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South; slavery prevented foreign recognition; slavery gave the North
a new goal and a new ideal; slavery encouraged states rights; slavery
in the end weakened the economy and ‘tie* military” efforf” mote
than it strengthened them.

-Or perhaps it was all of these things n.o:ium:malfmo_‘:ﬂrm:m
which, for want of a better term, historians call “loss of nerve” The
fall of Rome has been ascribed to that mysterious thing called “loss
of nerve,” and 50 100, in our own time, the dedline of the West. Did
the South, in the end, lose its nerve? Perhaps so, but we still want
‘to know why the mettlesome South of 1861 became the nerveless
South of 1865. To argue that defeatism causes defeat is a circular
argument that gets us nowhere.

Two things should be clear to anyone who considers these inter-
pretations: first that the defeat of the Confederacy was not inevita-
ble, and second, that causation is not simple but complex, not
singular but plural. And the student will do well to reflect that the
failure of the Confederacy to achieve independence is not a unique
miscalculation in history: the whole of history is bestrewn with
mighty miscalculations. On almost every page we see written the
words of Euripides: :

The end men looked for cometh not,
And a path there was, where no man thought;

So hath it fallen here. .
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WHEN WAR BEGAN in 1861, the statistics from the latest federal
census decidedly favored the twenty-three states rematning in the
Union as against the eleven that had withdrawn from it. I popula-
tion the North had an advantage of almost five to two, and this
advantage appears even greater if the slaves (more than one-third
of the Southern people) are counted as somewhat less than the
same number of freemen. In wealth and capacity to produce, the
North held a still greater edge: in value of real and personal prop-
erty, more than three to one (even with the inclusion of $2 billion
for the slave property of the South); in capital of incorporated
banks, more than four to one; in value of products annually manu-
factured, more than ten to one. The seceded states probably had a
much less than proportional share of the national income. Besides,
they contained only about a third of the total railroad mileage and
practically none of the registered shipping. Though these compari-
sons are incomplete and inexact, they will serve to illustrate the
point that the Union went to war with an overwhelming prepon-
derance in most sources of economic power.
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If wars are won by riches, there can be mo question why the
North eventually prevailed. The onlv question will be: How did the
Jouth manage to stave off defeat so fong? Or perhaps the question
ought to be: Why did the South even risk a war in which she was
all but beaten before the first shot was fired? .

Indeed, this last question occurred to at least a few Southerners
during - the secession winter. For examnple, the editor of the
Lynchburg Virginian wrote: “Dependent upon ‘Europe and the
North for almost every yard of clott,, and every coat and boot and
hat that we wear, for our axes, scythes, tubs, and buckets, in short,
for everything except our bread and meat, it must occur to the
South that if our relations with the North are ever severed,—and
how soon they may be none can know; may God forbid it long!—
we should, in all the South, not be abje to clothe ourselves; we could
not fill our firesides, plough our fields, nor mow our meadows; in
fact, we should be reduced to a state more abject than we are willing
to look at even prospectively. And yet, all of these things staring us
in the face, we shut our eyes and go 1n blindfold.” Of course, the
view of the Lynchburg Virginian was not the prevailing attitude of
Southerners at that time. If it had reen, most likely there would
have been no war. o

Nor was this the opinion of most leading Southerners after-
wards, when the war had been lost and they were casting about
for reasons why it had been. Thete -men refused. to adopt the
. handy and easy rationalization that the North simply had been
too much and too many for the South. These men could not
very well accept such an explanation, for it would have convicted
them of blindness, stupidity, or even worse in going into a
conflict they could not hope to win. In his memoirs General
Joseph E. Johnston defended his fellow Southerners against such
a possible charge. “That people,” he wrote, “was not guilty of
the high crime of undertaking a2 war without the means of
waging it successfully” - : .

