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Abstract
This essay surveys some of the key themes in Sougdoenomic history and traces the
development of the region through the colonial ewblutionary eras, the antebellum
period, the Civil War and Reconstruction, the pgositum period, and the modern period.
In particular, I highlight the findings of econonficstorians on the economics of slavery
and focus on the development of Southern instibstio light of the antebellum slave
society. The resurgence of the Southern econorayamined in light of recent
hypotheses about technological change, policy paoductivity growth.
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The South is a land of unlimited possibility andelieved privation. Potential adequacy
and actual deficiency walk hand in hand across3bathern scene.
-Arthur F. Raper

1. Introduction

The American South is one of the most studied eadtlunderstood regions in the
world, and all aspects of the South’s economichysare inextricably linked to the slave
society that was destroyed by the Civil War and &eiation. Southern economic
history has several distinct phases: the Colonialtkat lasted from the settlement of
Jamestown in 1607—earlier if you date it from tberfding of Saint Augustine, Florida
in 1565—until the Founding Era that culminatedha tatification of the Constitution in
1787, the antebellum era that lasted until thetieleof Abraham Lincoln in 1860 and
the outbreak of the Civil War in 1861, the War &etonstruction Era that lasted until
1877, the post-Reconstruction “New South” pericat tasted until World War II, and the
postwar modern era. Each period presented itsobalhenges.

Elizabeth Fox-Genovese and Eugene Genovese argudéhSouth developed as
“a slave society” rather than simply “a societyttharmitted slavery” and place the South
“with ancient Greece and Rome among the few gerglane societies in world
history—that is, societies in which slave laboryded the basis of the social structure,
the economy, and the culture.Along with Brazil and the Caribbean in thé"1s8"

centuries, the South, Greece, and Rome were histonly real slave societies in that

1 «social and Moral Welfare,” for Synod of Georgid"9Session, October 12, 1938. Columbus GA.
Mimeo, papers of Arthur F. Raper, Box 3, Folder Bauthern Historical Collection, Wilson Library,
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill.

2 Fox-Genovese and Genovektnd of the Master Clasgp. 70-71.
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almost every aspect of life in these societies [ktbaround human bondagjeThe

South’s economic history is inseparable from itsacand political history, and the
institutional residue from the slave society aféecthe Southern economy for the century
following emancipation and beyond.

Before the Civil War, per-capita income and growtithe South compared favorably
to per-capita income and growth in the North everugh this wealth was distributed
unevenly. Compared to other western slave sosidtie South was a smashing
economic success. Relative to the high-mortalayilibean slave economies, the North
American mainland had the conditions under whiadpctive as opposed to extractive
institutions developed.Absentee landlordism in the Caribbean meanttteatultural
and rhetorical institutions of capitalism and csalciety did not develop, even in the
bastardized form in which they developed in the Aoaa SoutlT.

The Southern economy grew in spite of slavery: betwl840 and 1860,
Southern incomes grew more rapidly than Northeconmes, and even during the
decades following the Civil War Southern growtlesivere comparable to Northern
growth rates. Southern incomes grew after thel @Aar and especially after World War
I, but the institutional infrastructure that supigal slavery in the antebellum South

worked to undermine the market process in the pektim South. These institutions

% Engerman, “Slavery,” p. 329. Engerman borrowsdhssification of the South, the Caribbean, Brazil
Greece, and Rome as “slave societies” from clagditbses Finley.

* On the difference between these types of inatisti see Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson, “Colonial
Origins.” Franklin From Slavery argues that absentee ownership in the Caribbeamia dearth of what
is now called “social capital” that would have reddpgthe region develop better institutions.

® Franklin,From Slaveryp. 64.



worked to the detriment of long-run Southern groitreducing urbanization and
industrialization, by restricting productive invesnts in education and entrepreneurial
capital, by encouraging rent-seeking and corruptiyrseparating the South from the
international labor market, and by actively obdfingthe development of well-
functioning markets.

The region’s suitability for cotton, tobacco, indjgugar, and rice certainly helped
shape the Southern economy, but Southern histonpre than land and climate. In
Rupert Vance’s words, “(h)istory, not geographydmghe solid South® Gavin Wright
argues that what matter are not the intrinsic plafstemporal, or spatial characteristics
of the elements but “the level of demand, the sthtenowledge, and the organization of
property rights and market$.’Did the South have some market institutions?. Yeast
the South was not a market econdimiRobert Fogel places the South in context:

If we treat the North and South as separate nadodgank them among the

countries of the world, the South would stand asfélurth most prosperous nation of

the world in 1860. The South was more prosperoas Erance, Germany, Denmark,
or any of the countries of Europe except Englafide South was not only advanced

by antebellum standards but also by relativelymestandards. Indeed, a country as

® Vance,Human Geographyp. 22. Vance is quoted in Wrigi@)d Southp. 6. See also Margo (“South as
an Economic Problem”) for more discussion of tHe af geography. Mitchener and McLean
(“Productivity of U.S. States”) examine the rolemineral endowments and climate in determining
productivity over the period from 1880 to 1980.

" Wright, Old South p. 6.
8 Engerman, “Slavery,” p. 348; WrigiRplitical Economyp. 180.
3



advanced as lItaly did not achieve the southerr Eyger capita income until the eve

of World War 11?
Southern economic history is a complex tale thawee together insights from all
disciplines, not just economics and history. Int@orthemes emerge. Slavery was both
a system of property rights and a mode of laboawigation, and it is the central element
of Southern economic history. It influenced Southeultural, economic, and political
institutions, and it cast a long shadow from whsdutherners have struggled to emerge.
At the same time, the South shows how market utgiits can generate wealth even in
the face of opposition and oppression. Southesn@uic history tells a tale from which

much can be learned. It begins with the colonial e

2. The Colonial and Revolutionary Southern Economy
As Robert Higgs writes, “private property righte éine foundation of the market

system of resource allocation” because “(t)hedetsigermit an individual to exclude
others from the use of his property and to trangfisrexclusive ability to others on terms
that are mutually agreeabl&”Southern history revolves around a peculiar Egghts:
rights to others’ persons. Slavery was first fdtyngecognized in Virginia in 1661 and

in Maryland in 1663. When the supply of Europaatentured servants fell, farmers in
the Chesapeake tobacco colonies substituted awayifidentured servants and toward

African slaves. It created in prosperity for Sauthplanters, but it ultimately proved to

° Fogel and Engermaiijme on the Crosg. 250; FogelWithout Consentp. 87.

9 Higgs, Transformation p. 8.



be a Faustian bargain that pulled the region irdoamd poverty in the last half of the

nineteenth century:

A confluence of factors (rising wages in Englarat,dxample, and fewer
opportunities in the Chesapeake) changed Chesafsakenstitutions. In 1680,
indentured servitude was largely the norm for umfedor. This changed over the course
of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth destso that by 1720 “slaves greatly
outnumbered servants, and blacks were nearly 2@&peof the population, while in
some areas their population approached one-tffirdRegional differences were evident
in the distribution of wealth on the eve of the Blewion, and Southerners, on average,
held more wealth than their counterparts in Newl&md)and the Middle Colonies. In
1774, Americans in New England, the Middle Colongsd the South all had similar
holdings of land, livestock, equipment, inventori@sd consumers’ goods. The
difference in wealth was driven by slave holdir@putherners owned £18.4 worth slaves

per capita compared to only £0.2 in New England£hé in the Middle Colonies.

The colonial South had four distinct borders angt fistinct regions. It was
bounded by the Ohio River, the Atlantic Ocean,@wf of Mexico, and the Mississippi

River, and it was further subdivided into the Clpeske tobacco region, the rice- and

Y Franklin,From Slavenypp. 72,75; Engerman, “Slavery,” pp. 332-333; Leio¢ The Americansp. 211.
Powell Greatest Emancipatioh®ffers a broad survey of the end of slavery, Badker (“South in the
National Economy,” especially the footnotes) sunires the development of the literature on Southern
economic history during the “cliometric revolutioaf the 1960s and 1970s.

2 Menard, “Economic and Social Development,” p. 265

13 Alice Hanson JonedVealth p. 96; data also reported in Hughes and Gaimerican Economic History
p. 51.



indigo-cultivating low country of South Carolinaca@eorgia in which blacks comprised
seventy percent of the population, the periphang, ‘@ frontier zone dominated by cross-
cultural trade.*

These regions were distinctly rural. Only 4% oti®@rners in 1775 living in towns
with populations greater than two thousand, angl anbther one percent living in towns
with between one and two thousand residents. €$takkn, the South’s largest city, had
only twelve thousand residents in 1775 while Newkvlead over forty-seven thousand
residents, Philadelphia had over twenty-seven todisesidents, and Boston had over
eighteen thousand residents in 1790.

Southerners of European extraction prospered diie@olonial era. Demographic
data show that they ate well, as land was aburataht large proportion of Southerners
worked in agriculture. As Russell Menard writdsy the time of the Revolution,
southern-born men of European ancestry were, orageggjust over 5'8" tall, about 3.5
inches taller than their English counterparts haligtaller than northerners, and about the
same height as Americans who served in the milifarjng World War 11.*° Fertility
outpaced mortality, the population increased expbaky, and southern planters earned
handsome incomes exporting tobacco from the Chakepea and rice and indigo from

the lowlands of South Carolina and GeorYia.

14 Menard, “Economic and Social Development,” p. ,2251..

!> Menard, “Economic and Social Development,” p. 258tch and CarteHistorical Statistics Table
AaB832-1033.

16 Menard, “Economic and Social Development,” pp.,2588.
" Menard, “Economic and Social Development,” pp9,2256.
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The Revolution was hard on the South in the 1770s1&80s, just as the Civil war
was hard on the South during the 1860s and 18f@sok the South almost as long to
recover from the Revolutionary War as it took toaeer from the Civil War. Southern
incomes were roughly equal to the national avenad&74 but had fallen to about 67%
of the national average in 17881t wasn't until the early 1800s that the Souttaieed
the level of per-capita income it had enjoyed i74% Regional distinctions took on a
greater importance as the westward expansion wéisland the rise of cotton
cultivation—and the attendant culture of the Sourits#tave society—drove a wedge

between the free and slave states.

3. The Antebellum Southern Economy
The slave/free split occurred after the War of 1842he western South was

populated by slave owners and dotted with plamafid Slave owners were a small-but-
powerful fraction of the Southern population. Dgyithe cotton boom of the 1850s, the
fraction of Southerners who owned slaves fell fraimout one-third to one-fourth. By
1860, only a fourth of Southerners owned sl&e$he concentration of wealth in slave
owners’ hands created a powerful interest grougngeestimates from Claudia Goldin

and Louis Rose, Jeffrey Rogers Hummel points aaitith1860 “the value of all slaves

8 Menard, “Economic and Social Development,” p..294
¥ Menard, “Economic and Social Development,” p..294
2 Hummel, “Civil War,” p. 192.
2L Engerman, “Slavery,” p. 340.

