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by DaViD a. laTzko*

the civil War brought treMendouS diSruption and               
extensive structural change to local economies across the entire South. 
Short-run, temporary factors like loss of manpower and war damage and 
long-run, permanent adjustments due to emancipation led to a steep decline 
in farm and manufacturing production. roger l. ransom and richard Sutch 
estimate that agricultural output per capita fell 71.3 percent between 1859 
and 1866 in the five major cotton-producing states with aggregate produc-
tion not reaching its 1859 level until 1882.1 as a consequence, land values 
fell throughout the South. an 1867 report from the u.S. commissioner of 
agriculture lists decreases in the nominal value of farm lands in all eleven 
former confederate states since 1860, ranging from 18 percent in tennessee 
to 70 percent in louisiana.2

the war itself directly destroyed much of the South’s agricultural and 
manufacturing infrastructure. Most of the hostilities took place below the 
Mason-dixon line, and union armies occupied large areas of the South. 
Farms became battlefields, inevitably leading to the destruction of barns, 
fences, crops, and livestock. raids such as those led by William W. aver-
ell, david hunter, philip h. Sheridan, William t. Sherman, and James h. 
Wilson brought the destruction of mills, warehouses, bridges, railroads, 
and wharves.3 a northern visitor wrote in 1865 that “Sherman’s army left 
nothing in its track [through northern and middle georgia] but poverty 
and ruin. plantations were wasted, provisions taken, stock killed or driven 
away, buildings and farming implements destroyed.”4 general Sheridan 
reported on october 5, 1864, that his troops had burned two thousand 

* david a. latzko is associate professor of economics at pennsylvania State 
university at york.

1 roger l. ransom and richard Sutch, “the impact of the civil War and of 
emancipation on Southern agriculture,” Explorations in Economic History 12 (Janu-
ary 1975): 4  –5.

2 u.S. department of agriculture, Report of the Commissioner of Agriculture for 
the Year 1867 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1868), 119.

3 charles W. ramsdell, “Materials for research in the agricultural history of 
the confederacy,” Agricultural History 4 (January 1930): 20.

4 J. t. trowbridge, The South: A Tour of Its Battle-Fields and Ruined Cities, a Journey 
through the Desolated States, and Talks with the People (hartford, conn.: l. Stebbins, 
1866), 464.



mapping the civil war’s economic impact 259

barns filled with grain and hay as well as seventy mills stored with wheat 
in virginia’s Shenandoah valley.5 this level of ruin along with battle deaths 
and the loss of work animals and other livestock devastated the South’s 
agricultural and manufacturing factors of production.6

South carolina suffered its share of war-related destruction.7 While 
comparatively few battles were fought in the state, union armies occu-
pied the sea islands early in the war, and charleston came under artillery 
bombardment beginning in late 1863. general Sherman brought total war 
to South carolina in 1865.8 figure 1 shows the South carolina portion of 
an 1865 u.S. War department map tracing the route of marches of Sher-
man’s army from atlanta to goldsboro, north carolina. in South carolina, 
Sherman’s forces passed through Beaufort, Barnwell, Colleton, Edgefield, 
Orangeburg, Lexington, Richland, Fairfield, Kershaw, Chester, Lancaster, 
Chesterfield, and Marlboro Districts.

northern author John townsend trowbridge, who journeyed through 
much of the South during the summer and winter of 1865, quoted a writer 
in a columbia newspaper:

the march of the federals into our State . . . was characterized by such 
scenes of license, plunder, and conflagration. . . . 

no language can describe, nor can any catalogue furnish, an adequate 
detail of the wide-spread destruction of homes and property. granaries 
were emptied, and where the grain was not carried off, it was strewn to 
waste under the feet of the cavalry, or consigned to the fire which con-
sumed the dwelling. . . . 

. . . The horses and mules, all cattle and hogs, whenever fit for service 
or for food, were carried off, and the rest shot. every implement of the 
workman or the farmer, tools, ploughs, hoes, gins, looms, wagons, vehicles, 
was made to feed the flames.9

5 James l. Sellers, “the economic incidence of the civil War in the South,” 
Mississippi Valley Historical Review 14 (September 1927): 180.

6 eugene M. lerner, “Southern output and agricultural income, 1860  –1880,” 
Agricultural History 33 (July 1959): 117.

7 perhaps the state experienced more than its share of destruction. Sellers, 
“economic incidence of the civil War,” 190, asserts that “South carolina was ap-
parently, singled out for special punishment.”

8 Megan Kate Nelson, Ruin Nation: Destruction and the American Civil War (ath-
ens: university of georgia press, 2012), 46–59, describes the destruction caused by 
Sherman’s march through South carolina. two contemporary traveler accounts of 
the war damage in South Carolina are John H. Kennaway, On Sherman’s Track; or, 
The South after the War (london: Seeley, Jackson, and halliday, 1867), 170–187, and 
Sidney andrews, The South since the War: As Shown by Fourteen Weeks of Travel and 
Observation in Georgia and the Carolinas (boston: ticknor and fields, 1866), 1–101, 
201–230.

9 trowbidge, South, 546, 548.
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Trowbridge reported that fire destroyed three-fifths of the city of Columbia, 
with a property loss of $30 million.10 the destruction and dislocation from 
the civil War were, however, only temporary disruptions for southern 
agriculture.11 agricultural output per capita in the deep South grew at an 

10 ibid., 559.
11 peter temin, “the post-bellum recovery of the South and the cost of the 

civil War,” Journal of Economic History 36 (december 1976): 907. additionally, the 
policy of confederate state governments promoting the substitution of wheat and 
corn for cotton and tobacco only had a temporary effect on the course of southern 
agriculture. See paul W. gates, Agriculture and the Civil War (new york: alfred a. 
Knopf, 1965), 17–18. By preventing Confederate cotton from reaching market, the 
union blockade also temporarily promoted a shift from commercial agriculture 
based on cotton and tobacco to diversified farming of food crops. See Wayne D. 
rasmussen, “the civil War: a catalyst of agricultural revolution,” Agricultural 
History 39 (october 1965): 188.

