1335 4059 
1861 22 26 41 12 16 2089 3638 
1862 31 8 46 15 16 2308 4872 
1863 31 18 45 14 18 2272 4348 

 

Table 10.12. Number of slave-owners who own a designated number of cattle32 

 

                                            
 31 Ibid.   
 
 32 Ibid. 
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cattle ranchers supports this assertion.  The anomaly in the number of ranchers in 1860 

correlates with the large number of cattle owned by slave owners, the rise in slave 

owner growth in Parker County, and the higher number of owners who claimed five to 

nine slaves.33  

 The trail originated around Stephens County, went into Louisiana to Mason 

Bayou and then Joe’s Bayou, and on to Lake Washington (Fig. 10.13). The exact date, 

or duration of the trip, is unknown, but Middleton recalled that he “camped fourteen 

miles above Delhi the night before it was burned” and that they could hear the cannon in  

 

 
 

Fig. 10.13. Approximate route of John W. Middleton’s cattle drive34 

 

the First Battle of Vicksburg from Joe’s Bayou.  This puts the drive around May 1863. 

The trip was a little over 1,000 miles, for which Middleton was paid a daily sum of two 

                                            
 33 Ibid.   
 
 

34  Route drawn by author using information from Middleton, History of the 
Regulators and Moderators. 
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dollars a day, as well as the profit on forty of his own steers.  A total of one hundred and 

six beeves were sold at Lake Washington, after Federal forces left on their way to 

Arkansas Post; there is no mention of the price they brought.35   

 Several things can be observed from Middleton’s account.  His memoir is very 

detailed.  Among the many recollections he recorded, aside from the many different 

events of the Shelby County “war,” are Indian attacks on the frontier after he relocated 

to Parker County.  Two things stand out about these Indian attacks: Almost every 

incident revolved around horse or cattle theft, or the Anglo settlers instigating trouble.  

When it comes to the cattle drive, he did not mention that it was the first, second, or 

even an early drive from that location.  He also did not mention that it was his first, 

second, or last drive.  Had it not been a common occurrence to drive cattle from the 

region, it is probable that he would have taken the time to point that out, but he did not; 

instead, he recorded it much like any other event that regularly took place from Texas’s 

northwestern frontier.  One other thing of note is that a herd of a little over one hundred 

cows was worth driving more than 1,000 miles into potential enemy territory.  This alone 

speaks volumes as to the profit to be gained with cattle.36 

 A study of Parker County’s cattlemen would not be complete without Oliver 

Loving, the “Dean of the Texas Trail Drivers.”  Loving, his wife Susan and their children, 

and his extended family, moved to Texas from Kentucky in early 1845.  Their journey 

took them overland to New Orleans, and then up the rivers to Shreveport.   They 

                                            
 35 Middleton, History of the Regulators and Moderators, quote from 39: “Delhi, 
Louisiana,” accessed February 4, 2013, http://www.princeton.edu/~achaney/tmve/ 
wiki100k/docs/Delhi,_Louisiana.html. 
 
 36 Middleton, History of the Regulators and Moderators, 39-40. 
 

http://www.princeton.edu/~achaney/tmve/%20wiki100k/docs/Delhi,_Louisiana.html
http://www.princeton.edu/~achaney/tmve/%20wiki100k/docs/Delhi,_Louisiana.html
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stopped in Lamar County, Texas, for about a year and then moved to Collin County, 

where, in 1850, he was listed with Susan, eight children, one slave, and property worth 

$1,740.  While in Collin County he worked as a freighter and made multiple trips to 

Jefferson, Houston, Fort Worth, and Fort Belknap.  In 1855, they moved to Palo Pinto 

County, where he was listed as a “trader” living in Pleasant Valley, with his wife and five 

of their children, and eight slaves.37   

 In August, 1857, Loving sent his son William and their neighbor John Durkee to 

Illinois via the Shawnee Trail.  Profit from that first drive was $5,000 for 139 head of 

cattle (Fig. 10.14).  In 1858, Oliver Loving and  Durkee returned to Illinois, and Loving 

also drove herds to Shreveport, Alexandria, and New Orleans.  This was also the year 

that Loving, and others began to invest heavily in the horse industry.  They traveled to  

 Mexico, where they purchased horses for ten dollars per head and then drove them 

back to Parker and other counties in the area, where they were valued at more than fifty 

dollars each.  His taxes reflect his activity with both cattle and horse amounts (Fig. 

10.15).38   

 

                                            
 37 Seymour V. Connor, The Peters Colony of Texas: A History and Biographical 
Sketches of the Early Settlers (Austin: Texas State Historical Association, 1959), 105, 
316. Loving was one of the thirty-one families of the Peters Colony who owned a slave 
(out of which sixty-one percent were small slave holders of three slaves or less). See 
Dexter Sammons, “Oliver Loving,” (n.d, n.p.) [at Weatherford Public Library, 
Weatherford, Texas]; Eighth Census of the United States, Palo Pinto County, Schedule 
1 (Free Inhabitants); Eighth Census of the United States, Palo Pinto County, Schedule 2 
(Slave Inhabitants). 
 
