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Little scholarly analysis has been devoted to the

hypothesis that antebellum Texas women generally married

within their own socioeconomic (slaveholding) class, and

thus had only limited choice in the selection of marriage

partners. This quantitatively based investigation suggests

that the popular image should be carefully qualified. This

study reveals that although a majority of Texas women who

married during the early 1850s chose men who had the same

slaveholding status, a significant minority crossed class

lines.

By using marriage records of the period in correlation

with information gleaned from the census, conclusions were

reached. Contemporary women's diaries, letters and

reminiscences were investigated, in addition to a

historiography of marriage in the South, which created the

background for this study.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The popular image of the antebellum South pictures

women from the planter class marrying men from neighboring

plantations or, at the least, men whom their families had

chosen. According to this perception, women, especially

those from slaveholding families, were expected to marry

someone within their own class. Page Smith summarized this

view as follows: "There were strong pressures on young men

and women to marry in their class and to make marriages that

would increase and consolidate landholdings."' Obviously,

if most of the children of slaveholding families were

expected to marry within their socioeconomic class, then

young men and women from nonslaveholding families had to

marry largely from among themselves as well. Little

scholarly analysis has been given to the subject, however.

Thus, the purpose of this study is to examine the extent to

which women in antebellum Texas married within their

socioeconomic class and therefore had limited choice in

marriage partners.2
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The foundation of this study is quantitative. Five

hundred marriages in six Texas counties between 1851 and

1855 were examined to determine the socioeconomic class of

husband and wife. Information from these quantitative data

was then supplemented by contemporary women's diaries,

letters, and reminiscences expressing their thoughts on

marriage.

The six counties, Brazoria, Cherokee, Red River, San

Augustine, Travis, and Washington, were chosen for a variety

of reasons. They all had complete marriage records

available on microfilm covering the time period 1851 to

1855. These six counties also had complete United States

census records for 1850 with the full name, rather than

initials, recorded for most individuals enumerated. The

chosen counties gave geographic coverage to all areas of

Texas. (See Map) In these counties 31.6 percent of

families in the 1850 population were slaveholders, as

compared to 30.1 percent in the state overall.3

The time period 1851 to 1855 was chosen for several

reasons. It was necessary to study a period immediately

following a census year in order to improve the chance of

determining the socioeconomic status of women and men just

prior to marriage. The census of 1850 was the first in

which the names for all family members were included and the

first federal census in which Texas took part. The years
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1861-1865 following the census of 1860, the second and last

antebellum census in Texas, would not have reflected the

antebellum period as clearly because of changes taking place

as a result of the Civil War.

The marriage records for the six counties to be studied

were examined to determine the number of marriage licenses

returned for the period 1851 to 1855. Because marriage

licenses were recorded chronologically by date of issuance

rather than by date of marriage, it was easier to find the

marriages for 1851 to 1855 by using the date of each

license. Marriages were recorded as licenses were taken

out, and after the ceremony the license was returned with

the time the marriage was performed noted. Only licenses

for which a marriage was actually performed were counted.

In the time period 1851 to 1855, there were 1,346 marriages

performed in the six counties studied.

To select a sample of 500 marriages from the total of

1,346, a list of computer-generated random numbers was used.

A percentage of the numbers was allocated to each county

according to the percentage of the total number of marriages

that took place there. For example, in Red River County, an

average-sized county, there were 186 marriages between 1851

and 1855. This accounted for 13.8 percent of all 1,346

marriages in the six counties for 1851 to 1855. Of these

186 marriages, 69 (13.8 percent of the desired total of 500)

were used in the sample. Extra random numbers were
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generated to allow for replacing marriage records that fell

in the sample, but could not be used. In Red River 104

random numbers were generated, and 69 were used. In this

way a sample of 500 marriages chosen at random was arranged.

The problems that caused one marriage to be replaced by an

alternative choice included common names (e.g., Jones,

Smith, or Taylor), illegibility, and the use of initials.

The information taken from each of the 500 marriage

records included the names of the bride and groom, the date

of the license, date of marriage, date of return, and who

performed the marriage. The marriage was performed either

by a justice of the peace or a minister. If a minister

performed the ceremony, his church affiliation was not noted

in the record in most cases. Several marriage records also

had additional information, such as the names of the parents

or the residence of the bride or groom if they were from

another county. Each county's records presented unique

problems.4

After the marriages were recorded from the marriage

registers, information on each marriage partner was

transferred to code sheets. Data from the 1850 federal

census were then added to the same sheets. The most

important information taken from the census was the number

of slaves owned by the families of each bride and groom.

Slaveholding status was considered the most important factor

in determining socioeconomic class, but other factors that
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may have affected status were also recorded from the census.

These included occupations and the total value of real

property owned. Other information retrieved was birthplace

and age of marriage partners.5

The next step, locating brides and grooms in the 1850

census, was the most difficult and time consuming. It was

done in several ways. First, the couples were sought in a

transcribed copy and the microfilm of the original

manuscript of the census for the county in which the

marriage took place.6 If not found there, they were sought

in the state as a whole, with an emphasis on the surrounding

counties. The people who were not found in the transcribed

census were also looked up in an index to the 1850 Texas

census, which was much more accurate, but had limited usage

in that only the heads of the households were indexed.7

There were some difficulties in the search for the

1,000 people in the study. For example, the presence of

more than one person with the same name created problems.

This occurred within the same county on several occasions.

For example, in 1852 William Johnson and Lydia Jane Luce

were married in Cherokee County. In the 1850 census of

Cherokee County there were six William Johnsons and two Jane

Luces. Even unusual names were likely to be duplicated

outside of the county, and therefore could not be used.

Variations in spelling were common; Avance instead of Evans

and Runnols in place of Reynolds, for example. People often
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were listed by nicknames or middle names, rather than their

full names. These problems were compounded by difficulty in

reading names in both the marriage and the census records.

This made it difficult to find people within the same

counties and almost impossible to find people outside those

counties.

In order to keep errors to a minimum, the information

taken from the transcribed census was checked against the

microfilm of the manuscript census. Individuals found in

the census were then checked against the slave schedule to

see if they were slave owners.8 After a thorough search for

both partners, marriages in which both the bride and groom

were not found were discarded. The couples that remained

were then sought in the 1860 Texas census and the

information in 1860 was compared to the 1850 census

information. In this way it could be decided if the people

found in the 1850 census were indeed the marriage partners

identified in the marriage registers. This step determined

which individual was correct when more than one with the

same name had been found in the 1850 census. The marriages

in which a bride or groom was incorrectly identified were

then discarded.