Figure 1. Detail of map showing the route of marches of General William T. Sher-
man‘s army through South Carolina. From Engineer Bureau, U.S. War Depart-
ment, Map Showing Route of Marches of the Army of Genl. W. T. Sherman from Atlanta, 
Ga. to Goldsboro, N.C. (1865).



mapping the civil war’s economic impact 261

average annual rate of 22 percent between 1866 and 1870. even so, farm 
production in 1870 was still just 60 percent of its prewar peak.12

by altering the basis of the agricultural labor market, emancipation 
brought permanent change to the structure of agriculture in South carolina 
and the rest of the South. Southern planters attempted to retain the planta-
tion system by hiring former slaves on annual wage contracts to work the 
fields in gangs supervised by an overseer. This system broke down quickly 
and was replaced by a mix of sharecropping, tenancy, and wage labor.13 
this structural adjustment had implications for agricultural productivity 
as slaves had been worked to the limit of their economic capacity and free 
blacks simply chose to work less. With the withdrawal of labor by former 
slaves and the collapse of the plantation system, the economies of scale of 
large plantations and productivity benefits from driving gangs of slaves 
disappeared.14 attracting labor on the rice plantations was particularly 
troublesome for South Carolina planters as the freed slaves were able to find 
less arduous work in the state’s growing fertilizer, lumber, and turpentine 
industries, with the lack of labor contributing to the failure of the state’s 
rice crop in both 1865 and 1866.15

emancipation also upset the credit system of South carolina. planters 
could no longer obtain credit using slaves as collateral. neither could small 
farmers easily borrow against next season’s crop. the few banks that existed 
in the state before the war, ranging in size from the bank of charleston with 

12 ransom and Sutch, “impact of the civil War,” 5. Mississippi, alabama, ar-
kansas, georgia, South carolina, and louisiana lagged behind the rest of the South 
in terms of economic development. See Jay r. Mandle, “the plantation States as a 
Sub-region of the post-bellum South,” Journal of Economic History 34 (September 
1974): 732–738.

13 Joel Williamson, After Slavery: The Negro in South Carolina during Reconstruc-
tion, 1861–1877 (new york: W. W. norton, 1965), 64–95. While cotton production 
transitioned to a sharecropping system, rice continued to rely upon centralized 
plantations using wage labor. the postbellum labor market in the South carolina 
up country is described in lacy ford, “labor and ideology in the South carolina 
up-country: the transition to free-labor agriculture,” in The Southern Enigma: 
Essays on Race, Class, and Folk Culture, ed. Walter J. fraser Jr. and Winfred b. Moore 
Jr. (Westport, conn.: greenwood press, 1983), 25–41. labor-market conditions in 
the low country are discussed by John Scott Strickland, “ ‘no More Mud Work’: the 
Struggle for the control of labor and production in low country South carolina, 
1863–1880,” in ibid., 43–62.

14 ransom and Sutch, “impact of the civil War,” 21; James r. irwin, “explain-
ing the decline in Southern per capita output after emancipation,” Explorations in 
Economic History 31 (July 1994): 336–356.

15 John Solomon otto, Southern Agriculture during the Civil War Era, 1860–1880 
(Westport, conn.: greenwood press, 1994), 91; george c. rogers Jr., The History of 
Georgetown County, South Carolina (columbia: university of South carolina press, 
1970), 429, 434.
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capital of $3,160,800 in June 1860 to the bank of georgetown with capital 
of $200,000, were in poor shape after the war.16 the State bank of South 
carolina suspended operations, and the other banks had been ruined by 
loans made to the confederate government.17 the 1867 survey made by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture listed a lack of financial capital among the 
causes of the postwar 25 to 80 percent decline in farm values statewide: 
“general indebtedness, scarcity of money, want of reliable laborers, great 
loss of capital in slaves, want of capital, unsettled condition of the country, 
general poverty of the people, fear of confiscation, and negro [sic] dominion.”18 

lack of credit was especially injurious to South carolina’s rice growers. 
in 1869, for example, high interest rates combined with a requirement to 
repay loans at the end of the year led planters not only to concentrate on 
getting their crop to market in order to make good the factors’ advances 
but also to forego ditching and improving drainage, without which there 
was no opportunity of bringing animal power or machinery into the rice 
fields.19 

the civil War damaged agriculture and manufacturing everywhere 
in South carolina, but the damage was not evenly distributed. the war 
and its aftermath resulted in a large shift in the geographic distribution 
of economic activity. little attention has been paid to these sorts of spatial 
changes. Peter Temin finds that the postwar transition to cotton production 
in the South was confined to the piedmont of Georgia and South Carolina, 
while Sam b. hilliard demonstrates that the resurgence of the louisiana 
sugar industry after the war did not result in a significant geographic ex-
pansion of cane-growing areas.20 the purpose of this article is to map and 
analyze changes in the spatial distribution of agricultural and manufactur-
ing production across South carolina during the civil War decade, 1860 to 
1870. in addition to identifying the areas of the state that experienced the 
largest decreases in agricultural and manufacturing production, the article 
also presents simple statistical tests using county-level data to evaluate 
variables possibly correlated with the decline in farm and manufacturing 
output. finally, the effects of the war and emancipation on the geographic 
distribution of population in South carolina are examined. the goal is to 

16 alfred glaze Smith Jr., Economic Readjustment of an Old Cotton State: South 
Carolina, 1820–1860 (columbia: university of South carolina press, 1958), 194.