 38 J. Evetts Haley, Charles Goodnight, Cowman & Plainsman (Norman: 
University of Oklahoma Press, 1949), 20; Mary Kemp, Judy James and Pam Tarpley, 
Parker County Legends: Trail Bosses and Wild Hosses (Weatherford, Texas: Nebo 
Valley Press, 2007), 20-25. 
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Fig. 10.14. Routes of Loving’s 1857 and 1858 cattle drives north39 
 
 

 On an 1860 drive to Colorado with John Dawson and Joel Curtis, Loving ended 

up in jail after someone hoisted a Confederate flag over a Denver hotel.  Officials found 

out that Loving had the proceeds from a sale of 1,000 head of cattle, and they kept him  

imprisoned for months rather than let him return to the Confederate South with 

money.Intervention by Lucien Maxwell (who later sold land to John Dawson from 

Stephens County), Kit Carson, and others finally convinced the Denver authorities to 

release him.  Disguised as a poor man to avoid being robbed, Loving travelled with his 

gold dust hidden under the wagon seat.40 

 

 
                                            
 39 “Map of Oliver Loving’s Early Cattle Drives,” Doss Heritage Center, 
Weatherford, Texas. 
 
 40 Kemp, James, and Tarpley, Parker County Legends, 26. 
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Year Land/ 
Value 

Slaves/ 
Value 

Horses/ 
Value 

Cattle/ 
Value 

Sheep/ 
Value 

LIOC/ 
Value/ 

Location 
1856  

Parker - 4/ 
$2,100 

6/ 
$300 

164/ 
$1,400 - - 

1857  
Palo Pinto 

640/ 
$1,250 

4/ 
$2,500 

15/ 
$750 

262/ 
$1,770 - - 

1858 
Palo Pinto 

640/ 
$1,280 

4/ 
$3,800 

30/ 
$1,200 

400/ 
$2,700 - - 

1859 
Palo Pinto - 5/ 

$4,000 
100/ 

$5,000 
400/ 

$2,400 - - 

1860 
Palo Pinto 

320/ 
$640 

5/ 
$,3000 

130/ 
$2,500 

$1,500/ 
$18,250 - - 

1861 
Parker - 7/ 

$5,000 
2/ 

$250 - 45/ 
$157 - 

1861  
Palo Pinto 

320/ 
$640 - - 200/ 

$1,000 - - 

1862  
Parker 

40/ 
$200 

8/ 
$3,300 

178/ 
$7,120 - 48/ 

$144 

2,000/ 
$2,640/ 

Palo Pinto 

1863  
Parker 

220/ 
$1,440 

7/ 
$5,000 2/$400 10/$300 - 

2,000/ 
$2,640/ 

Palo Pinto 
1863 

Palo Pinto 
320/ 
$640 - Other 

property $2,964 - - 

1864 Parker 960/ 
$2,350 

13/ 
$7,750 Livestock $1,495 - - 

1864 Tarrant - - Livestock $10,000 - - 
 

Table 10.15. Oliver Loving’s property taxes41 

 

 When he returned home, on August 9, 1861, Susan and the children were gone.  

A neighbor, Henry Belding, whose wife had died at the Loving home in 1860, had taken 

them to Parker County for safety from Indian attacks.  Shortly thereafter, Loving wrote to 

Gov. Francis R. Lubbock to propose the formation of an expedition to the Arkansas 
                                            
 41 Parker County tax records, 1856-1864; Palo Pinto County tax records, 1857-
1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas);Tarrant County tax records, 
1849-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of North Texas). 
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River.  The purpose was to destroy Comanche Indians he saw on his return trip, who 

were “fed by the U. S. Posts at Fort Adams… and Fort Bent,” and who had some “four 

or five thousand horses that have been stolen from Texas.”42   

 Loving’s support for the Confederacy included serving, and becoming chairman, 

on the Vigilance Committee of Parker County, which was assembled to monitor 

suspicious and disloyal behavior. The members reviewed only one incident, which 

involved James M. Luckey, A. F. Corning, and David O. Norton.  Corning and Norton 

had all charges dropped against them, but Luckey did not fare so well and new charges 

were issued against him.  At the time, Luckey was in Bell County and so Deputy Sheriff 

George Brooks went to arrest and bring him back to Parker County.  When they were 

within a mile from Weatherford, three men attacked and left with Luckey, who was found 

hanged the next day.  Luckey was certainly not the only person to face the noose in 

Texas during the war, or the only person to suffer because of the war, but his story is 

often told as an example of the loyalty Parker County residents displayed in their 

support of the Confederate cause.43    

                                            
 42 “Memoirs of Henry Belding,” West Texas Historical Association Year Book, 29 
(October, 1953): 87-88.  Belding mentioned that he would not leave the frontier because 
“all I had was invested in cattle and they were scattered from Red River to the Rio 
Grande River.” (p. 95); O. Loving to F. R. Lubbock, 1862, Texas Indian Papers of Texas 
and the Southwest eds. Winfrey Dorman and James M. Day, 5 vols. (Austin: Texas 
State Historical Association, 1995), 4:67-69 (first and second quote from 67). 
 
