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SUBJECT: John W. & Sarah Anderson of Union County, Georgia

BACKGROUND
Client has asked me to review the research she and others have conducted on her
ancestors John W. Anderson (1816-84) and his wife Sarah (1827-1913), applying a critical
and fresh eye to propel work to the next level. She has meticulously followed the precepts
of advanced and reasonably exhaustive research through a wide range of sources in a
challenging Georgia region. Yet, three objectives remain unfulfilled, specifically:

e The identity of John W.’s parents.
e The identity of Sarah’s parents.

e The acquisition and disposal of land on which Sarah began paying taxes in 1885.

The time required to thoroughly digest Client’s material, assess the case status, highlight
hidden clues, and pursue immediate questions, has restricted my attention to the identity
issues. A study of Sarah’s land could not be included. I must stress that my findings are
governed by the nature and extent of the materials provided to me and by the limited
time available for new research.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
My assessment and new research have advanced Client’s objectives in several ways:

e First, I agree that John and Sarah (née Nicholson) Erwin were Sarah Anderson’s
parents. The Erwins actually played, and will continue to play, an important role
in the Anderson lineage.



LENNON TO ANDERSON REPORT NO. 3 16 JUNE 2021

e Second, by pursuing Erwin neighbors, I discovered a document that places one
“Johnny Anderson” within a mile or two of them the year before John W. married
Sarah.

e Third, I eliminated Joshua Anderson as a potential father of John W.

e Fourth, I discovered an 1863 deed missed by prior researchers, by which Moses
Anderson sold the land on which he reported taxes, for John Anderson, in 1849.

e Fifth, I cannot yet promote or dismiss the candidacy of Moses Anderson as John
W.’s father for two reasons: (1) Client’s material did not provide enough evidence
to adequately assess him; (2) Moses had several sons of John W.'s age who are
unaccounted for. Additional work is required to determine if John W. was one of
those sons.

e Sixth, new evidence presented in this paper suggests an alternative possibility that
John W. was the son of one Nancy Anderson. The discovery and placement of two
other young Anderson men in very close proximity to John W.—Henry M. and
Jacob—make them critical research targets. Current evidence, which needs to be
developed, suggests they and John W. could comprise a sibling group as sons of the 53-
year-old Nancy Anderson who shared Jacob’s home in 1850.

Explanations of my findings are presented in two parts: Part One focuses on Sarah’s
parents. Part Two focuses on John W.

Part One:
Sarah Anderson’s Parents

Based on current evidence, descendant claims that Sarah was the daughter of John Erwin
and Sarah neé Nicholson, appear sound. Because no single document links them, I offer
a step-by-step argument to evidence the relationship.

First, John W. and Sarah would have been together before and at the time of their c1846
marriage, and the odds are good that they remained close to her family for at least a few
years afterwards. I therefore draw your attention again to the 1849 tax list on which a
John Erwin appears in John W.’s district:

FIGURE 1
John Erwin, 1849 Union County Tax!

; i =) ' ; |
/i Sl 2 | | e\ 74) s |

| { | | |

é/ WAA f”jj‘j“t"

1 Union Co., Ga., 1849 tax list, dist. 1018 (Young Cane), no page number; imaged on FamilySearch (https:/ /www.
familysearch.org) > digital film 008188770 > image 35.
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1849

Union County

Dist. 1018 (Young Cane)

John Erwin 1 poll, 50 acres 2"d class upland, 110 acres pine
no. 104, dist. 10

John is the only Erwin in this district, which we must use as a general “neighborhood.”
My research shows that John had settled here by 1840, coming in from Hall County.? His
1830 and 1840 census entries contain a daughter of Sarah’s age who was not with the
family in 1850:

1830
Hall County, Ga.3
John Irwin 1 male 20-30 3 females 0-5
1 female 5-10
1 female 20-30
1840
Union County, Ga.4
John Irwin 2 males 0-5 1 female 5-10
2 males 5-10 3 females 10-15
1 male 30-40 1 female 15-20
1 female 30-40
1850

Union County, Ga.5

John Irvin 49 M farmer $250real b.N.C.
Sarah 47 F b.N.C
Martha 21 F b. Ga.
James 19 M b. Ga.
William 17 M b. Ga.
Marion 15 M b. Ga.
George 13 M b. Ga.
Thomas 10 M b. Ga.
Matilda 7 F b. Ga.