After the marriages had been checked, 138 of the

original 500 marriages remained in which both partners were

correctly identified. A list of questions was drawn up to

be answered about each couple, and all the marriages were
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placed in one of four categories: (1) the bride was a

slaveholder and groom a nonslaveholder, and (2) the bride

was a nonslaveholder and the groom a slaveholder (3) both

bride and groom were slaveholders, and (4) both were

nonslaveholders. (In all cases references to marriage

partners as "slaveholders" or "nonslaveholders" indicate

that either they or their families had that status.) Within

these categories questions were answered on real property

holding, wealth, state of birth, occupations, and age.9

Each of the six counties was tabulated separately and the

results added together. Then all the information was

analyzed to see if the original hypothesis concerning the

marriage patterns of antebellum Texas women was upheld or

overturned.

In summary, this study is a quantitatively based

investigation of the hypothesis that antebellum Texas women

generally married within their own socioeconomic

(slaveholding) class and thus enjoyed only limited choice in

the selection of marriage partners. However, before

presenting the results of this quantitative analysis, the

question under investigation must be placed within the

larger context of historical writing on women in the

antebellum South.
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NOTES
1. Page Smith, Daughters of the Promised Land: Women

in American History, (Boston: Little, Brown and Company,
1970), 219.

2. While no sources discuss this image explicitly, it
is difficult to document a popular image and many sources
state that there were several "classes" of people and imply
that people stayed within their own groups. Frank L. Owsley
in Plain Folk of the Old South, (Baton Rouge: Louisiana
State University Press, 1949), argues against the idea that
there were only two classes in the South, the planter class
and the poor nonslaveholder. Owsley suggests that these two
groups would only allow marriage between members of the same
group.

Class is a controversial term and is not used to
designate a rigidly controlled group of people, but more as
a term of convenience to suggest the important differences
between slaveholders and nonslaveholders. According to
Gavin Wright in The Political Economy of the Cotton South:
Households, Markets, and Wealth in the Nineteenth Century,
(New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1978), 42, ". . .It
was not the division of wealth between planter and farmer,
but the division of slave property values between owners and
non-owners that formed the cutting edge of Southern
political economy in the 1850's."

3. Randolph B. Campbell, An Empire for Slavery: The
Peculiar Institution in Texas, 1821-1865, (Baton Rouge:
Louisiana State University Press, 1989), 68.

4. Travis County records were adequate, but some old
licenses were mixed in with the more recent ones. This made
it more difficult to get a correct count when they were
first tallied. Brazoria County had only licenses recorded
for some years and did not record the marriages returned.
For this reason the year 1851 was skipped for Brazoria. The
records for Brazoria were legible. Washington County
records were not recorded chronologically, but were legible.
San Augustine was the most difficult county in that the
records were almost illegible and many names had to be
skipped for that reason. This also made it more difficult
to find the names in the census, because of
misinterpretation of names. The problem in Red River county
was the number of undated marriage licenses. Some of these
were skipped and others were used if the dates of the
marriage were in the 1851 to 1855 time period. Cherokee
County had the best records, and it was also the county with
the largest number of marriages.
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5. See copy of code sheet in appendix.

6. Mrs. V. K. Carpenter, comp., The state of Texas
Federal Population Schedules; Seventh Census of the United
States, 1850, (Huntsville, Arkansas: Century Enterprises,
1968).

7. Ronald Vern Jackson, comp., Texas 1850 Census Index,
(Salt Lake City: Accelerated Indexing Systems, Inc., 1979);
Ronald Vern Jackson, comp., Texas 1860 Census Index,
(Bountiful, Utah: Accelerated Indexing Systems, 1985).

8. Although it was possible to use tax rolls to
determine slaveholding status annually, this study used the
census year 1850 as its base point and therefore relied
solely on the slave schedules from the U.S. census to
determine slaveholding status.

9. See copy of questions in appendix. Although the
sample was reduced to 138 cases, that number is sufficiently
large to yield dependable statistical measures. The sample
statistics used in this study require only ten to twenty
times as many cases as variables. Thus, 138 cases in a
study involving only five variables is a sufficiently large
sample. See Konrad H. Jarusch and Kenneth A. Hardy,
Quantitative Methods for Historians: A Guide to Research,
Data, and Statistics (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1991), 71-72.



CHAPTER II

HISTORIOGRAPHY OF WOMEN IN THE ANTEBELLUM SOUTH

The antebellum period of American history has been

intensely studied, but women during these years have

received relatively less attention. Texas women in

particular have had virtually nothing written about their

lives. There are collections of women's diaries and

reminiscences, such as Texas Tears and Texas Sunshine:

Voices of Frontier Women, and one that focuses on German

women, Golden Free Land: The Reminiscences and Letters of

Women on an American Frontier.1 These, however, discuss

only specific women and not women in general. They cover

primarily the period of Texas colonization or the Republic

period. Texas has no study similar to the one undertaken

here.

Guion Griffis Johnson was one of the earliest to be

interested in courtship and marriage and wrote an entire

article on the subject published in 1931 in the North

Carolina Historical Review. Johnson differed from other

scholars on several points. He stated that before a girl

was courted the prospective groom had to ask her parents'

11
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permission. Daughters often had to put up with men whom

they did not like because their parents thought they were a

"good catch." Parents tended to determine a man's

eligibility by looking at his family and his personal

wealth.2 Any number of remarriages were acceptable as long

as the remarriages did not take place too soon after the

death of a spouse. Unmarried men and women were looked down

upon and considered unnatural. Later "a defense was found

for spinsters on the ground that they were women of superior

minds for 'most men dread sensible women.'"3

There is a tendency in studies of other southern states

to focus on upper class, wealthy, or well educated women,

primarily because those women were the ones who kept

records. The only study closely similar to this one is

Nancy Roberson's 1960 article, "Social Mobility in Ante-

Bellum Alabama." Roberson attempted to test Frank Owsley's

thesis in Plain Folk of the Old South. He found, she wrote,

"more democracy in the economic structure of the Old South

than had his predecessors." 4 Roberson made census

identifications of both marriage partners in 361 marriages.

Of these 30 percent were between slaveholders and

nonslaveholders, which she concluded would ". . . indicate

little or no tendency for slaveholding to be a significant

consideration in marriage alliances."5 This upheld Owsley's

thesis, and the study also came to the conclusion ". .
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that class lines based on economic status were not rigidly

observed.",6

No one has attempted to duplicate Roberson's study for

other areas of the South. Indeed, very little was written

on southern women prior to 1970. This changed with the

publication of Anne Firor Scott's The Southern Lady: From

Pedestal to Politics, 1830-1930, in 1970.

Scott's book, while still the best known and most

complete book on Southern women, has a surprisingly small

amount of information on marriage. Considering that it was

the most important event in a woman's life, this is a

significant omission. Scott does point out, however, that

letters and diaries indicate that romance was less important

than down-to-earth considerations. She goes on to say that

romance was important, but if that could not be found,

". .. love gave way to more pragmatic considerations.

