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Studentse of the sntebellum end Civil Wer periods will went to
give cereful ettention to the volumes of Fogel end Engermen, cesily
the most importent new work on slevery end one thet should become
definitive. It is etrong lenguege, indecd, to rcfer to ony ncw
work on elevery es "definitive," since the topic hi's rcceived no
less then the best of scholerly ottention. Phillips, Remsdell,
Stempp, Grey, Conred end leycr, Elkine, end Genovese form only ¢
portisl 1list of importent scholers who heove atudied every espect
of Ameriecrn Slevery, opperently, ond heve rceched cvery retionsl
conclurion, €o it would secems Whet elese is there to be seid? A

greet deel, s there volumes tell use,.

Heppily, Fogel #nd Ingermen ere not modest or tentetive. They
egaert thet their exeminetion of slevery "is dert of & more om—
bitious effort to rcconstruct the entire history of Americen cco—
nomic development on o sound quentitetive beeie,™ o cleim which is
the key to their prominence end the chief rceson eny scerious stu-—
dent of slavery must consider their findings in deteil. They
demonstrete once more thet the syctemetic epplicetion of methe-
meticel end gteticticel methodst to rescerch problems cen leed to
substentive edvences in our understending. Since quentitetive
methods in history ore gerining en cver widening ecceptence it
herdly seems neccseery to point out thet eny method hes limitotions,
Yet, tircd »nd unimeginetive criticiem continuces to e¢mphesize thet
point, ¢ though it dererved ettention. In contrest, scrious stu-
dente knov thet quentitetive methode do not elweys provide uné -
biguous enewers to 11 gueations., DNot 11 cucntions heve unom-—
biguous enswers, obviously, end meny other questions which might
be engwered unembiguously with quentitetive dete must remein om-
biguous heeruse these dete cenmot be or heve not heen retricved,
Fortunetely, most of the iscues long debrted by historiens of the
entebelium period ere subjcet to clerificetion by cuentitetive dete
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end the suthors do not hesitete to use theirdete to correct pre-

vious essertions ebout Americe's "peculier inetitution.™

When the euthorse begin with dete thet describe Americen slovery
the reoder knowst ot once thet he is in for e especisl treet. Gone
eare the boring trevel eccounts end trects which heve feshioned our
conventionel view of slovery. Likewise bonished ere the foggy
nerretive “enelyses® of Liberel historisns who equetc resecerch with
the reeding of old newspepers., Quentitetive dete presented here
ere cleer end ere interpreted for eny ley reeder to follow, with
eppendices #nd discusasions of methodology rescrved for Volume II,
The purpose of theirdescription is to give ue o reviscd cconomic
picture of slevery. Tor exemple, historiens heve esgumcd thet
glevery remeined profiteble only heceusce of the interregionel sleve
trede; thet plenters in the 01d South were profiteble beceusce they
engeged in breeding for cxport. Herd cevidence contredicte this

oogcrtion end shouléd ley it to rest forever,.

Still, it is the historiogrephic betile joimed thet forms the
core oi thcir work, The suthors do not hesitete to begin with
U.B. Phillipe ond the cruciel question of whether or not alevery
wost profitebles Like meny other criticn, they point out thet
Phillips' cvidence weas nonrcepresentetive, yet thet problem did not
deter Phillips from concluding thet slevery wes unprofitebles The
theein suggeeta thet the sleve system wes dying due to internsl
economic contrsdictions, Although Philline himgclf did not drew
this conclusion it wes developed by meny in the "Phillipe school,”™
chicfly Cherler W, Rensdclle Reumedell saserted thet slevery wes
Gying beceouse the plenters tended to overproduce cotton, beecause
sglevery would follow cotton only to its "neturel limite,” or ccn-
trel Texes, #nd heceuse slevery wee incompetible with the on~rush-—
ing urben socicty. The Fogel end Engerwsn neteriel refutes cech
of these points, For cxemple, they point out thet Remsdell's con-
clunions were begsed unon the rice in cotton production end the de--
cline in cotton nrices during the 1LE50°s., Remrdell concluded thet
the price of cotton wes boundé to deeline to the point thet alevery
vowlé become unprofiteblec. In contrest, the esuthors show thet
there wes nothing unusuel sbout the slisht deeline in cotton prices
between 157 end 1860, @ deeline thet wea not out of line with the
generel downwerd trend of rew cotton prices thet begen in 1802,

They vreecent ~dditionel dete to show thet cotton nroduction wes
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extremely profiteble in the 1650°'s, fer too profiteble to sumize

thet slevery wee dying.