The loss of Union’s earliest tax lists and deeds, as well as John W.’s absence from the 1850
census, seriously hampers efforts put him and the Erwins into contact. Indeed, we still
have no direct evidence of the county in which John W. resided at the time of his

2In 1846 in Union County, John Erwin witnessed a deed through which John Nickolson Sr. sold Hall County land.
See Hall Co., Ga., Deed Book F: 600-01; FamilySearch > digital film 008563513 > images 578-79.

31830 U. S. census, Hall Co., Ga., p. 98, In. 21 (John Irwin); imaged on “U. S. Census Collections, 1790-1940,”
Ancestry (https:/ /www.ancestry.com).

41840 U. S. census, Union Co., Ga., population schedule, p. 11, In. 20 (John Irwin).

51850 U. S. census, Union Co., Ga., pop. sch., 85th dist., stamped p. 212 (verso), dwelling 150, family 150 (John
Irvin).
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marriage. Nevertheless, we have circumvented his absence by putting Sarah in Union
County in time for the marriage. The next step is to place them into a specific community,
which must be done before we can look for Andersons nearby.

John Erwin’s land (lot 104, district 10) lay on the headwaters of Young Cane Creek, which
was then in the center of the county, but is now west-central, close to the Fannin County
line. Figure 3 shows the lot on an original survey map and on a more modern county
map.

FIGURE 3
John Erwin Land, Union County®

There are no Union County deeds recorded in John Erwin’s name or variants thereof to
tell us whether this was his only tract and, most importantly whether he was living here

¢ James A. Green, “Map of the County of Union [1867]” and “Union County Highway Map, 1934,” Georgia Virtual
Vault (https:/ /vault.georgiaarchives.org).
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when Sarah and John W. married. Nevertheless, we can test the residence via his 1840
census neighbors. John G. Parks, who was enumerated next to Irwin, purchased lots 38,
69 & 70, and 106 of district 10 in 1845, 1848, and 1850.” He was in the same tax district
with John W. Anderson and John Erwin in 1849, taxed on lots 38, 70, 75, and 69.8 As
illustrated on the map snippet in Figure 4, Parks’s lands were almost adjacent to Irwin’s.

FIGURE 4
Landholdings of John G. Parks & John Erwin
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We may therefore conclude that John Erwin was living on the same land in 1840 (when
he was enumerated on the census) and 1846 (when when his daughter married). This is
a critical point due to the discovery of an Anderson in the very same spot just a year
before John W. Anderson reportedly married.

The document in Figure 5 concerns Parks’s purchase of lot 28 in 1845, shortly before John
W. Anderson married Sarah Erwin. Notice that one of the witnesses was “Johnny
Anderson.” This discovery is extremely important because it puts Johnny into contact
with the Erwins, via their immediate neighbor Parks. Moreover, Johnny’s activity there a
year before John W. married promotes the possibility of a genealogical connection to

7 The first tract was purchased from R. G. Ketron on 23 Dec. 1845 (Deed Book B: 250); the second two from G. W.
Parks in 1848 (Deed Book B: 252), the fourth from Moses Payne on 22 August 1850 (Deed Book B: 251).
8 Union Co., 1849 tax list, dist. 1018, no page number; FamilySearch > digital film 008188770 > image 37.
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either Parks (the grantee) or to Reuben Ketron (the grantor). Both men should be followed
in future research.

FIGURE 5
John G. Parks Land Purchase, 18459

%&Méjrfa oL ’2‘5 M“Z‘F Skt
mzﬂm &7/&. .
4 L.‘ 055(.-4_41_/,0 1/479% !

M//C ”/0{»& Ty s AAfrrory, lriAllre
o

/{‘ Atttes g [(1/4<y1_ﬂé gt g cero P oatel

j %/L 3 /* 7%, W/(,«./«/H_ 'Z/ /’l//—b(/—u

’d"- ///(1 Oﬂ-((/ Ql’/:, S ////14// //4/1 Al lp

(L}/(qu/\"/ <9 '/Zlvm .é., 10 pCe e (,_“//r(9 o o<l A/(//.'(4 /rf;

70 o uw[, Ao-Cool, F f// S /a, =0 / /z;/az /{ﬁ.{a{uf;‘;

