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The struggle between the Southern slave-based &istem and the Northern
“free soil” movement produced bitter and violennfiwt throughout the 1850s,
which culminated in 1861 with Southern secessiamh fanr years of Civil War.
The Civil War remains a puzzling event to histosiaeconomists and political
scientists. The Southern decision to secede islgleaceable, at least in large part,
to a political push by Southern slave owners, aaffgén the Deep South. There
is no doubt that the key issue in the minds ofatieocates of secession was the
future of slavery. Secessionists saw the risk Erasident Lincoln and the newly
resurgent Republican Party posed to maintainingesjaas a labor system in the
existing South, and to being able to expand thetreaslavery into the territories.
But if the goal of secession was preserving theveslaystem, what were
slaveholders’ expectations regarding the cost@fhr and its possible outcome?
Did they anticipate that Lincoln and the North wbplassively permit secession,
or decide to fight? Once war began, did they expestort, painless war with a
quick victory for the South (or at least northeenagnition of the Confederacy), or
the long, bloody conflict that would ultimately tdtsin the destruction of the slave
labor system? How did the probability weights ettd to these possibilities
change in 1860 and 18612In this paper, we investigate those questions by

examining the connections between political nevated to slavery and the price

L Wright (1978) reviews both of these categoriesaainomic arguments relating to secession, andaenssihe difficult
economic calculations that are embedded within théimght shows how challenging it is to demonstridie connection
between the decisions to secede and an incredlse @xpected value of slaves. By leaving the Urtioa,South created a
new Union, from which it was excluded, with a uditend powerful supermajority in favor of precistig policies it feared
most. How would an isolated and hostile Confedetzeble to defend itself against the much moreufoois North, and
how would the South be able to successfully competéarily and economically against the North tepand into the
Western territories? Furthermore, the permanetusof the territories of greatest obvious vaardtie potential expansion
of slavery had already been determined (or coule leeen predicted) by December 1860. Most impdytalitinsas was
finally admitted to the Union as a free state inutay 1861. The secession debates, however, makéhomy absolutely
clear: slavery’s future was perceived as beingsétit wwhether or not the South seceded. Althougretias no imminent
risk of the abolition of slavery (see the on-lingpandix for further discussion), the ability of tBeuth to expand slavery
into the West was in doubt, given that Lincoln vowe prevent it. Furthermore, southerners worriedua the long-term
prospects of slavery within the South. Both sideshie southern secession debate recognized thatisequences of
secession or remaining within the Union were highigertain, given Lincoln’s electoral victory. Thevas no way to play
it safe.



of slaves during the five-year period leading ugh®Civil War and the first months
of armed conflict.

Our main contributions include the estimation ohadel of slave prices using a
new dataset on slave sales from New Orleans. W shat prior to 1860, few
political events seemed to affect slave prices,eumh the Dred Scott decision had
only a small and temporary effect. After Lincolmemination for the Presidency,
slave prices fell, and they continued to fall ottee war commenced. The overall
decline in slave prices was large (more than a thiom their 1860 peak) and
occurred prior to any battle losses by the South.

We also find that this steep initial decline inv@grices was the same for all age
and sex cohorts of slaves sold. Thus, the earlgpsihecline in slave prices should
not be interpreted as reflecting the expectatioa lddely emancipation of southern
slaves without compensation to their owners. bubt¢he decrease in slave prices
seems to have reflected rising concerns by sladen®tegarding the consequences
of Lincoln’s election — most obviously, the potahgffects of a protracted war on
the value of their wealth, including slaves. Intgalar, Lincoln’s resolve to
prevent secession, and the actual waging of w#rdrate spring and summer of
1861, were perceived by slaveholders as a sevesrsadshock in the market for

slaves.
|. Slave Prices, Dred Scott, and the Civil War

Why use slave prices to quantify the economic irtgoare of political events?
Slave prices measure market perceptions of theualided present value of future
income and other benefits that masters expectegito from the labor of their
slaves. In particular, the threat of war and itpested costs had important
implications for the market value of slaves. On&epbal cost to slaveholders was

expropriation — that is, emancipation without slasder compensation. An



increased fear of emancipation without compensationld have shortened the
expected economic lifetime of the slaves and camsetty lowered their prices.
Even if emancipation without compensation was notmajor concern to
slaveholders, the threat of war could have lowestade prices, either because of
anticipated higher taxes or anticipated reductiortie productivity of slave labor
due to war-related disruptions. Furthermore, th@rdeo maximize the value of
slave wealth clearly was an important underlyingseafor the South’s decision to
secede from the Unioh. Slave prices, therefore, are a natural meadurieamging
perceptions of the outcome of the South’s bet cesson.

Slaves were valuable financial assets and represgemtsignificant share of
southern wealth. Goldin (1973, p. 85), for exampktimates the market value of
slaves at $2.7 billion where Ransom and Sutch (198%1) give a slightly higher
figure of $3 billion (in 1860 dollars). Becausevda were mobile, the prices of
slaves in New Orleans should reflect those of ositeres deployed elsewhere in
the Soutk? An analysis of slave prices, therefore, shoutivjole a good indication

of price movements throughout the South.

2 We will not review here the voluminous literatugstablishing that secession was motivated by cosceslated to
slavery, which we regard as beyond reasonable dbabéd on the simple facts surrounding the sexredsicisions (that is,
the debates and conflicts that preceded and c@&daidth secession). That does not mean, howe\adrsttession reflected
a large expected gain in slave values, nor doreeén that secession was regarded as a low-riskioecOpponents of
secession argued strongly for remaining in the bai® a better way to preserve slave wealth. Props@ad opponents of
secession engaged in protracted debates aboutrdhahilities of various political scenarios. Theigafyreed about the
probabilities to attach to prospective events,thnde disagreements explain why the debates wen®sacted. Participants
considered a wide array of forward-looking posgib# about the economic consequences for slaesgagssion, and both
sides recognized substantial probabilities of foss secession as well as gain. The debates wérenely sophisticated
and balanced. Indeed, reading the speeches n@whatrd to come to the conclusion that there waskaous economic
case either for or against secession. Georgia &gh\a were particularly crucial cases in the same of seceding states,
and in neither case could one say that secessisrolmaously in the interest of slave owners. SeseRliing and Simpson
(1992, 2010). For background on the struggle olesresy, from the perspectives of the North, thetBpand the West, see,
for example, Stampp (1965), Fehrenbacher (19623jriberre (1965), Gaeddert (1974), Wright (1978, fiéra5), Fogel
(1989), Zarefsky (1990), Freehling and Simpson 212®10), and Basler (2001).

3 Ransom and Sutch (1988, p. 139) estimate slavtatepresented 44 percent of all wealth in thigazpgrowing states
in 1859. The threat of war and/or emancipation lditiave been felt by all slaveholders, even ifoagl price movements
were, in some sense, independent. Gavin Wright§197142) writes that “slaves were moveable athebbte and their
value was determined in an efficient region-widerket independently of local crops, local produdgiviand local
development.... The value of slave property waseatgunifying factor for the South, and an econoimierest, largely
separate from the interest in the success of soutiggiculture, developed around these valuesé & Deyle (2009, p.
840) and Ewing, Payne, Thornton, & Yanochik (2002).



The Civil War was the culmination of many differgulitical events involving
slavery. Slave prices are forward-looking opinamgregators that can help sort
out the relative importance of various events dralrtperceived meaning, and
therefore, can tell us whether news was a postiva negative for slaveholders,
and if so, how much. Absent the use of slave pritesan be difficult to interpret
the economic significance of these events.