As Johnston looked back, it-seemed to him that the Confederacy
had possessed “ample means” Other Southerners agreed with him.
General P. G. T. Beauregard, for one, declared that “no people ever
warred for independence with more relative advantages than the
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Confederacy; and if, as a military. question, they must have failed,
then no country must aim at freedom by means of war” The
outcome was not to be explained, Beauregard insisted, by “mere
material contrast” between the North and the South. So, too, the
Richmond journalist and historian Edward A. Pollard maintained
that “something more than numbers makes armies” and that
“against the vast superiority of the North in material resources,”
the South had “a set-off in certain advantages.”

Among these presumed advantages of the South, the first was
psychological. Her people, fighting as they did for the high ideal of
independence, for the protection of their very homes, were moved
by a “superiour animation” a more determined spirit than the
enemy could attain. The second point in the South’s favor was
geographic. She possessed rivers, swamps, and mountains that were
“equivalent to successive lines of fortification”; she had the “im-
mense mn?mnﬂwmm of the interior lines”; and, besides.al] this, she was
favored with “one single advantage” which, alone, “should have
been decisive of the contest” “That advantage was space” Even
some economic aspects favored the South: At the beginning of the
war it was a “remarkable fact” that “the South was richer than the
North in all the necessaries of life” producing as she did more corn
and livestock per person. The fourth and most important item
might be viewed as either economic or diplomatic. This was cotton

—a magic word, a magic staple, which theoretically ought to have’

done wonders for the Confederacy.
If statistics were on the side of the North, history seemed to be

_on the side of the South. In previous struggles for liberty the Dutch

had beaten the Spaniards, the Russians had repelled the French,
and the Americans had won out over the British against odds as
bad or worse than those the Southerners faced in 1861. “In an
intelligent view of the precedents of history,” Pollard concluded, “jt
might safely {have been] predicted that the South . .. would be
victor in the contest, however unequally matched in men and the
Materials of war, unless the management of her affairs should become
insane, or her people lose the virtue of endurance”

Possibly, then, the Confederacy at last succumbed not because
of any economic handicap but because of a loss of virtue, that is,
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of morale or fighting spirit. This, indeed, is the view of Charles H.

Wesley, who discounts the “customary” explanation of the callapse

of the Confederacy as due to Northern economic preponderance,
and who repudiates the “astonishing conclusion that we must all
be amazed that the Confederacy was able to continue the contest
for so long a period.” According to Wesley, the “psychological fac-
tors which entered into the disruption of Southerner morale and
the inherent political weaknesses of the Confederacy were funda-
mental” in bringing about the final collapse. But others writers
deny that a failure of will was the prime cause of defeat. They poirit
to the fact that Southerners sacrificed far more for the Lost Cause
than the Revolutionary patriots had sacrificed for victory over En-
gland. ,

If the defeat was not due to a Joss of will to win, then perhaps it
was caused by bad management, by human errors, by failures of
statesmanship. Certainly the carping Pollard thought so. His book
is replete with contemptuous references to the policies of the Jeffer-
son Davis government—with such phrases as “silly prospects,” “a
new delasion,” “silly declamation,” “puerile argument,” “feeble and
mismanaged efforts,” “a policy of blunders,” “silly devices,” and
“childish expedients.” Pollard, of course, enjoyed the privilege of
the second guess. Other similarly privileged critics of the Davis
government, while not always agreeing with Pollard in detail, con-
curred with him in the general proposition that the Confederacy
had fallen because of mistakes in the use of its resources and not
because of a lack of sufficient resources to begin with. .

‘In economic policy the chief errors commonly attributed to
the Confederate government are these: its failure to exploit cotton
promptly as a basis for foreign credit; its unwillingness to tax its
people and its reliance, instead, on issues of paper money in the
form of treasury notes;-its impressment, or seizure at arbitrary
prices, of the goods of its citizens; and its lack of thoroughness in
the promotion of manufacturers and in the control of transporta-
tion, especially by raiiroad. A brief re-examination. of these matters
may throw light on the question of whether the Confederacy was
more handicapped by human or by material shortcomings.