Y '/)/l/rl/,\f*fp,,,lr//o, ﬂ/rc -, 0 Yy I’/Q_/“/}—-

o S Q’X/L(‘?‘h 2y //l» & ﬁ{ Ot D /‘f |

/ / 2%
5 A\
%1/ 'ff,,/r«af_ /"/ forir e //L ,>'/ ¢// Lllath col- {

N /44t' a’(‘/ﬁ 22 / // L)t < /r*/’) o
& 1?-/14_,—{,, (f_.q‘ '-yn 2 s O L (U’lr ///-.// Y
/)’?_tzuv‘;/‘ /,I (///, /,l////)///((‘ fz,/4//x' Jarlsig—
e I S R VR s A

0 ol [/pﬂ :,c/A.., /‘.ﬁ/, /[p}"f,,.t__ o /1 ,( ERPR: clz/

Bt ST G GV
; A

(-t
Jd Coais et ol y’r t,‘; '///u 4'/,//( N, /_

1
(S v ’4//f Lif

'dll(f[ /91”///’1‘41‘ (/V7I:L4rcﬁ4 Yr— et
2 Ol g //( Ol /»—/., ,_7

“Lax Lpgtze J. /

1/:4_7 0 / 4"1»‘_"7/_,-,»,_‘,

,;{/,:,,/}if‘ SO O A i 00 ;< Yt leew S /*/l(v liio
Uig S a4 1¢7 o Fotrr vty —n e Btter /./-’ ;

.Q—,,, HeolZ, e o2ty (e "v«".‘r{.'// VAot Crtnrn ccey
et e /{ e /{'V/ 0L ol £/, J ol o doade d-tlvzz.
vt 4

/ //
ﬂ4(/uul: O'Lf(/‘\ ~- Aol '/fu,\ fle-eol ”-« / // u/o/ﬁ
é»“‘:: “/’ 37

|y~17“11(414/ G IV l

,/.('w/l.q V77 ////:a lee

h’

Let us now turn to look at the question of John W.’s parents.

Part Two:
John W. Anderson’s Parents

Client has carefully logged all Andersons reporting taxes over the 1849-85 period in
Union County. She has expressed particular interest in two as possible kinsmen of John
W.: Joshua (who performed the marriage of John W.’s son in 1881) and Moses (who

9 Union Co., Deed Book B: 250; FamilySearch > digital film 007900791 > image 162.
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descendants claim was John W.’s father). Additionally, I will address several other
Anderson who are not prominently discussed in Client’s work. Let us begin with Joshua.

Joshua Anderson

Client notes that Joshua Anderson was called “ordinary” in several records. She is correct
in her suspicion that he was a county official: the judge of the Ordinary Court. That
position, as well as his sizeable landholdings, puts him in society’s “upper crust.” John
W. was in a very different social and financial stratum. Not only was he landless, as Client
notes, but the 1880 agricultural census (not contained in Client’s material) shows he was,
in fact, a sharecropper. Ten years earlier, he had farmed only ten acres, barely enough to
sustain a family. (See Figures 6 and 7.)

FIGURE 6
1870 Agricultural Schedule0
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John Anderson 10 improved acres, $125 value of farm, $13 value implements

1 horse, 2 milk cows, 2 other cattle, 12 sheep, 10 swine; $200 value
20 bu. Rye, 75 bu. Indian corn, 50 bu. oats

101870 U. S. census, Union Co., agricultural schedule, pg. number illegible, In. 11 (John Anderson); imaged in “U.
S. Census Collection, 1790-1940,” Ancestry.
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FIGURE 7
1880 Agricultural Schedule!
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28 improved and 135 woodland acres, $300 farm, $10 implements . . .

Men belonging to the county elite did not share crop or endure subsistence levels. We
may therefore conclude that Joshua’s connection to John W.’s son was not personal.

Moses Anderson

Client expressed particular interest in Moses, noting that descendants incorrectly identify
him as John W.’s father. The material provided to me for review does not detail prior
research on him, but the research log references him in the National Archives Index to
Indian Wars Service Records and Service Records of Volunteer Soldiers, 1784-1811. She
has documented his Union County tax entries and notes that other researchers viewed
the following Union County indexes without finding anything:

Letters of Administration, 1877-1941
Executors Bonds

Inventories and Appraisements, 1877-1928
Superior Court Record Book B, 1874-1881
Amnesty Oaths, 1865

111880 U. S. census, Union Co., ag. Sch., pg. 75, In. 9 (John Anderson); imaged in “U. S. Census Collection, 1790-
1940,” Ancestry.
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1832 Cherokee Land Lottery
Deeds, 1860-1906

As Client is aware, looking up names in an index is not an acceptable research strategy
for difficult identity cases. Moreover, the earlier researcher erred in asserting that Moses
does not appear in the Union County deed indexes. In fact, he does. Given these research
“red flags,” and because I do not know the nature of prior research, I must look at him
more closely. There is evidence to promote interest. Notice that his 1840 household 1)
puts him close to John Irwin and 2) shows two males of John W.’s age in the home.