17 trowbridge, South, 567.
18 u.S. department of agriculture, Report of the Commissioner of Agriculture for 

the Year 1867, 105. this report does not contain the county-level crop data necessary 
to estimate county agricultural output.

19 rogers, History of Georgetown County, 452.
20 peter temin, “patterns of cotton agriculture in post-bellum georgia,” Journal 

of Economic History 43 (September 1983): 661–674; Sam b. hilliard, “Site characteris-
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determine which parts of the state suffered the most economic harm as a 
result of the civil War and its immediate aftermath and why. 

i use county boundaries in 1860 as the geographical units of analysis 
for practical and theoretical reasons.21 counties, called “districts” in South 
carolina prior to 1868, are the smallest geographic entities, together cover-
ing the entire state, for which a large quantity of economic data is available. 
the 1860 and 1870 u.S. censuses contain tabulations by county of various 
agricultural, demographic, and manufacturing variables. a county-based 
analysis also is appealing for theoretical reasons. patricia e. beeson, david 
n. deJong, and Werner troesken state that “county borders are attractive 
because they better reflect the limits of local economies than do the borders of 
states, regions, or nations, which are aggregates of local economies; or cities, 
whose political boundaries often exclude a portion of the local economy.”22

i start with two variables derived from the 1860 and 1870 published 
u.S. census volumes to examine the impact of the war on South carolina 
agriculture: cash value of farms and farm output.23 the “cash value of farm” 
is the actual dollar value of the whole number of improved and unimproved 
acres, though the numbers for 1870 are a bit suspect since, as the superin-
tendent of the census warned, data collection was hampered by the fact 
that “plantations of the old slave States are squatted all over by the former 
slaves, who hold small portions of the soil, often very loosely determined 
as to extent, under almost all varieties of tenure.”24 consequently, the 1870 
agricultural census underreports acreage, value of farms, crops produced, 
value of farm implements, and so on. this underreporting exaggerates the 
true change in agricultural production between 1860 and 1870. however, 
my main interest is in the relative decline in farm output around the state, 
not the absolute decline.

i estimate farm output as the sum of: (1) the value of crops (wheat, rye, 
rice, buckwheat, corn, oats, hay, barley, sugar, molasses, cotton, hemp, flax, 
flaxseed, irish and sweet potatoes, peas and beans, hops, and tobacco); (2) 

tics and Spatial Stability of the louisiana Sugarcane industry,” Agricultural History 
53 (January 1979): 254–269.

21 oconee county was created in 1868 from pickens county, so the data for 
pickens county in 1870 includes both pickens and oconee counties.

22 patricia e. beeson, david n. deJong, and Werner troesken, “population 
growth in u.S. counties, 1840–1990,” Regional Science and Urban Economics 31 
(november 2001): 671.

23 U.S. Census Office, Agriculture of the United States in 1860; Compiled from the 
Original Returns of the Eighth Census (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1864), 
128–131; U.S. Census Office, Ninth Census, Volume III: The Statistics of Wealth and 
Industry of the United States (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1872), 238–241.

24 U.S. Census Office, Census Reports, Volume V: Twelfth Census of the United 
States, Taken in the Year 1900: Agriculture (Washington: United States Census Office, 
1902), pt. 1, 744; U.S. Census Office, Statistics of Wealth and Industry, 72.
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the value of animals slaughtered; (3) the value of livestock products (dairy 
and wool); (4) the value of homemade manufactures; (5) the value of or-
chard products; and (6) the value of market garden products. i calculate 
the values of crops and livestock products using the procedure of Marvin 
W. towne and Wayne d. rasmussen.25 the procedure converts census 
data on crop production and livestock output into estimates of the dollar 
value of physical output. 

Manufacturing output is measured by the “value of products in 
manufacturing” as reported in the 1860 and 1870 censuses.26 output data 
for specific industries come from the same sources. The Census Bureau 
definition of “manufacturing” at this time included the output of artisans 
such as blacksmiths and carpenters as well as some extractive industries 
like gold mining and lumbering along with mills and factories. the term 
“manufacturing” as used in this article conforms to this very broad census 
definition.

table 1 reports estimates of farm output, cash value of farms, and 
manufacturing output for the state of South carolina for 1860 and 1870. all 
monetary amounts in this article are expressed in 1860 dollars. Statewide 
farm output declined 52 percent between 1860 and 1870. Reflecting the 
poor prospects for agriculture in the state following the war and emanci-
pation, the cash value of farms fell 80 percent. agriculture was damaged 
more than manufacturing, as manufacturing output only decreased by 27 
percent. nevertheless, the economy of South carolina remained primarily 
agricultural. agricultural output in 1860 had been nearly four times greater 
than the state’s manufacturing output; in 1870 agricultural production was 
still more than twice as large as manufacturing output.

25 Marvin W. towne and Wayne d. rasmussen, “farm gross product and 
gross investment in the nineteenth century,” in Trends in the American Economy in 
the Nineteenth Century (princeton, n.J.: princeton university press, 1960), 255–312. 

26 U.S. Census Office, Manufactures of the United States in 1860; Compiled from 
the Original Returns of the Eighth Census (Washington: Government Printing Office, 
1865), 552–559; U.S. Census Office, Statistics of Wealth and Industry, 568–569, 732.