2 Hummel, “Civil War,” p. 192; cf. StampThe Peculiar Institutionpp. 29-30.
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was between $2.7 and $3.7 billion [in 1860 dollansdking it an asset that exceeded the
value of all U.S. manufacturing and railroad cdpitambined.®
3.1 Wealth and Inequality

The distribution of wealth in the slave South wasemely unequal, but it was also
extremely unequal in northern cities—so much sotbenbining non-egalitarian
Northern cities with the egalitarian Northern cayside, Northern and Southern
inequality statistics were similat. There was a crucial difference between the
inequalities in the North and South, however. Agdt points out, the super-rich of the
North differed from the super-rich of the Southéttop 1 percent of the wealth holders
[in the North] were mainly urban merchants and niacturers whose businesses were
based on wage labor, while in the South the toprttgmt were mainly rural planters
whose businesses were based on slave |&bor.”

Slave wealth accounted for a disproportionate amotiagricultural wealth in the
South as “(a)ilmost 60 percent of the agriculturahith in Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana,
Mississippi, and South Carolina was in slaves, avtdhd and farm buildings accounted
for less than one-thircd?® The South exploited its comparative advantageiton before
the war, but they did so at the expense of devetpitie institutions and urban centers

that were essential to industrialization. Inedyah land-holdings was a problem as

2 Hummel, “Civil War,” p. 192, citing Goldin (“Ecommics of Emancipation”) for the lower estimate and
Rose (“Capital Losses”) for the higher estimate.

4 See FogelWithout Consenipp. 82-83) for discussion of inequality in theuBo The richest group
among all Americans was, in fact, the planter acistcy (what Fogel called “Gang-System farmers”).

% Fogel,Without Consenipp. 83-84.
% Atack and PasselNew Economic Viewp. 307. cf. Wright, “Strange Career.”
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political institutions were shaped to reinforce g@mdtect slavery rather than to promote
economic developmenf. According to Wright, "(s)laveholders controlledtiyeen 90
and 95 percent of agricultural wealth in both 185@ 1860.%

In contrast to traditional interpretations of th#ebellum South as a desolate,
impoverished region, the representative antebeSonthern farmer was quite well-off
relative to his Northern counterpart. Fogel préseiata on the average wealth of each
household head for a variety of circumstances 8018-or the Northern urban laborer in
1860, average wealth was $144. For the Northesl laborer, average wealth was
$374. For Northern urban artisans, it was $2,087far Northern rural artisans it was
$1,218. Non-slave holding Southern farmers hadvanage wealth of $1,777, Northern
farmers had $3,138, and Southern Yeomen with severore slaves had $3,396.
Inequality was a product of the prosperity of lasgale farmers. “All Cotton-Belt
farmers” held wealth of $13,124 each while Gangt&ysFarmers held $56,458. Small
southern farmers were able to farm the prime lardise South, but slaveholding
became more concentrated: 36% of Southern housebwlded slaves in 1830, while
only 25% did in 1860. Southern inequality was a@roduct of the dearth of the small
farmer but of the prosperity of the gang-systenmigla These planters were the super-
rich of the antebellum era, but the overthrow @&f shave system meant that the locus of

wealth moved NortR®

2" Wright, Political Economyp. 8.

2 \Wright, Political Economyp. 35.

% Data in this paragraph are from Fogalithout Consent pp. 82-84.
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Further, it was not the impoverishment of SoutHarmers but rather the enrichment
of the Southern planter plutocracy that explairtelagllum Southern inequalit{. The
thesis that slavery ruined the Southern economigéat in the short run) is further
undermined by trends in Southern wages. Southege warners also did well relative to
their Northern counterparts, which undermines thasis and also helps explain why
non-slaveholders were either enthusiastic aboutraiifferent to the Confederady. In
1820, for example, wages for common laborers irSihigth Atlantic states had been
higher than wages for common laborers in the Naghéut this changed in the 183s.

Migration accomplished many things; in the Nortie east-west wage gap had
closed because of migratidh.Nonetheless, migration appears not to have ahked
progress of the South because, as Susan B. Cadatleers note, migrants to the United
States were spurred in part by a desire to aveidtutt®* During the decades before
the war, military land grants, foreign migrationgathe prospect of gold in California
(among other things) pushed the American populatiestward. The old South,
however, lost population on net due to the diseas@&onment and foreigners’ aversion
to slavery®® This is evident from Figure 1, which shows thecpatage of the population

that was foreign-born in 1860. The relatively Iparcentage of foreign-born Southerners

%0 Fogel,Without Consentp. 83.
31 Fogel,Without Consenip. 88. See Margo (2000) for a comprehensiveuewi@in of antebellum wages.
32 Rosenblooml.ooking for Workpp. 131-132.
3 (Margo,Wagesp. 154; cited in Ferrie, "Internal Migration," HS p. 1-489)
34 Carter, Haines, Sutch, and Wright, “Race,” p. 1-11
% Lebergott,The Americansp. 228.
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also suggests a lack of intellectual commerce thighrest of the world and a paucity of

ties that could integrate the South into the iraéomal labor market®

(Figure 1 Here)

The scale economies Fogel and Engerman attributeetose of the gang system
were apparently only possible under slavery, anttievihe gang system led to increases
in measured output the fact that it relied on ceersuggests that it wasted resources.
After the slaves were emancipated, planters coolat@pture the efficiencies of gang-
system agriculture because even at a wage premsopigowere not willing to organize
themselves into work gangs voluntarily. After thar, planters could not contract with
workers to get them into gang agriculture. Betbwewar, workers could not contract
with planters to get out of . The demise of the gang system brought with é@daiction
in agricultural productivity’®

Even after the Atlantic slave trade was formallyseld, there remained a large
domestic market for slaves. Fertile western lam$sthe prospect of high cotton yields
pulled slavery westwardf. Between 1790 and 1799, Virginia, Maryland, andabeare
were net slave exporters while Kentucky, TennedbeeCarolinas, and Georgia were net
slave importers. Between 1820 and 1829, Kentuokiythe Carolinas had become net

slave exporters while new additions to the Uniorisdduri, Arkansas, Louisiana,

% Wright (Old South and Rosenblooni.poking for Work argue that the South’s isolation from the
international labor market helps explain the re@a®evelopment as “a low-wage region in a high-wage
country.”

37 Fogel,Without Consentp. 109.
38 Margo, “South as an Economic Problem,” p. 168.
39 Atack and PasselNew Economic Viewp. 300.

11



Mississippi, Alabama, and Florida--had joined theks of net slave importers. The
addition of Texas pushed the formal market for estastill farther westward, and by the
1850s Tennessee and parts of Missouri, AlabamaGaodgia had joined the ranks of net
slave exporters. Even though there was a netwidriade that linked the ports of the
Chesapeake with New Orleans, most of the slave wadurred over overland rout&s.

Slavery was a profitable enterprise rather thaaxamncise in conspicuous
consumption. People who accumulated slaves ataovadated other forms of wealth.
Slaves were a very good investment, and Fogel artipad, contrary to popular belief,
slaveryper sewas compatible with urbanization and industridlama Fogel also reports
that slaves performed well in manufacturing tasks ia supervisory capacities; he traces
the decline of urban slavery in the 1850s notawesd’ inabilities in urban occupations
but to their greater capabilities (and greater @pin the fields'?

Fogel and Engerman estimate that slaves consunoed @b percent of the income
they produced, leaving an exploitation rate of dely percent. Their estimates are
thoroughly critiqued by Paul David and Peter TefffirStanley Lebergott calls Fogel and

Engerman’s estimate “improbable” and argues thatg more on the order of about

0 TadmanSpeculatorspp. 6-8.
1 Fogel,Without Consentp. 83.
*2 Fogel,Without Consenipp. 107-108. Wright (“Prosperity,” p. 32) disags.
3 David and Temin, “Slavery.”
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sixty percent for field hand. Roger Ransom and Richard Sutch argue that taefat
exploitation was approximately fifty-five percefit.

To be sure, planters were astute managers withisttitt confines of the slave
society. This was reflected in their responsiveriesagricultural market conditions and
the prices they paid for their slaves. Their appafetish for cotton production was an
illusion: Southern farmers were as responsive smging market conditions as Northern
farmers, if not more s&. Male and female slaves, for example, tendedaitetat
roughly the same price in spite of females’ lowerductivity in agriculture. This was
hardly a triumph for women'’s rights. Rather, ibgls how slavery dehumanized the
slaves. Women traded at the same price as mengseetzey could do what men
couldn’t: they could have children. The law spiedifthat a child’s legal status followed
the status of its mother, so the children of slavese slaves themselves. This meant that
investments in female slaves were also investnieradarger future “capital stock”

Southerners invested their capital in slaves and & In contrast, Northern soil and
climate limited the returns to investment in agitiere, so northerners had to “search for
more profitable outlets for their savings in marmiaing and in commercé?® This

meant that Northerners had incentives to develefghthman and social capital conducive

** Fogel and Engermaifjme on the Crosd ebergott,The Americansp. 220.

%5 Ransom and Sutcine Kind p. 169.

“ Fogel,Without Consenip. 94.

" Conrad and Meyer, “Economics of Slavery”; discdsiselebergottThe Americansp. 217.
“8 Fogel,Without Consenip. 109.

“9 Fogel,Without Consentp. 109.
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to impersonal exchange while most Southern prodnc¢tok place “in-house” and in

response to the opaque social signals of the piantaconomy?

3.2 Profits and Plantations in a Slave Society
The literature on slavery took a decisive turn wite publication of a paper by

Alfred Conrad and John Meyer in 1958 Conrad and Meyer launched an intellectual
revolution that demolished the “slavery was conspis consumption” thesis. People
investing in slaves could expect an annual retfiapproximately eleven percent in the
slave-exporting Old South and about twelve periettie slave-importing New South.
Conrad and Meyer estimated an annual rate of retuigiaves of between six and eight
percent, which was comparable to and competitith veiturns on other investmenits.
The studies that followed Conrad and Meyer showeatlif slavery reduced economic
growth in the long run, it was not because it waanemically moribund while it was
legal. Rather, it was because it prevented theldpment of entrepreneurs. Their
experimentation with and adoption of better vagef cotton notwithstanding,
Southerners were unable to enjoy the full fruitsvbat Julian Simon calledrhe
Ultimate Resource—human ingenuity—because the institutions thatpsuied slavery
worked against it. Laws against teaching slavesad, for example, reduced the rate at

which Southerners accumulated human capital. Asfligi institutions discouraged

* Fogel,Without Consenipp. 109-110.

*1 Conrad and Meyer, “Economics of Slavery.” Thetooversies that permeate the scholarship on slavery
are summarized in detail by FogBlavery Debates

%2 |_ebergott,The Americansp. 216.

%3 Conrad and Meyer, “Economics of Slavery,” p. 1@heir results are discussed in detail by Lebergott
(The Americansp. 216).

14



urbanization and prevented innovators and entrepirsrfrom emerging’ This
manifested itself conspicuously in the under-depelent of the Southern educational
and technological environments both before and #feCivil War.

