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Dew also believed that agriculture was more conducive 
to the maintenance of external and internal freedom than 
manufacturing. Here his arguments closely follow the text 
of Jefferson's answer to Query XIX in the Notes on the 
State of Virginia. Agriculture provides for the proper 
formation of character— an end in itself— and for the eco
nomic independence of the citizenry which protect republi
can freedom. Dew explains that the division of labor in 
manufacturing is more complete than in agriculture. The 
mind is not improved by the performance of the same task 
over and over again from day to day and year to year.

In agriculture, the labour is much more varied, 
and calculated to give greater exercise to the under
standing, and greater play to the imagination. The 
farmer plants, cultivates, reaps and threshes; to
day he may be a plougher in the field, to-morrow 
a cutter in the woods, and the day after engaged 
in some sedentary occupation by his fire-side.
And he is never employed so long at any one thing, 
as to lose wholly his relish for it; and all the 
external scenery too of nature, is ^ell calculated 
to enlarge and liberalise the mind. 63

He continues by quoting Jefferson's eulogy of the agricul
turalists as "the chosen people of God....Corruption of 
morals in the mass of cultivators is a phenomenon of which 
no age nor nation has furnished an example. It is the mark 
set on those who, not looking up to Heaven, to their own 
soil and industry, as does the husbandman, for their

^^Dew, Lectures, p. 144.
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subsistence, depend for it on the casualities and caprice 
of customers."4 ^4

Manufacturing draws the lower classes together which 
serves more "to perpetuate ignorance, and engender vice, 
than if each one were left alone." Virtuous conduct is 
stimulated and vice corrected when "all the various classes 
and professions are brought frequently together, and made

AC.  Cto associate and commingle with each other." In manu
facturing large numbers of men and women are brought to
gether, "An esprit de corps is quickly felt among them, 
which frequently leads them to the greatest excesses, and 
a determined support of each other, whether right or wrong, 
whether for or against the government....they are apt to 
become turbulent and factious, and too often are the blind 
instruments of the infuriated demagogue, and the ring-lead- 
ers in mobs and violent commotions." This often necessi
tates a "system of surveillance and espionage, with a rigid 
and energetic police...; and this is always hostile to gen
uine liberty. The good and peaceable citizens of the Com
monwealth are obliged to submit to restraints of liberty,
and all the inconveniences flowing from it, because there

46 6are some disorderly members in the body politic."

4^4Dew, Lectures, p. 145.
4®^Dew, Lectures, pp. 145-146.
4^Dew, Lectures, pp. 153-154.



195

The characteristics of the common agriculturalist and 
the common manufacturer are clearly distinguishable. The 
agriculturalist is not the slave of his own passions. He 
is instead the virtuous citizen who loves his liberty and 
whose moral character and spirit of self-reliance makes him 
ready and able to defend it. The manufacturer is given to 
vice and faction. He is a slave to his own passions and 
the demagogue need only appeal to these in order to gener
ate violence and mob action which threatens the Common
wealth.

Dew also recognizes the traditional republican argu
ment for economic independence as a defense of individual 
freedom. The self-reliant agriculturist is one thing, but,

The operative is too much dependent on the 
capitalist who employs him, and loses that indepen
dence and dignity of character so essential to the 
citizen of a Republic like ours, where sovereignty 
de jure and de facto resides in the people. ’De
pendence," says the author of the Notes on Virginia, 
'begets subservience and venality, suffocates the 
germ of virtue, and prepares fit tools for the de
signs of ambition. Thus, the natural progress and 
consequence of the arts, has sometimes, perhaps, 
been retarded by accidental circumstances: but,
generally speaking, the proportion which the aggre
gate of the other classes of citizens bears in any 
state to that of its husbandmen, is the proportion 
of its unsound to its healthy parts, and is a good 
enough barometer whereby to measure its degree of 
corruption.'

Economic dependency is conducive to the formation of a sub
servient character. If universal suffrage were allowed the
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capitalist who commands a thousand laborers would also com
mand a thousand votes.

Manufacturing has one last political effect which pre
sents a threat to the existence of a republic: it tends to
divide society into two widely separated classes of rich 
and poor. This distinction of rich and poor is "always 
unfavorable to liberty, and to happiness, especially when 
the distance is too great between them, and the interval 
not filled up by a middle class, as is often the case in

A C  Omanufacturing districts." Here then is the implicit de
fense of agriculture as a means to limited wealth. The 
rich may have too much wealth and the poor too little, but 
in an agricultural society this sort of impediment to hu
man happiness is not likely to arise.