TABLE 1. INDICATORS OF SOUTH CAROLINA AGRICULTURAL AND 
MANUFACTURING OUTPUT, 1860 AND 1870 IN CONSTANT 1860 DOLLARS 
 

 Farm Output Cash Value of Farms Manufacturing 
Output 

1860 $32,005,366 $139,652,508 $8,619,195 
1870 15,345,679 28,558,804 6,283,003 

Percentage Change −52.1% −79.6% −27.1% 
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TABLE 2. AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT IN CONSTANT 1860 DOLLARS 
 

County 1860 1870 Percentage 
Change 

Abbeville $1,647,033  $816,391 −50.4 
Anderson 784,546 496,516 −36.7 
Barnwell 1,771,939 1,877,096 5.9 
Beaufort 1,866,453 678,198 −63.7 

Charleston 1,266,879 462,843 −63.5 
Chester 1,092,065 416,613 −61.9 

Chesterfield 431,555 265,881 −38.4 
Clarendon 674,684 350,989 −48.0 
Colleton 1,556,462 419,243 −73.1 

Darlington 1,185,832 1,862,360 57.1 
Edgefield 2,033,714 1,013,949 −50.1 
Fairfield 1,497,381 686,283 −54.2 

Georgetown 1,450,635 88,662 −93.9 
Greenville 593,166 270,445 −54.4 

Horry 281,451 115,957 −58.8 
Kershaw 680,124 236,314 −65.3 
Lancaster 722,742 202,814 −71.9 
Laurens 1,331,056 461,623 −65.3 

Lexington 570,724 250,324 −56.1 
Marion 1,161,777 456,648 −60.7 

Marlboro 931,269 512,474 −45.0 
Newberry 1,303,075 562,194 −56.9 

Orangeburg 1,219,815 412,491 −66.2 
Pickens 462,296 221,207 −52.2 

Richland 566,038 292,339 −48.4 
Spartanburg 927,330 358,760 −61.3 

Sumter 1,411,931 388,149 −72.5 
Union 1,108,294 559,441 −49.5 

Williamsburg 553,723 149,004 −73.1 
York 928,406 460,469 −50.4 
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cotton production, which accounted for half of all farm output in the 
state in 1860, fell from 353,412 bales in 1860 to 224,500 bales in 1870, drop-
ping in dollar value by 37 percent. the quantity of rice produced declined  
73 percent, from 119,100,528 pounds to 32,304,825 pounds, between 1860 
and 1870. rice production decreased 82 percent in value. between 1860 and 
1870, sweet potato production decreased 67 percent, the quantity of wheat 
produced fell 39 percent, corn production fell 49 percent, and the value of 
animals slaughtered dropped 74 percent.

table 2 presents estimates of farm output for each South carolina 
county in 1860 and 1870 and the percentage change in agricultural output. 
all but two counties, barnwell and darlington, suffered declines in out-
put, with most counties seeing decreases of over 50 percent. georgetown 
county experienced the largest drop in percentage terms, 94 percent. rice 
production, 89 percent of farm output in georgetown county in 1860, fell 
from 55,805,385 pounds in 1860 to 5,324,970 pounds in 1870, decreasing in 
value by 94 percent. agricultural production in South carolina grew increas-
ingly spatially concentrated as well. The Gini coefficent for county farm 
output—a measure of statistical dispersion in a population, which ranges 
from a minimum value of zero when all counties have the same value of 

Figure 2. Counties that experienced a decrease (shaded) in farm output of more 
than 60 percent between 1860 and 1870.
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27 david a. latzko, “the geographic concentration of economic activity 
across the eastern united States, 1820   –2010,” Journal of Historical Geography 41 (July 
2013): 68–81.

farm output to a theoretical maximum of one when all farm production 
takes place in just one county, so that higher Gini coefficients indicate a 
more unequal distribution—rose sharply from 0.24 to 0.37. a small number 
of counties produced an increasing share of the state’s farm output, a trend 
consistent with that of the nation as a whole.27

figure 2 maps the counties that experienced a fall in farm output greater 
than 60 percent between 1860 and 1870. the map indicates that the low 
country and counties to the north and east of the state capital suffered the 
sharpest declines in agricultural production over the civil War decade. 
The drop in agricultural output is reflected in the decline in the cash value 
of farms. the correlation between a county’s percentage change in farm 
output and percentage change in the cash value of farms is 0.45. figure 3 
plots the seven counties in table 3 that reported a fall in the cash value of 
farms of more than 85 percent. georgetown county again led the state with 
a decrease of 93 percent. 

Figure 3. Counties that reported a decrease (shaded) in the cash value of farms 
of greater than 80 percent between 1860 and 1870.
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TABLE 3. CASH VALUE OF FARMS IN CONSTANT 1860 DOLLARS 
 

County 1860 1870 Percentage 
Change 

Abbeville $5,938,301 $1,855,916 −68.7 
Anderson 3,445,350 820,261 −76.2 
Barnwell 9,020,033 2,925,414 −67.6 
Beaufort 9,900,652 1,627,883 −83.6 

Charleston 5,202,502 1,901,962 −63.4 
Chester 4,235,265 924,027 −78.2 

Chesterfield 1,577,209 479,524 −69.6 
Clarendon 2,281,227 816,667 −64.2 
Colleton 8,818,772 1,307,031 −85.2 

Darlington 4,786,392 1,222,746 −74.5 
Edgefield 8,634,177 1,360,950 −84.2 
Fairfield 6,314,029 1,411,644 −77.6 

Georgetown 5,818,690 432,179 −92.6 
Greenville 3,693,522 626,547 −83.0 

Horry 863,735 83,128 −90.4 
Kershaw 2,696,232 485,552 −82.0 
Lancaster 2,222,478 392,432 −82.3 
Laurens 5,810,438 637,851 −89.0 