Why did slavery persist? Mark Thornton and Robert Ekelund argue that the
profitability, viability, and persistence of slavery were artifacts of government
intervention rather than any inherent efficiency in slavery as such.>® Southerners
saw themselves as the cultural heirs of great classical civilizations, and they
bolstered their social narrative with comparisons to the great civilizations of
antiquity and the nobility of medieval England. The legal institutions of slavery
were influenced by fears among whites of slave rebellions, and religious
justifications were offered on grounds that it was morally legitimate to enslave
heathens.”® Slaves had no rights to property in their persons, in some places, even
to self-defense.”” Violation of a slave's person—by rape or murder, for example--
was a crime not against the slave, but against the owner.®

Government-funded and government-organized slave patrols socialized the

costs of maintaining slave wealth.”® This was particularly true when slave patrols

** Fogel,Without Consentpp. 103, 109. Bateman and Weiaseplorable Scarcityoffer a
comprehensive survey of Southern industrializati@n-+ather, the lack of Southern industrialization—
under slavery. See also Wrigltqlitical Economy“Strange CareerOld South.

* Thornton and EklundTariffs, p. 109. See also Thornton, “Slavery.”
*% Franklin,From Slaverypp. 73, 78-79, 87, 105.

*" Franklin,From Slaveryp. 188.

*8 Franklin, From Slaveryp. 188.

¥ Hummel, “Civil War and Reconstruction,” pp. 192319
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were conscripted. Willingness to leave slavery behind in search of better terms of
employment was apparent in the frequency with which slaves ran away. John Hope
Franklin points out that Mississippi Governor John A. Quitman claimed that “the
South lost 100,000 slaves valued at more than thirty million dollars” between 1810
and 1850.%° The international slave trade persisted even after it was outlawed in
1808; for example, slave shipments from Havana to Texas were being recorded as
late as 1836.*

Under slavery, blacks were effectively excludedrfraivil society. As Franklin
points out, “(b)enevolent societies and similarasrigations were not allowed to
convene. In Maryland, free Negroes could not Hgeeums, lodges, fire companies, or
literary, dramatic, social, moral, or charitableisties.”? The states themselves in
some cases created provisions for re-enslavemenngBsee in 1857, Texas in 1858,
Louisiana in 1859, and Maryland in 1860), and Adain 1859 compelled blacks
staying in the state to choose white “masters” wtnald post bonds that would allow
them to act as if they were fré&.

As an economic system, slavery was supported dggaphical, cultural, and
political institutions reinforcing “Slavery in th&bstract.” Apologists for slavery saw it

as a solution to the supposed tension betweeratapitl labor that comprised “the social

€9 Franklin, From Slaveryp. 260.
® Franklin,From Slaveryp. 183.
%2 Franklin,From Slaveryp. 219.
% Franklin,From Slaveryp. 221.
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question.®* According to Fox-Genovese and Genovese, “theuppessitions of the
southern defense of slavery ended with SlaverfienAbstract--the doctrine that declared
slavery or a kindred system of personal servitheéebest possible condition for all labor
regardless of racé™ The alleged benevolence of the peculiar institutias reinforced

by comparisons of free wage labor in the North ianBurope to Southern society, with
apologists arguing that participants in the castua®f the free labor market had their
dignity undermined by capitalist competitith.

Further, apologists saw slavery as a proper anélmelationship between the
supposedly noble and elevated Caucasian race arsipiposedly licentious and
degraded Negro race. Rev. William A. Smith, foaple, placed blacks on the same
level as "minors, imbeciles, and uncivilized pessonho "have a right to be governed
and protected, to such means of physical comfattraoral improvement as are
necessary and compatible with their providentiaidition.”®’ The ideology of racism
and the racial basis for slavery developed asrtsigutions earned profits for
landowners. The system’s viability was further ersgored by government policies
restricting manumission and conscripting whites siaive patrols that helped

slaveowners socialize the costs of maintainingsistem’®

% Fox-Genovese and Genovebtind of the Master Clasp. 696, andlavery pp. 8, 11-25.
% Fox-Genovese and GenoveS&very p. 1.

% Fox-Genovese and GenoveStgvery pp. 38-39.

67 Smith is quoted in Fox-Genovese and Genowdaed of the Master Clasp. 622.

% yanochik et al., “New Perspective.”
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Slavery undermined the institutions of civil sogiahd created a warped moral
code. Fogel summarizes the views of the religradgcals of the antebellum era that
ultimately brought about the end of slavery:

The religious radicals who sparked the abolitiomstvement, convinced that

they were divinely inspired, dismissed the dilenthet had beset the founding

fathers between the natural right of the enslavdtieir freedom and the natural
right of the masters to the security of their pmtyaeRejecting the rationalism of
the Revolutionary generation, they denounced sjaagrn unmitigated evil,
incapable of being justified by material gain oy ather worldly consideration.

They declared that slavery was not just any sirabugxtraordinary sin, a sin so

corrupting that persistence in it, or complicitythwvit, infected every other aspect

of life and created an insuperable barrier to Ipettsonal and national salvatith.
Slavery was perpetuated by a combination of intsyédeology, and institutions. The
South’s “peculiar institution” was individually tahal given the constraints provided by
the institutional environment, but it was sociathational. The transition to a more
efficient set of property rights was complicatedtbg prospect of capital losses for
slaveholders. The same economic considerationg@liged Governor John Quitman to
complain loudly about runaway slaves also motiv&edthern defenses of slavery as a
set of property rights. Lebergott summarizes Eerdi Andrew Jackson’s views on the
matter: “Andrew Jackson declared, with some viodenieat to free the slaves would cut

the value of Southern lands by 75 percent. Whetepfe, he asserted, could not till the

% FogelSlavery Debate®. 6.
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lowlands on which rice, sugar, and much cotton grasvn.”® The prospect of these
kinds of losses from institutional change reinfareecommitment to slavery among
Southern political leaders. The impossibility diargain between slaves and slave
owners led to war.

Robert Fogel and Stanley Engerman argue that tfeégility and viability of large-
plantation slavery was due to the productivity adages from “gang system” cotton
cultivation. This was a system whereby slaves werseled into work gangs in which
tasks were very clearly specified and very closebnitored’* According to Fogel and
Engerman, Southern farms could have produced a&idatmore output with the same
inputs as Northern farnfé. The productivity of free Southern and Northenmfa was

similar, so large plantations drove the differeheveen Northern and Southérn.

3.3 Cotton Biology, Innovation, and Productivity
Scholarship on the Southern economy following tleekwof Conrad and Meyer

focused on the static properties of northern agitice, Southern slave agriculture, and
Southern non-slave agriculture, with productivitifetences being attributed to
organizational advantages from gang-system agui@iltAlan L. Olmstead and Paul
Rhode note, however, that the supposed advantemyagyhing-system agriculture were

absent from contemporary plantation accounts. lss@ad and Rhode show, it was the

0 Lebergott,The Americansp. 211.
" Fogel and Engermaifjme on the Cros$-ogel,Without Consent
"2 Fogel and Engerman, “Explaining,” p. 278.

3 Fogel and Engermaifjme on the Cross: Evidence and MethquisL35. Their estimates are discussed in
greater detail by Fogel and Engerman (“Explainiagtl “Explaining (Reply)”).
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introduction and diffusion of progressively bettetton varieties that explains increases
in Southern cotton productivity between 1800 an621’8

They point out that “southeastern planters expantagewith myriad varieties to find
suitable stock for their local conditions” and agghat the progressive improvement in
the quality of Southern cotton rather than efficies attributable to gang-system
agriculture explain rising productivity in the sea@outh”> The effect was substantial:
Olmstead and Rhode argue that the introductiorewf cotton varieties from Mexico had
an impact on cotton cultivation that exceeded thygaict of the mechanical reaper on
wheat cultivation in the Nortf. French settlers in the Mississippi Valley in f1#20s
and 1730s had experimented with varieties of cdttmught from the East and from
Siam!” The cotton from Siam—called “Black Seed” or “Cefe-“moved eastward and
mixed with local stocks of Black and Green Seedréate an array of varieties of
differing quality and ripening characteristic$.”

The introduction of and experimentation with a dexican cotton variety in the

years between 1806 and 1820 revolutionized Souttwtan cultivation’? The resulting

74 Olmstead and Rhode, “Biological Innovation.”

> Olmstead and Rhode, “Biological Innovation,” pfi32, 1151-1153.
® Olmstead and Rhode, “Biological Innovation,” p651

" Olmstead and Rhode, “Biological Innovation,” p321

8 Olmstead and Rhode, “Biological Innovation,” p321

¥ Olmstead and Rhode, “Biological Innovation,” pf32-1133.
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cottons ultimately produced higher-quality fiberslanigher lint-to-seed ratid$ As
picking rates improved, more land could be devatecbtton®

Cotton output grew more rapidly than the enslawatba labor force—between 1800
and 1860, for example, cotton output increased.6%% per year and real cotton prices
fell by 0.53% per year. During this period, slariEes increased by 1.92% per yé&ar.
Growth in cotton efficiency of 2.3% per year waslistantially faster than the advance
in labor productivity in the overall econom§?” Profits accrued to Southern planters
because coercion was cheap, particularly in thigvatibn of staples like cotton and
tobaccd®*
3.4 Slavery and Antebellum Industrialization

Slavery marked the most important institutionafediénce between the North and the
South, and it affected Southern growth over the lem®® According to Gavin Wright,

slavery affected the Southern economy through ¢bannels:

(1) Slavery reduced the mechanization of farmin@figring an alternative way
for farm scale to expand, (2) slavery discouragedhtbuilding and investment in
infrastructure by providing a form of agricultusaéalth, the value of which was

independent of local development; (3) slavery wdrigainst the spread of rural

8 OImstead and Rhode, “Biological Innovation,” p32-1135.
8 Olmstead and Rhode, “Biological Innovation,” p421

8 Olmstead and Rhode, “Biological Innovation,” Talhlep. 1127.
8 Olmstead and Rhode, “Biological Innovation,” p2&1

8 Reid, “Causes and Effects of Sharecropping,” p. 37

8 Rosenbloom and Sundstrom, “Labor-Market Regimes16.
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markets and farm-town interactions by creatingreemtive toward

diversification and self-sufficiency on plantatioi) slavery hindered the early

progress of manufacturing by integrating slave worued children into the

cotton economy, and by minimizing the incentivespen the region to outside

labor flows®®
Together, these forces limited Southern industadilon relative to the North. Both
regions began industrializing at the same time Narthern industrialization proceeded
more rapidly: “(b)etween 1820 and 1860 the Soutlerkers engaged in manufacturing
increased by 72 percent, but the northern increase383 percent” Fred Bateman and
Thomas Weiss argue that Southerners could havegqadfy reallocating their resources
into manufacturing, but they were discouraged famimng so by strong cultural
constraints like low risk preference and an aversicindustrial investmerit. In
particular, the South’s “comparative advantageafiniculture] had been overindulge.”
In 1850 and 1860, Southern manufacturing capitatppita and manufacturing output
per capita were both well below those in New Endland the Middle States, as Figures

1 and 2 show.