With arguments like these it is not surprising that 
Dew concludes his discussion of the relative advantages of 
manufacturing and agriculture in relation to morals, health, 
happiness, and politics in this way:

I hope now, I have succeeded in shewing £sic) you, 
that not only is freedom of trade best upon politi
co-economical principles, but that there is nothing 
in the employment of manufactures, which should 
cause us to wish their premature introduction. On 
the contrary, there are evils attendant on them, 
which, under an equal choice of labour, would lead 
us to prefer agriculture. Better far, therefore, 
that we should leave every department of industry

467'Dew, Lectures, p. 155. 
468Dew, Lectures, p. 156.



to itself. Manufactures will arise when our coun
try is filled up with a denser population, and capi
tal has been more extensively accumulated. They are . 
necessary then to keep in lucrative employ the re
dundant capital and population, and they will arise 
without the guardian protection of the Legislature.
Agriculture is advocated by Dew as a means to the ends 

of limited wealth, and internal and external freedom. A 
system of free trade will leave the South with such a so
ciety until the time comes when population increase and 
capital accumulation makes manufacturing economically feas
ible. The evils generated by manufacturing are sufficient
ly remediable to allow for its development under free trade 
In fact, the development of manufacturing under these cir
cumstances can bring about a net improvement in the physi
cal health of the citizenry by causing improvements in agri 
culture which more than offset the injurious effects of 
manufacturing on their h e a l t h . S t i l l ,  the advantages of 
agriculture are sufficiently great to argue that there is 
more to be lost by forcing the development of manufactures 
with legislation than by following a policy of laissez- 
faire.

The arguments of Thomas Dew favoring agriculture fol
low a pattern established by earlier agrarian political 
economists. But the uniqueness of agrarian thought in the

^^^Dew, Lectures, p. 156. 
^^Dew, Lectures, p. 14 6 .
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later ante-bellum period turns on the argument which makes 
slavery a positive good and agriculture a means to that 
end. In his Review of the Debate in the Virginia Legisla
ture , 1831-1832 Dew explains the origin of slavery and why 
it is a positive good, and he describes the nature of the 
relationship between slavery and agriculture. These ideas 
were shared by the other writers of the pro-slavery argu
ment. Only George Fitzhugh would present a more radical 
defense of slavery, and that was not to come for another 
twenty years.

Dew argued that slavery arose as a means of mitigating 
the horrors of war. It made the justifiable act of killing 
captives an unnecessary one. Slavery had also been the 
necessary consequence of the concentration of property 
ownership, and of man's willingness to surrender his liber
ty in order to receive protection from assault and from 
famine. Finally, enslavement had always been considered a 
justifiable form of punishment for criminal acts. Slav
ery's existence in the ancient and the modern world "was 
no accident, the mere result of chance, but was a necessary 
and inevitable consequence of the principles of human na
ture and the state of property."471

471Dew, Review, pp. 294-324.
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Dew also viewed slavery as a part of the Creator's 
benevolent design for the happiness of m a n k i n d . T a l k  of 
emancipation was useless. If nothing else it constituted 
an assault on property by the state which would revolution
ize the government. Colonization was impractical if for 
no other reason than cost, and it was clearer still that 
negro slaves were economically and morally unfit for free
dom amongst whites.4^ 3 On the other hand, slavery protects 
the slave from his own "natural indolence and carelessness." 
It saves him from that freedom "which he cannot comprehend,
and which must inevitably dry up the very source of his 

474happiness." Contrary to what Mr. Jefferson says, the
effects of slavery on the master are not hurtful, "Look to 
the slaveholding population of our country, and you every
where find them characterized by noble and elevated senti-

4 7Cments, by humane and virtuous feelings." If the master
acts despotically it is as a father to a child, for it is

4 7 2Dew, Review, p. 325. Dew states that, "All the 
laws of matter, every principle, and even passion of man, 
when rightly understood, demonstrate the general benevo
lence of the Deity....Well, then, might we have concluded, 
from the fact that slavery was the necessary result of the 
laws of mind and matter, that it marked some benevolent de- 
sign, and was" intended by our Creator for some usetui pur
pose. "

473Dew, Review, pp. 3 55-422.
^ S e w ,  Review, pp. 428-433, 459-460.
4^3Dew, Review, pp. 454-455.
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the authority of the master which makes him indulgent and 
which softens him.^®