Proximity, a thoughtful consideration of land and family

connections, or the painful fear of being an old maid were

often the basis of marriage. "7

Women's views on marriage are looked at from a literary

viewpoint in an article by Keith L. Bryant, Jr. in 1979.

The article, entitled "The Role and Status of Female

Yeomanry in the Antebellum South: the Literary View," found

three reasons for marriage: love, social mobility, and

economic mobility. Bryant discussed the frontier's

influence on women's choice and found that the relative
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shortage of women allowed both "romantic love or a desire

for mobility to surface as motivations for marriage."8

Social and economic mobility could be a primary

consideration in marriage, but romantic love could be just

as important. Parents had little role in choosing mates for

their daughters. Often they were only asked for their

opinion after their daughters had made a choice. Mothers

and daughters sometimes banded together against their

father's choice.9

Carl N. Degler wrote of Southern women in 1980 in At

Odds: Women and the Family from the Revolution to the

Present. He agreed with Keith Bryant in saying children

paid little attention to parental choice. The wealth of the

family was less important than the "preferences of the

young."10 Degler came to the conclusion that despite

stereotypes, ". . . parents as well as children considered

personal, individual happiness the goal of marriage.""

Carl Degler gave much attention to the discussion of a then-

unpublished book by Jane Turner Censer.

The Plantation Mistress: Woman's World in the Old

South (1982) by Catherine Clinton, discussed primarily

upper-class women. Although marriage was considered a

"woman's prerogative, and perhaps the decision that would

most dramatically and literally determine her fate," parents

generally believed that only a limited number of men were

suitable for their daughters.'2 Wealth was the most
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important factor in marriage. "Wealth could be the hidden

attraction of a popular belle, and lack of fortune an

indisputable hindrance."'3 Often men had to receive their

inheritance before they could marry. This drove up the age

of men at marriage. The most common reason for a woman to

turn a man down was lack of wealth. Women married young for

two reasons. They were treated as "reproductive units," and

they were thought to be easier to control when younger.14

Jane Turner Censer's book, North Carolina Planters and

their Children, published in 1984, devoted thirty pages to a

detailed account of courtship and marriage. The primary

drawback to this study was its focus on the upper class, an

approach that created a lopsided view of marriage.

According to Censer, parents controlled their children by

indirection, and marriage partners were available only

within a specified social level. This was determined by the

economic and social standing of the proposed groom's family.

The reputation of the family also was important, and for

this reason parents preferred their children to marry people

they knew. Partners from families with a good reputation

but little money were not considered a good match. But

money also should not be the sole basis for marriage.

Character was another important consideration. Censer

disagreed with some writers who have claimed that parents

arranged marriages for their children and concluded that

parents, friends, and relatives "all sought to encourage
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suitable and discourage unsuitable matches." 5 Interference

was more often used on young.women than on young men because

women married at a younger age and were therefore less

mature. Women took on the social roles of their husbands,

and in a bad marriage the woman was more likely to suffer

than was the man. Parents were more likely to discourage

marriages than to give a straight refusal.16

Censer also argued that parents avoided having to

discourage marriages by ensuring that their daughters did

not meet men who were not acceptable. Social gatherings

that young ladies attended did not include the poor or

people who were not in good standing. On the other hand

Censer pointed out that limited parental control can be seen

by the fact that there were no "financial negotiations and

transactions accompanying marriage."1 7 Sometimes marriage

contracts were used, but only to protect what property women

themselves held before the marriage.

Parents were consulted only after marriages were

planned. Usually the parents agreed, even if the match was

not what they wanted. The only time parents disagreed was

when they feared their child's future happiness was in

jeopardy.

Most children of North Carolina planters married into

slaveholding families, but only 15 percent were married into

families of the 1830 slaveholding elite. Most married

outside the richest families. Marrying someone whose family
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was well known to them was important, either "by kinship or

geography." 8 Marriage between first and second cousins

made up ten percent of all marriages among the elite.

Another common pattern, but less common than cousin

marriage, was sibling exchange, when more than one marriage

linked the same two families together. This included such

things as two sisters marrying two brothers or a man

marrying his sister-in-law after his first wife's death.'9

People tended to marry others in close geographical

proximity. Most married within the county or a bordering

county. Censer concluded that if parents chose who their

children would marry they would prefer the eldest daughter

to marry first. Children did not marry in birth order, and

therefore Censer concluded that they chose their own mates.

Parental involvement can also be studied by age at marriage.

Historians have interpreted marriage at a young age to show

parental guidance and marriage at an older age to be because

of "economic constraints." 20 Censer contends that North

Carolina gentry women married neither early or late, and

therefore chose their own mates. One reason women married

younger was fear of spinsterhood. Marriages between older

people were more likely to be motivated by romance than by

wealth.

On one point most of the authors concurred. The main

reason for the choice of the husband was the happiness of

the woman. Love was the main impetus for marriage. The
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writers disagreed on very few points. One point that many

writers agreed on was whether parental permission was needed

for marriage. Guion Griffis Johnson stated that men needed

permission in order to court a woman. Elopement was not

unknown, but far from common. Keith Bryant stated that

parental permission was not needed, and, in fact, many times

they were not consulted until after the marriage was

planned. Catherine Clinton agreed with this. Jane Censer

believed parents avoided refusing daughters by keeping them

away from unsuitable men. Even if they disapproved of the

husbands their daughters had chosen, they still did not

forbid the marriage.

The study most comparable to this examination of

marriages is by Nancy Roberson, and one of her points will

be examined in detail. Was slaveholding status an important

consideration in marriage? A related question, raised

especially by Jane Turner Censer, concerns the degree of

latitude women had in choosing their marriage partners.

Perhaps if women made their own marriage decisions, they

would have been more likely, for reasons of romantic love,

to marry across class lines.21 Did women really have a

choice of marriage partners, or did their parents, in some

manner, choose for them?
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CHAPTER III

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

Slaveholders constituted 32 percent and nonslaveholders

68 percent of the population of the six counties examined in

this thesis. In this situation, if individuals had married

without regard to slaveholding status, approximately 32

percent would have married someone from a slaveholding

family and approximately 68 percent would have married men

or women from nonslaveholding families. Accordingly, a

finding that any set of individuals married slaveholders at

a rate notably higher than 32 percent suggest that

slaveholding status was a significant factor in the marital

decisions. Table 1 presents data on the slaveholding status

of the marriage partners chosen by the 276 individuals who

made up the sample utilized in this study.

These data suggest that slaveholding was a significant

factor in the choice of marriage partners among

slaveholders, especially among slaveholding men, a majority

of whom married women from families of the same status.