We illustrate that point by analyzing accounts froomtemporary newspapers
and journals to gauge the importance of the Drexdt$ecision of March 6, 1857.
As the discussion shows, oftentimes political esdvatd ambiguous effects on the
institution of slavery. The Court ruled that Dr&dott (a Southern slave who had
temporarily resided on free soil) had to be retdrteehis Southern master, but the
Supreme Court’s decision went much further, argtinag federal actions to limit
the spread of slavery, beginning with the Misso@bmpromise, were
unconstitutional. The implication was that all teemies in America were open to
slavery. States could still decide to exclude estgwvithin their borders, but even
then, they had to respect the property rights afeslowners over slaves residing
within their own borders.

The initial reaction to the Dred Scott decision vjasilant in the SoutH. On
March 14, 1857, an article in New Orleasily Beepredicted that the decision
“..will exert the most powerful and salutary irdluwce throughout the United
States.” Similarly, on March 15, th@uisiana Couriemwrote that “[n]Jo judicial
tribunal has ever rendered a more important detisian that of the U.S. Supreme
Court in the case of Scott vs. Sanford...It musekeeedingly gratifying to the
advocates of democracy, who have so long and soougly contended against the

4 There were rumors about the decision prior to Ma@n January 1, 1857, New York Herald reportedalse rumour
that the Court had decided to rule that the Miss@@ampromise was unconstitutional. In fact, we knfvam internal
documents that the Court did not decide to broaHercase until mid-February 1857, so any such rusnaere wrong.
Nonetheless, they may have affected slave pricedt£M007, p. 114). See also New Orleans. 1857e‘Dred Scott Case.”
The Daily PicayuneJan. 10.



odious Missouri restriction, to hear from the highauthority a confirmation of all
they have heretofore maintained, as to the undatietiality of that act.” New
Orleans’ Daily Picayune optimistically predicted on March 20, 1857 th#hée
Union men of the country, of all sections, who farethe constitution as it is, will
be able, we trust, to put down effectively all fermof incendiary agitation, and
restore quiet and harmony to the counfry.”

But as early as March 19, 1857, there was recagndf the fact that a political
backlash in the North could offset or even elimentite gains from the decision.
On that date, theouisiana Couriemwrote about its concern that “Black Republican
lamentations” might “succeed in electing Ethioppasidents...” In New Orleans’
Daily Bee on March 21, 1857, similar fears were voiced: t'Be is a shallow
observer of events and an unskilful judge of humature, who imagines that the
verdict of the Supreme Court—though consonant wigint and justice, and
consistent with the soundest interpretation offdderal compact—will, as if by
magic, dissipate all preconceived opinions, disistile views, and restore the era
of fraternal harmony and peace...The verdict ofShpreme Court breaks like an
angry wave against the impregnable rock of Nortli@naticism.” The April 1857
issue ofDe Bow’s Revievexpressed a similar sentiment, predicting thaf\tbeth
“is about to change its position” and will “orgaaimpon the basis of this another
party, which shall struggle again for the contrahd as must be the result if
successful, the overthrow of the Republié...”

It is interesting to note the level of sophistioatdf the discussion of Dred Scott’s
potential effects on slave prices, including theogmition of the possible harm to
slave owners (and benefit to the North) from reduoemmodity prices. Consider

5 New Orleans. 1857. “The Dred Scott Cadedily Bee March 14; New Orleans. 1857. “Untitled.buisiana Courier.
March 15; New Orleans. 1857. “The Supreme Colraily Picayune March 20.

6 New Orleans. 1857. “Black Republican Lamentatibhsuisiana Courier March 19; New Orleans. 1857. “The Dred
Scott Case.Daily Bee March 21; New Orleans. 1857. “Dred Scott in thipr®@me Court.De Bow’'s ReviewApril 1.



this passage frorde Bow’s ReviewApril 1857: “Economically, the extension of
slavery will injure the South and benefit the Noftwill cheapen the raw material
and enhance the price of manufactured articlesvilltincrease the trade and
commerce of the North, multiply her customers, ple@acotton, sugar, molasses,
rice, meats, wheat, and Indian corn, and thusenjoe South whilst it benefits the
North. The extension of free society will have &xact opposite effect, and rear up
rivals and competitors, instead of customers, lher old free States. The South
desires slavery extension only as a means of defagainst the inroads of
abolition.” Clearly, as people thought about th@saguences of the Dred Scott
decision, they saw complex economic and politiogllications for the institution
of slavery and for the South.

From today’s vantage point, the Dred Scott decisd@s a turning point in
American political and legal history. Politicallyt marked the beginning of
Abraham Lincoln’s prominence as a politician; segkio overturn the Dred Scott
decision became the focal point of Lincoln’s spescand his famous debates with
Senator Douglas. Although Lincoln was defeated bydpas in the race for Senate
in 1858, Lincoln’s successful presidential electtampaign in 1860 continued to
focus specifically on his advocacy against the D8edtt decision. With respect to
legal history, Dred Scott was the apogee of the&up Court’s defense of “states’
rights,” and the Taney Court was the high waterkmafr Southern influence;

Lincoln’s election, the Civil War and its aftermathanged the direction of the

! New Orleans. 1857. “The Conservative Principlesocial evils and their remedief& Bow’s ReviewApril 1. Slave
prices equal the discounted present value of futamaings and the value of the marginal productrsflaved labor is
approximated by the product of cotton prices arelrfarginal physical product of labor. Becausehef $outh’s near
monopoly in cotton production, expanded cotton potidn as a result of the western expansion ofestaxritories would
have increased the marginal product of enslavedrlahd decreased the price of cotton. The netteffe slave prices
depends on the elasticity of substitution of land slaves, land’s share of total output, and theeplasticity of demand for
cotton. See Passell and Wright (1972), Kotlikeffl&inera (1977), Lee (1978), and Schmitz and SehgE981).

Because the author sought to quell northern oppodit the Dred Scott decision, this quotation resgmplify ostensible
economic sophistication in the service of politispécial pleading. The primary audienc®efBow’s Reviewas southern
planters and it suggests that informed parties wWebating the possible economic consequences afeitision. As such,
we believe that this quotation provides additicngdport for the methodology used in our paperveSfaices, as forward
looking opinion aggregators, allow us to weigh fiffig opinions regarding political events surromgdlavery.



Court, and ushered in a new era of Supreme Coguiescence with the will of the
national government under Northern control.

The Dred Scott Decision had important economic equsnces for both the
North and the South. Calomiris and Schweikart {3@hd Wahl (2012) argue that
the Dred Scott decision was an important adverseksto Northern immigration
and infrastructure expansion plans. Along with otheents that contributed to the
conflict between free soil and slave interestseestly in Kansas, it rendered
politically impossible for the time being the camstion of a transcontinental
railroad, which was disastrous for the speculaitionestern railroad securities that
was running very high in the mid-1850s. Accordinghis view, the Dred Scott
decision, and the broader conflict over slaverys wastrumental in setting in
motion the Panic of 1857.