It is interesting to note that Dew moves beyond John 
Taylor’s position by contending that slavery was not just 
undamaging but conducive to the maintenance of republican 
spirit. He mentions Aristotle as one of many ancients who 
argued this point, and he cites the ancient republics of 
Greece and Rome as examples of slave societies "where the 
spirit of liberty glowed with most intensity." Edmund 
Burke is also quoted as saying that the southern colonists 
were more strongly attached to their liberty than their 
northern neighbors, "'because freedom is to them not only 
an enjoyment, but a kind of rank and privilege.'" Dew adds 
to this statement arguing that the institution of slavery 
contributes to the spirit of equality amongst white south
erners which generates and preserves "the genuine spirit of 
l i b e r t y . D e w  later argued that the institution of slave- 
holding would act to prevent the rise of a have-not class 
in Southern society. Such a class would have no vested in
terest in society's established institutions and would in-

47 8stigate a revolution that would destroy liberty. Slavery

^^Dew, Review, pp. 455-456. 
^77Dew, Review, pp. 461-462. 
4^®Hite and Hall, p. 484.
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was itself a positive good and a contributor to the mainte
nance of external freedom for those whose happiness would 
be advanced by it.

Dew recognized slavery as perhaps the principal civil
izing agent of mankind. It not only ended the slaughter of

rwar captives, but also reduced the frequency of war. It 
brought man to settle down to the soil and to establish ex
act boundaries which would prevent constant warfare over 
territorial rights. The general relationship which Dew 
recognized to exist between slavery and agriculture was 
this, "Agriculture first suggests the notion of servitude, 
and, as often happens in the politico-economical world, the 
effect becomes, in turn, a powerfully operating cause. 
Slavery... gives rise to agricultural production...; it thus 
gradually destroys the roving and unquiet life of the sa
vage; it furnishes a home, and binds him down to the soil;
it converts the idler and the wanderer into the man of

479business and the agriculturalist."
This very general relationship between agriculture and 

slavery takes on a more specific meaning toward the end of 
Dew's Review. It is there that one learns that the warm 
climate of the southern states necessitates the use of 
slaves in cultivating the soil. In that climate the "de
sire to indulge in idleness and inactivity," outweighs "the

479Dew, Review, pp. 326-327.
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desire to accumulate and better our condition...." Only
the institution of slavery can overcome this. Dew explains
that, "staple growing States are coeteris paribus (sic},
more favorable to slave labor then manufacturing States.
Slaves in such countries may be worked by bodies under the
eye of a superintendent, and made to perform more labor
than freemen."4*^ Slave labor is best for all southern
agricultural countries including those of the United States.
Virginia and Maryland are too far north for slave labor,
"but all the States to the South of these are, perhaps,

461better adapted to slave labour than free." Increasing
population density and the consequent cheapening of free
labor will not change this. It is simply that other kinds
of agriculture, manufactures, and commerce are suited only

482to slave labor. This system of slave agriculture has
come under attack through the economic policies of the Fed
eral government. The system of protective duties and fed
erally financed internal improvements has caused the decline

483in the South's prosperity not slave labor.
An intricate relationship between slavery and agricul

ture is suggested by the arguments put forth in Dew's

488Dew, Review, pp. 482-483.
481Dew, Review, p. 484.
4 6 2 Dew, Review, pp. 484-485.
4®^Dew, Review, pp. 486-487.
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Lectures on the Restrictive System and in his Review of the 
Debate in the Virginia Legislature, 1831-1832. Agriculture 
first suggests the notion of servitude and (as often happens 
in the politico-economical world) the staple agriculture of 
the South is made possible by the use of slave labor. Both 
slavery and agriculture contribute to the wealth, freedom, 
and happiness of freemen and to the general well-being and 
happiness of the slaves. Yet the restrictive system which 
had been imposed on the South by the North and the West has 
served only to undermine her prosperity and to endanger the 
institutions which assure this to her. Slavery is itself a 
positive good which is adapted only to a specific kind of 
productive task— staple agriculture. Agriculture is on the 
whole the most prefered form of economic activity for soci
ety because of the advantages that it has over manufacturing 
in the creation of wealth and in the maintenance of internal 
and external freedom. Slavery and staple agriculture, in 
particular, complement one another, and under a system of 
free trade would continue to exist only in those places



204

where they serve the end which God intended them to serve—  
human happiness.