However, data in Table 1 also indicate that a sizable

percentage of slaveholders, including a 55 percent majority

in the case of women, married nonslaveholders. Slaveholding

status does not appear to have had much

21
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influence on the choice of partners among nonslaveholders

either women or men.

GROUP

All Women

All Men

Women
Slaveholders

Men
Slaveholders

Women
Nonslaveholders

Men
Nonslaveholders

TABLE 1

SLAVEHOLDING STATUS OF MARRIAGE PARTNERS IN SIX TEXAS
COUNTIES, 1851-1855

NUMBER MARRIED SLAVEHOLDERS MARRIED

138 47 34% 91

138 55 40% 83

55

47

83

91

25 45%

25 53%

22

30

22

27%

30 33%

NONSLAVEHOLDERS

66%

60%

55%

47%

61 73%

61 67%

The next step is to present a detailed examination of

the marriage partnerships formed by the individual choices

indicated in Table 1. Slaveholders constituted

approximately 40 percent and nonslaveholders 60 percent of

both the women and men in the sample of marriage partners

utilized in this study. Thus the percentage of marriages

between slaveholders and nonslaveholders could have ranged

from a low of zero (slaveholding women married only

slaveholding men and nonslaveholding women only

nonslaveholding men) to a high of 80 percent (the four out

of every ten women who were slaveholders married
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nonslaveholding men and the four out of every ten men who

were slaveholders married nonslaveholding women). According

to the popular perception of the antebellum South as a

strongly class-oriented society in which few marriages took

place between slaveholders and nonslaveholders, the

percentage of cross-marriages among the women and men in the

sample should fall toward the low end of the zero to 80

percent range. Therefore, a finding that 40 percent of all

marriages matched slaveholders and nonslaveholders (a

proportion that amounted to one-half of all such marriages

that were possible) would raise serious questions about the

accuracy of the common perception, at least in the case of

Texas in the 1850s. 1

As noted, marriages between individuals in the sample

can be divided into four categories: (1) woman slaveholder

and man nonslaveholder, (2) woman nonslaveholder and man

slaveholder, (3) woman and man both slaveholders, and (4)

woman and man both nonslaveholders. Table 2 presents

summary statistics for the six-county sample. As expected,

marriages in which both partners were slaveholders (18

percent) or both partners were nonslaveholders (44 percent)

constituted a majority (62 percent) of all matches.
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TABLE 2

SLAVEHOLDER/NONSLAVEHOLDERMARRIAGE PATTERNS IN SIX TEXAS COUNTIES, 1851-1855

WOMEN WOMEN WOMEN WOMEN
SLAVEHOLDERS NONSLAVEHOLDERS SLAVEHOLDERS NONSLAVEHOLDERS

MEN MEN MEN MEN
NONSLAVEHOLDERS SLAVEHOLDERS SLAVEHOLDERS NONSLAVEHOLDERS TOTALS

Number
of 30 22 25 61 138

Marriages

Percentages 22 16 18 44 100

However, marriages between slaveholders and nonslaveholders

(referred to hereafter as cross-class marriages) accounted

for 38 percent of the total, 22 percent involving

slaveholding women and nonslaveholding men.2 Given the

possible percentage of such matches, this finding indicates

that cross-class marriages did indeed occur in significant

numbers.3

At this point the importance of several other factors

that may have been significant in influencing marital choice

should be noted. First, wealthholding is often an important

consideration in matching marriage partners, but in this

study it does not appear to have been as important as

slaveholding status. The data in Table 3 show that of the

138 marriages examined, 51 percent were between individuals

from the same real propertyholding group (29 percent when

both partners owned $500 or more and 22 percent when both

partners owned less than $500). This is less than the 62

percent of marriages matching men and women with the same
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slaveholding status.4 Second, region of birth could have

been an important consideration in the choice of a spouse.

Perhaps being natives of the same state brought men and

women together. Table 4 shows, however, that only a

minority of all marriages in the sample (45 percent) were

between women and men born in the same geographical regions.

Third, relative ages may have an influence in determining

the choices of marriage partners. Data in Table 5 show

that, even if only two age groups (under twenty-one and

twenty-one or over) are used, fewer than half (46

percent) of marriages were between women and men in the same

groups. In short, these data suggest that slaveholding

status may have had more influence in the selection of

spouses than did other factors commonly understood to be

important in that respect. However, this does not change

the fact that a significant number of cross-class marriages

existed, and it calls attention to the need for further

analysis of how other factors may have been involved in

those cases.

Cross-class marriages appear to have been less

influenced than were marriages in general by property-

holding status. Only 39 percent of cross-class marriage

partners (20 of 52) shared the same real propertyholding
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TABLE 3

REAL PROPERTY HOLDING AS A FACTOR IN SLAVEHOLDER/NONSLAVEHOLDER MARRIAGE PATTERNS IN
SIX TEXAS COUNTIES, 1851-1855

WOMEN
SLAVEHOLDER

MEN
NONSL AVEHOLDER

WOMEN
NONSLAVEHOLDER

NEN

S AVEHOLDER

WOMEN
SLAVEHOLDER

MEN
SLAVEHOLDER

WOMEN
NONSLAVEHOLDER

MEN
NONSLAVEHLE R TOTALS

Both Partners Owned $500 or More

Number 9
Percentage 30 2

Both Partners Owned Less than $500

Number 42
Percentage 139

5 3
523

Women Owned $500 or More/Men Owned Less than $500

Number 12 2
Percentage 40 9 2

Women Owned Less than $500/Men Owned $500 or More

Number 5 13
Percentage 17 59 2

Totals

Number 30 22 2
Percentage 100 100 10

?5
)0

13
21

40
29

25
41

31
22

7
28

13
21

34
5

5
20

10
16

33
24

61
100

138
100

2

9
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status (see Table 3). In the case of birthplace, 52 percent

of the individuals in cross-class marriages (27 of 52) were

born in the same region compared to 45 percent of those in

all marriages (see Table 4). Also, as the data in Table 4

indicate, a slightly larger proportion (26 of 52 or 50

percent) of cross-class men and women shared the same age

group than did all spouses (46 percent). In short, it seems

that when women and men did marry across slaveholding status

lines, other factors that appear to have been a little less

influential in marriages in general may have come into play.

Compared to those who married within their slaveholding

status group, cross-class couples were more alike in place

of birth and age.