In cotton, the South had a cash crop of great value, and yet, in
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the midst of war, Southerners reduced their planting, burned some
of the bales they had on hand, and discouraged shipments abroad.
“Instead -of making the best use of this resource,” B. J. Hendrick
observes, “the Davis government deliberately did all in its power
to make it useless” At first glance the policy appears downright
insane.

Surely there were alternatives, and in fact the Vice-President of
the Confederacy, Alexander H. Stephens, proposed a different
course during the war. Take two million bales from the 1860 and
another two million from the 1861 crop, Stephens recommended.
Pay for these with $100 million in government bonds. Buy ffty
ironclad stearners to carry the cotton safely to Europe. Store it there
until the price rises to fifty cents a pound, then sell-it. Thus, Ste-
phens thought, the Confederacy could net a profit of $800 million!
Afterwards General Johnston was positive that this plan, if
promptly put into effect, would have won the war. The cotton
money, Johnston averred, would have procured arms for half a
million men, who could have been ready and in the field by the
time the very first battle was fought. The first battle, he implied,
might well have been the last. In any event, “the Confederate trea-’
sury would have been much richer than that of the United States”
and the South would have had the means of eventual success.

That the Confederacy failed to seize this splendid and obvious
opportunity during the first year of the war—before the blockade
had become too tight—must prove the stupidity if not the insanity
of government leaders, of President Davis and his Secretary of the
Treasury, Christopher G. Memminger. So it afterward seemed to
historian Pollard, who berated Memminger for not having pur-
chased cotton and sent it abroad while he had the chance. Pollard
said Memminger had dismissed the Stephens plan as “soup-house
legistation,” as a scheme of government relief for cotton planters.
But historian Pollard forgot a great deal that journalist Pollard had
said during the war. Actually, it was Pollard’s Richmond Examiner
which had denounced Stephens for proposing “soup-house tegisfa-
tion.” Afterwards, having reversed himself, Pollard put his own
words into the mouth of poor Memminger!

The truth is that neither Davis nor Memminger had foisted upon



the South the idea of withholding cotton. When the war began, not

‘only these two men but practicalls all Southern leaders believed
that cotton-—or rather the lack of it—would win the war for the
South. On the Southern staple Grezt Britain presumably depended
for its prosperity, and so did France, and so too did the United
States. Without cotton, Great Britain and France would face eco-
nomic prostration, and to avert this they would have to come to
the Confederacy’s aid. Without cotton, the United States would
suffer the closing of its textile milis and, more important, would
have no-export crop sufficient for sbtaining indispensable foreign
exchange: If the notions about “King Cotton” were delusions, they
were not the private dreams of Memminger or Davis. .

In the light of the times, these ideas were not quite so crazy as
they seem in retrospect. True, the cotton shortage failed to accom-
plish what Southerners had expeceed it to do. Yet it did create a
serious problem for the North, the problem of finding means of
payment for necessary imports. Unfortunately for Southern hopes,
the North was able to make up for her lack of cotton shipments by
means of increased exports of wheat. Unfortunately, also, there
were British economic interests tiat ran counter to the British
interest in continued cottori shipments from the South, as Frank L.
Owsley had demonstrated.

The Stephens-Johnston-Pollard view regarding cotton exports
was at least as visionary as the King Cotton theory itself. There
simply was not so much cotton available in 1861 as Stephens esti-
mated: there were not two million bales left over from the 1860
crop, but only a few hundred thosand. Then, too, it is doubtful
‘whether many owners of this cotton would have given it up in

~ return for Confederate bonds. Even if enough money were ob-
tained, the fifty ironclads probably could not have been purchased,
and without them the South did not have enough shipping to send
the cotton overseas. “Finally,” Remmbert W. Patrick concludes, “the
idea . . . that with four million bales in storage the price of cotton
would have risen to fifty cents a pecund, was fanciful”

Granting that Stephens’ gigantic cotton-export scheme was not
feasible in 1861, there remains the question whether something
could not have been accomplished by a more prompt and vigorous

