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This morning early a few hundred women and boysasdty concert in the
Capitol Square, saying they were hungry, and mage fiood. The number
continued to swell until there were more than aifamd. But few men were
among them, and these were mostly foreign resideiitts exemptions in their
pockets. About nine A.M. the mob emerged from tlestern gates of the square
proceeded down Ninth Street, passing the War Deyeautt and crossing Main
Street, increasing in magnitude at every stepplegerving silence and (so far)
good order. Not knowing the meaning of such a @sica, | asked a pale boy
where they were going. A young woman, seeminglycated, but yet with a
smile, answered that they were going to find soingtto eat:
Confederate war clerk, J.B. Jones’s descriptioin@fRichmond Bread Riot of 1863,
clearly highlights the suffering which permeated thiban centers of the Confederacy by
the midpoint of the Civil War. The production amdrtsportation of goods became
increasingly difficult in the war torn nation. Iation undermined the value of
Confederate currency and made it difficult for thas fixed wages to provide for
themselves and their families. The influx of thawdsof refugees into Richmond created
a deficit of housing in the city and raised thesatty inflated prices of goods. By 1863,
most citizens remarked that they found it almogiossible to feed themselves. As
Emory M. Thomas has observed, “a nation of farmetsd indeed go hungry”
Although the Confederates ended 1862 militarilyadmgh note with the victory
at Fredericksburg in December, the staggering tassiat Antietam and the ensuing

Emancipation Proclamation combined to create unulesnts of doubt in the fledgling

nation® The military’s performance, however vital to therederacy’s hope for

1 J. B. JonesA Rebel War Clerk’s Diary at the Confederate St&tapital (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippencott
& Co., 1866), 284-285.

2 Emory M. ThomasThe Confederate Nation: 1861-18@$ew York: History Book Club, 1993), 206.

3 The military circumstances had a significant impatthe morale of the people on the home front
according to historian Gary W. Gallagher; Gary Véll&gher, The Confederate War: How Popular Will,
Nationalism, and Military Strategy Could Not St&# Defeat(Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1997), 85. The Fall of 1862 witnessed several ingmbattles. Late in August, General Robert E. Lee
decisively defeated the Union troops at the Se®&uattle of Manassas. The victory prompted a sigaific
boost in confidence on the home front and witheahmy itself. Furthermore, the Union encountered
severe leadership problems.



survival, did not affect the lives of the citizems the home front to the extent that the
government's domestic policies didn fact, much of the Confederacy’s legislation,
passed in the opening months of 1863, only acceduwahatever feelings of resentment
existed at the end of the previous year. In pukgusuccess on the battlefield, the
Confederacy abandoned many of the principles ociwthie nation had been founded.
The Richmond Bread Riot demonstrated that Conféelel@mestic legislation and
treasury policies combined to create a level ofaligent on the home front which
spurred people to step outside traditional notreggarding gender roles and social

norms.

The Confederates were unable to take advantate dinion’s disorganization following Second
Manassas. Furthermore, Battle of Antietam did mak well for the Rebels. Although the battle ended
indecisively, the South suffered a severe blow twale because of the high casualties and the army’'s
ensuing retreat back into Virginia. The Union poeshon the opportunity to claim a Union victory and
President Lincoln issued the Emancipation Proclamain September 22, 1862, a mere five days after t
battle. This only intensified the feelings of haltigetween the two sections. J.B. Jones wrote oteSdyer
30, 1862, “Lincoln’s proclamation was the subjefctliscussion in the Senate yesterday. Some of the
gravest of our senators favor the raising of tleekblflag, asking and giving no quarter hereaftém.
JonesA Rebel War Clerk’s Diaryl59.