It might be expected that cross-class marriages would

have most often brought together slaveholding men and

nonslaveholding women, the reasoning being that in the

patriarchal Old South men had more freedom than did women to

choose their partners. Men might marry "beneath" themselves

without risking ruin of the family name and fortune, but a

woman who married "beneath" herself risked both. Table 2

indicates, however, that women more often than men were the

slaveholders in cross-class marriages in the six counties

being studied. Of fifty-two cross-class marriages, women

were the partner in thirty (58 percent). This finding

indicates that not only were there significant numbers of
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TABLE 4

BIRTHPLACE AS A FACTOR IN SLAVEHOLDER/NONSLAVEHOLDER
MARRIAGE PATTERNS IN SIX TEXAS COUNTIES, 1851-1855

WOMEN
SLAVEHOLDER

MEN
NONSL AVEH-OLDER

WOMEN

NONSLAVEHOLDER
NENB

SL AVEHOLDER

WOMEN
SLAVEHOLDER

MEN
SAVEHOLDER

WOMEN
NONSLAVEHOLDER

MEN
NONSL AVEHOL DER TOTALS

Both Partners
Number
Percentage

Lower South
12
40

Both Partners Upper South
Number 5
Percentage 17

6
60

4
40

Both Partners Free State/Foreign Born
Number - -
Percentage - -

Total--Both Partners Same Region
Number 17
Percentage 57

10
48

One Partner Lower South/One Partner Upper South
Number 8 10
Percentage 27 48

One Partner South/One Partner Free State or Foreign
Number 5 1
Percentage 17 5

Total--Partners from Different Regions
Number 13 11
Percentage 43 52

Total 30 21*

'Some people did not report a place of birth in the 1850 census, so the statistics are
percentages have been calculated to reflect the number actually reported.

not complete. The

9
60

39

6
40

12
70

3
18

18

2

59
45

53

2
12

17
30

28
50

11
20

39
70

15
60

7
28

3
12

10
40

25

20

73
55

56* 132*
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cross-class marriages but that slaveholding women were at

least as free as men to make such matches.

What factors appear to have influenced slaveholding

women in cross-class marriages in their choice of partners?

It might be expected that wealth was an especially important

consideration in such cases in that slaveholding women would

marry nonslaveholding men provided they were wealthy. This

does not seem to have been the case, however. Table 2 shows

that 83 percent of slaveholding women in mixed marriages

married within or below their property holding class.

Apparently, then, slaveholding women did not marry

nonslaveholding men, as the cliche goes, for their money.

Instead, common birthplace regions (shared by 57 percent of

the partners in such marriages - See Table 4) and similar

ages (also shared by 57 percent - see Table 5) seem to have

been more important.

As would be expected, nonslaveholding women who married

slaveholding men generally found partners of higher

wealthholding status. This occurred in 59 percent of the

cases (see Table 3). These women also married men who were

from the older age group. Table 5 shows that 59 percent

were under twenty-one years of age and married men over

twenty-one. Similarity of birthplace region (48 percent

from the same region and 52 percent from different regions)

seemed to have been less important in the cases of
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nonslaveholding women in cross-class marriages than in those

involving slaveholding women.

Women slaveholders who married men of their own class

generally married in the same wealthholding class (52

percent) and the same birth region (60 percent). Also,

compared to other women, women slaveholders who married

within their class married young. Nearly three quarters

married before they were twenty-one, most (60 percent) to

men who were over twenty-one. Perhaps Jane Turner Censer's

contention is correct: women from slaveholding families who

married at an early age did so with considerable parental

influence and thus married within their class.

Women nonslaveholders who married nonslaveholding men

remained within their real property holding class by a

sizable majority (62 percent). A slight majority (54

percent) married before they were twenty-one to a man who

was over that age, and nearly three-quarters (70 percent)

married men from different birth regions. Thus, compared to

other women, nonslaveholding women who married

nonslaveholding men did not usually improve their

wealthholding status. As nonslaveholders, however, they

apparently were more likely than others to choose partners

from the free states and foreign nations.

In conclusion, an analysis of the quantitative data

suggests that, as expected, a majority of antebellum Texas

women married within their slaveholding class. However, the
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TABLE 5

AGE AS A FACTOR IN SLAVEHOLDER/NONSLAVEHOLDER MARRIAGE
PATTERNS IN SIX TEXAS COUNTIES, 1851-1855

WOMEN
SLAVEHOLDER

MEN
NONSLAVEHOLDER

Both Partners Over 21

Number 14
Percentage 47

Both Partners Under 21

WOMEN
NONSLAVEHOLDER

N N

StLAVEHOL DER

8
36

WOMEN
SLAVEHOLDER

MEN
SAVEHODER

6
24

WOMEN
NONSLAVEHOLDER

MEN
NONSL AVEH-O DER TOTALS

21
34

49
35

Number 3
Percentage 10

Woman Over 21/Man Under 21

Number -
Percentage -

Woman Under 21/Man Over 21

Number 13
Percentage 43

Totals 30

13
59

15
60

33
54

74
54

61 138

1
5

4
16

7
12

15
11

22 25
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data also show that a significant minority married across

class lines and that in these cross-class marriages

slaveholding women were at least as likely to marry

nonslaveholding men as nonslaveholding women were to marry

slaveholding men. Thus the hypothesis is not completely

disproven, but it should be modified to recognize that a

significant proportion of marriages took place across class

lines and that these matches between slaveholders and

nonslaveholders suggest the presence of considerable freedom

for women in the choice of marriage partners.



NOTES
1. In Texas as a whole in 1850, 30.1 percent of all

families owned slaves. In the six counties examined in this
study, the comparable percentage was 31.6 percent. Thus,
slaveholders, who constituted 40 percent, were
overrepresented in the sample. This had no effect on the
findings, however, because it was taken into consideration
in formulating the hypothesis concerning the proportions of
slaveholder/nonslaveholder marriages possible in this
sample. (The exact proportions of slaveholders in the
sample were 40 percent of the women and 35 percent of the
men. By setting these at 40 percent each, it was easier to
formulate a hypothesis, and any bias created thereby made it
more difficult to find a significant proportion of marriages
between slaveholders and nonslaveholders.)

2. "Cross-class marriages" is used in the same way that
the word "class" is employed throughout this thesis. The
many connotations of the word "class" and its controversial
nature are well understood. However, it can be argued that
slaveholders and nonslaveholders did constitute identifiable
economic classes, and, in any case, the term is a convenient
one to use.