 43 Grace and Jones, A New History of Parker County, 141; For more information 
see Richard B. McCaslin, Tainted Breeze: The Great Hanging at Gainesville, 1862 
(Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Press, 1994). 
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 Horse activity in the county noticeably increased after Loving’s trip to Mexico in 

1859 (Table 10.16).  From that time forward, Parker County had the highest number of 

horses among the counties in the region, except for the more heavily populated Tarrant  

County.  As with cattle, slave owners held disproportionately high numbers, which 

peaked in 1863.  As livestock was not itemized in the 1864 property taxes, it is 

impossible to know if the numbers would have increased further, but there is no 

indication that it would have dropped.44   

 

Year 
Total 

horses 
owned 

Slave-
owner 
horses 
owned 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1856 1061 248 23% 8% 
1857 1189 189 16% 8% 
1858 2125 289 14% 9% 
1859 2740 541 20% 8% 
1860 4222 930 22% 9% 
1861 5304 1059 20% 10% 
1862 5998 1352 23% 10% 
1863 5730 1929 34% 10% 

 

Table 10.16. Horses owned by slave-owners45 
 
 

 The number of horse ranchers correlates with the introduction of horses into the 

county (Table 10.17).  There are twice as many ranchers in 1859 as there were in 1858,  

                                            
 44 Parker County tax records, 1856-1864. 
 
 45 Ibid. 
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and by 1860, the number doubled again. This is also seen in the number of horses 

owned in groups of less than twenty before 1859.  Up until that point, this was the most 

popular group and consistently contained more horses; after 1859 the reverse is true 

and gave no reason to believe it would return to the previous situation.  The most 

popular choice throughout the years was for slave holders to own five or less horses.46 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 10.17. Number of slave owners who own a designated number of horses47 

 
 

 When further analyzed, the statistics show the absolute differences in slave 

owners’ holdings (Table 10.18).  The lowest was 100 percent and the highest was 400 

percent, indicating that those tax payers with slaves not only chose to have more 

horses, but that slave labor was an advantage to those who had horses.  Over the 

                                            
 46 Ibid. 
 
 47 Ibid. 
 

Year 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
zero 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 5 
or fewer 
horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
6-19 

horses 

Slave-
owners 

who 
owned 
20 or 
more 

horses 

Number of 
slave-
owner 

horses in 
19 or less 

group 

Number 
of slave-
owner 

horses in 
20 or 
more 
group 

1856 11 32 6 2 142 106 
1857 11 32 5 2 148 41 
1858 8 33 9 3 179 110 
1859 33 25 20 6 269 272 
1860 18 46 26 12 357 573 
1861 30 48 35 15 454 605 
1862 15 42 37 17 505 847 
1863 11 49 41 15 568 1361 
1864 Not itemized     
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course of the nine years, the growth in the average number of horses in both groups 

was an equal proportion of 200 percent, which suggests that both groups prospered 

equally according to their means.48 

 

Year 
Slave 
owner 
horses 

Non slave-
owner 
horses 

Average 
number 

owned per 
slave owner 

Average 
number 

owned per 
non-slave-

owner 

Difference 
absolute 
numbers/ 

Percentage 
more 

1856 248 768 5 1 4/400% 
1857 189 935 4 2 2/100% 
1858 289 1199 5 2 3/150.00% 
1859 541 2199 9 3 6/200.00% 
1860 930 3081 10 3 7/233.33% 
1861 1059 4245 9 4 5/125.00% 
1862 1352 4646 12 4 8/200.00% 
1863 1929 3801 15 3 12/400.00% 

 

Table 10.18. Average horses per tax-payer49 
  

 An example of a slave owner’s prosperity in the horse industry is found with 

Henry Maxwell, who was born in Washington County, Arkansas in 1811 but moved to 

Parker County before the beginning of the war.  In 1846, he and his family migrated to 

Texas and, with a grant from the Peter’s Colony, were some of the first settlers in Collin 

County.  While there, he started a journal which details the everyday life of men 

involved in the livestock business. 50 

                                            
 48 Ibid. 
 
 49 Ibid.   
 
 50 Maxwell, Day Book of Henry Maxwell, foreword. 
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 His activity was constant.  Not only did he and his hands, which included slaves, 

constantly slaughter and prepare the meat from cattle and sheep, but he continuously 

hunted, bought, sold, and moved livestock around.  His animal management skills 

included planting and maintaining Bois D’Arc fences to separate and protect his 

animals; castrating all forms of livestock; exchanging bulls (at one point he had a 

Durham) for better breeding; shearing his sheep; and having his horses shod.  Maxwell 

was a tobacco user who bought one large supply from Loving in May 1854, and he was 

active religiously, politically, and generally in all matters of being a good neighbor (which 

included digging graves).  Along with attending speeches of political candidates, 

including Sam Houston, he voted for John C. Breckinridge and Joseph Lane, and on 

February 23, 1861, he voted for secession. 51    

 Before Maxwell moved to Onion Creek in Parker County in 1858, he trailed cattle 

to various places including Sevier County, Arkansas, and Shreveport, Louisiana – the 

trip to Shreveport took two weeks, which included driving cattle there and driving 100 

head of sheep back.  When he moved to Parker County, Maxwell recorded constant 

activity between livestock owners, including his neighbor, the aforementioned John W. 