(Figure 1 Here)

(Figure 2 Here)

8 Wright, “Strange Career,” p. 166.
87 Fogel,Without Consentp. 103.

8 Bateman and WeisBeplorable Scarcitypp. 161-162; see also the discussion in AtackRassellNew
Economic Viewpp. 318-319.

8 Bateman and WeisBeplorable Scarcityp. 163.
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Compared to the North, the South was an indusagglard. Compared to European
countries like France, Germany, and Austria-Hunghaoyvever, it was an industrial
leader’® Further, Fogel argues that the official datarestated the degree to which the
South industry lagged behind Northern industryjrgathat “more than half of the
apparent industrial gap between the North and thehsdisappears” when the data are
corrected for apparent inconsistencies in the d&finof manufacturing”

Nevertheless, Southerners did not make the maspdrtunities to industrializ&.
Instead, they chose to invest their wealth in slamd, to a degree, laftl.Slave
ownership and wealth concentration reduced incestior structural change, and the
inward orientation of the plantation economy meaastifficient investment in the human
and social capital that underlies a successful at@onomy. In this respect, slavery
was a conservative element that prevented the emeegf a dynamic Southern

economy”

4. The Effects of the Civil War and Reconstruction
Decades of tension precipitated the dissolutiothefunion and the bloodiest conflict

the country has ever seen—a conflict that JeffregedRs Hummel called “a simultaneous

% Fogel,Without Consentpp. 103, 109.

1 Fogel,Without Consentp. 104.

92 Bateman and Weiss, Deplorable Scarcity.

% See on this Wright, “Strange Career,” p. 166 @l South
% Gallman, “Slavery,” p. 1019.

%Carden, “Inputs.”
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culmination and repudiation of the radical prinepbf the American Revolutio®

War was waged, and with few exceptions, the fightook place on Southern soil. The
consequences were devastating, particularly fosthéh. This is apparent from the
income estimates. Table 1 reports estimates ef@gita income for 1840, 1860, and
1880 as well as estimated growth rates for thesyeavered by those periods. Free
southern incomes compare favorably with Northeooines, and even when we count
slaves as people rather than as intermediate goedstjll see that Southern incomes are
comparable to Northern incomes.

(Table 1 Here)

Between 1840 and 1860, per-capita income in thehSgrew more rapidly than per-
capita income in the rest of the country. The agerannual Southern growth rate was
1.7% while the average annual national growthwate 1.3%. This changed during the
1860s and 1870s. Northern per capita income gtewate of 1.9% per year between
1860 and 1880. Southern per capita income, coelergrew” at a rate of -0.8% per
year over the same peridtl.Southern wages fell in agriculture, householdipetions,
and manufacturind® The wage difference was one of the clearest praté causes of
relatively low Southern incomé8. Robert Gallman argues that the decline in Sonther

standards of living was overstated because freadmauable, but the decline was likely

% Lebergott,The Americansp. 233; Hummel, "Civil War,” p. 190.
" Fogel,Without Consentp. 89.
% Margo, “North-South Wage Gap.”

% Kim, “Economic Integration.”
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substantial nonethele&¥. There is evidence that black labor force partidipafell
during the 1860s and 1870s, but Fogel argues itheg the entire decline is explained
almost entirely by a change in labor productivitizere is no room for substantial labor
withdrawal in 1880.2* Fogel points out that declines in income also’aexplained by
sharecropping: “(s)harecroppers had a slightly loadeor productivity than cash renters,
mainly because they had less capital and land peterthan did cash rentert®’?

Southern farm labor productivity fell by betweer?@and 43% between 1860 and
18801 Of this, “about two-thirds of the reduction ibtar productivity was due to a
decrease in the efficiency of labor...(t)he balanes due to a decline in the amount of
improved land, work animals, and other capital thas available to each agricultural
laborer.®* On the eve of the Civil War, Northern and Southeages were comparable.
However, Northern farm wages increased by approein&0% between 1860 and 1866
while Southern wages barely chand&t.

The South was decimated by the war. Accordingléuda Goldin and Frank Lewis,
the Civil War cost slightly less than $6.7 billion1860 dollars; of this, approximately
$3.37 billion was borne by the North and $3.29dnillwas borne by the South. This

would have been approximately $206 per capita—titieeaverage American’s annual

1% Gallman, “Economic Growth,” p. 19.
101 Fogel,Without Consentp. 100.

102 Fogel,Without Consentp. 100.

103 Fogel,Without Consentp. 99.

194 Fogel,Without Consentp. 99.

195 Margo, “North-South Wage Gap,” p. 8.
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consumption—in 1861°® Atack and Passell note that the cost of the wanfd have
been enough to buy the freedom of all the slave$8B0 market value), to give each
slave family a forty-acre farm and a mule, and btive left $3.5 billion for reparations
payments to the ex-slaves in lieu of one hundreasyef back wages® Indeed,
compensated emancipation plus “forty acres andla”nwuld have been possible using
only the South’s loss€$® Stephen DeCanio argues that a failure to compestaves

for their time in bondage explains the gap in blankl white wealth that persisted for
decades afterward?

The lone salutary effect of the war was the emaatwp of the slaves, but with the
benefit of hindsight we can see that this couldehgerhaps been accomplished in 1860 at
a far lower cost in terms of lives and treasur@osS National Product in 1860 was
approximately $4.2 billion (in 1860 dollars); Claadsoldin has estimated that for $2.7
billion, the Federal government could have purctiadkof the slaves at market prices
and freed them. Emancipation plus settlement nicAfwould have cost just over $3
billion, emancipation in the next generation wob&l/e cost approximately $210 billion,

and gradual abolition over a thirty-year period Wdoave cost about $550 millidh°

1% Goldin and Lewis, “Economic Cost”; Atack and Pdlsséew Economic Viewp. 362. Textbook s differ
in their treatment. Atack and Passéle(qv Economic Viejwound Goldin and Lewis’s estimate of the
aggregate cost of the war to $6.6 billion. Hughed Cain American Economic Histoyyound it to $6.7
billion.

197 Atack and PasselNew Economic Viewp. 363.

198 Atack and PasselNew Economic Viewp. 363. See Lebergofthe Americanspp. 243-248 for further
discussion.

199 peCanio, “Accumulation and Discrimination,” p. 204
10 Goldin, “Economic Costs,” p. 85. Data are 1860as, valued in 1860.
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Table 1 reports Goldin’s estimates of the annuslcpita cost of different
emancipation schemes. Immediate emancipationfpalay all free people and financed
with thirty year bonds paying six percent annualtyuld have cost about $7.25 per year,
which would require taxes on the order of five patoof national income in 1860 with
the tax requirement falling as the bonds approachemrity’** It would have been even
cheaper to enact such a scheme in 1850 when titalggons in slaves of the 1850s
could have been avoided and it could have been d@oae annual per-person cost of
$4.80°
(Table 1 Here)

The South was also slow to recover from the Wdryskal capital could be rebuilt,
but those killed during the war could not be braugdrck to life. Even in 1880 the South
had not reached its 1860 level of per-capita inco@entrary to some interpretations, the
Civil War retarded rather than increased economoeth and industrializatiofr->

Lebergott offers three reasons for secessiont, s South exhibited “a frontier-
feudal willingness to adopt a belligerent stanegspnally and politically,” which was a
“stance [that] did not characterize regions whaeefamily farmer or small craftsman

was dominant** Second, “American” identity was weak. Third, ®euth “was

1 Goldin, “Economic Costs,” p. 85.

12 Goldin, “Economic Costs,” p. 85. See also theusision in Atack and Passéllew Economic View
pp. 358-360.

13| ebergott,The Americanspp. 246-248. See also Engerman, “Economic Iniant “Some Economic
Factors” for detailed discussions of the relatiopdietween the War and industrialization.

14| ebergott,The Americansp. 235.
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committed to a way of life that rested on the patfie ownership of slave$™® Blood

was sprinkled across the South: in addition toli@6 war for Texas’s independence and
the Mexican War in 1848, there were conflicts viative Americans in Georgia and
Florida!® Southerners were disproportionately also repteseammong American

military personnet!’

Slavery was firmly entrenched in the South whenvhe started. ThBred Scott
decision was still relatively recent, the Presideamd Congress had made overtures about
defending slavery, and the Fugitive Slave Act reradion the books and in force.

Losing slavery would mean capital losses, andiotisins on slavery in the new
territories would limit growth in demand for slave8

In addition to the South’s desire to ensure theatesly continued its westward
expansion (which would increase the value of Sauttts’ slaves), Thornton and
Ekelund explain the war in terms of “tariffs, bl@des, and inflation:” battles over tariffs
and subsidies helped motivate secession, the Cenafiedgovernment itself made the
Union blockade by turning its own guns inward, éindncing the war through the
printing of paper money destabilized productiorec@des of wrangling about tariff
policy and Lincoln’s victory in the 1860 electioreated uncertainty about exactly what

the tariff regime would be going forward, and then@derate Constitution explicitly

15| ebergott,The Americansp. 236.
18| ebergott,The Americansp. 235.
17| ebergott,The Americansp. 235.
18| ebergott,The Americanspp. 235-237.
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forbade protective tariff§-° Lincoln’s victory led to an approximately 33% wetion in
the value of slaves—a reduction that Thornton akeldhd interpret as evidence that
Southern secession was in part a gamble to preskvery*?® The South also blocked
its own ports and prosecuted blockade runners wipmited luxuries rather than
necessities. This helped contribute to the SontHefeat-*

During the War, Southerners piled their wealth iassets like Confederate bonds, for
example, and Confederate currency) that were reddeorthless with the war’s end.
Notes were also issued by cities, in some casespiavate corporations; notes issued by
Mississippi railroads, for example, “were redeeraablConfederate notes or banknotes
and receivable by the railroads in payment forgpamtation.**> Monetary uncertainty
also encouraged people to open “bogus banks”&1l@61 so as to take advantage of the
ability to issue note¥® The South financed almost half of its war expandiby
printing money—over $1 billion in paper currency—thvilisastrous effects? The
policy reduced real wages in the South by approtetpawo-thirds, and it led to food

riots in cities like Richmon® Further, outright confiscation implied that “sbetners

119 Thornton and Ekelundariffs, p. 23.

120 Thornton and Ekelundariffs, pp. 22-24. The estimate of declining slave valisgrom Gunderson
(“Origin™).

121 Thornton and Ekelundariffs, pp. 29-58.

122 gchwabConfederate Statep. 155. See Weidenmier, “Money and Finance” taedsources cited
therein for a complete evaluation of Confederat@aeycand banking.

123 gchwabConfederate Statep. 159.
124 Thornton and Ekelundariffs; Hummel, “Civil War.”
125 Hummel, “Civil War,” p. 202.
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suffer(ed) almost as much from the proximity ofitleevn armies as from the invasions
of Union armies.*?°

The economic costs of wartime inflation were wdtssn the burdens that would
have emanated from increased taxation, but they aaithout the political costs. People
blamed not government inflation but “speculatorgjdtemen, and foreigners” for
hardships generated by the government’s enthudiastne printing pres$’ The South
suffered extensive material deprivation but wasdoetble to keep up, resource-wise,
than has been previously thought. In spite oftsig@s in some areas many commodities
could be had for the right price, and at the enthefwar North Carolina still had in
inventory more than 90,000 new uniformi8.An excess supply of uniforms combined
with an excess demand for guns and bullets suggestsplanning on the part of the
Confederate$?®

The South was devastated by the War and hobbl¢laebwystitutional

reorganization that took place during Reconstructibhe gap between Southern and
Northern incomes narrowed to a degree over thesemirthe early twentieth century,
but the South did not converge rapidly until Wonkr 1l and afterward® In 1880, per-
capita Southern incomes were approximately hatfesfcapita incomes in the rest of the

country, and this ratio remained relatively constanthe better part of the next century.