. a
export policy than was adopted. Whether or not Davis and Mem-
minger should have done more than they did to base financing
upon cotton, the fact is that they did more than their critics have
credited them with doing. The cotton embargo, it must be remem-
bered, was not the work of the Davis administration or of the
Confederate Congress. It was the work of state and local officials
and private groups, who had the backing of an almost unanimous
public opinion. It did not have the official support of Memminger
and Davis, who used their influence to prevent Congress from
passing an embargo act, and who encouraged shipments of cotton

in so far as vessels were available. Almost from the outset, the

Confederate government sought to obtain cotton by purchase or
by produce loan, keeping some of it at home as a basis of credit for
the purchase of foreign supplies, and sending the rest abroad. The
fiasco of the Erlanger loan resulted from an attempt to use cotton
for bolstering the foreign credit of the Confederacy. Not until the
third year of the war, however, did the government take complete
control of cotton exports and push them with determination. If
this program had been undertaken earlier, probably Confederate
finances could have been made much stronger than they actually
becamie. . o

Certainly, Confederate financing was much less sound and less
successful than Union financing. Of the Confederacy’s income, to
October 1864, almost 60 per cent was derived from the issue of
paper money, about 30 per cent from the sale of bonds, and less

“ than 5 per cent from taxation (the remaining 5 per cent arising

from miscellaheous sources). Of the Union’s income, by contrast,
13 percent was raised by paper money, 62 per cent by bonds, and
21 per cent by taxes (and 4 per cent by other means). Thus the
Confederacy relied much more upon government notes and much
less upon taxation and borrowing than the Union did. Exactly how
much paper money was afloat in the wartime South, nobody knows
for sure. “Even if we knew the successive amounts of Confederate
treasury notes in the hands of the public during the war” John C.
Schwab remarks, “this would signify little, as they formed but a
Part of the currency; the State, municipal, bank, corporate, and
individual notes formed the other, and . . . no inconsiderable part”
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The economist Eugene M. Lerner estimates that the stock of money
in the South increased approximately eleven fold in the three years

from January, 1861, to Jahwary, 1864, in any case, the prices m:q.m.oa.

and other commodities were multiplied by much more than eleven,
- The price of gold, in Confederate dollars, rose eventually to sixty-
one (in United States greenbacks it never rose even as high as
three). The general price level, in Confederate dollars, soared to
ninety of 2 hundred times its original level. The Confederacy suf-
fered the worst inflation that Americans had known since the Revo-
lutionary War. .
In its effort to escape the evils of inflation the Confederate gov-
ernment but compounded them. The Funding Act of 1864, de-
. signed to force the exchangé of treasury notes for bonds by
threatening a partial repudiation of the notes, only speeded the loss
in value of the currency. The impressment of government supplies,
at less than the inflated market price, caused suppliers to withhold
their goods and thus lessened the available amount. Unwittingly,
the government defeated its own purposes. “The army suffered
from want of food,” as Schwab has observed, “though in the coun-
try at large there was no serious lack of it”

To the later critics of the Davis government it was perfectly
obvious that the government shouid.have taxed and taxed and
borrowed and borrowed, rather than relying so heavily on the
printing of batch after batch of treasury notes. These critics blamed
Secretary Memminger, and some historians still blame him {Owsley
refers to him as the “measly” Memminger). In truth, however,
Memminger was just as well aware of the dangers of inflation as
any of his denouncers. They were to have hindsight; he had at least
a degree of foresight. But there was little he could do, especially
since he lacked the force of personality to carry the Congress with
him. As for taxes, he favored them, but at the start of the war he
had no going machinery of tax collection to work with, and he was
dealing with people who had even more than the typical American’s
resistance to taxation. Besides, cash was comparatively scarce in the
Confederacy. The Secretary and the Congress had little choice but
to resort to the 1861 requisition upon the states, which the states
raised almost entirely by borrowing instead of taxin g- As for issuing
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bonds to sop up the excess currency, Memminger favored that too,
but the plain fact was that the people would not or could not buy
the bonds in sufficient quantities. Hence his recomimendation of
the funding scheme to force the sale of bonds—a scheme that
Congress carried even farther than he had intended.