The Confederates made their comeback at the RdtHeedericksburg, December 11-15, 1862. The
Confederate troops managed to inflict massive dtisssi@n the assaulting Federal troops. The Uniamya
lost over 12,000 men and retreated back acrosRdppahannock River. The military’s superb
performance left the morale of the army high anded the 1862 campaign and went into winter gugrte
* This thesis contradicts Gallagher’s argument blyahe middle of the War, General Robert E. Lee thied
Confederate Army had become the sole focus of malicm for Southern patriots. | echo Paul D. Esgott
argument and assert that class conflict, Confeeédegislation, and domestic suffering dominated the
minds of the home front citizens, whose support iwaserative for the successful undertaking of asivas
military campaign. The hardships of these wives mothers encouraged many soldiers to desert and,
ultimately, detracted from the efficiency and fiigigt capability of the Confederate military machifbe
suffering of these individuals undermined the supfor the Southern cause and directly contributethe
defeat of the Confederacy; Paul D. Escott, “Thg @frthe Sufferers’. The Problem of Welfare in the
Confederacy,Civil War HistoryXXIll (Spring 1977): 228-240.



Class, Race, and Gender: The Trinity of Southern Society

In order to understand the consequences and iatiplics of the actions taken by
the women who patrticipated in the Richmond Breaut,Ri certain understanding of
antebellum social norms is needed. Southern indatgldetermined their role and
position in society according to race, gender, @ads. Drew Gilpin Faust, one of the
foremost scholars of women in the Confederacy,sote

White men and women of the antebellum South hadel@fand understood

themselves in relation to a number of categoriase rwhich marked the

difference between bound and free, superior arediorf gender, which was

designed to distinguish independent from depengattiarch from subordinate;

and class, more subtle and hidden in a societyréséed within a democratizing

America but present nonetheless in distinctionsedlth, power, education, and

refinement, in claims to honor and gentifity.
Each of the three categories was intimately comuett the other two. An assault on one
category fundamentally challenged the others ak Welis, when the Civil War
mobilized the population and took men away fromrtfamilies, it undermined the entire
Southern social system.

The War noticeably affected gender roles in Soutlseciety. In the antebellum

era, strict notions with respect to gender perme&tmuthern culture; men and women

® Drew Gilpin FaustMothers of Invention: Women of the SlaveholdingSauthe American Civil War
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pres€96), 3-4. Faust notes that many scholars disappwbv
the present reliance upon race, class, and gemdstorical inquiry; however, after extensive paim
source research, she has found that the womere @intiebellum era consistently based their idestidie
these principles. She asserts, “Their persistesg@ance and articulation argues for their funddaien
importance. As the nineteenth-century women'’s \&tbat fill this book amply demonstrate, these were
the categories by which women of the South’s slaldihg classes consciously identified themselvés T
intertwined features of race, class, and gendee Wer defining characteristics of ladyhood; theseaw
also assumptions directly assaulted by the sonthkaltural forces unleashed by the Civil War” (page
260). My research confirms her assumptions. Theediavritten by Richmond ladies regularly used the
language of class, race, and gender in their entdereover, the Richmond Bread Riot supports Faust
assertion that the Civil War undermined traditionafions about these categories. The poor woment lea
outside of the antebellum norms regarding accepti@ohale behavior by participating in a violentisimg
and challenged the longstanding norms about fepraleriety.



had explicitly defined roles. Ladies were to remaminvolved in politics and busines.
They were also expected to be educated, refineblganteel. Daniel Hundley attempted
to detail the delicate dynamics of the Southeriadesystem. He used terms of the utmost
admiration for the Southern woman when he wrote,

Ah! thou true-hearted daughter of the sunny Saithple and unaffected
in their manners, pure in speech as thou art i) aod ever blessed with
an inborn grace and gentleness of spirit lovelptd upon, fitly art thou
named:

“A perfect woman, nobly planned,
To warm, to comfort, and command;
And yet a spirit still, and bright

With something of angelic light’”

Thus, Hundley, in the manner of most men, attridwtethe women of the South a
certain divine quality and mission. This purposeoilmed the support of the nation and
the spiritual development of its citizens. Hundp®stulated:

When the Apostle commanded that women should netiffered to
speak in public, but on the contrary to contenbtbelves with their
humble household duties, he not only spoke as@red servant of
God, but also as a man possessed of uncommon coisenge. For since
to the family belongs the education and gradualagien of the race, it is
most important that mothers should be pure, pedeegéntle, long-
suffering and godly—which they never can be, ifnpigied or inclined to
enter the lists and compete with selfish and lustfan for the prizes of
place and public emolumeht.