The Dred Scott decision was just one of many wid&gussed events during the
period 1857 to 1860 that had potentially signifigabut often ambiguous,
implications for the value of slaves. Table 1 ligte principal political events
related to the conflict over slavery from 1857 thgb mid-1861. Some of the other
salient events of this era include the end of tlwmdy political struggle over
whether Kansas would be admitted to the Unionsla\ee or free-soil state, which
was resolved in pieces over the period 1855-186@t;dln’s defeat in 1858, the
attack by John Brown on Harpers Ferry in Octobé&9]8he Democratic National
Conventions in April 1860 and June 1860, the notionaof Lincoln in May 1860,
Lincoln’s election in November 1860, the secessibthe various Southern states
that occurred in the aftermath of Lincoln’s elentigbeginning with South
Carolina’s decision to secede on December 20, 18608)South’s attack on Fort
Sumter on April 12, 1861, and President Lincol®sponse, which took the form
of a massive troop mobilization, a blockade of ket ports, and various military

campaigns into the South in mid-1861. We gaugentiportance of each of these



events through our analysis of their effects onghees of slaves sold in New

Orleans.
[ Insert Table 1 Here ]
Il. New Orleans Sales Data

To track responses of slave prices to politicalnéveone needs a sufficient
amount of sales price data at sufficiently higlyérency. Because individual slaves
and slave transactions were highly heterogeneosevieral important respects, the
construction of a comparable price measure requaresample with many
observations of sales for each time pefiofihe Fogel and Engerman database on
slave sales is useful for many purposes (see xmple, Calomiris and Pritchett
2009), but it does not contain a sufficiently largenber of observations for each
month to make it usable for our purpose.

For our study, we develop a new database for allesl sold in New Orleans,
Louisiana between 1856 and 1861. During this tiNey Orleans was the largest
city in the South and the site of its largest slavarket. Unlike states with a
common law tradition, Louisiana treated slaves téa& estate, and slave sales had
to be recorded and notarized in order to estahtieh(Louisiana 1806, section 10).
Today, the records of these slave sales may bedfonnthe New Orleans
Conveyance Office (importantly, none of these rdsoappear to be missing).
Because of the availability of these records aedsthe of the market, New Orleans

is the best source for data on slave sales witl@runited States.

8 Cross-sectional regression analysis typically antofor less than 50 percent of the variatiomdividual prices. For
example, using Fogel and Engerman’s sample of Ndea@s slave sales, Kotlikoff (1979, p. 501) repan R of 0.479.
Much of the remaining price variation is due toiuduial characteristics which were not recordedhsynotary at the time
of sale. In this paper, we analyze the temporaatian in slave prices using regression covariatdating the timing of
sales. The greater precision of our estimatiornimé teffects using the complete New Orleans sanwflects the larger
number of observations for each month.



For the period October 1856-August 1861, we haWleated data for all slave
transactions in New Orleans, representing the sdlewre than 16,000 slaves. As
indicated by the histogram presented in Figure dwNDrleans slave sales were
highly seasonal — monthly sales were approximaielge times greater in the
winter than in the summer. In part, this refleitts well-known health hazards
related to contagious disease in New Orleans dutiegsummer months. In
addition, slave sales decreased sharply follownegpblitical turmoil that began in
late 1860. Variation in the volume of sales byermgional slave traders
contributed to both of these effects. Although fmaus is on price variation, the
changes in trading volume are noteworthy as indisabf the politically driven

upheaval in the slave market in 1860-1861.
[Insert Figure 1 Here]

Our initial sample includes the records of 16,68&e&s sold in New Orleans
between October 1, 1856 and August 31, 1861. Unol@siana law, children aged
ten years or less were to be sold with their livingthers (Louisiana 1806). We
find that 2,194 children were bundled with theirthrers when sold, resulting in a
sample of 14,463 principal slaves.

Not all observations may be used for our regresamalysis (a summary of the
dropped observations is presented in Table 2). prdmbservations include non-
market transactions, rental or barter agreements,eachanges. The records of
slaves bundled with other property such as landipegent, or a business were
dropped from the sample. Observations correspgntbnthe sale of partial
ownership of slaves were also dropped from the &mmpNe also dropped
observations with missing age, gender, or creddarmation and sales between
related individuals. Sales with special covendstgh as the right to repurchase

within a specified time period) were also excludesin the sample. We also



excluded observations where older children wereallaehwith their mother®. The
records of slaves sold in groups for a single priege also dropped from the
sample!®  Finally, we dropped the records of 16 outliersnf the samplét
Overall, 4,254 observations are removed from thigalnsample, resulting in a

working sample of 10,209 observations.
[ Insert Table 2 Here |
A. Constructing an Hedonic Price Index

We estimate an index of slave prices using regvasanalysis, where the unit of
observation is the individual and the dependentbde is the natural logarithm of

price. Formally, the slave’s price is:
(1) In(Py) = Bo + XieB1 + Ziy + 8¢ + wyy,

wherePj is the price of slave i at timeX; is the time-variant covariaté; is the
time-invariant covariatej:is a market price index, ang is the error term.
Regression 1, Table 3 reports estimated regresseificients for relevant time-
invariant covariates as identified by prior resbafleogel and Engerman (1974),
Kotlikoff (1979, 1992) and Calomiris and Pritch€¥009)). Other things equal,
males sold for higher prices than females andndigskin color increased the price
of females but not of males. Transactions thaereft guarantees to buyers

9 For example, a male aged 32 years was sold watlidhder) mother for a single price. Because thilel dikely was
more valuable than the mother, using the mothéresarcteristics to determine the bundled priceappmopriate.

lOA comparison on the prices for slaves sold siiaglgl for those sold in groups can be found in Caismand Pritchett
(2009).

1 Outliers include two runaways (one of whom wastemporaneously absent at the time of sale), tweslaho were
blind in both eyes, a cripple, and two slaves wieoenguaranteed in title only. In addition, two slswvere sold at very low
prices ($5 each) with a condition that they be eriied. Although we include covariates for slaves were sold without
warranty, or with a condition of emancipation ppaars that these instruments are a bit too biwrgpture the price variation
for these lower-valued slaves. The effect of dimogmimost 30 percent of the observations on theegentativeness of the
working sample is discussed in the appendix.



commanded higher prices (see Pritchett and Smitl3)20Mothers bundled with
children sold for higher prices than comparabledis and older children sold for
more than younger children. Prices for creditsat@ay have been inflated due to
the opportunity cost of the borrowed funds. Consedly, we substitute the present
value of the payment stream, discounted at an gppte discount rate, for the
recorded market price. In addition, because Louisiana had a usury law,
include a covariate indicating credit sales attieximum rate of 8 percent per
annum!®  Compared to slaves with unreported occupatikilled slaves
commanded higher market pricés Calomiris and Pritchett (2009) show that other
attributes of transactions included here (whethey tare part of family or group
sales, and the origin of the buyer) mattered fangactions through a variety of
potential channels, including selectivity bias. Wéow Kotlikoff (1979, 1992) and
others in modeling the age profile of slave pritmsmales and females using a
sixth-degree polynomial. The price-age profilesvghbe familiar pattern of a
hump-shaped relationship between price and ageys Bad girls have similar
prices, adult males command higher prices thant &elmales, the female profile

peaks at age 22 and the male profile peaks atéde 2
[ Insert Table 3 Here |

Because of yellow fever, New Orleans slave pricag have varied in a seasonal

fashion. Yellow fever was especially deadly duritige 1850s, with major

12 See the on-line appendix regarding the relativialyer of credit sales, and the estimation of theatist rate for those

credit sales without recorded interest rates.

13 For credit sales with a binding interest rate ystanstraint, the nominal reported price may exeagethe cash-
equivalent price, hence the need to include thiicator variable. The positive estimated coeffitien this indicator
confirms the hypothesis that sales prices overstgh-equivalent prices for credit transactiorthatinding usury rate of

interest.