There can be no doubt that the government’s fiscal policies failed
in their main object, namely, to transfer goods efficiently from
private to public hands. There is considerable doubt, however,
whether Davis or Memminger or any individual was to blame.
There also is doubt whether the paper money issues, alone, ac-
counted for the extent of inflation in the South. Actually, the price
rise was uneven, and the prices that rose the most were those of
goods in short supply, such as leather, wool, coffee, salt, tea, and
drugs. So the actual scarcity of some items, as well as the overabun-
dance of money, seems to have been responsible for soaring prices.
Moreover, the -flight from the ‘currency, at least during the last
couple of years of the war, must have been due in part to a growing
popular skepticism as to the chances of the Confederacy’s ever
winning the war and making good on its promises to pay.

By interfering with the free market, the Davis government unin-
tentionally discouraged production, both agricultural and indus-
trial. At the same time the government did not interfere enough by
means of positive measures to make the most of manufacturing
possibilities. “The failure of the Confederacy, though predictable
from the start,” Ella Lonn writes, “was immediately attributable to
errors of judgment in not anticipating and justly estimating its
inability to supply certain indispensable necessities” This is the
main conclusion of Miss Lonn in her study of Sait as a Factor in
the Confederacy, and it is a conclusion which may be applied to
other items as well as salt. In controlling manufacturers the govern-
ment never aimed to do more than provide the army with essential
supplies. Even the efforts in this direction were slow, halting, and
indirect. The chief methods of influencing industrial production
were the assignment or withholding of labor through manipulation
of the draft, and the provision or denial of raw materials through
control of the railroads.

Yet the government was “loath to enforce the kind of transporta-
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tion policy the war effort demanded.” At the start the railroad
system of the South was, of course, defective. There were nat
enough railroad lines, and few of thzse were located where, strategi-
cally, they would do the most goocl. Besides, there were too many
gaps, and there was too little rolling stock and too few mechanics
and facilities for upkeep or repair. espite these shortcomings, the
raiiroads gave as much reality to the concept of “interior lines”
as this concept ever attained. At the first battle of Bull Run the
Confederates reinforced zn army by railroad, in the midst of battle,
for the first time in history. In moving General James Longstreet’s
men from Virginia to Tennessee before the battle of Chickamauga
the Confederates again made history in the military use of rail-
roads. Still, in the judgment of R. C Black, historian of Confederate
railroads, “the Confederates by no means made the best use of
what they had.” The government delayed too long in taking over
and operating all the lines'as a unified system. Confederate trans-
portation often had to depend on wagons or carts, mule teams, and
dirt roads. Instead of leaving tearrs and vehicles in the harids of
owners, so as to let the economy go on functioning efficiently, the
government too often impressed these things for strictly military
uses. The resulting transportation difficulties, in the opinion of

- Charles W. Ramsdell, ranked next to fiscal policies in their “delete-

rious consequences” for the Confederacy. Without adequate trans-

~ portation, the geographical advantages of the South were largely

lost. ,

In their handling of finances, manufactures, and transportation,
the Confederate leaders made a nutnber of errors that have become
clear enough in retrospect. So the question persists: Were the

South’s economic disasters to be blamed upon human failings

rather than material inadequacies? Was Davis inferior to Lincoln,
and Memminger to Salmon P. Chase, the Union treasury head,
in economic statesmanship? Were Southern civilians inferior to
Northern in business ability and caacity for work? It has been said
that the Confederate civil leaders in general and Memminger in
particular proved themselves inconipetent. And yet, if we imagine
Chase in Memminger’s position, it is hard to believe that he could
have made a reputation as a successful financier. Memminger had
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to deal with problems in comparison with which those of the
Union treasury were almost child’s play. As for the Southern people
as a whole, they unquestionably lagged behind Northerners in busi-
ness experience and in education and literacy, if not also in physical
health. Yet it is hard to agree with the emphasis of Pollard when he
concludes: “He who seeks to solve the problem of the downfall of
the Southern Confederacy must take largely into consideration the
absence of any intelligent and steady system in the conduct of
public affairs; the little circles that bounded the Richmond adminis-
tration; the deplorable want of the commercial or business facility
in the Southern mind.”