Both the men and women of the South accepted tsssgtions. The War’s manpower

requirements, however, undermined these norméelabsence of men who were

® Although women did not participate publicly in jials, many pursued an active private interestimant
affairs. Mary Chesnut, for example, felt no quabibsut critiquing the politicians in the early dafs
secession. She wrote, “One of the first things Wwitdepressed me was the kind of men put in offidbist
crisis, invariably some sleeping deadhead longdibeg or passed over. Young and active sprits ighor
places for worn-out politicians seemed the rule—wber only hope is to use all the talents God lnasng
us.” See C. Vann Woodward, eary Chesnut’'s Civiwar (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1981), 5.
" Daniel R. HundleySocial Relations in our Southern Sta(Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University
Press, 1979), 72.

® Ibid., 74.



consistently serving on the front, women assumgutagedented positions of leadership
and responsibility.

In antebellum Richmond, strict notions of clasoaxisted. As in many of the
long-established cities of the South, the eliteleiallowed for very little social mobility.
Richmonders themselves recognized the divisiohaf society along these class lines
and the language of class abounded in the litexratdlitorials, and diaries from the
antebellum period. Hundley attempted to depictsthaal structure of the South in his
1860 work,Social Relations in Our Southern Statde concluded that eight categories
existed in the South: the Southern gentleman, tkdimclasses, the Southern Yankee,
cotton snobs, the Southern yeoman, the Southely, pobr white trash, and the negro
slave. Hundley came from an elite background bexatiis birth into a landholding and
slave owning family in Alabama and, consequentéyglorified the qualities of the
Southern gentleman, while demeaning the middleselgshe yeomen, and the poor
whites.? This represented a typical upper class perspegtivaher tiers of society.

Richmond possessed a unique social structure beaduts position as an
industrial and manufacturing center. Richmond wa$act, the nation’s largest
manufacturer of tobacco and the second largesemaififlour'® According to historian
Virginius Dabney, “Richmond was the industrial eanaf the South and the region’s
wealthiest city, based on per capita property wimna* Further, the city was an
important intersection for many rail lines. Thidan and industrial character contributed

to the development of a distinctly urban classesyst

° Hundley,Social Relations in our Southern States,

9 virginius DabneyRichmond: The Story of a Cif¢harlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 4@),
133.

% bid.



Whereas in the rural environment class was basetibor and land ownership, in
Richmond, membership in the upper class was baséitth* According to T. C.
DeLeon, “In the country districts habit and condgssion often overrode class barriers,
but in the city, where class sometimes jostledilege, the line of demarcation was so
strongly drawn that its overstepping was dangetbtiBelLeon also believed that class
determination was based almost solely on famitahding, rather than entrepreneurial
endeavors. He wrote,

Trade, progressive spirit and self-made personaise excluded from the plane

of the elect, as though germiniferous. The “sas@t! and the sacred social

circle were paralleled in the minds of their posses.*
Hundley also observed the rigidity of the Southdass structure. With regard to the
members of the upper class, he concluded, “Indeestate the matter fairly, he comes

usually of aristocratic parentage; for family priglevails to a greater extent in the South

than in the North ¥

12 Historians generally agree that those who ownehtyor more slaves constituted the elite twelve
percent of the population based on the distinctioade in the 1850 and 1860 census. James OHkes,
Ruling Race: A History of American Slavehold@dew York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1982). James @sk
analyzes the progression of American slaveholdera the Revolutionary era to the end of the America
Civil War. He attempts to accurately portray th@epclass in the rural South while neglecting the
influence of dominant stereotypes. He also seekslitit larger patterns of political, ideological,
economic, and demographic development without deialgnce to the evidence of diversity within the
slaveholding class” (see page iXhe Ruling Raceemains the authoritative work on the upper claghé
antebellum and wartime era of the South