FIGURE 8
1840 Union County!2
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The previously missed deed of 1863 concerns Moses selling the only land to which he has
been linked: lot 77, dist. 9.13 This was the same tract on which he reported taxes in 1849
as “agent for John Anderson.”14 Listed in the same tax district in 1849 was Henry Miller,
who is enumerated next to Moses in the 1840 snippet above. The only other Anderson
appearing in Moses’s early tax districts were James and Burton, neither of whom owned
land in 1849, and I did not tie Moses to another tract.

From this, we can be reasonably certain that Moses was in the same neighborhood
throughout the 1840-63 period. The map in Figure 9 shows lot 77 lay in a different part
of the county. The distance may seem to support a conclusion that John W. was not part

121840 U. S. census, Union Co., Ga., population schedule, p. 11, In. 9 (Moses Anderson) and In. 20 (John Irwin).
13 Union Co., Deed Book B: 275; FamilySearch > digital film 007900791 > image 174.
14 Union Co., 1849 tax list, dist. 1018, no page number; FamilySearch > digital film 008188770 > image 38.
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FIGURE 9
Moses Anderson & John W. Anderson
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of Moses’s family. However, I did not find anything in Client’s material or in my limited
research to support such a conclusion. Moreover, the federal censuses show that Moses
clearly had sons who are not yet identified. Notice below that he, Barton, and James (the

latter two being his sons, according to Client) were enumerated together in 1850 and that
the 1840 households allow for the latter two:

1840

Union County

Moses Anderson 2 males 20-30 [Barton, James] 1 female 10-15
1 male 50-60 1 female 50-60
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1850

Union County?5

James Anderson 31 M W farmer $160 b.S.C.
Nancy 29 F W b. Ga.
William 10 M W b. Ga.
Mary 9 F W b. Ga
John 6 F W b. Ga.
Margarett 4 F W b. Ga.
Andrew 1 M W b. Ga.

Moses Anderson 69 M W farmer $300 b.S.C.
Elizabeth 72 F W b.S.S.
Burton 41 M W farmer $150 b.S.C.
Margaret 21 F W b. Ga.

William Franklin 22 M W laborer b. Ga.

While a male of John W.’s age (c23) is not represented in Moses’s 1840 household, he was
old enough by then to have left home. Indeed, Moses’s 1834 state census household
shows him with five males, presumably himself and four sons—two more than were
present in 1840.1¢ Backtracking Moses to 1830, we see that he had even more unaccounted
for males at that time — one of whom was John W.’s age.

FIGURE 10
Moses Anderson, 18307
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Until all of Moses’s sons are identified, I cannot safely eliminate him from contention as
John W.’s father — particularly when we consider John W.’s landlessness and his repeated
moves. Indeed, as Client notes, he was living in Moses’s tax district in 1855.

151850 U. S. census, Union Co., Ga., pop. sch., dist. 85, penned p. 52, dwell. 339, fam. 339 (James Anderson) and
dwell. 340, fam. 340 (Moses Anderson).

16 Keith Townson, “1834 Union County, Georgia, Census,” USGenWeb Archives (http:// files.usgwarchives.net/ga
/union/census/1830/1834cens.txt).

171830 U. S. census, Habersham Co., Ba., p. 11, In. 4 (Moses Anderson).
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Let us now look at two other Andersons who lived closer to John W.: Henry M. and Jacob.

Henry M. and Jacob Anderson

Client noted these two landless men on the 1849 tax list in John W.’s district. Because she
specifically mentioned Henry M., I will begin with him. Client wonders if he could be the
“Morgan” Anderson of the 1850 Union census, shown for convenience in Figure 11.

FIGURE 11
Morgan Anderson, 1850 Union County!8
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The marriage record in Figure 12 on the next page provides evidence that Morgan of the
1850 Mathis household is the Henry M. of the 1849 tax district.