126 Hummel, “Civil War,” p. 203.
127 Thornton and Ekelundariffs, p. 67.
128| ebergott,The Americanspp. 241-242.

129 5ee EatorHistory of the Southern Confedera@p. 131-150 for an account of Confederate laggsti
Hummel (“Civil War,” pp. 206-211) refers to Confedee policy as “Confederate war socialism.”

130 Fogel,Without Consentp. 89.
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It is true that the South grew as rapidly—and dyusome years, more rapidly—than the
North over this period, but Wright argues that tinisans relatively little as these growth
rates are measured from the low point of Southeome@mic history*! The institutional
upheaval combined with the legacy of the slaveetg@ombined to prevent the South

from growing faster?

5. The New South: The Southern Economy in Transition
Emancipation, Reconstruction, and transition attehe Southern institutional

landscape. Roger Ransom and Richard Sutch waté(trogress was nowhere in
evidence” for the South in 1900, and they blams ¢im racist institutions that ossified the
labor market, reduced entrepreneurial dynamismpé&ded capital formation,” and
prevented innovatiof> Higgs blames this specifically on “portfolio digglibrium:” the
portfolio of social capital and human capital thatl been adapted to the slave society
was of limited usefulness in a free socittyHiggs argues that blacks were almost
miraculously successful in spite of their low stizugdat the time of emancipation and the
institutions aimed at keeping them on the margithefmarket>®> Racism, according to
Ransom and Sutch, “left no economic institutionistaited;” they argue that the

development of rural credit monopoly allowed mertkdo control the economic

131 Wright, Political Economyp. 159.

132 carden, “Institutions and Southern Developmengptits and Institutions.”
133 Ransom and Sutcne Kind p. 176.

134 Higgs, Transformation

135 Higgs, Competition and Coercion
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destinies of small farmers, and a traditional iptetation of the Southern economy in
transition holds that sharecropping helped lock3bath into long-term poverfy®
5.1 Sharecropping, Tenure, and Debt

The key problem facing the post-bellum South,amphrase Lee Alston and
Robert Higgs, was to combine the former masterid lnd the freedman’s labor with
capital in order to produce outpidf. The South was an agricultural society: 82% of the
Southern workforce in 1900 worked in agriculturele/ithe national proportion was
43%%® However, some argue that sharecropping was anesftf and economically
rational response to the uncertainties of the pe#ittm Southern contracting
environment* Furthermore, DeCanio argues that “cotton cultuas more productive
in value terms than the alternatives, other thimgjag equal **°

Sharecropping was not unique to the South ase‘@B80 census reported that
half of U.S. croppers were outside the South”;asvalso not unique to the post-bellum
era as the contracts that governed post-belluncutrie were similar to the contracts
that had governed antebellum agriculttffe Reid called sharecropping “an

understandable market response,” and the agrialiltontractual mix adapted itself

1% Ransom and Sutc@ne Kind pp. 176, 171.
137 Alston and Higgs, “Contractual Mix,” p. 328.
138 Kim, “Economic Integration,” p. 672.

139 Higgs, “Patterns of Farm Rental”; Alston and HigtfSontractual Mix”; Reid, “Sharecropping”;
DeCanio,Southern Agriculture

140 peCanio Agriculture, pp. 7-8, 13.
141 |_ebergott,The Americansp. 256. Reid reports on a set of antebellum eatgrwith two farmers,
Thomas Lenoir and William Lenoir, in Haywood Counorth Carolina. The county “grew no cotton and

little tobacco,” but the contracts were structuiikd post-bellum contracts (Reid, “Antebellum Saerth
Rental Contracts,” pp. 70, 79). Cf. Reid, “Whitand.”
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rapidly to local condition$?* Free labor requires appropriate institutions; the
development of these institutions was essentigtathern recover}*® Sharecropping,
which some historians have interpreted as a sytatrwas “slavery in all but name,”
allowed people to contract around risk and potéopaortunism. As Fishback writes,
“the land tenure arrangements were responsesdnes ®f specific problems. In many
ways sharecropping and other tenancy arrangememnesr@sponses to the causes of
poverty, rather than a root cause of povetfy.”

Did sharecropping lock Southern farmers into aewélpoverty? Using data on
Georgia farmers in the 1880s, Fishback argueshieat was no cycle of indebtedness
among Georgia farmers, and rural credit providezsavunable to force farmers to
produce cotton rather than corn. Further, “(c)oustores faced more competition and
farmers and tenants had more credit options thais@&a and Sutch suggest® Gavin
Wright argues that “annual turnover and mobilitiesawere high among southern tenants
and sharecroppers of both rac&®."Within the constraints set by the institutional

environment, markets and production processes eféicient*’

5.2 The Boll Weevil

142 Alston and Higgs, “Contractual Mix,” p. 329; Ref@harecropping.”

143 ebergott,The Americansp. 256.

144 Fishback, “Operations,” p. 749.

145 Fishback, “Debt Peonage,” pp. 233, 220; Fishb4®kerations,” pp. 750-751n.

146 Wright, “Reflections,” p. 42.

147 Garrett and Xu, “Efficiency.” See also Rosenbloawoking for Work pp. 114-115.
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According to Ransom and Sutch, the South was slloaftets low-development path
after the boll weevil spread across the South leginin 1892!*® The weevil induced
the cotton states to finally diversify their cragosd began pushing Southern blacks out of
the region and into the North and West; these wecempanied by other changes like
free rural postal service and parcel post, whickerthe markets for goods and services
more competitivé?® Higgs, however, argues that the pull from indektipportunities
in the North—rather than the push from the boll vileafestation—was mostly
responsible for the Great Migration that occurradrdy World War I™°° Since Southern
cotton production in 1921 was higher than in 180, also apparent that the weevil did
not destroy the Southern cotton econdrty.

Recent research by Fabian Lange, Alan L. Olmstad Paul W. Rhode suggests
that the weevil devastated the areas it enterethbticross the South, people were able
to adjust their behavior accordingly by, for exag@witching to varieties of cotton that
ripened earlier. Furthermore, the elasticity ahded for cotton was almost one, which
implied that a reduction in cotton output was altmpesfectly offset by an increase in
cotton prices>? The weevil's impact came during an expansiorhef$outhern cotton

economy, and it was an exercise in extreme loczstation—as Lange et al. write, “the

148 Ransom and Sutcne Kind pp. 171-173. Woodman (“Comment,” pp. 52-53) amgthat this was
due to “the law, not location.”

149 Ransom and Sutc@ne Kind pp. 196-197.

%0 Higgs, “Boll Weevil,” p. 350. Higgs argues thhetWeevil infestation took on a renewed importance
the early 1920s.

31 ange et al., “Impact of the Boll Weevil,” p. 6&fting Giesen, “South’s Greatest,” p. 2.
152 ange et al., “Impact of the Boll Weevil.”
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boll weevil hit local communities with the force atsunami**® The weevil reduced
yields, and anticipation of the weevil's arrivatiteed land prices. The disastrous effects

of the weevil were localized rather than region-avid

5.3 Government and Paternalism
The political upheaval after the War encouraged-seeking, corruption, and

waste. Hummel points out that subsidies for irdemmprovements provided ample
opportunities for graft and corruptidfi’ The South adopted state-funded compulsory
schooling, but its centralization relative to therth suggests less competitive pressure
and more rent-seeking within the Southern systseif{*> Hummel's assessment of
Southern state governments is succinct and grimcéCaptured by the forces of white
rule, they could be turned into engines of racialeitation.”® In response to the
changing labor market institutions at the Fedexa¢l, Southern planters began enacting
“Black Codes” that were designed to coerce blanis menial labot>’

Lee Alston and Joseph P. Ferrie argue that pdistinaontracts whereby planters
offered protection and other non-wage forms of censation emerged from the chads.
Southern planters stood to gain from paternalisnthey worked to prevent the South’s

integration into the national labor market and ppshmore importantly, to prevent the

153 Lange et al., “Impact of the Boll Weevil,” p. 696.
1% Hummel, “Civil War,” pp. 211-212.

135 Hummel, “Civil War,” p. 212.

1% Hummel, “Civil War,” p. 212.

157 Engerman, “Slavery,” p. 353. See also Pow@leatest Emancipationp. 225) and Roback (“Jim
Crow”) for examples.

158 Alston and FerrieSouthern Paternalism
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South from moving out of agriculture and into intfygnd services. As Figure 4 shows,
the Southern manufacturing labor force was veryllsmlative to those in other parts of
the country. The concentration of Southernergw\vage agriculture rather than high-
wage manufacturing helps explain low Southern inesi?

(Figure 4 Here)

Paternalism comprised a set of implicit and somesi explicit contracts whereby
planters traded in-kind guarantees, like proteatibmdividual rights, for “good and
faithful” labor services® It was a substitute for state intervention. éisand Ferrie
point out that “(a) powerful patron can be viewsdassubstitute for the state. Although
blacks needed protection more than whites, tha@apsness of local and state law
enforcement and judicial systems meant that whaekers might also benefit from a
patron.®! Market forces induced institutional innovatiorhieh increased productivity
even in the face of extreme uncertainty resultnogifarbitrary violence and

unresponsive law enforcement.

5.4 Education, Invention, and Innovation
Southern education and technology also lagged deharest of the country.

The region had few technology workers relativehi population, and it was also
awarded few patents relative to the populatfénThe systematic application of science

to technological problems—touted by Douglass CtiNas one of the most fundamental

139 Kim, “Economic Integration”; Caselli & Coleman, SJStructural Transformation.”
180 Alston and FerrieSouthern PaternalisptShaping Welfare Policy,” p. 492.
161 Alston and FerrieSouthern Paternalisnp. 8.

%Higgs, “American Inventiveness”; Carlton and Co@afiUninventive South,'South Schmookler,
Invention
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and important ways that man has attempted to sb&@roblems confronting him

because of scarcity—appears to have missed a fodththe SoutH®®

Wright argues that the South failed to developteotsy indigenous technological
tradition and a ‘southern’ technical community depéng an advanced southern version
of new innovations,” and Michelle Connolly notesttthe South lacked a “sufficiently
educated labor force to aid in the adoption or ipbssdaptation of Northern technology
to Southern needs® It appears that the South failed to develop diggnous
entrepreneurial community apart from the plantetacracy—a group whose
entrepreneurial tendencies were directed towanttai@n management and political
preservation of the slave system.

