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The Civil War

The American Civil War is also commonly regarded as the “War Between States.” The Civil War was a four-year war that started in 1861 and ended in 1865. It was between the United States and the eleven other States of the South that separated from the Union and after that created the States of America Confederation. The separation of these Southern States with South Carolina being the first, followed by Mississippi then Florida continuously up to Tennessee and finally North Carolina between 1860 and 1861 led to an outbreak of hostility and later leading to the decades of culminated friction of the sectionals of slavery. Between 1815 and 1861, there was rapid modernization and diversification of the Northern economy. However, agriculture was still the dominant sector in the North especially the smaller farms that depended on free labor despite industrialization taking root in the region. 

Besides, the Northern invested highly in the varied and the extensive system of transportation, which included the roads, and railways as well as the steamboats. In addition, there was massive investment in the financial industries like banking as well as the comprehensive systems of communications. Therefore, the roots of the Civil War are far reaching to these developments in the Northern region by the English using slave labor in the production of staple foods in the Southern plantation as well as the more diversified economy in the North (Blattman et al. 56). Consequently, the availability of free labor led to the establishment of two different economies within one nation whose needs were increasingly incompatible after the 18th century. 
The Southern plantations were focused on tobacco initially and were practiced in Virginia and later moved to Maryland as well as in North Carolina. The Africans provided cheap labor with the inherited slavery system of life which was established in Virginia and Maryland in the 16th century and which had rapidly spread to the South. South Carolina’s Africans provided cheap labor as well as knowledge in cattle rearing and in rice growing. During the colonial era, the appearance of cotton in the South was decorative and was regarded as a plant of novelty. The Southern climate was suited for Cotton growing, and therefore there was an expansion of the potential market for cotton (Collier et al. 89). Machines were introduced for separating the seeds from fiber, and they were quick and efficient. The developing textile industry led to increased demand for cotton. The United States and Britain were significant users of cotton. The cotton plantation, therefore, spread at a higher rate in the South. However, the Northern economy took another move different from that of the South. The Northern Colonies had abolished the slave trade in 1808 and allowed slavery, and the merchants had their hand in it before its abolition (Collier et al. 89). Therefore, slave labor was not much prevalent in the economy of the Northern colonies. The climate in the North was never suitable for slave labor used in the fields, and therefore it was never incorporated as one of the drivers of the Northern economy. 
The first few decades of the 19th century, show the northern economy industrializing quickly while the Southern economy was committed to cotton production. More people were attracted to the industrial economy who sorted to working in the mills. With the increasing population in the North, cheaper food was needed which the Midwest then provided, as it became the breadbasket for the industrialized northeast. The construction of the Erie Canal and the railroad enabled the movement of bulk food and other cargo to the east. The expansion of the northeast as an industrial area required more land for growing food crops as well as beef rearing, and none of the activities required the slave labor. Therefore, the divergence in these economies was the basis of the increased sectional conflict over the Western territory by which both economies deemed necessary for their development. 

The tariff that had been introduced in 1790 had not stated clearly about territory sections. Therefore, the tax heightened the sectional conflict towards the expansion of the territory. The tariff was further seen as being beneficial to the Northern states than the Southerners as the North increasingly industrialized, and the South continued with its commitment in cotton cultivation. The Northerners further pushed for more tariffs to protect them from the dumping of the manufactured goods from Britain (Gates 23). As a result, there was moderate opposition from the Southerners, which was escalated in 1820 when the duties from the tariffs increased. Therefore, the tax continued to be the source of dispute between the South and the North. According to the Southerners, the tariff was just but a transfer of wealth from the South to the North by the heightening prices of the manufactured goods by the Northerners. Therefore, the southerners called the 1824 tariff as an “Abominations Tariff.”

The issue of tariffs led to the inception of the theory of nullification. However, opposing the tariff was not as worse as slave expansion or as well the system of expansion wage labor into other new territories with the creation of the slave- and wage-labor systems (Hughes, 58). Therefore, if the states that adhered to labor systems than the others became more than the others, then the Congress was to pass laws aimed at abolishing the labor system of the many blocks of states. Missouri was allowed to enter into the Union as a slave trade through the Missouri compromise, and this was balanced with Maine as a free state. There was then the prohibition of the expansion of the slave states in the North of Missouri. The territories became increasingly beneficial after 1830 to the South as the Northern population pushed beyond the South. There was consolidation about more issue between the North and the South (Gates, 23). The slave economy required more room for expansion as possible. As the South Leader toyed about making the Mexico Gulf as one of the future reserves as a slave state, the North was increasingly unwilling in the compromise to expand slavery. 

The opposition towards the compromising with the South was the inception of the Republican Party (Hughes, 1998). The Republicans were a representation of the North and Mid-West economic interests, which supported the higher tariffs and the subsidies for the expansion of the railroad. Every election was seen with the disagreements between the North and the South over policies of tariff and railroad as well as slavery expansion into the territories (Hughes, 1998). Each section described the other’s political success as a threat to their economic prosperity. The southerners opted for secession as the only way for preserving their economies at the time Abraham Lincoln was elected as the Republican President as they regarded this pledge to support the economic needs of the northerners. Therefore, the refusal by the President and the Northerners to secession was the primary origin of the Civil War. 

Conclusively, the Civil War led to the destruction of the infrastructure of the country and a steep decline in the living standards was produced. The industrial production decreased to only 30 percent with the amount of cultivated land reducing sharply. Civil War as well came with deurbanization as well as the creation of enormous proportions and militarization of civilian life and towns were turned in breeding places for diseases. The only survival price was naturalizing temporarily to economic vitality and famine and entrenching the black market as well.
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