14 Because the conveyance records underreport thepakions of slaves (Pritchett and Hayes, 2016),edtenated

coefficients for occupation should be viewed wigtutton.
15 Age-price profiles using polynomials for age (atireated in Table 3) and using bins for age aradon Figure A7
of the on-line appendix.



epidemics occurring in 1853-55 and 1858 (Carrig26il]lp. 125). The yellow fever
virus is transmitted by the femaldedes aegypthosquito and the mosquito is most
active during the summer and early fall. Oncedtdd, a person who recovers from
yellow fever is immune from the disease in the fetiBecause they survived a
previous infection, most long-term residents weoé at risk during an epidemic
(Pritchett and Tunali 1995). Consequently, nondiess market participants were
most susceptible to yellow fever and they couldimire their mortality risk by
making trips to New Orleans during the non-summentins. Non-residents were
notably absent during major epidemics. The dechnemarket activity during the
summer (visible in Figure 1) could affect pricesotigh significant changes in
supply and demand.

To capture the effect of seasonal variation in suppd demand, we seasonally
adjust our data using quarterly indicator variabtesived from Fogel and
Engerman’s sample for the period 1840-186@his seasonal adjustment removes
the effect of an average price reduction of 4.3 @etr for slaves sold during the
summer months. In regression (2) of Table 3, wetrobiior the yellow fever
epidemic of 1858 by including two additional indima variables, one for the
summer of 1858 and another for the fall of 1858 Skhvariables exhibit negative
coefficients in Table 3, reflecting the speciaksiso market participants during the
summer and fall of 1858.

The types of slaves sold by traders may have #sctad the seasonality of slave
prices. Interregional traders selected higheraailsiaves for sale in New Orleans
(as shown in Pritchett and Chamberlain 1993). Beealave sales by interregional
traders were highly seasonal, selectivity bias @¢otieate seasonality in the

unobserved characteristics of slaves being sod {ghcharacteristics not captured

16 Our monthly sample is observed only for five yearsich does not permit reliable estimation of seats within our
short sample.



by the hedonic model). If traders selected highadue slaves, then it follows that
slave sales involving interregional traders as esellshould have higher
unobservable value.

To control for selectivity bias, we include covaes indicating the seller's
trading status. Because the seller's occupatisgneé recorded on the invoice at
the time of sale, we infer the seller's tradingtistafrom the frequency of slave
sales. In particular, sellers who sold 10-49 daglering the sample period are
classified as small traders and sellers who solcertitan 49 slaves are classified
as large traders. As seen in Table 3, these @gresoefficients are positive and
statistically significant, suggesting that tradeetected slaves with higher valued,
unobserved characteristics.

Figure 2 plots the regression coefficients for easbnth as estimated in
Regression 1 of Table 3. For comparison, Figuas@ plots the monthly average
price for males aged 18 to 30 years without reabrdecupation or defect.
Although both indices follow similar temporal patie, they are not identical,
which shows the usefulness of taking into accohatdpecifics of age and other
characteristics of slave transactions rather tiaplg averaging sales prices for a
subset of the populatiorl. Our regression analysis includes all 10,209 oladiems

in the working sample, of which 2,814 are primechgeales'®

[Insert Figure 2 Here]

17 We note that the index constructed from the awergaire of prime-aged males reaches its peak ioh@ct1859,

coinciding with John Brown'’s raid on Harpers Femereas the hedonic index reaches its peak ireSiyar 1860. Both
indices sharply decline during the fall 1860 presiithl campaign. Covariates indicating month andryare jointly
statistically significant (F(58, 10117)=24.3, p<02) and including them in the regression equatiuneiases the adjusted

R? by approximately 5 percentage points. On theteoatson of hedonic price indices for slaves, segdndis (2007).

18 In addition, relatively few prime-aged males weotd during the summer months, rendering priceregas that rely

only on prime-aged males especially problematiénduthose months.



lll. Political and Economic Events Seen through thd_ens of Regression

Analysis

As illustrated in Figure 2, slave prices increaSeldg points between October
1856 and April 1857 (presumably reflecting theuefice of Dred Scott). Prices
then declined 10 log points by November 1857 (preshly reflecting the
economic contraction of that time, related in garthe causes and consequences
of the Panic of 1857). During the next two yeataye prices increased 33 log
points (or approximately 39 percent, a rapid insesaoted by many contemporary
and current scholars). Although the turning p@nincertain, prices appear to peak
in summer 1860 (possibly coinciding with Lincolmsmination) and begin to
decline during the fall presidential campaign. @aned with prices in May 1860,
we find that slave prices fell 26 log points by Peer 1863° Interestingly,
slave prices appeared to stabilize between Decerh880 and April 1861,
increasing by 11 log points. The political turmmalused by the secession crisis and
the formation of the Confederacy was accompaniedelatively little change in
slave prices. This is not surprising. Given ti&t decision to secede was made in
large part to protect the value of slaves, andrgibat the vote to secede was very
close in some key states, it is likely that secasgper se, was not perceived either

as obviously bad or good news about slave prtes.

19 Consistent with the decrease in New Orleans glaces, Tadman (1989, pp. 290) reports fallinggsim Richmond
Virginia between 11 September 1860 and 5 Janua8$.18

20 The fact that all the states in which large numlmérslaves resided ended up voting for secessies dot indicate
that secession was a predictable outcome. Geongitésin favor of secession, which many regard pivatal event, was
quite close. On January 19, 1861, the Georgia @uion voted to secede by 166 to 130 (FreehlingSimpson 1992, p.
xxi.). Virginia (which contained more slaves thaty ather state in 1861) was deeply divided oveession. Its decision to
secede made it the front line of the Civil War, guod it at risk of losing its western areas, whigére pro-free soil. In the
event, Virginia lost West Virginia almost immedigtes the result of its decision to secede, andaiecthe central
battleground of the Civil War. Virginia’s vote tecede happened very late and as a consequencer$ @vertaking its
deliberations; secession was supported only afteps from both sides had already been mobilizédjiians voted for
secession after they had troops fighting in thiel fiendeed, it is possible to argue that if sea@s$iad been voted on by the
South as a whole, Union rather than secession woaNé carried the day. In fact, South Carolina ether states of the
Deep South moved quickly to secede knowing thét tieions would bring pressure on the states efUpper South to
secede. Virginia and other states of the UppertSentied up facing the choice between remainingUnian without the
Deep South, in which they would be a powerless nitinmr seceding alongside the Deep South.



Slave prices declined steadily following the firiag Fort Sumter and Lincoln’s
decision to mobilize federal troops in April. Theotine continued into the summer.
Compared with April 1861, we find that prices deelil 24 log points by August
1861. Slave prices declined despite the Conféeleretory at Manassas, the first
major battle of the war.

Are there clear connections between historicalataes of the political struggle
over slavery and slave prices? To draw inferenbesiteevents’ consequences, we
measure the extent, and statistical significan€eshanges in the hedonic price
index over time. We employ two different methods éwing so. First, using
regression (1) of Table 3, we estimate (unrepottiet) effects for each month in
our sample and compare prices for slave sales oralmonth prior and one month
following each political event. For example, besmthe Dred Scott decision was
announced in March 1857, we difference the regrassoefficients for April and
February 1857. Our second method is similar bue vee difference the event
coefficients reported in regression (2) of Table€Rggression (2) estimates more
precisely defined indicator variables for the vag@vents, and includes the British
consol price (a measure that captures variatidarng-term interest rates that are
relevant for pricing assets such as slageg)able 4 reports the event analysis based
on estimates derived from regression (1) of Tablen8@ Table 5 reports the event
analysis based on estimates derived from regreg@pnThe two approaches

provide very similar perspectives on the importaoiche various events.