Lexington 3,210,141 373,068 −88.4 
Marion 5,351,580 921,145 −82.8 

Marlboro 4,063,766 959,337 −76.4 
Newberry 5,423,796 1,238,908 −77.2 

Orangeburg 5,331,097 615,061 -88.5 
Pickens 3,391,505 948,550 -72.0 

Richland 2,099,715 564,779 -73.1 
Spartanburg 4,388,642 731,323 -83.3 

Sumter 3,893,683 938,979 -75.9 
Union 4,747,203 787,732 -83.4 

Williamsburg 2,404,983 201,579 -91.6 
York 4,087,393 966,628 -76.4 
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TABLE 4. DEFINITION AND MEAN VALUE OF EXPLANATORY VARIABLES 
  

Geographic Variables 
 

Latitude Latitude of county seat 34.041 
Longitude Longitude of county seat 80.920 

Sherman’s line 
of march 

Dummy variable taking a value of 1 if Sherman  
passed through the county; otherwise, 0 

0.43 

 
Demographic Variables 

 

Population 
density 

Total persons per square mile in 1860 23.900 

Whites per 
improved acre 

Total white persons per acre of improved land in farms 
in 1860 

0.075 

Slaves per 
improved acre 

Total slaves per acre of improved land in farms in  
1860 

0.095 

 
Economic Variables 

 

Manufacturing 
share 

Annual value of products in manufacturing divided by 
total farm output in 1860 

0.174 

Average farm 
size 

Acres of improved land in farms divided by the total 
number of farms in 1860 

172.99 

Farm size 
squared 

Average farm size times average farm size 35667.3 

Small farms 
share 

Number of farms of less than 20 acres divided by the 
total number of farms in 1860 

0.062 

Large farms 
share 

Number of farms of more than 500 acres divided by 
the total number of farms in 1860 

0.075 

Small 
slaveholders 

Share of total slaveholders owning fewer than 5 slaves 
in 1860 

0.378 

Large 
slaveholders 

Share of total slaveholders owning more than 100 
slaves in 1860 

0.017 

Farm capital Value of farming implements and machinery per acre 
of improved land in farms in 1860 

1.564 

Agricultural 
productivity 

1860 farm output per acre of improved land in farms 11.580 

Cotton Ratio of county cotton to corn production in 1860 0.024 
Rice Ratio of county rice to corn production in 1860 17.523 

Tobacco Ratio of county tobacco to corn production in 1860 0.006 
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28 the following variables for 1860 were taken from the historical census 
browser (university of virginia, geospatial and Statistical data center), http://
mapserver.lib.virginia.edu/ (retrieved december 2, 2015): total population, total 
white persons, total number of farms and farm sizes, acres of improved land in 
farms, total slaveholders, and slaveholders holding x slaves. i compiled the rest of 
the data from the published census volume for 1860. See note 26.

i next look at the relationship between various county geographic, 
demographic, and economic variables in 1860, defined in table 4, and the 
percentage change in a county’s agricultural output between 1860 and 1870 
in order to identify the characteristics of those South carolina counties that 
experienced relatively large declines in farm production.28 to reduce the 
simultaneity problem, i take the values of the explanatory variables from 
the beginning of the study period, 1860. table 5 presents the pearson cor-
relation coefficients for these independent variables and the percentage 
change in county agricultural output. The Pearson correlation coefficient is 
a measure of the strength and direction of the linear relationship between 
two variables and takes values between −1 and +1. A negative correlation 
means that the variable is associated with a decline in farm output. using 
0.25 as the cutoff, rice production and large slaveholding plantations are 
associated with a decrease in agricultural production. the two leading rice 
producers in 1860, georgetown and colleton counties, showed the biggest 
declines in farm output over the succeeding decade. the same two coun-
ties likewise had the largest shares of slaveholders owning more than one 
hundred slaves in the state, 10 percent for georgetown and 8 percent for 
colleton. farm output per improved acre, the value of farm machinery, and 
the share of farms less than twenty acres in size also are correlated with a 
larger decrease in county agricultural production. 

Whether or not a county was in the path of Sherman’s army is decidedly 
uncorrelated with the change in county agricultural output, implying that 
the decline in agricultural production throughout South carolina was the 
result of the various labor-supply and credit-market effects of emancipation 
rather than direct war damage. districts with larger numbers of slaves and 
larger shares of large slaveholding plantations before the war experienced 
the sharpest decreases in farm output after the war.

cotton production and small slaveholding are both associated with a 
smaller decline in farm output. each of the three counties that produced 
over 1 million bales of ginned cotton in 1860—Edgefield, Barnwell, and 
abbeville—experienced below average decreases in farm output between 
1860 and 1870. barnwell actually saw its farm output increase over the 1860s. 
in darlington county, 25 percent of slaveholders owned just one slave in 
1860, by far the highest share of any county in South carolina, and farm 
output in darlington rose 57 percent between 1860 and 1870, with cotton 
production more than doubling from 16,923 to 34,591 bales. 
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turning to manufacturing, the value of manufacturing output produced 
in South carolina fell 27 percent between 1860 and 1870. the state’s leading 
industry in 1860 was flour, rice, and grist mill products, which accounted 
for 33 percent of manufacturing output.29 The output of flour, rice, and grist 
mills declined 29 percent between 1860 and 1870. Sawed lumber, 13 percent 
of the state’s manufacturing output in 1860, decreased by 32 percent. the 
production of cotton goods, 8 percent of output in 1860, rose by 37 percent 
over the 1860s even as the number of cotton manufacturing establishments 
in the state fell from seventeen to twelve. cotton manufacturing likely re-
ceived a boost during the war from purchases by the confederate army and 
navy. The Vaucluse mill in Edgefield County, for example, sold one-tenth 
of its production to the confederate navy.30 two other industries accounted 
for at least 5 percent of South carolina’s manufacturing output in 1860: 