Thomas Dew advocated agriculture as a means to the ends 
of limited wealth, internal and external freedom, and slav
ery. Slavery was in turn conducive to the practise of agri
culture and acted as its complement in producing wealth and 
both kinds of freedom. In both the Lectures on the Restric
tive System, an apparent defense of freehold agriculture, 
and the Review, which is clearly a defense of slavery and 
plantation agriculture, Dew makes his agrarian sentiments 
clear. Industrial development is acceptable but not neces
sarily welcome. Its disadvantageous effects can be largely

 ̂ Dew, Review, pp. 325, 489-490. Dew explains else
where in his Review that a diminution of the institution of 
slavery in Virginia would follow after a system of state 
financed internal improvements had been carried out. Such 
improvements would give rise to large towns which would draw 
capital and freelabor from the North. The division of labor 
would increase, large farms would be broken down into small 
ones, and garden cultivation largely replace that of the 
plantation. These are the changes which Dew argues should 
be left to the free market and not encouraged with protec
tive duties and federally financed internal improvements.
It should be noted, however, that (1) Dew did not say that 
slavery would ever be entirely eliminated in Virginia much 
less any other southern state; (2) he did recognize that 
federally financed internal improvements would benefit the 
North and the West at the expense of the South while state 
financed internal improvements concentrated the benefits of 
such projects on those who paid for them; and (3) Dew advo
cated a system of state financed internal improvements with 
the understanding that it would strengthen agriculture and 
not just manufacture. See Dew, Review, pp. 478-479; Hite 
and Hall, p. 483; and Dorfman, Economic Mind, II, p. 898.



remedied, but the fundamental superiority of the agrarian 
society remains unchallenged. It should not be surprising 
to see that the ideal of an agrarian society underwent some 
change between the early years of the republic and 183 0.
The sweep of the industrial revolution could be felt every
where as an omen of the future if not a reality for the pre 
sent. Intellectuals weighed the benefits and costs of in
dustrialization and found that for the South at least the 
costs were too great for anything but a partial compromise. 
By the decade of the 1850's the growing sectional conflict 
had proved the slower development of manufacturing in the 
South to be something of a disadvantage. Still, the attach 
ment to slavery and an agrarian ideal allowed only another 
partial compromise of that ideal. Such a compromise was 
revealed in the work of the most radical defender of South
ern slave society, George Fitzhugh.

George Fitzhugh
That Fitzhugh was an agrarian has not been universally 

accepted by those scholars who have contributed to the lit
erature on him. Some have implied that Fitzhugh was advo
cating industrial capitalism for the South while at the 
same time espousing the tory paternalist ideals of the 
agrarian based planter class. Fitzhughfs work has conse
quently been viewed as a mass of self-contradictions and 
unexplained paradoxes. Other scholars have been more
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reluctant to displace him from the tradition of Southern 
agrarian thought. Of this latter group, however, only 
Eugene Genovese has attempted to treat Fitzhugh's thought 
as a consistent whole, and even that must be taken in the 
context of Genovese's Marxist interpretation of Southern
history and s o c i e t y . ^85

In order to further define the problem that is to be 
dealt with here it would be useful to reveal the nature and 
the extent of this disagreement over Fitzhugh's attitude 
toward an agrarian society. A review of the best litera
ture on Fitzhugh can provide this information while tender
ing arguments on the problem itself. It is argued here 
that Fitzhugh was an agrarian political economist whose work 
was clearly unbounded by the methodological constraint of 
the fact-value distinction. He advocated agriculture and 
an agrarian society as a means to limited wealth, internal 
freedom, external freedom for those deserving of it, slav
ery— for those who were not, and piety. He had no admira
tion for an exclusively agricultural economy, but he did 
want the dominant citizens in society to be planters who 
were tied to the soil and who would act as a dominant

48^Hite ana Hall have more recently stated without an 
accompanying explanation that, "Fitzhugh envisioned an ideal 
society based on a paternalistic government and strict class 
lines, with its economic dependence on agriculture rather 
than manufacturing fmy emphasis] ." See Hite and Hall, p. 
485.
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conservative interest in government. The rest of the im
portant citizenry would be heavily influenced by them be
cause of the family ties and general interests which bound 
them together.
Interpretations of Fitzhugh1s thought. Scholars such as
B.F. Wright, Louis Hartz, and C. Vann Woodward have argued 
directly or indirectly that Fitzhugh was not an agrarian.
In his 1925 article "George Fitzhugh and the Failure of 
Liberty," B.F. Wright presents an overview of the program 
for economic diversification put forward by Fitzhugh in 
Sociology for the South. He also points out Fitzhugh's de
sire for competition to be preserved between the non-labor
ing classes of professionals, mercantiles, and better me
chanics, a point frequently missed by later contributors