[ Insert Table 4 Here |

21 We considered including many other time-varyingaz@tes in the model in regression (2), such a®wrqrice

changes and railroad stock returns. The problertts meluding these measures include the unstablar@nce between
cotton and slave prices over time (discussed atlein the on-line appendix), and the possibilitsittrailroad returns were
likely affected by political risks; controlling formilroad stock returns could inappropriately dirsinthe estimated effects of
political news on slave prices.



[ Insert Table 5 Here ]

As seen in Table 4, slave prices rose by 8.5 lagtpdollowing the Dred Scott
decision, a statistically significant increase. [€ab indicates a similar 7.6 log
points change associated with Dred Scott. The pgnganic of 1857 is associated
with a small decline in slave prices in Table 4, ot in Table 5. This accords with
the view that the Panic had little effect on thauthern economy other than its
influence on interest rates (which are taken ictmant in Table 5, but not in Table
4).

The first Democratic National Convention, held inaleston South Carolina in
late April 1860, split along sectional lines andpieel to insure a Republican victory
in November. Lincoln was nominated as the Repahleresidential candidate on
May 8, 1860. The Democrats reconvened in Baltinoordune 18 but once again
failed to find a candidate who could unify the part Because these three
conventions followed in close succession, the wnétr this event was expanded
to three months. Neither method of event analgh®ws any economically or
statistically significant change in slave pricesuard Lincoln’s nomination. It
appears that either Lincoln’s election was congidearnlikely at the time of his
nomination, or that his election was not considessd important threat to
slaveholders at that time. Lincoln’s election, heer is associated with a large,
statistically significant decrease in slave prioc€22.4 log points in Table 4 and
17.4in Table 5. From the viewpoint of slavehosj&incoln’s election clearly was
bad news.

The immediate aftermath of the election was a tohe@pward drift in slave
prices. As the epigraph to this article shows, &lnts speeches, delivered
frequently between the November 1860 election asd/larch 1861 inauguration,

often contained conciliatory comments about slaaeiy the South. He never made



an explicit threat of invading the South in respotws secessioff. Figure 2 gives
the impression that southern slaveholders may hagarded these positive
statements and ambiguity about military intenti@ss indicating a reasonable
chance of avoiding war with the North.

The firing on Fort Sumter by the South, per se, wak associated with any
important immediate change in slave prices, whetlkasConfederate victory at
Manassas was associated with substantially lovweegirices in both Tables 4 and
5. Despite the southern victory, this northern ckitdemonstrated that Lincoln
intended to invade the South to preserve the UrStave prices continued to fall,
again according to both Tables 4 and 5, in the seinoh1861 as the duration and
cost of the war became clearer. The cumulative thegeeactions of slave prices
to events from mid-1860 through the summer of 1&Bbwn in the last rows of
Tables 4 and 5, resulted in a cumulative priceideabf roughly a third. It is
important to note that the declines in slave weeattincided with declines in other
forms of wealth, in both the North and the SoutkeOthe period May 1860 to
August 1861, the Smith and Cole index of railrotatlss declines by 15 percent.
We also collected prices for southern railroad lstoguoted in New Orleans and
constructed an equally weighted index of thesekstoerom May 1860 to April
1861, this index declines by 23 percéht.

IV. Selectivity Bias Concerns: Constructing a RepdaSales Index

Our hedonic pricing model controls for observabléfecences in slave

transaction characteristics. The results of ourehdtbwever, may be sensitive to

22 For a detailed discussion of Lincoln’s speecheas mactions to them between his election and inatigm, see

Stashower (2014).

23 The New Orleans index was calculated for the @igory Pontchartrain, Opelousas, and Jackson eals@s reported

in the New Orleans Price Current. New Orleanstgqurices were not reported after April 1861. Tew Orleans railroad
index and the hedonic slave price index are plattddgure A10 of the on-line appendix.



the presence of unobservable transaction charstatsriAs discussed in Section
lll, we control for selectivity bias that is reldt¢o the trading status of the seller
(small or large slave traders). Of course, ip@ssible that other sources of
selectivity bias may also be affecting our resu@. greatest concern is the
possibility that political events may have influedcthe characteristics of buyers
and sellers in ways that our hedonic model doesapture. If, for example, our

method of identifying slave traders is imperfectl dintraders withdrew from the

market following the nomination of Lincoln, theneth departure might impart a

downward bias in our price index.

Traders preferred to sell slaves with higher-vajudxervable characteristics. If
the slaves’ unobservable characteristics were etscelated with price, then a
temporal variation in observables may indicatevalar variation in unobservables.
Gender and age are two observable characterisi@tsate correlated with price.
Ceteris paribus, prime-aged males (aged 18 to 8sysold for higher prices than
other slaves. We estimate a linear probability ehedhere the dependent variable
indicates a prime-aged male and the independeiables indicate the season and
the year of sale. As seen in Table A4 of the eppendix, the relative number
of prime-aged males decreased during the 1860-1&@llng season, which is
consistent with a decreased presence of tradéine imarket.

Given that evidence, we consider an alternativémesion approach to the
hedonic pricing model. We construct an index oeagpslave sales, which avoids
bias related to the unobservable characteristicdanfes sold? We construct a
sample of sequential sales by matching the reaufrdves sold multiple times in
New Orleans (Pritchett and Smith 2013). Usingwarking sample for October
1856 to August 1861, we match records using tisedind last names of buyers and

24 The primary disadvantage of such an index isitlthscards a lot of data (slaves that sell onlgeoduring the sample

period). An additional concern is the possibitityt the slaves sold twice were not representatival slaves sold in the
market. The guestion of repeat sales and sampet&®ri bias is addressed in Pritchett and Smitt3p0



sellers, the slave’s name, gender, skin color,ag®(plus or minus one year). To
adjust for slight variations in spelling, we matdheames using Soundéx.This
initial procedure results in 1,028 matches or altof 2,056 transactions. The
frequency distribution for this matched sample,dayes of first and last sale, is
presented in Figure A4 of the online Appendix. Babsample of matched sales
exhibits seasonality, with more sales during theterithan summer months. By
construction, relatively more initial sales occuridg the early part of the sample
period and relatively more secondary sales ocder la the period. Finally, we
note that the frequency of sales declines in 18®ich may affect the precision of
the repeat sales index for these months.

The duration of time between initial purchase amgssquent resale is illustrated
in Figure A5. For our matched sample, the avedagation between purchase and
resale was 280 days, with a relatively large stathdaviation of 290 days. We
find that 16 percent of the slaves were resoldiwighmonth of initial purchase and
approximately 72 percent were sold within a ygasmall percentage (2.5 percent)
of the slaves were resold more than three yeags iaftial purchase.

The matched sample enables the estimation of @ fefeects model for the

change in slave prices. Because we observe repkestfor the same slave, his or
her unobserved characteristics are the same fartbatsactions. In addition, we
need to allow for the possibility that the slaveservable characteristics may have
changed between the date of initial purchase acohs@ary sale. For our sample
of repeated sales, the change in the slave’s maahe¢ (Vi) is expressed as the

following summation:

25 Soundex is a phonetic index used to match nansgstdeminor spelling inconsistencies. For mor@imfation, see
“The Soundex Indexing System,” Updated May 30, 20://www.archives.gov/research/census/soundex.h
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t=0

wherel indicates the slave’s initial salgjndicates the secondary sale, &hds a
dummy variable that equals 1 if the slave was fmié second timeS) at timet,
-1 if the slave was sold for the initial timig &t time t, and zero otherwise. If we

substitute equation (1) for IBf), equation (2) can then be expressed as follows:

(3) AV; = (Xis — XiDP1 + (05 — 6;) + (uis — uyp).

Note that the time-invariant and the unobserved/iddal effects are eliminated.
Absent time-variant covariates, the percentageepiange equals the difference
in the price indices and the error term.