It is hard to believe, and impossible to prove, that the Southern-
ers did a worse job with economic affairs than Northerners would
have done in the same circumstances. It is unimportant and unnec-
essary to try to prove this. The point is that the North had an
economic strength several times greater to start with, In order to
overcome this handicap and attain even so much as equality in
economic power, the civilians of the South would have had to be
several tines as able, man for man, as those of the North. And this,’
obviously, is too much to have expected of any people, however
willing and determined they might have been.

If the South could not meet the North on anything like an equal
economic footing, she would have to compensate in some other
respect. She would have to be blessed with better luck or higher
achievement in matters political, diplomatic, military, or psycho-
logical. A mere glance at these other considerations reveals at once

 that they cannot be appraised apart from one another, or the eco-

nomic apart from any of them. These categories, after all, are purely
arbitrary: we distinguish among them only for our own conve-
nience. . .

* In waging. war, the Confederacy faced problems of politics and
government that vastly complicated its problems of economic mo-
bilization. Always the Southerners had to struggle with the incubus
of John C. Calhoun, with the idea of state rights, with that fatal
principle upon which their new government had been based. A
Confederacy formed by particularist politicians could hardly be
expected to adopt promptly those centralist policies—for marshal-
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ing resources and transportation——which victory demanded. Even
apart from this ideological handicap, the Confederacy faced insu-
perable difficulties in attempting to set up, from scratch, a going
administration in the midst of war. Professor Ramsdeil has put the
matter admirably: “ . .the southern people and their governments
failed, with a few exceptions, to conserve, develop, and efficiently
administer their tesources; but it must be said that these were
gigantic tasks, intricate, complex, and baffling. That they did not
succeed better is not surprising when we remember the simplicity
of southern economic and political organization before secession.
There was not time, while a powerfui and determined enemy was
crashing at the gate, to reorganize their whole system and, without
previous experience, create .2 complex administration, and train

_ administrators. Problems had to be met as they arose. . .. All in all,

it is not surprising that they could not be solved, or that, in the
end, the collapse was complete”

By successtul diplomacy, by winning the support of Great Britain
or France, the South most likely could have canceled out all the
economic advantages of the North. The Confederate financial poli-
cies, by the way, were not always easy to distinguish from the
Confederate foreign policies. Thus, for example, the Erlanger loan,
at least from the point of view of Judah P. Benjamin, was more a

" diplomatic than an economic measure, intended to elicit the .m:w-

port of France rather than, primarily, to raise funds. To explain why
Southern hopes for foreign aid finally were dashed, it is necessary to

look into.2 tangle of international economic relationships. It is

necessary also to look into the world politics of the time, especially

the divergent interests of Great Britain, France, and Russia. It is’