Public health also affected Southern education tnedefore, Southern
productivity. Garland Brinkley attributes declinesSouthern agricultural productivity
to hookworm, and Hoyt Bleakley argues that the mamkn eradication programs that
began in 1910 with the help of the Rockefeller &agiCommission helped raise
agricultural productivity. According to Bleakleghildhood hookworm exposure could
have reduced adult earnings by forty percent, &éapéas with higher levels of
hookworm infection prior to the RSC experiencedatgeincreases in school enroliment,

attendance, and literacy after the interventidf."Hookworm reduced the efficacy of

163 See NorthStructure and Chang@p. 171-186.
184 Wright, Old South p. 79, 14; Connolly, “Human Capital,” p. 378.
185 Brinkley, “Economic Impact”, “Decline”; Bleakley. 76, 73.
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Southern educational efforts because it causdddsstess and, since education is energy
intensive, the net benefit of education was lower.

Separate and unequal education hurt both blacksvhitds. Margo argues that
even if separate-but-equal had been a realitykblatll would have lagged behind
whites because of lower school attendance. Fuyrthebarriers to black education
reduced competitive pressure on whites, which redtloe rate at which whites acquired
human capitat®®

Southern education lagged behind education ingbieaf the country, and
badly!®” This was exacerbated by racial dynamics in Sentsehooling. Michelle
Connolly suggests that resources were diverted blaick schools and toward white
schools; the deadweight losses of political trarssfieay have also reduced the
educational outcomes of whites. Education wasstoMargo’s phrase, “a ticket out” of
the South—those who had attended high school wareaimately twice as likely to
have left the region—and it was hardly in the letsrests of Southern planters to
provide, at their own expense, training for whikbyt would earn little or no real
return’®® Publicly provided education would have been @ pransfer from rich to poor

with the rich reaping little or no benefit and patbiy losing money.

5.5 The Southern Labor Market

186 Carden, “Institutions and Southern Development1{ | am indebted to Richard Steckel for this
insight.

157 See on this the research of Marga¢e and Schoolingind more recently Michelle Connolly (“Human
Capital”).

188 Margo,Race and Schoolingp. 48, 110-111.
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At its widest point, the Ohio River is one mile widBy comparison, the distance
from New York City to Portsmouth, England is 3,48Bes. According to Gavin Wright
and Joshua Rosenbloom, the Ohio River historiggllyears to have been the greater
barrier to labor market integratidf Wright argues that the South developed as a low-
wage region in a high-wage country while Rosenbl@ogues that while the
Northeastern, Midwestern, and European labor masfkeictioned as a single market, the
Southern labor market operated separdt@¥his did not change until the World Wars
effectively shut off the flow of European migraitsthe United State's?

The southern labor market itself appears to haea bell integrated between the
Old South and the New South, but the region wasmegrated into the international
labor market. Joshua L. Rosenbloom writes thatrfg North-South wage gaps and the
small volume of migration between North and Soutply that southern labor markets
remained largely isolated from northern and intéomal markets.*? Fishback argues
that “(t)he South, which some consider isolateteretl numerous opportunities for
workers to raise their earnings near levels inNbeth through migration within the

region."®

169 Wright, Old South; Rosenbloom, Looking for Work.

170 Rosenblooml_ooking for Workp. 114.

"1 See on this Wright@ld South, Rosenblooml(ooking for Work. Roback (“Southern Labor Law”)
discusses specific legal rules that worked agaiffigticnt labor markets. These are discussedriéu
detail by Bernstein,@nly One Plack

72 Rosenblooml_ooking for Workp. 141.
173 Fishback, “Operations,” p. 723.
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Leaving the region would have been one way for [@mirtherners to increase
their earnings, but Southern planters worked togmethe national labor market from
integrating:”* Therefore, Southerners did not develop the nétsvof social capital that
had pulled Europeans across the AtlahficFishback argues, however, there were
“larger wage gaps between Europe and the UnitegsStaan between the North and the
South.*"®

Wages for skilled laborers in the East and WestlSGentral regions compare
favorably to Middle Atlantic wages; however, Roskoion argues that given the limited
migration out of the South this reflected not aegnated labor market but the good
fortune of Southern skilled laborers who were syimgl valuable services in relatively
non-competitive conditionS.” National labor market integration would have eased
Southern wage¥?®

Real average earnings in manufacturing for the I5Geaintral and South Atlantic
regions fell between 1879 and 1914. While relatwages in the South Central (relative
to Middle Atlantic wages) were actually higher tHdiddle Atlantic wages in 1879
(South Atlantic wages were lower), they had falbefow relative Middle Atlantic

manufacturing earnings by 1889 and continued tt@mwnward march through the late

174 Alston and FerrieSouthern Paternalisnp. 10.

175 Wright, Old South Rosenbloomlooking for Workpp. 14-79, 141.
178 Fishback, “Operations,” p. 726.

" Rosenblooml_ooking for Work pp. 124-125.

178 Rosenblooml_ooking for Workp. 143
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nineteenth and early twentieth centuri€sWhile unskilled wages in the West South
Central states had caught up to wages in the Ngrtt890, wages in the East South
Central and South Atlantic states continued tdbelgind®°
5.6 Racism, Markets, and Politics
Black Southerners began their careers as free @@ofil almost no assets, and they

faced racism at virtually every turn. Nonethelessng data from Georgia between 1865
and 1915, Higgs shows that Southern blacks accuetlfmoperty rapidly®* Using data
from Virginia firms, Higgs further argues that teeidence suggests that blacks and
whites were paid the same wage for the same Workn 1870, black incomes were
about 25% of white incomes. This had grown to apnately 30-40% by 1910 and in
the late 1990s was about 70%. Wages were sinoitdbldcks and whites in similar
occupations, but black incomes were lower becawee were fewer blacks in skilled,
high-wage jobd®

At any point in time, the incentives facing prafiaximizing firms eliminated
wage discrimination, and differences were explaimgdifferences in skills and

differences in the frequency with which blacks weaéd in-kind*®* Even in spite of

179 Rosenblooml_ooking for Workp. 128.
180 Rosenblooml_ooking for Workp. 130.
181 Higgs, “Accumulation of Property,” p. 728.

182 Higgs, “’Firm-Specific Evidence,” p. 244.
183 Fishback, “Operations,” p. 741.

184 Higgs, Competition and CoercigriFirm-Specific Evidence”; WrightQld South pp. 182-185. These
are discussed in Fishback, “Operations,” pp. 740-74
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schools that were separate and unequal, a shribkaeg-white education gap helps
explain convergence between black and white incdffies

Jim Crow was easier to enforce in activities thaghhhave “smacked of intimacy
or ‘social equality,” according to Sundstrom, astdtistical discrimination—whereby
skin color was used as a signal of productivitguaitability for a particular occupation—
reduced integratioff® Further, there was a strong cultural norm thatkslaveren’t to
supervise white§¥’As textile jobs became “white jobs,” for examplénite skin was
interpreted as a signal of industry-specific hurcapital'®®

Indulging a “taste for discrimination” is easierthe political arena than in the
marketplace. For example, Jennifer Roback ardwesitm Crow Southern labor law
was explicitly coercive and explicitly anti-compate.*®® In a study of Southern
streetcars, Roback argues that Southern streetngyanies opposed Jim Crow
restrictions on passengérs. It was sometimes difficult here, too. Southerneese able
to discriminate in the provision of many public\gees, but indeed racists’ tastes for

discrimination (perhaps paradoxically) led thencaastruct public water and sewer

18 Fishback, “Operations,” p. 742. See also Sunds{f&Explaining the Racial Unemployment Gap,” p.
461, citing in particular MargdRace and Schooling Sundstrom augments and discusses the findiings o
Vedder and Gallaway (“Racial Differences”).

18 Sundstrom, “Color Line,” p. 387.

187 Sundstrom, “Color Line, p. 389.

188 Fishback, “Operations,” p. 742.

189 Roback, “Jim Crow.”

1% Roback, “Political Economy of Segregation.”
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systems that effectively removed waste and thelesbyo large increases in black life

expectancy™*

6 The South Rises Again

Southerners built a society and an economy on slap&antation agriculture, and the
cultural and political institutions that these gyss produced®? Progress in the face of
institutional obstacles notwithstanding, this gaenshid off poorly: in the 1930s, the
members of the Southern Regional Study arguedhbategion exhibited “deficiency” in
its “science, skills, technology, organization,”dste” in its “general economy,”
“Richness, combined with immaturity and multiplendacaps” in its culture, and trends
exemplified by “(h)esitancy and relative regressiomany aspects of culturé®® A
combination of low farm incomes and a high proportof the labor force in farming
kept the region poorer than it might have othentisen:**

Reconstruction formally ended in 1877, and the Sthat emerged was poorer than
it would have been had it enjoyed its prewar grovKhis James Mitchener and lan
McLean report data on regional incomes and prodiizti They show that the standard
deviation of state per-capita income, price-adpigier capita income, and price-adjusted

income per worker fell as time passed, which suiggasvergence in economic

¥ TroeskenWater, Race, and Disease
192 Coclanis, “Tracking”Cobb,Away Down Soutfp. 9.
193 public Affairs CommitteeSouth’s Placep. 4.

194 pyblic Affairs CommitteeSouth’s Placep. 7; Kim, “Economic Integration”; Caselli and i8man,
“U.S. Structural Transformation.”

43



conditions across regions; however, there was litbhvergence between North and
South during the period from 1880 and 19%0.

Figure 5 shows trends in price-adjusted incomenmeker relative to the national
average for U.S. regions from 1880 to 1980. Soutirecomes per worker hovered at
just under sixty percent of the national averagi@1880s and 1890s, increased relative
to the national average between 1900 and 1940hemdbegan to converge to the
national average during the last half of the twethtcentury. Convergence between 1880
and 1940 was driven by convergence between Westemmes and the national average;
after World War Il it was driven by rising averaigeomes in the South®
(Figure 5 Here)

Figure 6 shows the trend for sub-regions withinSloeith and suggests that there
has in fact been some divergence between the gibme West South Central, East
South Central, and South Atlantic regions startgdsd under sixty percent of the
national average income per worker in 1880. ByJ1 %8 West South Central states
actually had higher-than-average income per wonktele the South Atlantic and East
South Central states were still behind.

(Figure 6 Here)
The institutional legacy of slavery racism appearsave slowed growth, but the

region grew nonetheles¥’ Convergence appears to have started “in earaést”

19 Mitchener and McLean, “U.S. Regional Growth,” 4920-1021.
19 Mitchener and McLean, “U.S. Regional Growth,” §921-1022.

19" Margo, “South as an Economic Problem”; Ransom%unth,One Kind Alston and FerrieSouthern
Paternalism Carden, “Institutions and Southern Development.”

44



World War 111*® Manufacturing moved to the South. Education@asfunities
increased. The Southern economy joined the moalertd, and by 1990, per-capita
incomes in the region were approximately 90% obimes in the rest of the countty.
According to the Bureau of Economic Analysis, papita real GDP in 2008 was
$37,899 in chained 2000 dollars. Per-capita ré2P @& the Southeast was $33,006, or
87% of the national average, while per-capita &P in the Southwest was $35,767, or
94.4% of the national averag®.