We use the results from the previous hedonic regregTable 3) to estimate the
effect of observables on price. Following conventithe records of slaves resold
within a month of initial purchase were removednirthe sample, reducing the
sample size to 860 observations. Figure 3 shoaisthie repeat sales index looks
similar to the hedonic price index. Slave pricesrease in early 1857, decrease
during fall 1857, increase during 1858 and 1858tqgau in early 1860, and then
decline sharply. Although the temporal price moeais are similar, the repeat
sales index exhibits less of an upward trend irf18% 1860, and greater volatility.
It is measured with less precision than the hedamiex (reflecting the much

smaller sample size for the repeat sales index).
[Insert Figure 3 Here]

In Table A5, we compare regression coefficientsnfithe repeat sales index to

estimate the statistical significance of politieaknts surrounding slavery. Using



a one-month window, we compare slave prices onettmamor to an event with
those one month following an event. Although, aytio the small sample size, the
price difference is not statistically different farost political events, the index
shows a large decrease in slave prices beginniagring 1860. As seen in Table
A5, the repeat sales index indicates that slaveprilecreased by 33 log points (or
approximately 39 percent), between March 1860 andguAt 1861, a statistically
significant difference. Overall, the two indexggaar to be broadly similar, and
the similarities between the repeat sales index taedhedonic index give us
confidence that selective shipments and temporalati@n in unobservable

characteristics are not dictating our empiricalihss
V. War Expectations and the Relative Prices of Slas

Because slaveholders valued slaves as assets, @iaes should capture the
discounted present value of their expected futaraeiegs. The decrease in slave
prices after summer 1860 reflects increased pessirabout the future cash flows
from owning slaves. To the extent that politicalus led buyers of slaves to think
that they might lose ownership of their slavesaahe future date as the result of
emancipation without compensation (for slaveholdirat would have reduced the
price they were willing to pay for slaves. On ttker hand, it is not clear that the
political news of 1860 and 1861 should be seen gmilgn as affecting the
probability of emancipation without compensatiomuthern railroad stocks
declined by almost as much. Furthermore, emanoipatiithout compensation
would have been unprecedented. Given the legdlistavery in the rebel states
and elsewhere, as of 1860 or 1861 it likely woudvén been seen as an illegal



taking. As late as April 1862, emancipation of sl&n the District of Columbia
was enacted with compensation for slaveholéers.

In addition to any risk of slave value loss througmancipation without
compensation, the increased probability of regiar@iflict likely would have
lowered expectations for the southern economy’sitytio sell its produce on
international markets, which would have reduceceeiqd slave labor productivity
and slaveholder income and, in turn, would have edguced the prices of slaves.
Furthermore, because slaves constituted a large gbasouthern wealth, any
taxation to pay for the South’s war efforts wouldve fallen largely on
slaveholders. Whether taxes were expected to bedi@n income or wealth, the
effect would have been the same: even if the warexaected to end in a stalemate
or a southern victory, a large and costly Civil Wayuld have hurt slaveholders
and reduced the market value of their slaves. Térigtions of war (prospective
invasion, physical destruction, and prospectivghtliof slaves in the midst of
wartime turmoil) might also have contributed to thsk of loss.

Was the decline in slave prices primarily due tar$eof emancipation without
compensation or some other expected consequenbe struggle over slavery?
Unlike an expected decline in labor productivity eapected government taxation
of slave wealth to pay for the war effort, changaxgpectations regarding possible
emancipation without compensation at some futute daould have affected the
prices of some slaves more than others. In pdaticin response to news that

increased the perceived likelihood of future empatoon without compensation,

26 Lincoln sought federal aid for any state willing &bolish slavery. In July 1862, he met with borstate

representatives to consider a variety of compedsateancipation schemes. Their unwillingness to sttppincoln’s
proposals provides further evidence that slavehsidiel not anticipate the possibility of future ongpensated emancipation
(Goodwin 2005, p. 459).

After the war, some ex-slaveholders sought compiemstor financial losses associated with the enaton of slaves.
Such hopes of compensation were dashed by thegeasftne Fourteenth Amendment, which states theitl{er the United
States nor any State shall assume or pay any debtigation incurred in aid of insurrection or efipn against the United
States, or any claim for the loss or emancipaticeny slave; but all such debts, obligations amihts shall be held illegal
and void.”



the prices of children (and women of childbearinge)ashould have fallen by
greater percentages than those of other sfdvd@he earnings of young children,
net of maintenance costs, were negative (FogeEaggrman 1974, p. 82). They
sold for positive market prices only because buyenscipated increased future
earnings from young slaves as they matured. Becausancipation without

compensation would eliminate that source of fuineme for the slaveholder,

political news that increased the likelihood of eipation without compensation
should have reduced the prices of children relatvéhose of adults. Similarly,

increased expectations of future emancipation witltompensation should have
reduced the market value of the childbearing capatia young adult female slave,
thus decreasing her price relative to those ofralaves.

These considerations give rise to two testable icapbns about the
“emancipation without compensation” hypothesis: fiie probability of
emancipation without compensation rose over timent(1) the age-price profile
should change to reflect the declining relativaueadf children and young women,
and (2) the regression residuals for children dmidlcearing women should decline
relative to those for other slaves.

Age-price profiles have been estimated by differesearchers using a variety
of different data sources (Fogel and Engerman 18odlijkoff 1979; Levendis
2007; Choo and Eid 2008; Chenny, St-Amour and Vietellum 2003; Fraginals,
Klein, and Engerman 1983; Margo and Steckel 19&®ylsnd and Segundo 1996;
Calomiris and Pritchett 2009). Although the exagjression specification varies,
most authors use a high order (6th degree) polyalomiestimate this relationship
(Fogel and Engerman 1974).

21 Expectations of emancipation may have affectedelaive prices of slaves in various ways. THeaf however,

depends on the details of the emancipation schelmehe on-line appendix, we consider differentesoes and their
predicted effects on the relative prices of slaves.



Rising expectations of future emancipation withoomnpensation should affect
the shape of the age-price profile in a predictédion. As argued by Carvalho
de Mello (1992), the prices of prime-aged slavaes<gg in their twenties) should
fall relative to those of older slaves becauséefreduced length of their working
life under slavery. Indeed, Carvalho de Mello rarecisely that empirical result
for Brazilian slaves immediately prior to emancipatin that country. And as we
point out above, in anticipation of emancipationh@ut compensation, the prices
of children also should have fallen relative to stcof adults. In unreported
regressions, we estimate the age-price profilespiioathe relationship between a
slave’s age and his/her price for sale prior argt pmcoln’s election and plot the
estimated age-price profiles in Figure 4. Both pesfexhibit the same basic shape:
Children command positive prices for all of the dirperiods, prices reach a
maximum for slaves in their early twenties, andeoldlaves sold at discount
relative to slaves aged twenty years. We do namiesa flattening of the age-price
profile over time, as predicted by Carvalho de E€1992) if buyers increasingly
expected slaves to be emancipated in the neaefutbe similarity of these profiles
suggests that slave price declines were not thit iifsslaveholders reassessing the

probability of the future emancipation of theinsa?®
[Insert Figure 4 Here]

A closely related test of the emancipation witheotmpensation hypothesis
focuses on the residuals of various subgroupsnodel that does not allow the

age-price profile to vary over time. Using regreasi from Table 3, we plot the

28 We perform a simple F-test for the equality of #ye-price profiles by estimating separate polyadsrfor the time
periods before and after Lincoln’s election (Novemt860). Not surprisingly, we reject the null byiesis that the
estimated regression coefficients of the polynosnerle the same (as indicated in Figure 4, the ldosember 1860
polynomial lies beneath the pre-November 1860 pmiyial). We fail to reject the null, however, itvallow for different
intercept terms before and after November 1860otter words, the age-price profiles appear tohgesame with the
exception of their predicted heights.



residuals for different subgroups of slaves. Ifaesumption of a constant age-price
profile were incorrect, then the residuals for subgroups that include children
(aged 0 to 12 years) and young women (aged 16 ye@8&) should decline relative
to those for other slaves. As seen in Figure A@r{tbin the on-line appendix), the
residuals for both children and young women arelaino those for all slaves in
the sample. (Note that the residuals for childrppear to be more volatile than
those for other slaves because relatively few ofiidvere sold separately.) The
distribution of residuals confirms the view thatsang expectation of emancipation
without compensation was not the cause of the vbdedecrease in slave prices
from the summer of 1860 to the summer of 1861.