3. Chi square was used as a statistical test to
determine if the actual distribution of cross-class
marriages (38 percent) differed significantly from the
theoretical distribution of such matches. Chi square was
calculated twice -- once with a theoretical distribution of
20 percent cross-class marriages and once with a theoretical
distribution of 25 percent cross-class marriages. This
approach created a bias in favor of finding limited or no
significant differences because 20 and 25 percent are
notably higher than the theoretical possibility, as
explained in the introduction to this chapter, of 0 percent
cross-class marriages. However, even when 25 percent was
assumed, the hypothesis of no significant difference between
the theoretical and the actual distributions is rejected at
the 1 percent level of significance. Put another way, this
test permits a high degree of confidence that the cross-
class marriages found in the sample (38 percent) were not
produced by chance alone. Information on Chi square and the
methods for calculating it were taken from N. M. Downie and
R. W. Heath, Basic Statistical Methods, 3rd ed. (New York:
Harper and Row, 1970), 196-199.
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4. See Catherine Clinton, The Plantation Mistress:
Woman's World in the Old South, (New York: Pantheon Books,
1982), 58-61. It should be pointed out that in the Old
South wealthholding and slaveholding were correlated in
positive fashion but that, nevertheless, in this study there
was a stronger correlation between slaveholding class than
real property holding class in marriage partners. Real
property valued at $500 was chosen as the dividing line
between propertyholding classes because approximately 50
percent of all real propertyholders in Texas in 1850 held
less than that amount. Randolph B. Campbell and Richard G.
Lowe, Wealth and Power in Antebellum Texas (College Station:
Texas A&M University Press, 1977), 34.



Chapter IV

Letters, Diaries, and Reminiscences

Diaries and letters written by women in antebellum

Texas devoted large sections to discussions of marriage.

Women's comments suggest that they married whom they wanted

without parental involvement and that the wealth or social

class of a person was less important than the actual person.

Indeed, women rarely discussed wealth or property in

conjunction with marriages.1 Women discussed other people's

marriages more than their own. Most would devote pages to

discussing marriage, but only mention their own marriage

briefly and not say why they had married. Information on

women's views of marriage can be divided into four

categories: parents' opinions of their daughters'

marriages, women's plans for marriage, women's reasons for

marriage, and the unique views of German women.

Parental objection to a marriage was not as common as

imagined; only one diary mentioned an objection. Annie

Eanes discussed the problems her cousin Page had in 1852

convincing her father to allow her to marry a Mr. Ross. She

had almost married two or three times, but her father

opposed it.

35
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. . .the tickets was [sic] all sent out and she was to
be married in La Grange at Carter's Hotell [sic] and
two days before she was to be married her Farther [sic]
broke it off (and then she was to be married and the
company had all assembled and Ross did not come.2

The groom disappeared and seemed to fear that, since the

father objected, no marriage would take place.

No other diary stated a parental objection to marriage

other than fears for a child's happiness. Many diaries did

show parental fears that their daughters were marrying the

wrong persons. However, their biggest concern was for their

children's happiness, and marrying inside their social class

was less important. Ottilie Fuchs Goethe's mother told her

before her marriage in 1859 that she would not ask her,

"Child, are you sure you have given this careful

consideration."3 This was the closest her mother came to an

objection to her marriage.

The parents of Lizzie Scott thought she was making a

mistake in her marriage in 1852. They did not have a happy

marriage themselves and were always fighting. Early in her

diary Lizzie Scott stated that her father did not care about

her marriage and that her mother said nothing but knew what

was happening. But several weeks later she wrote that she

was not sure if her father would give her permission to

marry Bill Neblett. Lizzie's father asked if "she was not

ashamed of herself? and that he knew I was not in love with

that man, and I saw what a hell it was, if love was absent--

meaning himself and Mother--."4 He wanted to "cowhide" her.
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Her mother called her a fool for wanting to get married and

told her ". . .I could not love a man more than a week and

be so all my life, and if I marry that man, I would not live

long with him. "S Her father did not forbid the marriage,

but on the day it was planned went on a trip so that it had

to be postponed.

Ann Raney Coleman's daughter, Victoria, did not listen

to her mother in 1855 and married a man she did not really

know based on his good looks and manners. Ann Coleman urged

her to not marry Dr. Joseph Waldrop without knowing him

better because she had done the same thing and married a man

she later divorced. Victoria did not listen, married

Waldrop, and later came home because he had abandoned her.

Several months later she gave birth to her son in the

boarding house her mother ran to support herself. Victoria

was later divorced, and when her son was four, made plans to

marry a new boarder who had just moved in. Ann Coleman

talked to both of them to make sure they realized what it

was like to marry with no money. They would not listen to

her and married anyway. Fortunately for Victoria, this was

a happy and lasting marriage.6

Marriage was looked forward to by many women, but

others planned not to marry at all. Some, such as Emma

Murck, planned on having a career. According to her

reminiscences, she fled to the United States in 1854 to

avoid unwanted suitors in Germany. She preferred a career
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as a teacher and journalist to marriage. Once in America

everyone introduced men to her, but that made her want to

marry even less. Even with all her intentions, she married

less than a year after her arrival in America and gave up

her dreams of a career. 7

Other dreams of marriage did not turn out as imagined.

Virginia Shaw married her cousin, James Billingsley, in 1860

and later wrote in her diary, "I always said I would never

marry a relative; but who can tell to day [sic], what

changes. . .Alas! poor fickle human nature!"8

Lizzie Neblett claimed that she knew what to expect of

marriage and did not expect much. You have to marry the

"faults with the fair," she wrote. 9 Lizzie Adams did not

have any plans to marry, but she did within two years. Her

letters are filled with disparaging accounts of marriage.

She told her sister, Mary Maverick, after she received a

lecture on marriage, "Don't catch me in that scrape yet

awhile; if ever. Liberty is sweeter to me than

matrimony. "'

Lizzie Adams Clow filled her letters with opinions of

other marriages. In Port Lavaca in 1849, she wrote,

everyone was marrying, ". . . I think all would marry both

he's and she's if they could."" Before her own marriage

she had only bad things to say of other marriages.

Discussing the marriage of a neighbor, "old Mrs. Mclnstry,"

she said, "I always thought the old 'critter' had marrying
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notions in her head. As to Judge Ingram he did not look he

would commit such a folly." 12 Later that same year she

discussed the marriage of a friend and showed her

prejudices. She could not understand what could entice her

friend, Lizzie Blair, to marry a Mexican, "she should have

been more sensible and tasty."13

Women discussed the reasons for their own marriages

less than other women's marriages. Lizzie Scott Neblett was

a notable exception to this. Her diary, kept from 1852 to

1863, contains all her thoughts, and she discussed her

coming marriage in detail. As stated earlier, her parents

did not have a happy marriage, and she seemed to be marrying

Bill Neblett as much to escape her home situation as

anything else. Many times she stated that she could not

marry someone she did not love, but all her protestations of

love seem more to convince herself. She did admit, however,

that, ". . .If I did not love Will, I should be tempted to

marry him, if I had the chance to get away from here. ""

She began the diary by stating that she did not love

him as much as she used to because of a casual remark he

made about her writing too many letters. Her friends tried

to convince her that she did not love Bill, but just wanted

to marry someone, ". . .That I made the first advances

toward him[,] that I courted him." 15 Several days later she

discussed her real reason for marrying him:



40

But when my heart is enlisted I am ambitious for
him , to a painful degree--Heaven in her wisdom
has placed insurmountable barriers between me and
my individual ambition. I can never gain worldly
honors--Fame can never be mine--I am a woman! A
woman! I can hardly teach my heart to be content
with my lot.' 6

The only way for her to escape her family and achieve her

own goals was to marry someone and encourage his ambition."