TABLE 5. CORRELATIONS WITH THE PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN COUNTY 
AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT, MANUFACTURING OUTPUT, AND AFRICAN 
AMERICAN POPULATION DENSITY, 1860–1870 
 

 Agriculture Manufacturing Population 
Latitude 0.136 −0.055 0.059 

Longitude −0.055 0.276 −0.080 
Sherman’s line of march −0.019 −0.183 −0.318 

Population density −0.034 0.282 0.040 
Whites per improved acre −0.081 0.005 0.468 
Slaves per improved acre −0.289 −0.015 −0.079 

Manufacturing share −0.172 −0.259 0.174 
Average farm size 0.050 0.000 −0.034 
Farm size squared 0.027 0.000 −0.034 
Small farms share −0.255 −0.194 0.149 
Large farms share 0.052 −0.104 0.123 
Small slaveholders 0.329 −0.081 0.500 
Large slaveholders −0.250 −0.110 −0.417 

Farm capital −0.328 −0.127 −0.293 
Agricultural productivity −0.287 −0.004 −0.288 

Cotton 0.281 0.212 0.071 
Rice −0.287 −0.144 −0.265 

Tobacco −0.192 0.039 −0.275 

 

29 lumber planing and sawing was the state’s most important type of manufac-
turing in 1860 on an estimated value-added basis. See Smith, Economic Readjustment 
of an Old Cotton State, 132–133.

30 charles W. ramsdell, “the control of Manufacturing by the confederate 
government,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review 8 (december 1921): 238.
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(1) machinery, steam engines, and boilers and (2) carriages and wagons. 
Machinery production dipped 34 percent over the civil War decade while 
carriage and wagon output fell by 75 percent. 

TABLE 6. MANUFACTURING OUTPUT IN CONSTANT 1860 DOLLARS 
 

County 1860 1870 Percentage Change 
Abbeville $223,528 $173,981 −22.2 
Anderson 246,441 340,776 38.3 
Barnwell 226,512 207,388 −8.4 
Beaufort 73,595 53,268 −27.6 

Charleston 1,188,536 1,549,881 30.4 
Chester 145,729 171,083 17.4 

Chesterfield 66,690 80,448 20.6 
Clarendon 22,340 38,931 74.3 
Colleton 0 61,720 — 

Darlington 294,628 77,277 −73.8 
Edgefield 761,155 839,265 10.3 
Fairfield 0 63,083 — 

Georgetown 1,430,000 240,010 −83.2 
Greenville 701,376 224,267 −68.0 

Horry 476,143 168,914 −64.5 
Kershaw 38,837 7,089 −81.7 
Lancaster 131,608 72,760 −44.7 
Laurens 312,535 140,628 −55.0 

Lexington 386,649 168,989 −56.3 
Marion 128,958 100,903 −21.8 

Marlboro 139,526 54,010 −61.3 
Newberry 11,000 69,885 535.3 

Orangeburg 115,435 48,027 −58.4 
Pickens 36,085 84,705 134.7 

Richland 238,342 341,678 43.4 
Spartanburg 408,007 291,365 −28.6 

Sumter 212,496 113,612 −46.5 
Union 117,320 202,725 72.8 

Williamsburg 187,636 144,460 −23.0 
York 298,088 151,878 −49.0 
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table 6 shows the manufacturing output in 1860 and 1870 and the 
percentage change between those dates for each county.31 While the major-
ity of counties experienced a drop in manufacturing output, ten counties 
showed an increase including charleston and richland. charleston was the 
state’s second leading manufacturing county in 1860 and, with a 30 percent 
increase in production, was by far the leading manufacturing county in 
South carolina in 1870. the leading manufacturing county in 1860 had 
been georgetown. Manufacturing output in georgetown fell 83 percent 
between 1860 and 1870, from $1,430,000 to $240,000. Kershaw County saw 
a decline of 82 percent.

table 7 lists by county every industry that reported a value of manufac-
turing output in excess of $100,000 in 1860 along with the value of output 
in 1870 in 1860 dollars. Only the production of cotton goods in Edgefield 

31 No 1860 data are available for Colleton and Fairfield Counties.

TABLE 7. SELECTED MANUFACTURING OUTPUT BY COUNTY AND 
INDUSTRY IN CONSTANT 1860 DOLLARS 

 
County Industry 1860 1870 

Anderson flour and meal $137,265 — 
Barnwell lumber, sawed 109,284 $40,185 

Charleston machinery 340,000 195,635 
Charleston railcars 250,029 34,098 
Charleston lumber, planed 200,000 9,560 
Edgefield cotton goods 342,411 620,140 
Edgefield flour and meal 103,896 — 

Georgetown rice cleaning 1,110,000 — 
Georgetown turpentine, distilled 172,000 123,646 
Georgetown lumber, sawed 120,000 83,493 
Greenville flour and meal 258,433 — 
Greenville cotton goods 108,670 106,448 

Horry turpentine, distilled 392,643 91,268 
Lancaster flour and meal 103,683 — 
Laurens flour and meal 203,882 94,305 

Lexington cotton goods 150,000 63,735 
Lexington lumber, sawed 126,000 43,658 
Richland machinery 103,342 93,149 

Spartanburg flour and meal 200,935 63,572 
Union flour and meal 102,260 121,164 

Williamsburg turpentine, distilled 173,635 114,632 
York flour and meal 177,548 85,596 
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County and flour and meal output in Union County (despite a 50 percent 
plunge in county wheat production) increased in inflation-adjusted terms 
between 1860 and 1870. every other county experienced a decrease in the 
output of its major industries, especially georgetown county. rice clean-
ing output in Georgetown was $1,100,000 in 1860. Labor difficulties led to 
failures of georgetown’s rice crop in 1865 and 1866. the next year, freshets 
destroyed three-fourths of the crop, and high interest rates led planters to 
defer field maintenance.32 With the 90 percent decline in rice production 
in the county over the 1860s, no rice cleaning output was reported in the 
1870 census. the eleven mills documented in the 1860 census, which had 
employed 380 hands and possessed $440,000 in capital, simply disappeared 
from the record. 