Finally, changing expectations of future uncomp&tamancipation may have
affected the relative number of slaves sold atoumriages. Increased expectations
of delayed emancipation would have lowered slai@prtowards the annual rental
rate. Because the annual rental rate for childi@nnegative (Fogel and Engerman
1974, p. 82) and because prices cannot be neghtiyers would have refused to
purchase children. Consequently, increased exjpatseof delayed emancipation
should have reduced the relative number of childsetd in New Orleans.
Surprisingly, the relative number of children soid New Orleans increased
(from16.5 to 19.7 percent) following Lincoln’s etem. That increased proportion
of child sales is contrary to the prediction thahdoln’s election increased
expectations of future uncompensated emancipation.

One complicating factor is the Louisiana Black Casleich required all children
aged 10 years or less to be sold with their livimgghers. Children might have been
bundled with their mothers, thus avoiding the negative price constraint. We
account for this possibility by restricting the gaento slaves aged 10 years or more.
We find that adolescents, aged 10 to 15 years, deatpl2.1 percent of sales prior
to the election and 15.0 percent of sales aftereteetion. Again, the increased



number of adolescents contradicts the predictionreafuced child sales in

anticipation of uncompensated emancipation.
VI. Conclusions

The Civil War has been a puzzling event to Ameripalitical and economic
historians. Clearly, those who most pushed forssoa — slave owners in the Deep
South — were among the ones most harmed ultimbtetiie outcome of the Civil
War. A close examination of slave prices from Oetoh856 through August 1861
shows that these prices can be a useful tool faigigg how slave market
participants viewed the consequences of politigahts for the risks that attended
slave ownership.

The slave price movements reported in Tables 45maad Figure 2 display
patterns that coincide reasonably with some ofittrainant political events of the
time. Not all of the important political eventsviever, had large effects on slave
prices. The Dred Scott decision was associated avitha small increase in slave
prices. The election of Lincoln was associated widgative changes in slave
prices, but the largest negative movements cantieeitate spring and summer of
1861, after Lincoln took office and demonstratadsolve to blockade and invade
the South, which apparently was an unpleasantiserfw slaveholders.

The slave price decrease in 1860-1861 seems matvi® been driven primarily
by fears of emancipation without compensation faveholders. Rather, the price
decrease was more generally the result of risimg & war and its economic
consequences for slaveholders — something thate®laming advocates of
secession had bet against.

29 The decreased number of slave traders followingdln’s election may account for the increase @rtative number

of children sold in New Orleans. Interregionaksl&raders preferred to traffic in prime-aged stavd/hen traders withdrew
from the market following Lincoln’s election, fewprime-aged slaves and relatively more childrerevesid.
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TABLE 1— SIGNIFICANT POLITICAL EVENTSRELATED TO THECIVIL WAR, 1857-0LY 1861

March 6, 1857
October 1857
April 1, 1858

November 2, 1858
June 7, 1859

July 5, 1859
October 4, 1859

October 16, 1859
December 2, 1859
April 23-May 3, 1860

May 8, 1860

June 18, 1860
November 6, 1860
December 18, 1860
December 20, 1860
January 9, 1861
January 10, 1861
January 11, 1861
January 18, 1861
January 21, 1861
January 29, 1861
February 1, 1861
February 4, 1861
February 1861
March 2, 1861
March 4, 1861
March 11, 1861
April 12, 1861
April 15, 1861
April 17, 1861
May 6, 1861

May 7, 1861

May 13, 1861

May 20, 1860
May 23, 1861
July 21, 1861
July 25, 1861

Supreme CourBsed Scottdecision is announced.

Banking Panic of 1857
US House of Representatives rejectsdas statehood under the Lecompton

constitution

Stephen Douglas defeats Abrahaoold for US Senate. Douglas advocates

so-called “Freeport Doctrine,”@e factorejection of thebred Scotdecision.

Kansas election of delegates to Wytn@onstitutional Convention (in which
Republicans elected 35 delegates against the Daisbii7.
Wyandotte Constitutional Conventioretae
Ratification (by popular vote) ofaddotte Constitution, despite Democratic
opposition
John Brown'’s Raid on Harpers Ferry
John Brown is executed
Democratic National ConventiarCharleston splits the party, helps to ensure
Republican victory.
Abraham Lincoln nominated as US RejgabliPresidential Candidate
Democratic National Convention irtiB@re nominates Douglas.
Lincoln wins the Presidential tabec
Crittenden Compromise proposeiSiongress to preserve slavery in South
South Carolina secedes
Mississippi secedes
Florida secedes
Alabama secedes
Georgia secedes
Louisiana secedes
Kansas becomes admitted as a state
Texas secedes
Confederate States of Americéoanged
Attempted Peace Conference
Corwin Amendment Passed by US Cosgres
Abraham Lincoln is inaugurated
Confederate States Constitution tadop
Confederacy fires on Fort Sumter
Lincoln mobilizes federal troops
Virginia secedes
Arkansas secedes
Tennessee secedes
Queen Victoria recognizes the Conferleas having “belligerent rights,”
signaling possible British intervention on theihb#.
North Carolina Secedes
West Virginia secedes from Virginia
First Battle of Manassas, Confederiatery
Crittenden-Johnson Resolution togruesthe Union




TABLE 2—DATA OBSERVATIONS DROPPED FROM THE SAMPLE

Dropped
Sample Observations
Original Sample 14463

Barter, Exchanges, Rentals, and Non-sales 283
Slaves bundled with property and/or missing priaed 769
Sale of partial ownership 66
Credit sales without credit terms 84
Not arm’s length transaction 82
Special covenants (redemptions or retrocessions) 31 1
Missing age or gender information 139
Mother sold with older child (aged more than 10rgga 270
Group sale without individual price information 3
Outliers 16
Total 4254