Middleton.  Along with others, Maxwell was present at the formation of a stock-raisers’ 

organization that met monthly beginning on July 16, 1860.52   

 Two entries in Maxwell’s Day Book explain another market for livestock, which is 

rarely mentioned by others.  On January 30, 1860, he wrote that he was preparing for a 

                                            
 51 Maxwell, Day Book of Henry Maxwell, 1-24, 73, 122. 
 
 52 Maxwell, Day Book of Henry Maxwell, 48. 
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“trip to the Nation” and a week later, March 7, 1860, that he had also “bought…50 hedd 

[sic] of horses…of Harmon Mickel atraider [sic] in the Chocktaw [N]ation.”  Ranchers  

 

Year Land/ 
Value 

Slaves 
owned/ 
Value 

Horses 
Owned/ 
Value 

Cattle owned/ 
Value 

Sheep 
owned/ 
Value 

1860 140/$640 1/$1,400 22/$1,320 550/$3,575  
1861 160/$640 1/$1,000 66/$1,980 856/$4,370 23/$69 
1862 365/$1,145 1/$1,000 34/$1,700 1,004/$5,400 340/$1,020 
1863 367/$1,460 1/$1,200 38/$2,280 1,204/$7,320 400/$1,600 
1864 265/$1,400 1/$1,200 Total $10,735  

 

Table 10.19. Henry Maxwell’s property taxes53 

 

were not only trading with white markets, but also the Indians.  Maxwell’s taxes reflect 

the purchase of the horses, but do not come close to representing the amount of 

extensive trading he conducted with his livestock (Table 10.19).  His journal is a perfect 

example of how cattle values on county taxes do not come close to accurately depicting 

the actual worth of livestock.54  

 Cattle and horses were not the only livestock of value.  The percentages of 

sheep declared by the smallest portion of the tax-paying population is also significantly 

high, especially 1863 (Table  10.20). The number of sheep ranchers who owned slaves 

in Parker County supports the theory that slavery was beneficial to those who 

participated in this industry (Table 10.21). The high number of sheep in the counties 

 

                                            
 53 Parker County tax records, 1856-1864. 
 
 54 Maxwell, Day Book of Henry Maxwell, 48, 76, 117. 
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Year Total 
sheep 

Slave-
owner 
sheep 

Percent 
owned by 

slave-
owners 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 
1860 5611 1628 29% 9% 
1861 8027 2943 37% 10% 
1862 10951 4245 39% 10% 
1863 11628 6620 57% 9% 

 

Table  10.20. Percent of sheep owned by slave-owners55 
 
 

directly to the north and south of Parker County (Denton and Johnson), suggests that all 

three locations were involved in market production of both wool and meat, however, the 

number of slave owners who chose to have no sheep indicates that cattle and horses 

were more lucrative.56 

 

Year 
Slave-owners 
who owned 
zero sheep 

Slave-
owners who 
owned less 

than 20 
sheep 

Slave-
owners who 

owned 
20+ sheep 

Sheep 
19  

and 
under 

Sheep 
20  

and over 
 

1860 81 3 12 21 1607 
1861 94 6 17 67 2876 
1862 82 6 28 35 4210 
1863 88 8 30 35 3541 

 

Table 10.21. Number of slave-owner sheep owned in groups57 
 
 

                                            
 55 Parker County tax records, 1856-1864. 
 
 56 Ibid. 
 
 57 Ibid. 
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 Land totals for the county show the same pattern as in the other counties in the 

study.  There is no indication as to why no land was recorded for slave owners in 1857,  

especially since it was recorded for non-slave owners, and that land totals amongst 

slave owners were often identical in 1856 and 1858.  Other than that year, slave holders 

declared disproportionate ownership of land both in and out of the county (Table 10.22).  

 

Year Less than 
320 

acres/Value 

321-640 
acres/ 
Value 

641-960 
acres/ 
Value 

961+ 
acres/ 
Value 

County 
land 

owned 
by 

slave 
owners 

Percent 
of pop. 
that are 
slave 

holders 

Percent 
of LIOC 

by 
slave 

owners 

1856 3,760/ 
$3,780 0/0 0/0 3,724/ 

$3,724 13% 8% 18% 

1857 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0 8% 20% 
1858 1,010/ 

$4,660 
640/ 

$2,560 0/0 0/0 14% 9% 18% 

1859 1,490/ 
$5,870 0/0 3,463/ 

$11,730 0/0 26% 8% 25% 

1860 8,112/ 
$40,240 

4,391/ 
$17,320 0/0 1,018/ 

$1,397 31% 9% 33% 

1861 11,123/ 
$49,032 

6349/ 
$24,348 0/0 3,144/ 

$13,856 19% 10% 26% 

1862 10,147/ 
$39,002 

7,015/ 
$ 24,825 

4,153/ 
$ 15,266 

16,517/ 
$34,042 22% 10% 22% 

1863 11,984/ 
$58,514 

9,390/ 
$ 34,625 

4,807/ 
$ 13,505 

15556/ 
$16,795 28% 10% 40% 

186458 10,393/ 
$49,070 

6,887/ 
$ 27,075 

7,650/ 
$ 24,398 

8726/ 
$12,935 25% 10% 37% 

 

Table  10.22. Land ownership of slave-owners59 

                                            
 58  Totals are as close to correct as possible.  The tax assessor did not record the 
number of acres owned by several individuals but did record a total.  That value was 
omitted in the totals as it could not be conclusively assigned. 
 