Edward L. Glaeser and Kristina Tobio attribute $umbelt’'s expansion in the 1950s
and 1960s to changes in productivity rather thaimgivalues of sun-related amenities or
housing market conditiorf§* They estimate that Southern productivity growtlthie
1950s was 3% faster than the rest of the counuly6édf faster in the 1960s, but they
acknowledge that these estimates might conflatdymtovity increases with
improvements in the quality of human capft&l.For the 1970s—for which they are able
to control for human capital accumulation—the addibf human capital control
variables to their model reduces estimated proditizcincreases but still suggests that

Southern productivity was growing more rapidly thie rest of the country. In the

1% Margo, “South as an Economic Problem.”
199 Margo, “South as an Economic Problem.”

*® Data can be downloaded from the BEA website at
http://www.bea.gov/newsreleases/regional/gdp_stsipe/newsrelease.htfretrieved August 25, 2009).

The Bureau of Economic Analysis defines the Sousitwae the region consisting of Arizona, New Mexico,
Texas, and Oklahoma while the Southeast is themeginsisting of Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi,
Alabama, Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, Northdliaa, Virginia, West Virginia, Kentucky, and
Tennessee.

21 Glaeser and Tobio, “Rise of the Sunbelt,” p. 634.
22 Glaeser and Tobio, “Rise of the Sunbelt,” p. 632.
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1970s and 1980s, the Southern housing stock grew rapidly and housing supply
increased in importané®® Data for the 1980s yield more ambiguous restitiathe
role of productivity, but data for the 1990s sudgesng productivity.

Timothy Besley, Torsten Persson, and Daniel Stuguethat increased political
competition was part of the change that createbdrigrowth?®* Until the 1950s, the
Southern system was designed primarily to ensweaic, political, and social
inequality among blacks and whites; as Alston a@di& put it, “with
disenfranchisement, the entire machinery of thiee dtfacame an instrument with which to
coerce blacks®® The Southern economy was built on cheap labat pafitical
institutions were such that a relatively profitabdete for Southern elites was to ensure
profitability by maintaining cheap labor in the Slouather than by investing in new
technology or more capital. They accomplisheddtexls by sharply circumscribing
Southern property rights and by reducing incentteasigrate by specifically restricting
labor recruiters’ access to the labor mafRet.

This changed as cotton cultivation was mechani2dechanization increased the
relative return to capital and reduced the relatatarn to labor; this meant that Southern
elites and landlords had reduced incentives ttotigontrol their “disorganized and

unruly labor force” through political channels. vier returns to obstruction meant that

23 Glaeser and Tobio, “Rise of the Sunbelt,” p. 635.
24 Besley et al., “Political Competition.”
205 Alston and FerrieSouthern Paternalisnp. 18.

2% Roback, “Jim Crow.” Alston and Ferri8guthern Paternalishdiscuss the political economy of the
Bracero program, a system by which Mexican immitgavere permitted to migrate to the West in greater
numbers. This reduced incentives for blacks torategwestward.
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markets for capital and labor were able to operaiee freely. Cotton differed from
crops like corn and wheat in that it was extrentgffrcult to harvest cotton with

anything other than human hands: the technologicdllem of harvest stemmed from
plant biology. Corn and wheat could simply bedosvn, but cotton had to be pulled
from the individual boll by hand. There were matiempts to mechanize the cotton
harvest, but very few innovations caught on uh& technological changes of the 1940s

and 1950s introduced low-cost ways to harvest nattith capital instead of labgP’

7 Conclusion

The South was decimated by the Civil War, it recedesomewhat after the War, it
failed to converge during the late nineteenth atydwentieth centuries, and it
underwent especially rapid growth in the post-Waldr 1l era as Southern incomes
converged on Northern incomes. It is clear thatdbstruction wrought by the War
caused the massive reduction in Southern incommasgdihe War. The Reconstruction
Era complicated the adjustment process, and thth®aa some difficulty establishing a
credible new structure of private property righBesearch shows that slavery was
profitable and viable, and contrary to interpretas that viewed slave owners as quasi-
feudal lords, slave owners behaved as economizfg-paximizers within the
constraints of the slave society.

Southerners participated in the international miptkee, but the antebellum South
itself was not a market economy. It was one off¢hetrue slave societies that the world

has seen, and the institutional residue from thel&won slave society had lingering

207 plston and FerrieSouthern Paternalisppp. 119-142.

47



consequences for generations of Southerners. r§laffected the institutions that
developed in the South in the aftermath of thelGMar, and this contributed to the
region’s relative poverty during the late ninetéeand early twentieth centuries. With
some of the changes that occurred in the middteeotwentieth century, Southern

incomes increased dramatically and the South regbithe nation economically.
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Figure 1: Percentage of Residents Foreign-BornQ0186
Source: Hughes and Caiwmerican Economic Historyp. 115.
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Table 1: Annual Per-Capita Cost of Various EmanteypaSchemes, 1860

All Free All
Persons NorthernersPersons
Immediate Emancipation $7.25 $9.66 $6.30
Immediate Emancipation Plus
Colonization $8.00 $10.70 $6.90
Emancipation in Next Generation $0.56 $0.75 $0.49
Gradual Abolition (over thirty years) $1.50 $2.00 1.3

Source: Goldin, "Economics of Emancipation,” p. &gorted in Atack and
PassellNew Economic Viewp. 359.

Note: Annual per-capita cost of emancipation sclefimanced by thirty-year
bonds paying six percent.
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Table 2: Regional Per Capita Income and Growthp1B380

Free Total Population, Average Average
Population Including Slaves Growth Rate, Growth Rate,
1840 1860 1840 1860 1880 1840-1860 1860-1880

United States 109 144 96 128 173 1.4% 1.5%
North 110 142 109 141 205 1.3% 1.9%
Northeast 130 183 129 181 244 1.7% 1.5%
North Central 66 90 65 89 170 1.6% 3.3%
South 105 150 74 103 88 1.7% -0.8%
South Atlantic 9 124 66 84 78 1.2% -0.4%

East South Central 92 124 69 89 88 1.3% -0.1%
West South Central 238 274 151 184 104 1.0% -2.8%
Source: FogelWithout Consentp. 85, 89 and author's calculations. 1860 Brice
Notes: "Free Population” calculations treat slaaggtermediate inputs. Average

Growth Rate, 1840-1860 is based on the total pdipuala

56



References

Alston, Lee J. and Joseph P. Ferrie. 1998uthern Paternalism and the American
Welfare State: Economics, Politics, and Institusiam the South 1865-1973New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Alston, Lee J. and Joseph P. Ferrie. 2007. Sbapielfare Policy: The Role of the
South, in Price Fishback, et @&government and the American Economy: A New History
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, pp. 490-506.

Atack, Jeremy and Peter Passell. 1984/ ew Economic View of American History
New York: W.W. Norton.

Bernstein, David E. 20010nly One Place of Redress: African Americans, Labor
Regulations, and the Courts from ReconstructiothéoNew Deal Durham: Duke
University Press.

Besley, Timothy, Torsten Persson, and Daniel Stu2605. Political Competition and
Economic Performance: Theory and Evidence fronhiéed States. NBER Working
Paper 11484.

Bleakley, Hoyt. 2007. Disease and Developmenidé&nce from Hookworm
Eradication in the American SoutQuarterly Journal of Economick22(1):73-117.

Brinkley, Garland L. 1995. The Economic ImpacDi$ease in the American South,
1860-1940.Journal of Economic Histor§5(2):371-373.

Brinkley, Garland L. 1997. The Decline in South@&gricultural Output, 1860-1880.
Journal of Economic Histor§7(1):116-138.

Carden, Art. 2006. Institutions and Southern Demment: Lynching as a Signal of
Insecure Property Rights. PhD Dissertation, Waghm University in Saint Louis.

Carden, Art. 2009a. Inputs and Institutions assgovative ElementsReview of
Austrian Economicg2(1):1-19.

Carden, Art. 2009b. Slavery, Violence, and Lavhi@ Nineteenth Century South.
Working Paper, Rhodes College.

Carden, Art. 2009c. Jim Crow. Draft in ProgrissEH.Net Encyclopedia of Economic
57



History.

Carlton, David L. and Peter A. Coclanis. 1995.e Thninventive South? A Quantitative
Look at Region and American Inventivene3gchnology and Culturd6(2): 302-326.

Carlton, David L. and Peter A. Coclanis. 2003e South, the Nation, and the World:
Perspectives on Southern Economic Developn@mdrlottesville: University of Virginia
Press.

Carter, Susan B., Michael R. Haines, Richard Swntd,Gavin Wright. 2005. Race and
Ethnicity: Population, Vital Processes, and Edwratin Richard Sutch and Susan B.
Carter, eds Historical Statistics of the United States: MillealnEdition, v. 1. New

York: Cambridge University Press, pp. 1-10-1-25.

Caselli, Francesco and Wilbur John Coleman Il. 1200he US Structural
Transformation and Regional Convergence: A Reinéggion. Journal of Political
Economyl09(3): 584-616.

Cobb, James C. 200%way Down South: A History of Southern Identilyew York:
Oxford University Press.

Coclanis, Peter. 2000. Tracking the Economic Bjgace of North and South.
Southern Culture§(4):82-103.

Connolly, Michelle. 2004. Human Capital and Griowt the Postbellum South: A
Separate but Unequal Storyournal of Economic Histor§4(2):363-399.

Conrad, Alfred and John Meyer. 1958. The EconerafcSlavery in the Antebellum
South. Journal of Political Economg6(2):95-130.

DeCanio, Stephen J. 197Agriculture in the Postbellum South: The Economoics
Production and SupplyCambridge, MA: MIT Press.

DeCanio, Stephen J. 1979. Accumulation and Disoation in the Postbellum South.
Explorations in Economic History/6(2):182-206.
Eaton, Clement L. 1954A History of the Southern Confederadyew York: The Free
Press.
Engerman, Stanley L. 1971a. The Economic Imp&ttteoCivil War, in Robert W.
Fogel and Stanley L. Engerman, etlse Reinterpretation of American Economic
History. New York: Harper & Row, pp. 369-379.

58



Engerman, Stanley L. 1971b. Some Economic Fast@suthern Backwardness in the
Nineteenth Century, in John F. Kain and John R.&flegds.Essays in Regional
Economics Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, pp.-309.

Engerman, Stanley L. 1996. Slavery and Its Camseces for the South in the
Nineteenth Century, in Stanley L. Engerman and Rdbe Gallman, edsThe
Cambridge Economic History of the United States, v. I1: The Long Nineteenth
Century. New York: Cambridge University Press, pp. 328-36

Ferrie, Joseph P. 2006. Internal Migration, is&uB. Carter, Scott Sigmund Gartner,
Michael R. Haines, Alan L. Olmstead, Richard Sutoid Gavin Wright, edsHistorical
Statistics of the United States, Millennial Edit©nline Online:
http://www.hsus.camridge.or@ambridge University Press, pp. 1-489-

Fishback, Price V. 1989. Debt Peonage in Postimetbeorgia.Explorations in
Economic History26(2):219-236.

Fishback, Price V. 1998. Operations of “UnfettBreabor Markets: Exit and Voice in
American Labor Markets at the Turn of the Centulgurnal of Economic Literature
36(2):722-765.

Fogel, Robert William. 1989Without Consent or Contract: The Rise and Fall of
American Slavery New York: W.W. Norton.