charleston was far less reliant on a single industry than georgetown. rice 
cleaning made up 77 percent of the manufacturing output of georgetown 
county in 1860. alternately, no industry in charleston county exceeded 
29 percent of the manufacturing output in 1860. Seven years later, the 
discovery of phosphate beds along the ashley river created an extensive 
fertilizer industry in charleston.33 fertilizer production was $270,873 in 
1870, making it charleston’s leading manufacturing industry. the output 
of charleston’s saw mills greatly increased over the 1860s too. the value 
of lumber sawed grew from $65,000 in 1860 to $172,680 in 1870. 

as with fertilizer and sawed lumber in charleston county, the pro-
duction of cotton goods in Spartanburg county rose from $87,847 in 1860 
to $121,370 in 1870, an increase of 38 percent. Still, the few success stories 
involving select industries in certain counties were more than offset by large 
declines in manufacturing production across most of South carolina. for 
instance, production of railroad cars in charleston county, both passenger 
and freight, fell 86 percent as the number of manufacturers went from four 
to one. in horry county, turpentine distillation decreased by 77 percent, 
and the production of cotton goods dropped 58 percent.

The destruction of mills and machinery and the lack of capital to finance 
replacement investment led to a 50 percent fall in capital invested in South 
carolina’s manufacturing sector. figure 4 plots the counties that reported 
a decrease in manufacturing output of more than 40 percent between 1860 
and 1870. Many of these counties lay along the Saluda and Wateree rivers 
to the north and northwest of richland county. 

the situation was different in richland, however, where columbia was 
the county seat. Sherman’s army had torn up the railroad tracks within thirty 

32 rogers, History of Georgetown County, 435, 452.
33 viator [pseud.], “phosphatic beds near charleston,” Southern Cultivator, July 

1868, 196; n. a. pratt, “the history and development of the native bone phosphates 
of South carolina,” Southern Cultivator, november 1868, 324–325.
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Figure 4. Counties that experienced a decrease (shaded) in manufacturing output 
of more than 40 percent between 1860 and 1870.

miles of columbia in all directions and an 1866 visitor predicted that the 
general “did his work so thoroughly that half a dozen years will nothing 
more than begin to repair the damage.”34 Furthermore, fire had destroyed 
“three fifths of the city in bulk, and four fifths in value,” according to John 
trowbridge, and the columbia business district was so badly damaged that 
it would take about twenty years to recover fully.35 yet the city’s prewar 
rail connections were repaired by 1867 and a western line also had been 
completed, making columbia “something of a rail hub.”36 in spite of the 
wartime destruction, richland county, with a major city and a diverse mix 
of industries, saw a 43 percent increase in manufacturing output during 
the civil War decade. 

i calculated the correlation between the explanatory variables in table 4 
and the percentage change in county manufacturing output between 1860 
and 1870. these correlations are reported in table 5. once again, using an 
absolute value of 0.25 as the cutoff, population density (0.28), longitude (0.28), 

34 andrews, South since the War, 29.
35 trowbridge, South, 559; nelson, Ruin Nation, 253. 
36 John hammond Moore, Columbia and Richland County: A South Carolina 

Community, 1740–1990 (columbia: university of South carolina press, 1993), 214.
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and manufacturing share (−0.26) are correlated with the change in county 
manufacturing output. urban counties (like richland and charleston) and 
western counties (such as anderson and pickens) were more likely to see 
an increase in manufacturing production over the 1860s while counties in 
which manufacturing output had been large relative to farm production 
in 1860 (georgetown and greenville, for example) tended to experience a 
decline in manufacturing output. The Gini coefficient for manufacturing 
fell from 0.54 to 0.52, which suggests that manufacturing production grew 
slightly less spatially concentrated in South carolina in the 1860s.

as previously discussed, there is no evidence of harm to agricultural 
production from Sherman’s march though South carolina. if any lasting 
economic damage occurred as a result of the march, then it ought to be 
apparent in the 1870 manufacturing data. it is not. Some of the counties in 
Sherman’s path such as Kershaw, Lancaster, Marlboro, and Orangeburg 
recorded large declines in manufacturing output. but nearly half of the 
counties along the line of march experienced an increase in manufacturing 
production between 1860 and 1870. there is a weak negative correlation, 
−0.18, between whether Sherman’s army had marched through the county 
and the percentage change in manufacturing output.

the civil War and emancipation resulted in economic losses over most 
of South carolina. Six counties exhibited well-above-average decreases in 
both agricultural and manufacturing output: Georgetown, Kershaw, Lan-
caster, laurens, orangeburg, and Sumter. per-capita income information is 
unavailable, but the change in population density is a practical alternative 
for assessing the spatial impact of the war on the standard of living through-
out the state. population density captures underlying variations in local 
productivity and quality of life. consistent with the idea that people vote 
with their feet, the intuition is that “population density reveals individu-
als’ preferences over local areas by aggregating the indirect contribution to 
utility via productivity-driven higher wages with the direct contribution 
to utility via high quality of life.”37

the newly freed slaves, owning little non-movable property, had less 
reason than whites to remain where economic prospects were meager and 
greater incentive to move where such opportunities were more ample.38 
table 8 records the african american population density (the sum of free 

37 Jordan rappaport and Jeffrey d. Sachs, “the united States as a coastal 
nation,” Journal of Economic Growth 8 (March 2003): 9. note, however, that daron 
acemoglu, Simon Johnson, and James a. robinson, “reversal of fortune: geography 
and institutions in the Making of the Modern World income distribution,” Quarterly 
Journal of Economics 117 (November 2002): 1231–1294, find that population density 
is not a good proxy for economic prosperity in the modern era.