 59 Parker County, 1856-1864. LIOC is Land owned in other counties.  
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 In the 1861 and 1862 tax records, J. C. Rushing, a slave owner, is listed 

with an enormous amount of land.  The explanation for this can be found in “An Act for 

the Sequestration of the Estate, Property and Effects of Alien Enemies, and for the 

Indemnity of Citizens of the Confederate States and Persons Aiding the Same in the 

Existing War with the United States,” which was passed by the Confederate Congress 

on September 2, 1861.  This law stated that any “lands, tenements and hereditaments, 

goods and chattels, rights and credits within these Confederate States, and every right  

and interest therein held, owned, possessed or enjoyed by of for any alien enemy, since 

the twenty-first day of May, 1861, except such debts due to an alien enemy” was 

subject to confiscation or seizure if located within the Confederacy.  Not only did it 

become the duty of all citizens to turn in those who were suspect, but if they did not they 

could be imprisoned for six months or longer, and fined up to $5,000.  A receiver for 

each section of the state was to be appointed by the Confederate judge from said 

section, and he was to take possession of suspect property, through court orders, by 

whatever means necessary.  Other property could stay in the hands of the alien owner, 

but any dividends, rents, or profits derived from the confiscated property after May 21, 

1861, was to be turned over to the receiver.  Finally, the receiver had to make frequent 

reports to the court that included an accurate account of all activity.  At the order of the 

court, all property – except slaves – could be sold.  The receiver was paid his expenses 

plus 2.5 percent of all sales, with a cap of $5,000 per annum.  When compared to the 

monthly salary of $12 - $15 soldiers were earning, this was the job to have. 60  

                                            
 60 Richmond Daily Dispatch, September 3, 1861,  
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 Rushing first appeared in the Parker County tax records in 1858 but did not 

record ownership of a slave until 1862, when he was listed as the “Receiver for the C. 

States of America.”  The following year he owned two slaves.  Among the 113,165 

acres of confiscated property in 1862, the largest amounts listed under Rushing were 

54,773 acres under the original grantee name of David G. Burnet, and 48,730 acres 

registered to the Texan Emigration and Land Company.  Confiscated land almost tripled 

the following year to 326,256 acres, of which the majority was attributed to the Texan 

Emigration and Land Company.61   

 The land with Burnet’s name on it was five different plots in Knox County.  Burnet 

was a speculator, but whether the land still belonged to him at the time is unknown.  

What is known is that Burnett, ad interim president of the Republic of Texas from March 

17 to October 22, 1836, opposed secession but supported the Confederacy during the 

war after his son joined the Confederate army; it is most probable that the land had 

been sold to someone less committed to the Southern war effort.  The Texan 

Emigration and Land Company (TELC) was formed on October 15, 1844, from what 

was left of the failed Peter’s Colony.  Based in England, the TELC was “established 

upon Anti-Slavery Principles.”  A brochure produced by them plainly announced that “if 

supplied in sufficient quantity, free labour, from its greater cheapness, supplants and in 

time supersedes slave labour” and that it was the mission of the company to pursue the 

abolition of slavery in Texas.  This was certainly contrary to the mission of the 

Confederacy, and this may have resulted in confiscation as prescribed by the law.  Land 

                                            
 61 Parker County tax records, 1856-1864. 
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in Young, Jack, Throckmorton, and Baylor counties was listed.62 Missing records 

obscure much of the story behind this shift in landholdings, but one thing is clear: 

slavery, and efforts to defend it, reshaped landholdings in Parker County, very likely to 

the benefit of slaveholders such as Rushing.  

 The purpose of this chapter was to see if the same statistical result in the other 

counties on the northwestern Texas frontier would appear in one that had a higher 

population and a greater opportunity for diversification of business. The results show 

that slave owners continued to claim disproportionately high amounts of livestock and 

land when compared with those settlers who did not own slaves. Diversification 

opportunities were there, but slave owners continued to actively participate in the 

livestock industry.  With this information, there is no reason to believe that in counties 

where a cotton economy did not exist, that the results would be any different.    

To close the study of Parker County, it is interesting to revisit Loving and 

Maxwell.  Loyalty left Loving cash poor after the war.  He supplied cattle to the 

Confederate government all along the Mississippi River and was promised well over 

$100,000 in Confederate money for his stock, but after the war this currency was 

worthless.  In late 1865, Loving and Charles Goodnight drove a large herd of cattle 

down the old Butterfield Stagecoach route, up through New Mexico via Pope’s 

                                            
 62 Margaret Swett Henson, “Burnet, David Gouverneur,” Handbook of Texas 
Online, accessed April 29, 2013, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fbu46; Richmond Daily Dispatch, 
September 3, 1861; Randolph B. Campbell, Gone to Texas: A History of the Lone Star 
State (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 273, 275, 474; Harry E. Wade, “Peters 
Colony,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed December 17, 2012, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/uep02; “Texan land and Emigration 
Company Literature, circa 1840,” Texas State Library and Archives Commission, 
accessed December 18, 2012, 
https://www.tsl.state.tx.us/exhibits/annexation/part2/txland_and_emigration_1.html. 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fbu46
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/uep02
https://www.tsl.state.tx.us/exhibits/annexation/part2/txland_and_emigration_1.html
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Crossing, then on to Colorado and beyond.  Loving died at Fort Sumner on September 