necessary even to look into the internal politics of England.
Certainly the economic history of the Confedéracy cannot be
told without including also the military and naval history (nor, for
that matter, the military and naval without the economic). Bad as
Southern transportation was at the start of the war, it soon was
made worse by the advance of Union forces on land and sea. River
and coastal waterways were occupied or blockaded and thus ren-
dered useless to the Confederacy. Rail centers, like Chattanooga
and Atlanta, were taken and new gaps thereby made in the already
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defective railroad system. The capture of New Orleans, only a year
after the fighting had begun, meant the loss of the Confederacy’s
financial heart. As the Union armies took over more and more
Southern territory, there was a continual shrinking of the area
within which Confederate notes passed as money. And as this area
contracted, the quantity of paper money in it increased even more
rapidly than the treasury put forth new issues, for Southerners
living in the occupied territory got rid of their Confederate money
by sending it to places where it still had at least a little value—to
places where the Stars and Bars still waved. The more ground the
Confederacy lost in battle, the worse the problem of inflation be-
came. Meanwhile, in filling her armies, the South had to draw off
from the economy a much higher proportion of her manpower
than the North did of hers. The South’s capacity to produce, already
so small by comparison, was made even smaller by a disproportion-
ate reduction of her labor supply. While Union military power was
weakening the Southern economy, Union naval power had the same
effect in perhaps.even greater degree. The blockade, by bringing
about serious shortages in strategic items, not only added to the
inflationary trends but also frustrated efforts to matntain the trans-
portation network and to increase industrial output. And, toward
the end of the war, the Southern loss of faith in victory, as has been
seen, contributed to the currency depreciation and to the economic
disorganization that ensued. .

Thus psychological influences, resulting from -military events,
fatally affected economic conditions. The reverse is equally true.
Economic conditions gave rise to psychological influences that seri-
ously affected military events. _

Strategy itself at times conformed to economic facts. When the
South resorted to the draft, in April, 1862, the congressional critics
of Davis blamed him for having made such an extreme measure
necessary. They charged that he had adopted a strategy of the
“dispersed defensive” and that this, in turn, had chilled the enthusi-
asm of Southern men, who would have volunteered in ample num-
bers for an aggressive, concentrated campaign against the North.
In reply to his critics Davis explained that the Confederacy lacked
the means for such a campaign. “Without military stores” he said,
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“without the workshops to create them, without tlie power to im,
port them, necessity not choice has compelled us to occupy strong
positions and everywhere to confront the enemy without reserves.”
Soldier morale, presumably hurt by the dispersed defensive, was
further damaged by economic developments behind the lines. As
General Johnston remarks, “after the Confederate currency had
become almost worthless” -the married soldiers from the farms
“had to choose between their military service and the strongest
obligations they knew—their duties to wives and children” The
dilemma of these soldiers was nade especially poignant by the
actions of Confederate impressraent officials. Those officials, as
Johnston says, frequently preyed upon the most defenseless of the
citizens, especially upon farm women whose husbands were away
in the army. Hard beset by inflation and impressment, wives sum-
moned their soldier-husbands home, and, faced with a torturing
choice of loyalties, the soldiers often placed family above country.
In other ways, too, the fiscal policies of the Confederacy no doubt
impaired the morale of both soldiers and civilians. Amid the wild
inflation some people grew rich overnight, at least on paper, and
others lost their fortunes just ai suddenly. A gambiing spirit in-

" fected the land, and almost everybody became a speculator of some

kind. Those gamblers who lost—-and practically all of them lost in
the end—naturally were prone to feelings of bitterness and envy—
And they directed these feelings against one another as well as
against the Yankee foe.

Since so much of the Southern despair was induced by objective
conditions and events, on the battlefield and on the home front, it

is difficuilt to accept the Wesley thesis that the Confederacy col--

lapsed because of a failure of the spirit. In most respects the loss of
morale seems to have been a secondary rather than a primary cause
of defeat.

The prime cause must have been economic. Given the vast supe-
riority of the North in men anc materials, in instruments of pro-
duction, in communication facilities, in business organization and
skill—and assuming for the sale of the argument no more than

- rough equality in state-craft and generalship—the final outcome

seemns all but inevitable. At least, it seems to have become inevitable

once two dangers for the Union had been passed. One of \nese was
-the threat of interference from abroad. The other was the possibility
of military disaster resulting from the enemy’s superior skill or luck
on the battlefield, from- his ability to make decisive use of his
power-in-being before the stronger potential of the Union could be
fully gm<m“_0@ma and brought into play. Both am:mo;_m_uﬁmma to have
been over by midsummer, 1863, if not already by autumn, 1862.
Thereafter, month by month, the resources of the North began
mﬁnnmmmmnm_% to tell, in what became more and more a war of attri-
tion.