Working Sample 10209




TABLE 3—OLSREGRESSIONRESULTS FORNEW ORLEANS SLAVE SALES, OCTOBER1856TO AUGUST1861

. . Descriptive
Regression 1 Regression 2 Statistics

Estimated Standard. Estimated Standard Standard
Covariate coefficient error coefficient error Mean deviation
Dependentvanam?: ' 6.865 0.503
Logarithm of slave’s price
IF;:)igaelrlthm of British consol 1 7974 0.735 4,549 0.022
Jan. 1, 1857 — Feb. 28, 1857 0.119%*  0.019 0.057 0.232
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Mar. 7, 1857 — May 6, 1857 0043 0022 0.048 0.213
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Oct. 1, 1857 = Nov. 30, 1857 -0.020 0.046 0.017 0.129
(1=yes, 0=no)
Feb. 23, 1860 — Apr. 22, 1860 0.139%+  0.018 0.046 0.210
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Jun. 25, 1860 — Aug. 24, 1860 e
(1oyes, 0=no) 0.148 0.022 0.020 0.141
Nov. 7, 1860 — Jan. 6, 1861 0.026 0.051 0.014 0.116
(1=yes, 0=no)
Apr. 12, 1861 — Jun. 11, 1861 0.010 0.028 0.016 0.126
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Jul. 21, 1861 — Aug. 31, 1861 PO
(1=yes, 0=n0) 0.132 0.042 0.004 0.063
Sold during Summer 1858 20.090%*  0.033 0.031 0.172
(1=yes, 0=no)
Sold during Fall 1858 -0.106**  0.032 0.029 0.168
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Male o -
(Loyes, 0=n0) 0.337 0.155 0.355 0.143 0.467 0.499
Light-colored female 0.033** 0010  0.032%  0.011 0.148 0.355
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Light-colored male -0.003 0.012 0.002 0.012 0.090 0.287
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Male sold with guarantee x rr
(1oyes. 0=10) 0.213 0.030  0.157 0.050 0.446 0.497
Female sold with guarantee () 545 0036 0.301%*  0.048 0.510 0.500
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Number of children, 0.036** 0.015  0.045%*  0.016 0.057 0.245
ages 1-2, sold with mother
Number of children, x ek
ages 3.5, sold with mother 0172 0.016  0.182 0.016 0.038 0.204
Number of children, 0.356** 0016  0.360%*  0.017 0.039 0.217
ages 6-9, sold with mother
Sold on Credit 0.045%+ 0010  0.039** 0011 0.242 0.428
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Credit sale with 8 percent o o
intorest (1zyes, 0ono) 0.029 0.012  0.038 0.012 0.124 0.329
Skilled worker 0.347"*  0.135 0.236 0.190 0.002 0.045
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Female with household 0.300%* 0.147 0.234 0.147 0.001 0.028
occupation (1=yes, 0=no)
Male with household x .
occupation (Loyes, 0=no)  0-460 0.145 0.333 0.176 0.000 0.017
No recorded occupation 0.145* 0.086 0.013 0.112 0.997 0.058
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Selleris small slave trader pesx 0011 0.072%* 0013 0.110 0.313
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Selleris large slave trader () om0 00g 0164 0012 0.254 0.435

(1=yes, 0=n0)



Descriptive

Regression 1 Regression 2 S
Statistics

Estimated Standard. Estimated Standard Standard
Covariate coefficient error coefficient error Mean deviation
Sold with family member N
(1=yes, 0=no) 0.031 0.017 0.011 0.021 0.104 0.305
Buyer from New Orleans 4 naqw 007 -0.032%  0.013 0.659 0.474
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Sold at estate sale 0031 0024  -0017 0036 0.029 0.168
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Emancipation - "
(1=yes, 0=no) -0.153 0.062 -0.156 0.061 0.008 0.091
Self-purchase -0.360* 0151  -0.378"*  0.145 0.002 0.046
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Soldingroup of 20 5 slaves  pgrex 9009 0.070%*  0.012 0.227 0.419
(1=yes, 0=no0)
Sold in group of 6+ slaves -
(1=yes, 0=no) 0.024 0.009 0.023 0.014 0.138 0.345
Age in years 0.390*** 0.033 0.393*** 0.036 25.483 0.852
Age?- 102 -2.456%** 0.357 -2.448%x* 0.377 7.672 6.762
Age®- 103 0.850*** 0.186 0.831*** 0.193 26.681 37.174
Age*- 10° -0.175%* 0.049 -0.167*** 0.051 104.573 206.746
Age’- 105 0.019*** 0.006 0.018*** 0.007 450.685  1199.825
Age®- 108 -0.001%** 0.000 -0.001** 0.000 2093.655  7298.957
Male- Age -0.113%* 0.042 -0.119%** 0.042 11.643 14.190
Male - Age?- 102 1.410%+* 0.459 1.465%+* 0.472 3.369 5577
Male- Age®- 10° -0.706*** 0.238 -0.728%** 0.246 11.222 26.362
Male- Age*- 10* 0.174*** 0.062 0.178*** 0.064 42.450 138.596
Male- Age®- 10° -0.021%** 0.008 -0.021** 0.008 178.765 785.972
Male - Age®- 10° 0.001** 0.000 0.001** 0.000 820.825  4738.155
Covariates indicating month

Yes No

and year of sale
Intercept 3.788* 0.149 -3.786 3.332 1
Number of observations 10209 10209
F-statistic 194.47 1860.59
R? 0.641 0.605
Root MSE 0.304 0.317

Source: New Orleans Conveyance Office.

Note: Data are seasonally adjusted. The dependertii@iis the natural logarithm of the slave’s pridehe
omitted variable refers to an unguaranteed, urskillark-colored female, sold singly for cash t@aRof-town
buyer. For regression (1), standard errors ardstedasticity consistent, and for regressiorstahdard errors
are clustered by month of sale. Small slave tsadee defined as sellers who sold 10 to 49 slauesgithe

sample period. Large slave traders sold 50+ slaves
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.

* Significant at the 10 percent level.



TABLE 4—PRICE TRENDS 1856-1861

Difference in Regression

Event Time Period Coefficients
Dred Scott April 1857 — February 1857 0.085***
Banking Panic November 1857 — September 1857 -0.059
Lincoln’s Nomination July 1860 — March 1860 0.012
Lincoln’s Election December 1860 — October 1860 22@x*
Fort Sumter May 1861 — March 1861 -0.021
First Bull Run or Manassas August 1861 — June 1861 -0.125*
Civil War August 1861 — March 1861 -0.196***
Lincoln’s Election & Civil War August 1861 — Octab#860 -0.348*
Lincoln’s Nomination, Election, August 1861 — March 1860 -0.368%+*

& Civil War

Source: Table 3, regression 1.
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.

* Significant at the 10 percent level.



TABLE 5—PRICE TRENDS 1856-1861

Difference in
Regression
Event Time Period Coefficients
Mar. 7, 1857 to May 6, 1857 — -
Dred Scott Jan. 1, 1857 to Feb. 28, 1857 0.076
. . Oct. 1, 1857 to Nov. 30, 1857 —
Banking Panic Mar. 7, 1857 to May 6, 1857 0.023
. , Lo Jun. 25, 1860 to Aug. 24, 1860 —
Lincoln’s Nomination Feb. 23, 1860 to Apr. 22, 1860 0.009
. , . Nov. 7, 1860 to Jan. 6, 1861 — ) -
Lincoln’s Election Jun. 25, 1860 to Aug. 24, 1860 0.174
Apr. 12,1861 to Jun. 11, 1861 —
Fort Sumter Nov. 7, 1860 to Jan. 6, 1861 0.036
. Jul. 21, 1861 to Aug. 31, 1861 — -
First Bull Run or Manassas Apr. 12, 1861 to Jun. 11, 1861 -0.142
- Jul. 21, 1861 to Aug. 31, 1861 — %
Civil war Nov. 7, 1860 to Jan. 6, 1861 -0.106
. , . - Jul. 21, 1861 to Aug. 31, 1861 — . Sk
Lincoln’s Election & Civil War Jun. 25, 1860 to Aug. 24, 1860 0.280
Lincoln’s Nomination, Election,  Jul. 21, 1861 to Aug. 31, 1861 — 0,271+

& Civil War Feb. 23, 1860 to Apr. 22, 1860

Source: Table 3, regression 2.
*** Significant at the 1 percent level.
** Significant at the 5 percent level.

* Significant at the 10 percent level.