38 The actions of the federal authorities and white South Carolinians influenced 
the opportunities available to the former slaves. the freedmen’s bureau was, at 
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TABLE 8. AFRICAN AMERICAN POPULATION DENSITY  
(COLORED PERSONS, FREE AND SLAVE, PER SQUARE MILE) 

 
County 1860 1870 Percentage 

Change 
Abbeville 21.2 20.5 −3.1 
Anderson 12.0 13.4 11.7 
Barnwell 10.1 12.4 22.8 
Beaufort 17.9 15.6 −12.9 

Charleston 20.8 30.8 48.1 
Chester 19.0 21.6 13.5 

Chesterfield 5.6 5.4 −3.8 
Clarendon 14.5 15.6 7.4 
Colleton 18.0 9.1 −49.5 

Darlington 13.7 18.5 35.4 
Edgefield 14.8 15.5 4.9 
Fairfield 23.0 20.6 −10.4 

Georgetown 22.3 16.3 −26.8 
Greenville 9.1 9.0 −1.7 

Horry 2.1 2.8 34.9 
Kershaw 10.5 10.4 −1.2 
Lancaster 10.4 10.7 3.2 
Laurens 18.7 17.7 −5.2 

Lexington 6.6 4.8 −27.4 
Marion 8.7 9.2 5.4 

Marlboro 14.6 13.8 −5.6 
Newberry 21.9 21.0 −4.0 

Orangeburg 12.2 8.1 −33.5 
Pickens 3.8 4.4 15.2 

Richland 15.0 19.9 32.6 
Spartanburg 8.6 8.6 0.3 

Sumter 17.1 17.9 4.7 
Union 16.3 15.6 −4.0 

Williamsburg 8.6 8.4 −1.5 
York 13.3 15.9 19.6 

    
South Carolina 13.7 13.8 0.8 

 

best, ineffective in guaranteeing blacks’ economic rights, and andrews, South since 
the War, 203, reports that the bureau’s agents could not “be trusted to administer 
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colored persons and aggregate slaves in 1860 and colored persons in 1870 
per square mile) for each county in 1860 and 1870 and the percentage 
change. for the state as a whole, the african american population density 
was nearly static, increasing by just 0.8 percent, but some counties recorded 
striking changes. charleston, darlington, horry, and richland counties 
experienced fairly large increases in population density. each county saw 
its african american population density increase by at least 30 percent. 
horry is the outlier as both agriculture and manufacturing declined there 
after the war, though the african american population in horry county 
was very small prior to the war. on the other hand, both charleston and 
richland counties saw large increases in manufacturing production and 
employment over the 1860s. real total wages paid in manufacturing rose 
49 percent in charleston and 115 percent in richland between 1860 and 
1870, providing former slaves with factory work. agricultural production 
rose substantially in darlington county, which also afforded freedmen 
with viable economic options. 

fifteen out of thirty South carolina counties experienced decreases 
in their african american population. figure 5 sums up by mapping the 
counties in which the african american population density decreased by 
more than 25 percent between 1860 and 1870, implying that these were 
the counties suffering the largest drops in living standards and economic 
opportunity during the 1860s. the rice-growing counties of colleton and 
georgetown experienced african american population density declines of 
50 and 27 percent, respectively. orangeburg county had a 34 percent de-
crease in african american population density and lexington county, a 27 
percent decrease. figure 5 likewise highlights the counties that observed an 
increase of greater than 25 percent in african american population density. 
this map and the correlations reported in the last column of table 5 indicate 
that the former slaves migrated to counties in which small slaveholding was 
prevalent before the war (like horry and darlington) and counties with a 
large white population density (such as charleston and horry). the freed-
men tended to leave agricultural counties dominated by large slaveholding 
plantations where tobacco and rice were important crops and strikingly, 
given its apparent lack of impact on farm and manufacturing production, 

justice between the planters and the freedmen, for they too generally side with the 
former, even in cases where the right course is not difficult to choose.” Across the 
state, organized armed bands of whites attacked blacks who had found employment 
away from their former masters. Although not reflected in the population data in 
table 8, andrews, South since the War, 219–220, claims that “barnwell [county], has 
gained an unenviable notoriety throughout the State for the cruelty with which its 
negro [sic] population is treated,” and Edgefield “has also an undesirable name.” 
on white opposition to reconstruction, see richard Zuczek, State of Rebellion: Re-
construction in South Carolina (columbia: university of South carolina press, 1996). 
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Figure 5. Counties that experienced an increase (cross hatched) or decrease 
(shaded) in African American population density of greater than 25 percent 
between 1860 and 1870.

counties visited by Sherman’s troops. the population movements meant 
that the african american population was slightly more geographically 
concentrated across South Carolina in 1870, with the Gini coefficient for 
population density rising from 0.23 to 0.25. 

the civil War severely damaged the economy of South carolina, with 
agricultural output falling by over one-half between 1860 and 1870 and 
manufacturing production declining by one-fourth. these losses were 
concentrated in the low country and areas to the north and northwest of 
columbia and look to be unrelated to Sherman’s march. instead, emanci-
pation appears to be the main driver of the spatial changes in the distribu-
tion of economic activity across South carolina. counties with the largest 
antebellum shares of large slaveholding plantations showed the sharpest 
declines after the war while the state’s urban centers presented the most 
economic opportunities.