25, 1867, from wounds inflicted by Indians on another drive with Goodnight.  His body 

was returned to Weatherford, Parker County, where he is buried across from Bose 

Ikard, once a slave of Isabella and Milton Ikard, and a respected trail hand for both 

Loving and Goodnight.63 

Maxwell’s story also ends with a twist.  He participated in many expeditions 

against the Indians around the northwestern region, but he also traded livestock and 

money with them in the north.  In 1865, he and his son-in-law, Jack Joyce, a slave and 

cattle rancher from Fort Worth, were hunting when they came upon some Indians.  

Weapons were fired, arrows were released, and at the end of it Maxwell was mortally 

wounded by a flint arrow.  The two men rode towards home, and Joyce ran to the house 

to get help.  He returned with Lewis, Maxwell’s former slave, who carried his ex-owner 

back to the cabin, where he died from his wounds.64  

 Former slaves Lewis Maxwell and Bose Ikard both went on to own land and 

property of their own in Parker County.  Lewis stayed in obscurity, but Bose became a 

legend, both at the time he was alive and after.  Their masters were both men who were 

heavily invested in livestock, profited from slave labor, and died after being mortally 

wounded by Indians.  Ironically, Texans have come to relish stories of the exploits of 

former slaves such as Bose, and perhaps dwell too much on the casualties inflicted by 

                                            
 63 Kemp, James, and Tarpley, Parker County Legends, 28, 39. 
 

64 In 2013, Lewis’ cabin was found by Art Tawater, an archeologist working with 
the Texas Historical Commission.  When asked how he knew that it was a slave cabin, 
Tawater explained that artifacts were found under the floor planks. 
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Indians, but they completely overlook the circumstances that brought Bose, and others 

such as Lewis, to the northwestern frontier of Texas.  Despite the threat of Indians, 

slave owners before and during the Civil War laid the foundations for the ranching 

industry in northwest Texas that would restore a measure of prosperity to the Lone Star 

State after the war and provide employment for men such as Bose and Lewis, who 

originally came to the region as slaves.   
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CHAPTER 11 
CONCLUSION 

 

 The untimely decline of the bison coincided with the massive movement of cattle 

from the eastern United States to the west, and up to the north from the south, to fill the 

need for the California gold rush.  While the Indians sought out alternative food sources, 

and a new means of supporting themselves, Anglo settlers began moving to the 

northwestern frontier of Texas.  These newcomers included slave owners and non-

slave-owners. 

 Rich in resources for raising livestock, but not a prime location for growing cash 

crops, northwest Texas soon contained large numbers of cattle, horses, and sheep.  

This development allowed it to become an important contributing region to the livestock 

industry that stretched the western boundaries of the slave-owning South.   

 Like other frontier regions, the lack of navigable rivers and railroads hindered any 

plans to produce marketable crops, but these factors did not interfere with transporting 

livestock to market.  Using relatively few men, thousands of animals were driven to 

markets from and around Texas to various points long before the end of the Civil War, 

which is generally given as the starting point for the significant cattle drives in the west.   

 This dissertation examined the northwestern frontier counties of Texas as they 

existed before and during the Civil War.  This area is one that is not usually associated 

with a slave economy because of the relatively low numbers of slaves reported in the 

1850 and 1860 censuses of the United States, as well as in the property tax returns for 

the same period.  Because the institution of slavery has been paired with market crops, 

rather than livestock, and the history of cattle drives in Texas has been commonly linked 
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to the post-Civil War era, these areas of study have rarely been paired together.  By 

examining the censuses and settler’s taxes, this dissertation provides evidence that 

slave-owners were commonly engaged in raising livestock in northwest Texas before 

and during the Civil War, and that even though they were always a minority in their 

communities, they owned disproportionately more property in all categories than non-

slave-owners. 

 Counties included in this study were Montague, Clay, Cooke, Young, Jack, Wise, 

Denton, Shackelford (included in the Palo Pinto County tax records), Stephens, Palo 

Pinto, Parker, and Tarrant.  The statistics for those counties that were not featured in a 

chapter in this dissertation (Cooke – Table 11.1; Palo Pinto – Table 11.2; Tarrant – 

Table 11.3; and Young – Table 11.4) rendered the same statistical information as those 

that did.  This further reinforces the evidence that slave-owners who raised livestock 

dominated the frontier economy in northwestern Texas, and thus not only laid the 

groundwork for post-bellum cattle drives, but represent an expansion of the traditional 

limits on slavery in the South. 
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Year 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 