True, the victory is not always to the rich. The record of mankind
offers many an example of a wealthy and fat and decadent people
overcome by an enemy who was poor and lean and vigorous. In-
deed, these historical examples heartened those Southerners who,
at the outset, assumed that all Yankees had been corrupted by
commerce ahd industry, that the “mudsills” of the factory and the
money-grubbers of the counting-house would lack the fortitude
that victory required. On the other hand, many in the North looked
upon Southerners as a people debased, debauched, and Incapaci-
tated E contact ;@E the institution of slavery. Today, at this dis-
fance In time, we can see that the two sides must have been about
even in virtue .and vice, devotion and disloyalty, human strength
and weakness. .

For the North to win, she had only.to draw upon her resources
as fully and as efficiently as the South drew upon hers; or, rather,
the North had to make good use of only 2 fraction of her economic
potential. Her material strength was so much greater that she could,
as it were, almost lick the South with one hand tied behind her
back. In fact, the North during the war years did devote a large part

- of her energies and resources to nonmilitary enterprise. Once the

financial crisis of late 1861 was past, the Union entered upon an
econormnic boom. She actually grew in material strength, while the
South wasted away. From 1861 to 1865 nearly 5,000,000 actes of
the public domain in the West were transferred to settlers and
Corporations. szmn.ma mileage lengthened from about 31,000 to
more than 35,000 miles—an increase of approximately one-eighth,

The value of imports for the North alone in 1864 was almost as
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great as it had been for the m_.:.:.m country, the South inciuded, in
1860. e -

With justifiable pride ﬁqmmmmmm”.ymﬁmrmg Lincoln boasted of the

wartime progress and prosperity in his annual message to Congress
of December, 1864. “It is of noteworthy interest,” Lincoln declared,
“that the steady expansion of populaticen, improvement, and gov-
ernmental institutions over the mew and unoccupied portion of
our country have scarcely been checked, much less impeded or
destroyed, by our great civil war, which at first glance would seem
to have absorbed almost the entire energies of the nation” He
noted the sales of public land, the work on the Pacific railroad, the
discovery and exploitation of gold and silver and mercury in the
West. “The important fact remains demonstrated,” he concluded,
“that we have more men now than we had when the war began; that
we are not exhausted, nor in process of exhaustion; that we are
gaining strength, and may, if need be, maintain the contest indefi-
nitely. This as to men. Material resources are now more complete
and abundant than ever. The national resources...are unex-
hausted, and, as we believe, mewm,cmﬂﬁm.:
Jefferson Davis could not truthfully have said the same of the
South in 1864. At that time the Confederacy was not yet beaten on
_the field of battle, but already economic exhaustion was setting in
behind the lines. As Ramsdell has remarked, * . . the Confederacy
had begun to crumble, or to break down within, long before the
military situation appeared to be desperate”
 From Ramsdell’s observation it'is but a step to the conclusion
that economic rather than strictly military superiority was the basic
reason for the ultimate victory of the North. At the start the North
' had possessed no significant advantage in a narrowly military sense
—certainly no advantage comparable to that of her economic
power and potential. This vast productive ability made the Union
armies the best fed, the best clothed, the best cared for that the
world ever had seen. The economic might made it possible for the
‘North to field the stronger forces and, when the final test came, to
place at every crucial point, as A. B. Hart has said, “more officers,
more men, more camp followers, and more army mules.” ,
Some Northerners used to cherish a simple—and, it would
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seeim, wm _.:m?ﬁmw;ml..nxﬁ_m:maoa of the Northern victory. God
?.wn_ 2._:& that the Union be preserved. Surely, in view mm the-
9%»:@ of resources, it would have taken a miracle, a direct inter-
vention of the Lord on the other side, to enable the South to win

As usual, God was on the side of the heaviest battalions. .