Emma Murck Altgelt discussed another reason for

marriage. Because of the shortage of women in Texas many

women came from Germany to an arranged marriage. On Emma's

Texas-bound ship a woman was going to marry a minister she

had never met. As the ship neared the United States she

began to have doubts, but she ended up marrying him.

In a time before women could support themselves, some

found themselves forced to marry when their families were

unable to support them. Ann Raney Coleman came to Texas

before the 1850s, but her story illustrates the plight of

women in Texas without family to support them. Ann Raney

emigrated from England in 1832 several years after her

father had arrived in Texas. He declared bankruptcy in

England and emigrated to Texas and worked as a tutor in the

Austin Colony. Shortly after her arrival in Texas Ann

quarreled with her parents over a marriage proposal. Ann's

mother wanted her to accept a proposal of marriage from a

man she hated. Her mother was upset with her, but her

father supported her, saying "Never my child, will I compel

you to marry any man against your will. My house is always
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your home. . . Your happiness is mine." 18  She moved in with

the family of the man she wanted to marry. Shortly

afterward Ann and her sister Mary were left alone by the

death of their parents. Then she learned that the man she

wished to marry, Sterling McNeel, could not marry her

because his father would allow none of his children to

marry. Ann had no means of support and married John Thomas

in 1833 in the first public wedding in Brazoria, after only

meeting him six times, because she did not know what else to

do. After the ceremony she said to herself, "I am dressed

and adorned for a sacrif ice."19

The most common reason given in the diaries for the

reason one person was chosen over another was love. Lizzie

Scott (Neblett) claimed that she wanted to marry Bill

Neblett because she loved him, but that does not seem the

real reason. Emma Murck (Altgelt) said she fell in love

with her husband before they married, but it was against her

will.

According to many diaries, ethnic groups in Texas

changed their marriage patterns upon arrival in Texas.

German women discussed this frequently in their letters and

diaries. The shortage of women in Texas led many men to

desperate measures to acquire a wife. German men wished to

find German women to marry. Because of the shortage many

were forced to go back to Germany to find a wife. A

different type of woman was in demand in America than was
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admired in Germany. Many young German settlers who came to

Texas were aristocrats and scholars who married daughters of

farmers and laborers who came later. This was against

German custom, "Thrift and practical knowledge became a more

desirable dowry in this new land."20

According to Amanda Fallier von Rosenberg, "American

women are not much liked here, as a rule they are lazy and

slovenly, the Americans prefer German ladies. . ."1 German

women did not think much of American women either. For

example, Ida Kappell Kapp's neighbor was of the opinion

that, ". . .for girls who had not grown up accustomed to

work it was best for them to marry an American and they

would not have to work." 22

German women were in such demand that they grew tired

of all the attention from American men and filled their

letters with complaints, "All girls that fain would have a

husband can confidently come to America. It borders on the

ridiculous the way Americans follow after German girls."

Emma Murck Altgelt described one incident on the day of her

arrival in Texas when her ship was met by many men looking

for wives. A man came aboard and tried to hire a blond

peasant girl as a cook. When she declined his high salary

the man shouted, "I will marry you immediately." The girl

replied, "Above all marriage is the least of my

intentions. "24
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Living in Texas in the 1850s had an effect on the age

at which women chose to marry. Ottilie Fuchs Goeth did not

marry at a young age because her mother was so upset when

her older sisters married that Ottilie waited until she was

older, without worry of being a spinster. Ottilie was

engaged when she was twenty-four and considered herself old

for marriage. There were far more men than women and

women had a large group to chose from.

It can be seen from this small sample of diaries and

reminiscences that women were reticent about their reasons

for marriage, but their primary reason was a professed love

for the other person. Other marriage choices were

determined by the necessity for financial support, a desire

to leave home, or an arranged marriage. The reality of

marriage was different than expected and parental

involvement in marriage was less than would be expected.

Women chose who they would marry and this decision was based

more on the person than on their social or economic

standing.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Whom did women marry in antebellum Texas? Did they

have a choice or did their parents choose for them? The

popular image of antebellum South portrays a limited choice

of partners for women because they married within their own

socioeconomic (slaveholding) class. Little scholarly

analysis has been devoted to this subject, but this

quantitatively based investigation of the hypothesis that

antebellum Texas women generally married within their own

socioeconomic (slaveholding) class, and thus had only

limited choice in the selection of marriage partners,

suggests that the popular image should be carefully

qualified.

This study reveals that although a majority of Texas

women who married during the early 1850s chose men who had

the same slaveholding status, a significant minority crossed

class lines in choosing a marriage partner. Moreover, in

these cross-class marriages slaveholding women were as

likely to marry nonslaveholding men as nonslaveholding women

were to marry slaveholding men. This suggests that women

were just as free as men to marry someone from the group

that was almost always poorer. Over all, the percentage of
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matches between slaveholder and nonslaveholder indicate that

women had more freedom of choice than often has been

thought. Parents did not arrange marriages, but women chose

who they would marry.

Women's diaries, letters, and reminiscences discuss

wealth and slaveholding status very little. Parental

disapproval of marriage was almost nonexistent. If parental

choice was not the motivating factor, then what was?

Scholars have determined that choice was made by the person

rather than the parent by looking at several factors. One

of these was birth order. If parents arranged marriages the

daughters would marry in order of birth, the oldest first

and the youngest last. But this pattern was not seen.

Living in the same geographic region was not a good

indicator of who one would marry. Only 49 percent were from

the same region as their spouse. Wealth was not as

important a consideration in marriage as would be expected.

In this, as well as slaveholding status, this study agrees

with Nancy Roberson who found little correlation between

wealth and the choice of a partner.

In cross-class marriages, which show more clearly how a

choice was made when slaveholding was not a factor, the

findings were different from the case in all marriages. The

majority (60 percent) married within their wealthholding

class. So women married for other similarities. A common



48

birthplace appeared in most cross-class marriages (57

percent) as did similar ages (57 percent).

Texas, as a frontier area in the 1850's, had more

choice for women because of a shortage of marriage partners

for men. Several letters written by German women indicate

that women were so in demand that well educated, upper class

men were more likely to marry poor, peasant girls than in

Germany. Practical experience and a willingness to work

were more prized by men in Texas than wealth and social

standing.