Land 
owned 

Land 
Owned 

In 
Other 

Counties 

Horses 
owned 

Cattle 
owned 

Sheep 
owned 

1849 0 No Slave owners - - 
1850 0 No  Slave owners - - 
1851 11% 0 0 61% 23% - 
1852 9% Cannot read summaries very  faded  
1853 4% 25% 53% 10% 25%1 - 
1854 7% 22% 75% 62% 53% - 
1855 9% 19% 56% 28%2 40%3 - 
1856 10% 21% 29% 24% 37% - 
1857 10% 28% 31% 30% 41% - 
1858 8% 22% 37% 24% 38% - 
1859 11% 24% 56% 35% 49% - 
1860 11% 35% 81% 35% 48% 74% 
1861 11% 33% 75% 29% 45% 35% 
1862 13% 37% 70% 29% 46% 64% 
1863 - - - - - - 
1864 16% 41% 46% Total Livestock 36% 

 
 

Table 11.1.  Cooke County summary4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
 1 This year the tax assessor did not assign a quantity of cattle owned by many of 
the owners, so the calculation for 1853 was based on the value rather than the quantity. 
 
 2 Ibid. 
 
 3 Ibid. 
 
 4 Cooke County tax records, 1849-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of 
North Texas, Denton, Texas).  
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Year 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 

Land 
owned LIOC Horses 

owned 
Cattle 
owned 

Sheep 
owned 

1850 5% 80% - 19% 17% - 
1851 10% 100% - 27% 29% - 
1852 11% - - 45% 22% - 
1853 11% - - 25% 25% - 
1854 12% 40% 28% 30% 27% - 
1855 10% 34% 64% 75% 19% - 
1856 15% 33% 54% 42% 29% - 
1857 16% 44% 57% 44% 28% - 
1858 16% 37% 15% 38% 38% - 
1859 17% 35% 32% 32% 26% - 
1860 14% 36% 57% 31% 22% 50% 
1861 17% 44% 67% 37% 33% 67% 
1862 20% 34% 32% 35% 33% 65% 
1863 23% 40% 28% 40% 36% 49% 
1864 33% 58% 43% Total Livestock 51% 

 
 

Table 11.2. Tarrant County summary5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
 5 Tarrant County tax records, 1849-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of 
North Texas).  There are multiple problems with the Tarrant County tax records.  Some 
of the names and numbers are illegible due to cut pages and unfocused copies of the 
records from the original (these are the only copies available).  Calculations in this table 
are as accurate as possible. In 1862, H. G. Catlett showed up in the Tarrant County tax 
records, where he remained through 1864.  Catlett, R. Toombs, and G. W. Crawford 
were a land investment group that claimed thousands of acres in and around Tarrant 
County.  They did not own slaves, nor did they declare any other property besides land.  
This group thus skews the figures for land ownership somewhat, but despite their 
investments, slave-owners still owned more land than non-slave-owners. Land totals for 
1852 cannot be calculated, as they are entered separately from other taxes and the 
names are almost impossible to read.  The majority of the land belonged to Middleton T. 
Johnson and Francis Jordan, who were both slave owners. 
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Year 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 

Land 
owned LIOC Horses 

owned 
Cattle 
owned 

Sheep 
owned 

1857 14% 39% - 44% 32% - 
1858 17% 21% 37% 44% 29% - 
1859 19% 40% - 48% 32% - 
1860 15% 40% - 40% 32% 0 
1861 20% - - 49% 47% 3% 
1862 10% 35% - 36% 25% 39% 
1864 11% 30% Total Livestock 60%  

 

Table 11.3. Young County summary6 

 

Year 

Percent of 
population 

that are 
slave 

holders 

Land 
owned LIOC Horses 

owned 
Cattle 
owned 

Sheep 
owned 

1857 17% 100% 100% 28% 31% - 
1858 10% 35% 100% 22% 22% - 
1859 11% 24% 80% 27% 29% - 
1860 7% 3% 75% 22% 17% 34% 
1861 7% 1% 46% 23% 14% 44% 
1862 10% 15% 52% 22% 11% 43% 
1864 12% 19% Not itemized Total Livestock 22% 

 

Table 11.4.  Palo Pinto County summary7 

                                            
 6 Young County tax records, 1857-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University of 
North Texas).  The 1859 tax records include a long list of people included in the Peter’s 
Colony.  As they were all listed in the beginning of the taxes together, with no other 
property and this land was over the entire Peters Colony, those tax payers were not 
included and neither was their land.  Land in other counties was not counted either as it 
was virtually impossible to assign ownership.  This is also the case in 1860 and 1861. 
 
 7 Palo Pinto County tax records, 1857-1864 (microfilm, Willis Library, University 
of North Texas).  The 1859 total for horse and cattle ownership is impressive as E. R. 
Loyd, a non-slave-owner, declared 81 horses and 1,800 head of cattle. He also 
recorded 108 horses and 2,300 head of cattle in 1860, which brought the slave owner 
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 Charles W. Ramsdell argued that slavery would not have thrived west of the 98th 

meridian, due to conditions that did not support plantation agriculture.  This presumption 

was based on the belief that large numbers of slaves were required to generate profits 

larger than could be obtained in traditional investing, and that crop production was the 

most lucrative agricultural means to do this.   

