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SLAVE OCCUPATIONS, 1800 AND 1859

(A.) Slave Non-Farm Occupations in 1859
In Time on the Cross, Fogel and Engerman report the following (1974, FE II: p. 37): 15.4% of plantation slaves (male and female) were in non-field occupations (Sutch 1975: p. 341). This is very close to the figure reported below from the Charleston 1848 slave census for males (15.7%: Goldin 1976: p. 43). 

Fogel and Engerman (1974, FE I: p. 40) also report that “over 25 percent of males [14+] were managers, professionals, craftsmen, and semiskilled workers” (Sutch 1975: p. 345) and that “rural slave males 14+ were managers 7.0%, artisans and construction 11.9%, and non-farm unskilled 7.4%, or 26.3% non-farm and 73.7% field hands” (1974, FE I: p. 39; Sutch 1975: p. 346). They also report (1974, FE II:  pp. 37 and 40) that 11.9% of slave males 14+ were non-field craftsmen, although Sutch (1974: p. 348) gets 11.6%. 

Compare these 1859 figures with the LW 1800 rural non-farm share of all (free and slave) rural labor force (based on Chester County, PA):

LW
FE
    FEr

FE 
RS


(all)
(all)
   (all)

(male)
(male)

Artisans & construction
.035
[.0595]
   .0345
.119
.069

Unskilled


.094
[.0595]
   .0595
.074
? .074

White collar & managers
.009
[.035]
   .0165
.070
.033

All rural non-farm

.138
.154
   .1105
.263
.176

Notes on FE (all): FE (all) in brackets are estimated assuming a 50/50 gender mix for all slaves, and that all female slaves non-farm were unskilled (domestics, maids, cooks, laundresses, etc.). Thus, .154 = (.5)(.263) + (.5)f, where .263 is FE (male). So f = .045 and the unskilled all = (.5)(.045) + (.5)(.074) = .0595. The artisans and construction figure of .0595 is simply half of the FE (male) = (.5)(.119) = .0595. Ibid. for “white collar”. The FE (male) figure is very contentious, as Sutch (1975) points out at length, and it refers to slave overseers and gang leaders. Sutch revision of FE (RS male) is taken from Sutch (1975: p. 349).

Notes on FEr (all): FEr (all) refers to FE (all) following Sutch’s RS (male) revisions. Retaining f=.045 and replacing FE (male) = .263 with RS (male) = .176 implies FEr (all) = .1105, artisans and construction = (.5)(.069) = .0345, white collar = (.5)(.033) = .0165, and the unskilled residual .0595.

While slave “white collar and managers” are a very contentious topic in the slave debates, they should not be for this project. These drivers, “assistant” overseers and such were not unlike the free farmers with organization skill and knowledge that oversaw and “drove” hired labor on their farms, and we have averaged them all up – cottagers, day laborers, and landed farmers (as in Chester County PA c1800). If we did the same for plantations, these “white collar managers” would be thrown back in to rural farm slave labor.  In which case, as shares of rural labor force:





1800

1859 RS
    1859 FE






Free (all)
Slave (all)
    Slave (all)


Artisans & construction
.035
[.271]
.0345
[.367]
   .0595  [.50]

Unskilled


.094
[.729]
.0595
[.633]
   .0595  [.50]

White collar & managers
.009

0

      0

All rural non-farm

.138

.0940

   .1190

All rural farm


.862

.9060

   .8810

Note that for 1859, the distribution of non-farm between artisan/construction and unskilled were similar for free and slave workers.

(B.) Slave Non-Farm Occupations in 1800
We do not know whether these estimated slave non-farm occupation distributions in 1859 also apply to 1800, six decades earlier. We have found very little such evidence, and Claudia Goldin reported in an 8/2010 email that there is no extant urban slave occupation mix even for around 1859. However, her 1976 book reports considerable qualitative evidence on urban slave occupations 1820-1860 (Goldin 1976: pp. 35-47; see also Wade 1964) and she concludes that “[i]n all Southern cities, slaves … had similar occupations” (Goldin 1976: p. 28). Goldin does reproduce one detailed slave census for 1848 Charleston (Table 11, p. 43). While it was almost a half century after 1800, the figures are still informative. First, skilled male slaves were 15.7% of all male slaves, and the figure for female slaves was 1.1%. Second, male skilled slaves were distributed as construction (7.5%), artisans (6.4%), and retail trades (1.8%). Female skilled slaves were distributed as artisans (0.6%) and retail trades (0.5%). 

(C.) Slave Occupation Distribution Assumptions for 1800

[1] Rural or urban slaves doing non-farm work were either artisans (shoemakers, wheelwrights, coopers, tailors, seamstresses, etc.), construction workers (carpenters, bricklayers, masons, etc.), or unskilled (females = domestics, maids, cooks, laundresses, etc.; males = house servants, grooms, porters, coach and carriage drivers, teamsters, gardeners, etc.). We ignore the small numbers in white collar occupations and the retail trades.

[2] Slave non-farm occupation distributions between the two categories artisan and  construction are assumed to have been equal (following the Charleston 1848 census reports). 

[3] The share of urban male slaves unskilled (UNSK) is taken to have been 66%, considerably lower than the Charleston 1848 84% figure. Based on the same but more incomplete Charleston evidence on female slaves, urban female slaves are assumed to have been just as unskilled as male slaves in 1800, namely 66%. While the 66% figure is lower than the 1848 Charleston figure, it is exactly the same as the unskilled share of the sum of artisans (A), construction workers (C) and unskilled (UNSK/A+C+UNSK). That is, that share averaged across Baltimore, Charleston and Norfolk in 1800 was 66%. (Of course, the share of the total labor force in white-collar occupations was 40-50% in the big cities, occupations open to free labor but closed to slaves.  

References

Claudia Goldin, Urban Slavery in the American South 1820-1860: A Quantitative History (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1976).

Robert William Fogel and Stanley L. Engerman, (1974). Time on the Cross: The Economics of American Negro Slavery. Boston: Little, Brown and Co. FE, I.

Robert William Fogel and Stanley L. Engerman, (1974), Time on the Cross: Evidence and Methods-A Supplement. Boston: Little, Brown and Co. FE, II.

Richard Sutch, “The treatment received by American slaves: A critical review of the evidence presented in Time on the Cross,” Explorations in Economic History 12 (October 1975): 335-438. 

Richard D. Wade, Slavery in the Cities (New York: Oxford University Press, 1964).