Fogel, Robert William. 2003The Slavery Debates, 1952-1990: A RetrospeciBaton
Rouge: LSU Press.

Fogel, Robert William and Stanley L. Engerman. 4.9¥ime on the Cross: The
Economics of American Negro Slaveiyew York: W.W. Norton.

Fogel, Robert William and Stanley L. Engerman. 4.9¥ime on the Cross: Evidence
and Methods—A Supplemer@oston: Little, Brown and Company.

Fogel, Robert William and Stanley L. Engerman. 7L9Explaining the Relative
Efficiency of Slave Agriculture in the Antebelluno&h. American Economic Review
67(3):275-296.

Fogel, Robert William and Stanley L. Engerman. A 9&xplaining the Relative
Efficiency of Slave Agriculture in the Antebelluno&h: Reply. American Economic
59



Review70(4):672-690.

Fox-Genovese, Elizabeth and Eugene Genovese. J0@bMind of the Master Class
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Fox-Genovese, Elizabeth and Eugene Genovese. Xl@8ery in White and Black
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Franklin, John Hope. 196%rom Slavery to Freedom: A History of Negro
Americans, 3rd Edition. New York: Vintage Books.

Gallman, Robert E. 1979. Slavery and Southerm&auc Growth. Southern Economic
Journal45(4):1007-1022.

Gallman, Robert E. 2000. Economic Growth and@&@tmal Change in the Long
Nineteenth Century, in Stanley L. Engerman and RdbeGallman, edsThe
Cambridge Economic History of the United Statedl; \.he Long Nineteenth Century
New York: Cambridge University Press, pp. 1-55.

Garrett, M.A. and Z. Xu. 2003. The Efficiency@tarecropping: Evidence from the
Postbellum SouthSouthern Economic Journ@B(3):578-595.

Giesen, James C. 2004. “The South’s Greatest frEne Cotton Boll Weevil and Its
Lost Revolution, 1892-1930. Unpublished PhD Ditgemn, University of Georgia.

Glaeser, Edward L. and Kristina Tobio. 2008. Ruse of the SunbeltSouthern
Economic Journa¥V4(3):610-643.

Goldin, Claudia D. and Frank D. Lewis. 1975. Hew®nomic Cost of the American
Civil War: Estimates and Implicationgournal of Economic Historg5(2):299-326.

Goldin, Claudia. 1979. “N” Kinds of Freedom. Explorationsin Economic History
16(1):8-30.

Gunderson, Gerald. 1974. The Origin of the Anzri€ivil War. Journal of Economic
History 34(4):915-950.

Higgs, Robert. 1971arhe Transformation of the American Economy. 1865418n
Essay in InterpretationNew York: John Wiley and Sons.

60



Higgs, Robert. 1971b. American Inventiveness018920. Journal of Political
Economy79(3):661-667.

Higgs, Robert. 1972. Did Southern Farmers Disicrate? Agricultural History
46(2):325-328.

Higgs, Robert. 1974. Patterns of Farm RentahénGeorgia Cotton Belt, 1880-1900.
Journal of Economic Histor$4(2):468-482.

Higgs, Robert. 1975. Interpretive Problems andieu Evidence Agricultural History
45(2):445-447.

Higgs, Robert. 1976. The Boll Weevil, the CotiBronomy, and Black Migration 1910-
1930. Agricultural History50(2):335-350.

Higgs, Robert. 1977. Firm-Specific Evidence ortiRaWage Differentials and
Workforce SegregationAmerican Economic Revieb7(2):236-245.

Higgs, Robert. 1978. Racial Wage Differential#\griculture: Evidence from North
Carolina in 1887.Agricultural History52(2):308-311.

Higgs, Robert. 1982. Accumulation of PropertySmuthern Blacks before World War
I. American Economic Revien2(4):725-737.

Hughes, Jonathan and Louis P. Cain. 208merican Economic History™" Edition.
Boston: Pearson/Addison Wesley.

Hummel, Jeffrey Rogers. 2007. The Civil War aretéhstruction, in Price Fishback, et
al. Government and the American Economy: A New HistQiyicago: University of
Chicago Press, pp. 188-231.

Jones, Alice Hanson. 1980Vealth of a Nation to BeNew York: Columbia University
Press.

Kim, Sukkoo. 1998. Economic Integration and Cageace: U.S. Regions, 1840-1987.
Journal of Economic Histor$8(3):659-683.

Lange, Fabian, Alan L. Olmstead, and Paul W. Rh@@)9. The Impact of the Boll
Weevil, 1892-1932.Journal of Economic Histor§9(3):685-718.

Lebergott, Stanley. 1984'he Americans: An Economic Recomdew York: W.W.
Norton.
61



Lee, Everett S., Ann Ratner Miller, Carol P. Bratheand Richard A. Easterlin. 1957.
Population Redistribution and Economic Growth: éwitStates, 1870-1950
Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society.

Margo, Robert A. 1990Race and Schooling in the South, 1880-1950: An &oon
History. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Margo, Robert A. 1995. The South as an EconomoblEm: Fact or Fiction? Ifhe
South as an American Problesdited by Larry J. Griffin and Don H. Doyle. /Aitfs:
University of Georgia Press, pp. 164-180.

Margo, Robert A. 2000Wages and Labor Markets in the United States, 115361
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Margo, Robert A. 2002. The North-South Wage (Bgdore and After the Civil War.
NBER Working Paper 8778.

Menard, Russell R. 1996. Economic and Social eveent of the South, in Stanley L.
Engerman and Robert E. Gallman, edife Cambridge Economic History of the
United States, v. 1. New York: Cambridge University Press, pp. 24%-29

Mitchnener, Kris James and lan W. McLean. 1999.Regional Growth and
Convergence, 1880-1980ournal of Economic Histor§9(4):1016-1042.

Mitchener, Kris James and lan W. McLean. 2003e Phoductivity of U.S. States since
1880. Journal of Economic Growt8:73-114.

Naidu, Suresh. 2008. Recruitment Restrictionslaambr Markets: Evidence from the
Post-Bellum U.S. South. Working Paper, Harvaraversity.

Olmstead, Alan L. and Paul W. Rhode. 2008. Bimalgnnovation and Productivity
Growth in the Antebellum Cotton Economyournal of Economic Histor§8(4):1123-
1171.

Parker, William N. 1980. The South in the NatioBeonomy, 1865-1970Southern
Economic Journa#t6(4):1019-1048.

Perloff, Harvey S., Edgar S. Dunn Jr., Eric F. Lanap and Richard F. Muth. 1960.
Regions, Resources, and Economic Grov@hltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

62



Public Affairs Committee. 1936The South’s Place in the Nati¢Rrepared by Rupert
B. Vance). Washington DC.

Reid, Joseph D. 1973. Sharecropping as an Umaelsble Market Response: the Post-
Bellum South.Journal of Economic Histor$3(1): 106-130.

Reid, Joseph D. 1976. Antebellum Southern Re&altracts.Explorations in
Economic Historyl 3(1):69-83.

Reid, Joseph D. 1979. White Land, Black Labod Agricultural Stagnation: The
Causes and Effects of Sharecropping in the Poathellouth. Explorations in Economic
History 16(1):31-55.

Roback, Jennifer. 1984. Southern Labor Law inJilheCrow Era: Exploitative or
Competitive?University of Chicago Law Reviedd (4):1161-1192.

Roback, Jennifer. 1986. The Political Economgpefregation: The Case of Segregated
Streetcars.Journal of Economic Historg6(4):893-917.

Roberts, Charles A. 1975. Did Southern Farmessiidninate? The Evidence
Reexamined Agricultural History49(2):441-445.

Rose, Louis. 1964. Capital Losses of Southermeblalders Due to Emancipation.
Western Economic Journdt39-51.

Rosenbloom, Joshua L. and William A. Sundstrom0920Labor-Market Regimes in
U.S. Economic History. NBER Working Paper 15055.

Schmookler, Jacob. 196@vention and Economic GrowtltCambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Schwab, John C. 190Ihe Confederate States of Ameriddew York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons.

Simon, Julian. 1996The Ultimate Resource Zrinceton: Princeton University Press.

Stampp, Kenneth M. 1956 he Peculiar Institution: Slavery in the Ante-BetlGouth
New York: Vintage Books.

Sundstrom, William A. 1990. The Color Line: Rdadirms and Discrimination in
Urban Labor Markets, 1910-1950ournal of Economic Histor§4(2):382-396.

63



Sundstrom, William A. 1997. Explaining the Radidlemployment Gap: Race, Region,
and the Employment Status of Men, 194@dustrial and labor Relations Review
50(3):460-477.

Sutch, Richard and Susan B. Carter (eds). 2605torical Statistics of the United
States: Millenial Edition Online Online:http://hsus.cambridge.argAccess provided by
Rhodes College.

Tadman, Michael. 1989 [1996Fpeculators and Slaves: Masters, Traders, and
Slaves in the Old South. Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press.

Thornton, Mark. 1994. Slavery, Profitability, atiet Market ProcesReview of
Austrian Economics 7(2):21-47.

Thornton, Mark, Mark A. Yanochik, and Bradley T. iag. 2009. Selling Slave
Families Down the River: Property Rights and thélRuAuction. Independent Review
14(1):71-79.

Troesken, Werner. 2004Vater, Race, and Diseas€ambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Vance, Rupert. 1933duman Geography of the Southapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press.

Vedder, Richard K. and Lowell Gallaway. 1992. R&Differences in Unemployment
in the United States, 1890-1990ournal of Economic Historg2(3):696-702.

Weidenmier, Marc. 2002. Money and Finance inGbeafederate States of America.
E.Net Encyclopedia, Edited by Robert Whaples. @l
http://eh.net/encyclopedia/article/weidenmier.fioaxwonfederacy.us

Whatley, Warren C. 1990. Getting a Foot in th@D06Learning,” State Dependence,
and the Racial Integration of Firm3ournal of Economic Histor§0(1):43-66.

Woodman, Harold D. 2001. Comme®mne Kind of Freedorafter 20 Years.
Explorations in Economic Histor§8:48-57.

Wright, Gavin. 1976. Prosperity, Progress, andeAoan Slavery. In Paul A. David et
al., Reckoning with Slavery: A Critical Study in the @titative History of American
Negro Slaveryby Paul A. David et al. New York: Oxford UnivéysPresspp. 302-336.

64



Wright, Gavin. 1978.The Political Economy of the Cotton South: HousegsoMarkets,
and Wealth in the Nineteenth Centutyew York: W.W. Norton.

Wright, Gavin. 1982. The Strange Career of thev[$@uthern Economic History.
Reviews in American Histo0(4): 164-180.

Wright, Gavin. 1986.0Id South, New South: Revolutions in the Southeom&my
Since the Civil War New York: Basic Books.

Wright, Gavin. 2001. Reflections @ne Kind of Freedorand the Southern Economy.
Explorations in Economic Histor§8(1):40-47.

Yanochik, Mark A., Bradley T. Ewing, and Mark Thtoon. 2001. A New Perspective

on Antebellum Slavery: Public Policy and Slave €sicAtlantic Economic Journal
29(3):330-340.

65