486to the Fitzhugh literature. Even with Fitzhugh's para
doxes and foolish statements Wright finds that not all of 
his conclusions and flashes of prophetic truth are undone.
As an example he cites Fitzhugh's "strange admixture of ad
miration and abhorrence of the capitalistic system. After 
all, was it not the undoubted evils of that order which he 
declaimed against?"^87 recognizes at the core of Fitz-
hugh's argument a defense of domestic slavery and the entire

 ̂̂ Benjamin F. Wright, "George Fitzhugh and the Failure 
of Liberty," Southwestern Political and Social Science Quar
terly, VI (December, 1925), 232-233.

487Wright, p. 239.
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social system of which it was an essential part. Fitzhugh 
argued correctly when he, along with a few others, stated 
that the South had to diversify her economy if she was to 
stand up to the North which was taking advantage of her 
weakness. Wright also recognizes Ftizhugh's ideal of an 
order of small self-sufficient states, both politically and 
economically independent of any other. Finally, he says of 
Fitzhugh, "he certainly recognized the benefits to society 
potential in a reconstructed industrial regime (my empha-

a "reconstructed industrial regime" which would deliver the 
South from the hands of the North and at the same time de
fend that social system of which slavery was an essential 
part. He never describes that society as industrial or 
agrarian capitalist, planter aristocracy, or any combination 
of the three. He thereby leaves the implication that Fitz
hugh is not an advocate of an agrarian society.

In The Liberal Tradition in i^merica Louis Hartz pre
sents a similar view of Fitzhugh. Even while "denouncing 
Northern industrialism, in the mood of the 'English Tory 
Party', lamenting the emancipation of the serfs in Europe, 
he (Fitzhugl^) manages to smuggle into his theory a program 
for industrializing the South that would have delighted

Wright, however, never explains what he means by

488Wright, pp. 222-239.
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Henry Clay."4®^ while many Southerners promoted free-trade, 
Fitzhugh advocated a "theory of state promotion" which was 
consistent with tory paternalism in seeking to limit the 
free operation of economic laws. Hartz continues, "But 
what was it, after all, that Fitzhugh, De Bow, and other 
promotionalists of the South wanted to promote? It was in
dustry, cities, manufactures— precisely the things that 
their Disraelian criticism lamented.in the North, the things 
that had produced 1wage-slavery,' class conflict, 'social
ism,' crime, riots, mobs. This surely was not an easy con-

490tradiction to swallow." For Hartz the problem is that
Fitzhugh's tory paternalism should contain an element of 
agrarian opposition to industry, but instead it is contra
dicted by his desire for industrialization. Once again 
Fitzhugh is no advocate of an agrarian society.

C. Vann Woodward presented the clearest statement of 
this view of Fitzhugh in his article, "George Fitzhugh, Sui 
Generis." Vann Woodward declares that, "For one thing, 
Fitzhugh was decidedly not an agrarian, for in his opinion 
'the wit of man can devise no means so effective to impov
erish a country as exclusive agriculture. 1 Manufacturing 
and commerce were the road to wealth. 'Farming is the

499Louis Hartz, The Liberal Tradition in America (New 
York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1955), pp. 154-155.

490Hartz, pp. 190-192.
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recreation of great men, the proper pursuit of dull
A Q 1men.'" Vann Woodward does, however, recognize the in

fluence of the famous agrarian John Taylor on Fitzhugh's 
work. The reference for this is drawn from Harvey Wish's 
biography of Fitzhugh. Wish says that Taylor's intellectu
al influence "is evident in Fitzhugh1s own theories and 
politics, particularly his Taylor's militant agrarian 
regionalism, his condemnation of governmental favors to
privileged commercial interest, and above all his predomi-

4 92nantly economic approach to social problems." Still,
Vann Woodward makes no attempt to identify and then recon
cile whatever vestiges of agrarianism there may be in Fitz- 
hugh's theories and politics with his unrelenting criticism 
of exclusively agricultural societies. He makes explicit 
only Fitzhugh's call for government sponsored economic de
velopment of the Southern states. He says that Fitzhugh 
"stressed the social values of manufacturing and commerce
and the need for the growth of cities in the South to fos-

493 .ter these arts." Vann Woodward points to no irregular
ities as Fitzhugh identifies himself with Disraeli, Young

^^Woodward, p. x.
^^Harvey Wish, George Fitzhugh, Propagandist of the 

Old South (1943; rpt. Gloucester: Peter Smith, 1962),
p. 14.