 Slave owners in the northwestern region of Texas did not engage in the cash 

crop economy; instead, they primarily invested in livestock.  The large amount of profit 

generated by this effort enabled slave owners to obtain more taxable property than 

others in their communities.  This shows that the traditional interpretation of wealth in 

the South, based on the success of planters, not ranchers, does not apply to this portion 

of Texas, and possibly others, and that the 98th meridian was not a factor in restricting 

the institution of slavery.  Slaves were being used to raise livestock in Texas, on the 

northwestern frontier, before and during the Civil War, and there is no indication that this 

would not have continued to expand if the war, and emancipation, had not dramatically 

intervened.  In fact, the rapid expansion of the cattle industry in Texas after the war 

offers strong evidence of the future potential for ranching with slave labor.  

 In order to subscribe to the “Needless War” theory supported by Ramsdell, and 

others, it must be shown that there was no support of the use of slaves to generate 

profit.  During the years in this study, the number, and percent, of slave-owners in the 

communities rose, indicating continued support.  This happened throughout the years of 

                                                                                                                                             
percent down, but it was still disproportionately higher than their portion of the total 
number of tax payers.  The 1860 and 1861 percentages for the amount of land owned 
within the county is skewed due to agents owning most of the land, but no other 
property.   
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study, not just during those of the Civil War.  Additionally, slave-owners in those 

communities engaged their bondsmen in multiple business ventures, many of which 

required smaller numbers of slaves than those associated with the plantation economy.   

 As the years progressed, the numbers of slaves in the communities on the 

northwestern frontier of Texas increased, showing not only a correlation between the 

growth of herds and numbers of slaves owned, but also the choice of those slave-

owners to obtain more to use in their economic pursuits.  Despite the apparent ability to 

obtain larger numbers of slaves, people in the livestock industry remained in the small 

slave-holding category.  As the livestock industry required fewer workers than those 

associated with traditional cash crop production, large slave holdings were not required 

by those engaged in that line of work; this is demonstrated by the repeated choice of 

successful cattle, horse, and sheep ranchers in this region to own less than ten slaves. 

 The subject of planter persistence in the post-war years is one that focuses on 

the ongoing wealth and success of those slave-owners who claimed twenty slaves or 

more. When the Civil War ended, the wealth of those with twenty or more slaves was 

dramatically altered, and their ability to generate more income was determined by the 

availability of field-hands.  In comparison, the analysis of the success of the small-slave-

owning livestock owners, especially the cattlemen, in the postwar years is the stuff of 

legends.   

 The great era of the cattle drives, so often attributed to the postwar years, was 

only a continuation of the wealth building process that began long before 1866.  With 

the exception of a few, such as Charles Goodnight and John Hittson, all of the major 

drovers in the cattle-driving era after the war built their herds with the help of slaves.  
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Many of them – Joel W. Curtis, John B. Dawson, John Simpson Chism, and Daniel 

Waggonor - moved further west in the post-war years.  There is no doubt that, had it still 

been an option, they would have continued to build their holdings with the use of slave 

labor as they moved westward across the United States.  Ramsdell was wrong; there 

were no natural limits to slavery, and the Civil War was not “Needless.”  
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APPENDIX 

RANCHER STATUS IN COUNTIES OF STUDY 
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Year Clay Denton Jack Montague Parker Stephens Wise 
1846 - 0 - - - - - 
1847 - 0 - - - - - 
1848 - 0 - - - - - 
1849 - 0 - - - - - 
1850 - 0 - - - - - 
1851 - 0 - - - - - 
1852 - 1 - - - - - 
1853 - 0 - - - - - 
1854 - 0 - - - - - 
1855 - 3 - - - - - 
1856 - 6 - - 9 - - 
1857 - 15 2 - 7 - 6 
1858 - 10 7 0 9 - 8 
1859 - 10 8 1 8 - 7 
1860 - 13 6 Missing 20 - 5 
1861 1 22 9 2 16 2 14 
1862 2 24 11 6 16 4 13 
1863 1 N/A N/A 8 18 9 N/A 
1864 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 10 N/A 

 

Table A.1. Cattle rancher status within area of study  
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Year Clay Denton Jack Montague Parker Stephens Wise 
1846  0   -   
1847  0   -   
1848  0   -   
1849 - 0  - - - - 
1850 - 0  - - - - 
1851 - 0  - - - - 
1852 - 0  - - - - 
1853 - 0  - - - - 
1854 - 0  - - - - 
1855 - 0  - - - - 
1856 - 1  - 2 - - 
1857 - 3 0 - 2 - 0 
1858 - 3 2 0 3 - 3 
1859 - 6 2 0 6 - 6 
1860 - 4 0 Missing 12 - 9 
1861 0 6 0 0 15 0 9 
1862 0 6 1 1 17 0 11 
1863 0 N/A N/A 0 15 0 N/A 
1864 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A 

 

Table A.2.  Horse rancher status within area of study 

 

 

Year Clay Denton Jack Montague Parker Stephens Wise 
1860 - 15 2 - 12 - 3 
1861 0 20 - 0 17 1 9 
1862 0 26 6 2 28 1 10 
1863 0 N/A N/A 1 30 4 N/A 
1864 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 4 N/A 

 

Table A.3.  Sheep rancher status within area of study. (Not itemized until 1860) 
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