Marriage was the most important choice women made in

their life and as such occupied a great deal of their

attention. Contemporary letters devote a large percentage

of space to discussions of marriage. Happiness was the most

important consideration in marriage choice and parents and

children agreed that it was more important than social

standing, wealth, and slaveholding status.
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CODE FOR 1850 CENSUS

Column Information Coded

1-3 Identification number
4-5 Blank
6- County:

1=Brazoria 4=San Augustine
2=Cherokee 5=Travis
3=Red River 6=Washington

7-9 Blank
10 Gender:

1=Male 2=Female

11-14 Blank
15 1850 Status:

1=With family, at least one parent
2=Alone or with people of different surname
3=Married
4=Widowed
5=Apparent family members: siblings, step
parents, people of same surname, but not
parents.

16-19 Household number
20 1850 Residence:

1=Within county 2=Outside county

21-23 Blank
24-25 Age
26-28 Blank
29-30 Birthplace (see subcodes in Appendix)
31 Occupation:

1=Own occupation
2=Father's occupation
3=Husband's occupation
4=Occupation of head of household
5=Mother's Occupation
6=Occupation of self and father

32-33 Blank
34-35 Occupation (See subcodes in Appendix)
36-41 Value of family real property
42 Blank
43-48 Value of own real property
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49 Blank
51-52 Slaves
53-55 Blank
56-72 Name
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STATE SUBCODES

SOLID SOUTH
01 Alabama
02 Arkansas
03 Florida
04 Georgia
05 Louisiana
06 Mississippi
07 North Carolina
08 South Carolina
09 Texas
10 Virginia

NEW ENGLAND
17 Connecticut
18 Maine
19 Massachusetts
20 New Hampshire
21 Rhode Island
22 Vermont

EAST NORTH CENTRAL
27 Illinois
28 Indiana
29 Michigan
30 Ohio
31 Wisconsin

MOUNTAIN STATES
39 Arizona
40 Colorado
41 Idaho
42 Montana
43 Nevada
44 New Mexico
45 Utah
46 Wyoming

EXTERNAL STATES
50 Alaska
51 Hawaii

BORDER STATES
11 Kentucky
12 Maryland
13 Oklahoma
14 Tennessee
15 Washington, D. C.
16 West Virginia

MIDDLE ATLANTIC
23 Delaware
24 New Jersey
25 New York
26 Pennsylvania

WEST NORTH CENTRAL
32 Iowa
33 Kansas
34 Minnesota
35 Missouri
36 Nebraska
37 North Dakota
38 South Dakota

PACIFIC STATES
47 California
48 Oregon
49 Washington

FOREIGN BORN
91
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OCCUPATION SUBCODES

NONE LISTED

00
FARMER
10-Farmer, Planter
11-Stock keeper, Horse

trainer

12-Renter
13-Landlord or Landlady
14-Farm laborer

MERCHANT
20-Merchant
21-Grocer
22-Trader
23-Peddler
24-Salesman
25-Speculator
26-Fisherman
27-Land agent or Real

estate

28-Contractor

PROFESSIONAL

TRADESMAN OR SKILLED CRAFTSMAN

60-Blacksmith, Machinist,
Foundryman, Gunsmith.

61-Carpenter, Brickmason,
Stonemason, Painter,
Cabinet maker,
Plasterer,
Shinglemaker

62-Tailor, Shoemaker,
Weaver, Milliner,
Seamstress

63-Saddler, Tanner
64-Millwright
65-Ginwright
66-Wheelwright, Cooper
67-Printer, Engraver
68-Barber
69-Misc--Baker, Potter,

Watchmaker,
Jeweler,
Bookbinder,
Goldsmith, Pressmaker
Photographer,
Silversmith, Tin
plate worker

SERVICES AND HIRED JOBS

31-Lawyer
32-Doctor, Physician, Druggist

33-Dentist
34-Teacher
35-Minister
36-Publisher or Editor

37-Banker
38-Musician
39-Misc., Biologist

PUBLIC OFFICIAL

41-Judge
42-County Clerk, Sheriff, Clerk

of District Court, Bailiff,
Constable.

70-Clerk and Bookkeeper
71-Tavern, Bar, Hotel

keeper
72-Livery keeper
73-Wagoner, Driver
74-Butcher
75-Mechanic, Laborer,

Stevedore
77-Nursery operator
78-Railroad employees,
Stage driver
Ferry driver

79-Misc., Lumberman

OVERSEER

80



43-Tax collector and Assessor
44-Postmaster, Mailman, Mail rider
45-Notary public
46-State or National legislator
47-Army
48-Indian Agent
49-Land Office, Clerk, Drafts

MANUFACTURING

50-Misc. manufacturer
51-Gin maker or manufacturer
52-Furniture maker
53-Brick maker
54-Mill owner (miller)
55-Wagon and carriage maker
56-Plowmaker
57-Sawmill operator
58-Salt manufacturer

OTHER
90-Sportsman
91-Gentleman or Loafer
92-Gambler
93-Surveyor
94-Student

95-Sailor or Seaman
96-Engineer
97-Steamboat operator
98-Hunter
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QUESTIONS TO ANSWER BY COUNTY

I. Number of marriages between women slaveholders and men
nonslaveholders (WSH/MNSH)
A. How many marriages in which either the man or

woman or both had been married before?
B. Number of couples in which members were born in

same region.
C. Number of couples where both were from families

with real property of $500 or more.
D. Number of couples where both were from families

with $499 or less of real property.
E. Number of couples whose families had different

occupations, and their occupations.
F. How many couples were both 21 or over.
G. How many couples were both 20 or under.

II. How many marriages between men slaveholders and women
nonslaveholders?
A. Numbers of marriages in which at least one person

previously married?
B. Number born in same region, i.e. lower south, upper

south, north, or foreign born.
C. Number of couples with both from family with real

property of $500 or more.
D. Number of couples both $499 or less real property.
E. Number of families with different occupations, and

the occupations.
F. How many couples were both 21 or over?
G. How many couples both 20 or under.

III. How many marriages between Slaveholders/Slaveholders?
A. Number marriages in which at least one

person previously married?
B. Number born same region.
C. Number in which both real property $500 or more.
D. Number in which both real property $499 or less.
E. Number whose families had different occupations

and what occupations were.
F. How many couples both 21 or over.
G. How many couples were both 20 or under?



57

IV. How many Nonslaveholder/Nonslaveholder marriages?
A. Number of marriages in which at least one

person previously married.
B. Number born same region.
C. Number both real property $500 or more.
D. Number both real property $499 or less.
E. Number whose families had different occupations

and what occupations were.
F. How many couples both 21 or over.
G. How many couples both 20 or under.
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