^^Woodward, pp. xvii-xviii.



211

England, and the Tory Socialists, while at the same time 
advocating industrialization.4 ^ 4

The Wright-Hartz-Vann Woodward interpretation of Fitz- 
hugh's work has been the most popular. In contrast to this 
interpretation one can cite the works of another set of 
writers who have made important contributions to the liter
ature on Fitzhugh. J.S. Bach, Jr., Harvey Wish, and Eugene 
Genovese have all placed Fitzhugh in or near the tradition 
of Southern agrarian thought. Bach explains that Southern 
social thought in the nineteenth century culminated in a 
modern version of the sacred community ideal where "a sort 
of emotional halo encircles the ways of the fathers and 
thereby prevents their profanation by change." This ideal 
was modified to meet the needs of the nineteenth century 
and was developed in the South "as a conscious antithesis to 
the secularism of northern and other free, industrial soci
eties. If the world had gone dynamic, federalistic, urban, 
rationalistic, industrial, and radical, the South had gone
and would continue to go static, local, rural, moralistic,

49 5agricultural, and conservative.”
The pro-slavery thought of the Old South reached a 

point of divergency when it was recognized that the Northern

4 ̂ Woodward t p , xiv.
495Julian S. Bach, Jr., "The Social Thought of the Old 

South,” American Journal of Sociology, XLVI (September, 
1940), 179-180.
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free society was not falling into decay, as so many South
erners had argued, but was instead prospering. From this 
understanding there branched a group of secularist thinkers 
who, while being pro-slavery, did not share an intense 
praise for the aristocratic, rural, and agricultural nature 
of the South. Secular reforms to end the Southern "lag" 
behind the North were desired, and one of the most impor
tant of these was a diversified economy. The main group of 
Southern thinkers, however, moved toward the ideal of a 
modern sacred community, and it was this mainstream of 
Southern thought that reached an apex in Fitzhugh's rejec
tion of the theoretical basis of free society.^96

Southern pro-slavery thought was split into two impor
tant groups. One of these groups held to a secular commun
ity ideal which was liberal, democratic, urban, and indus- 
trail. Included in this group were men such as George 
Tucker and Hinton Helper. The group to which Fitzhugh be
longed adhered to a sacred community ideal and was tradi
tional, conservative, aristocratic, rural, and agricultur
a l .  497 Fitzhugh feared all things which were conducive to 
secularization. These included "social and territorial 
mobility, cultural contact, big cities, distant trade, mo
bile property, rationalistic philosophy, the emancipation

496Bach, pp. 184-185.
4^Bach, p. 186.
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A Q8of women, the scramble for money." He did call for eco
nomic diversification, the building up of towns, cities, 
schools, and for internal improvements, but all of these 
secular changes were to be heavily circumscribed. "Cities, 
yes, but not big ones; trade, yes, but not distant trade; 
a denser population, yes, but not a heterogeneous or immi
grant one; agricultural and industrial diversification, yes,

A Q Qbut not a wealthy or industrial society." The weight of
Bach's argument clearly places Fitzhugh in the front rank 
of Southern agrarian writers.

The longest piece of scholarship on Fitzhugh has been 
done by Harvey Wish. It is a biography which touches on 
all of Fitzhugh's important works but fails to consider 
Fitzhugh's thought as a consistent whole. This is not par
ticularly surprising given the emphasis of the book as re
vealed in its title, George Fitzhugh, Propagandist of the 
Old South. However, even though Fitzhugh's "published opin
ions did not always conform to his private convictions,"

488Bach, p. 183.
499Bach, p. 187.
500Bach goes on to state that Fitzhugh was harboring 

two mutually exclusive elements in his thought; the secular 
element of a desire for economic diversification, and the 
sacred element of fearing the consequences of such diversi
fication. He unfortunately does not explain how these two 
elements of Fitzhugh's thought were fitted into a consistent 
whole. That task was left to later writers and is the real 
concern of this discussion of Fitzhugh. See Bach, p. 188.