The suthors' trcetment of Eugene Genovese will be of pertic—
uler intercet to studente who heve becen heevily influenced by
Genovesc' work, The Politicel Economy of Slevery. Genovesc orgued
percucreively thet historiens heve been preoccupied with the prof-
itebility iseuc ond thus blinded to the overriding concerns of the
plenter cleas; o clees which wes “precepitelist,”™ meening thet it
subordineted ite drive for profit to ite intercet in meinteining
ite socisrl endé politicel leadership. Thercfore, Genovese ergucd,
it is ebsurd to believe thet the plenter cless would heve ebondoned
slevery simply beceuse of declining profits. Rether, in the fece
of deccelining profite, sleveholders would scck o pliticel solution,

wer, to preserve their preceepitelist syotome.

Fogel end Bngermen ere not the first to etteck the velidity of
Genovesc ' pomition. Lee Benson suggested scvere methodologicel
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problens with the Genoveese dete in his work, Towerd o Scientific
study of Himtory. TFogel #nd Engermen present comprchensive dete,
computer processcd, to show thet slevcholdcrs esrrned high retes of
rcturn, compereble to retes of eny other investment within the
cepitelist syatem of the 1C50°%'s, Their meteriel further bolsters
the cree offercd by Conred ond lieyer to the c¢ficet thet elevery
weet @ highly profiteble cepitelist investment end they chow thet
if enything, Conred end hicyer undercstimeted the everege rete of
réturn from slevery. They concede Genovese' point thet the sleve-
holdere velued their life~style ond dower but chellenged hig col-
tention thet theoe commitments conilicted with the purcuit of
profit.

The suthors do not heasitete to etteck myths held by the most
synpethetice exponcnts of o legitimete bleck himtory, end e¢ they
do ro the centrel purpose of their work cmerges. Their dete show
thet eloves were cfficient ¢nd edepteble; thet sleves were morxre
efficicnt then their vhitce couwterpertn; thet they edeptced ceeily
to en urben, incustriel setting, geining okillse sné (N.B. 1)
cerning wirgea compereble to free white workerse in the North.

o
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The authors concluc¢e flatly thet thce cconowmic srgunent egeinat

s#levery 1o without foundetion., Therefore, they undercut eny ver-

sion oi the crgucnt thet Civil der ceuselity cen be cateblished
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by showing o sick snd dying southern cconomy feced off egeinst e
heelthy, expending northern economy. But their centrel purpose
is not to discuss Civil Wer ceuselity. Rether, it is to provide
ayatemetic end comprehensive cevidence Yto correct the perversion
of the history of Blecks == in order to strikc down thc view thet
bleck Amcricens were without culture, without echicvement, #nd
without development for their first two hundred end fifty yeers on
Americen s0il," If slevery wes profiteble ond sleves could ond
did reech o reeconeble level of echievement, wee glevery so de-
fireble? OfFf coursc not! Rether, the suthors show thet the old
cconomic srgument sgeinst slevery wea end continucs to be besced
upon the felse premiscthet blecks were inferior o#nd in eny cese
were working end living within o system thet mede echievement im-
possible, In contrest, they show thet most blecks echicved es
much or more then their white counterperts despite the erbitrery
restrictions of the systcm,

Somec reeders will regret thet the issuc of Civil Wer ceusslity

wee not scttled in this work. Other issuce centrel in the minds

of politicel historisne were deelt with peripherelly. TFogel end
Engermen heve o diffcrent purposc:s to counter historisne of ony
persuesion who heve given us e folee picturc of slevery end to in-
sist thet eny historicel srgument, no metter how persussive or

well intended, must squere with 211 sveileble quentitetive dete.
It'= & werning thet no competent historien cen efford to ignore.