181850 U. S. census, Union Co., Ga., pop sch., stamped p 208, dwell. 86, fam. 86 (Elizabeth Mathis).
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In 1860, Morgan and Elizabeth were enumerated in almost the same spot as in 1850 —

FIGURE 12
Marriage of H M. Anderson and Elizabeth Mathis!®
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FIGURE 13
Morgan & Elizabeth (née Mathis), 186020

A /7). 727400 o 79l | Zrrsas— gz Jren [ Ro—> | | ||
[ / /Zé(lll'nr:y/ 7{{# _t L _/,( ] ‘ 2L
) HE 9Ll a4 On ,/qu/ ’ B O 1 O 52 7 A2 R
i /‘/7}@/ J«J]/? l 4 P A 2 « | edet
Lok /5*917/, | 1 el ||/
s YUF | |t 1 M OO X 2 1
i //éj‘,'“’/ / 72}‘), i. ; , ‘ > } S
K G S0 ¥ R/ 2T L Y S K A P 3 )
o wQ,ér‘ / 7 et 3% ' 'I~L" -. ; _'~—‘L“ p 1 __' LIEL: )
B Lval) T Af\ L i . '@/:Zlcéi—ﬂ
(%, 74 p//ﬂ G G Beus 5([ Al S ol ! ; JL o | i I P

/M 7 L L P W
o e
H 2 Y X

6

Z%m@ Akl i %

No “Morgan” Anderson appears on any Union County tax list, but, as Client has
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documented, Henry M. or H. M. appears consistently up to 1888.

19 “Georgia, U. S., Marriage Records from Select Counties, 1828-1978,” Ancestry (https://www.ancestry.com) >

Union > Record of Marriages, Book 1, 1833-1878, 1925-1933 > image 114.
201860 U. S. census, Union Co., pop. sch., Blairsville post office, penned p. 531.
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Having established that H. M. was Morgan and that he married into the Mathis family,
let us now put them into a community. While H. M. and John W. appear on the same 1849
and 1850 tax lists, neither Elizabeth Mathis nor James Boyd are with them. Rather, they
were in dist. 865 in 1849 to 1851, with Boyd reporting lots 11 and 26 and two of Elizabeth
Mathis’s children reporting lot 14, all in district 10.21

The map in Figure 13 shows the proximity of the Mathis and Boyd lands to John W.
Anderson and John Erwin. Each square on this map represents a lot of 160 acres—one
quarter mile on each side.?? The Irwin land was therefore about two miles from Boyd and,
perhaps, three miles from Mathis, depending upon the path of the road at that time. The
distance between the two clusters was appropriate for young landless men seeking work
and brides. Henry Morgan is therefore an excellent candidate for John W.’s brother and
should be pursued as a conduit to their origin and parentage.

FIGURE 13
H. M. Anderson & the Mathis Family

Jacob Anderson is another fraternal candidate, who appears to have lived even closer to
John W. First, consider his 1850 census entry for his age and landowning neighbor:

21 See 1849 tax list, dist. 865, Blairsville, no page numbers; FamilySearch > digital film 008188770 > images 7 and 11.
2 “1832 Land Lottery,” University System of Georgia, Georgia Archives (https://georgiaarchives.org/research
/1832_land_lottery).
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FIGURE 14
Jacob Anderson, 185023
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Jacob’s “next door neighbor” Moses Paine owned lots 106, 64, and 28 in district 10.
Because Jacob and several men listed after him were all landless, we may suspect he lived
on or close to one of Paine’s lots. Notice, therefore, how close Paine was to John W. (at
John Irwin’s) and Henry M. (between Boyd and Mathis).

FIGURE 15
Moses Payne & Jacob Anderson

Moses Paine
(Jacob Anderson)
Moses Paine Mathis .
(Jacob Anderson) (H. M. Anderson)
3 Boyd
. (H. M. Anderson)

John Irwin
(J. W. Anderson)

Moses Paine

21850 U. S. census, Union Co., pop. sch., dist. 85, penned p. 230.
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CONCLUSION

All of this new evidence promotes the possibility that John W., Henry M., and Jacob
Anderson were siblings. If so, then the Nancy Anderson living with Jacob in 1850 is likely
to have been their mother.

Although time constraints did not permit me to fully investigate the new evidence and
follow the new leads I have presented, Client is well equipped to do both, working
primarily on the possibility of the sibling cluster.

Rachal Mills Lennon, CG, FASG



