Pebruary 7, 1569

Dear Julis,

A quick letter to clarify a vital point in the Vincent-Vinson
rasaarehe.

Under the old law of Primogeniture, land descended from ancestor
to the oldest male in the direct line to the exclusion of all other
heirs. It is by application of this law, only, that we shall ever
prove our Vinecent line, I fear, pack of John Vinson of the 1727 wille.
When our John and his ¢ilder brother Thomas, and their brother Peter who
died intestate in 1720%'s, first appear in the Surry County records, the
seem to own land, already, and so far as I have been able to learn, the
neither bought it nor patented it, so had to have inherited it. If
they inherited it, that, per se, means that they were linesal descendant
of arn ancestor who owned Eanﬁ in that locality before them. In the
absence of @ will devising the land to them, and I have found no record
of such a will, all the land of an ancestor would have descended to the
eldest son to the exelusion of the younger sons. On thé other hand,
an ancestor sould give land, put the donee into possession by dellvery
of turf and Bwig, in the presence of witnesses. Those old laws were
very vractical for the times, when barely 1% of the people could read o
write, but they are also full of exceptlons, and wery complicated. OF
gourse, in the law schocls, there are brief sourses on them to axplaln
development of laws, and also, in some of our gstates the cld laws re-
main in effest except insofar as modernized, or modlified, by later
gtatutes., I Xnow I had to strusgsle with them in getting my ILL.B. degre

Anyhow, about 1720, our aneestor Jonn Vincent=Vinson of the 1727 wil
undertook to sell some land, and did so, but his brother Thomas { and
this is the proof that they actually were brothers and Thomas the first
son and heir-at-law of their father) who had moved %0 H.Ce quit-clalmed
the land. Of courses ny studies of the old Common Law came back bto me
and explained whye

But, the ehief purpose of this letter iz to esl1l to your attention
that the will of John Vincent { dated Oct. 29, 16983 July 4, 1699)
1eft to his wife Katharine 187 acres of land, only, and mentioned no
other person and no other gr@g&rt%, named her szecubrix, and that was
that. 80, if he hed oLher propertys he died without will { intestats)
as to 1t, and 1t would descend te his helrs just as if he had made neo
wille Look 2t thiss the 187 acres he left his wife was part of a
lznd grant Tor &8% 287ascres, and there appears of rscord, I under-
stand, no deed from him as to the other 100 acress he also had 100 ac:
from Wm. Corker; and he had stock, tools, and other peigonal property.
S0 WHO GOT THAT? THIS IS WHY I BELIEVE HE WAS THE FATHER OF THOEAS OF




N.Co ( eldest son and heir at law), JOHN WHO WAS OUR ANCESTOR, PETER
AND A WILLIAM ¥HO WAS NAMED FOR HIS GRANDFATHER WM, CORKER, AND DAVID,
AN> PERHAPS OTHERS.

I enclose a carbon copy for you to send MHre. Price. IPF HE CAN GET MORE
EVIDENCE THAT JOHN VINCENT MARRIED FIRST A CORKER, YOU HAVE YOuB LIKE
AND PROOF PFOR COLONIAL DAMES.

In hastag

#aud MeLure Kelly