In reference to the rural class structure, he wyiten 1860 perhaps a third of all southern whites
owned little more than the clothing they wore, wHiwer than four percent of the adult white males
owned the majority of black slaves...The majoritystéfves were held by the one-fifth of slaveholdeew
owned twenty or more bondsmen” (see page 36). ThasSouth possessed a distinct class of people who
appeared to be much better off than the majoritgitocfens. This class system dominated not onlyasoc
interactions, but politics and occupations as welthis rural setting, the class system was ntiten
insurmountable. Social standing was based on psissesf land and slaves and, thus, anyone with an
entrepreneurial spirit could buy their way into tigper class. Oakes writes that most Southerndrgein
west and in rural settings expected to own slanedand, even if they arrived with little or no pety.
That expectation was feasible (see page 41). Cealyerich planters could sink into poverty if they
mismanaged their estates.
ﬁ T.C. DeLeonBelles, Beaux, and Brains of the 6Q0%ew York: G. W. Dillingham Company, 1907), 59.

Ibid.

5 Hundley,Social Relations In Our Southern Stat8,



This elite, urban class prided itself on its refment and high standards, which
hailed back to the earliest days of Southern se#itd¢. Hundley described the Southern
gentleman as a man of the highest education, mgnaued generosity. These individuals
were articulate and maintained an active interestdrld affairs and their communitié¥.
The rigidity of the class structure was such tivaineMrs. Jefferson Davis, the first lady
of the Confederacy, was never fully accepted inthRond’s elite circle. Mary Boykin
Chesnut, one of the best known ladies of the Southygper class, commented that “Mrs.
Davis and Jeff Davis proved themselves anything<mell-bred by their talk>* Mary
Chesnut was herself not a Richmond native. Shénantlusband moved from South
Carolina to the capital after her husband becanaidmto President Jefferson Datfis.
Mrs. Chesnut was accepted into the Richmond etitg lsecause she was a prominent
member of the South Carolina upper class. The @fiteell-established eastern cities
were more acceptable in Richmond than those indalglfrom the West. Mississippi,
Texas, and the rural areas of Louisiana werecstilsidered, in many cases, the frontier
regions. Thus, the long established elite of Richdconsidered even the wealthy or
landed elite from the west unequal.

Conceptions of class also carried into the physloasion of Richmond.
Richmond was a city of several hills: Union, Chyr€megon, Council Chamber,
Shockoe, Gamble’s, and NaWThe upper class lived in certain areas of the city
specifically on Marshall, Cary, Franklin, and Gr&teeets. Mary Wingfield Scott wrote,

“By 1850 Grace and Franklin were already the hamdsd streets in Richmond and

8 Hundley,Social Relations In Our Southern Stat2;76.

" Woodward Mary Chesnut’s Civiwar, 85. Woodward uses the symbol < > to “enclosecefizor erased
passages restored by the editor.”

18 |bid., xxxix.

19 Alfred Hoyt Bill, The Beleaguered City: Richmond, 1861-188Bw York: Alfred A Knopf, 1946), 296.



certainly the most sought after by wealth and fastif’ The lower classes tended to live
near Union, Church, and Shockoe Hills. Location macth to do with the class
composition of the neighborhoods. Scott noted ttaflTredegar Ironworks, located near
Oregon Hill, had a distinct interest in maintainimgusing near the factory. She asserted,
“So far as we know, the Tredegar Iron Works hadctoal financial part in the
development of Oregon Hill. But it needed workmemsnes within walking distancé”
Thus, Richmond was not only divided by class imiepf society, but also along

physical location.

This traditional class system worked with surpiggy few episodes of lower class
discontent in the antebellum era. Whereas in thehiNolass based riots erupted fairly
frequently, no riots of this kind surfaced in theu$?? In his analysis of American riots
in the antebellum era, historian David Grimsteadctades that different patterns of riots
existed in the North and South. Many riots and naiderupt in the South; however,
they were often based on racial fears. Grimstedesyr‘Of the 403 Southern riots, about
66 percent fall into three distinctively Southeategories: mob punishment of alleged

criminals (68); insurrection scare mobs (35); ammbsagainst those labeled abolitionist,

22 Mary Wingfield ScottOld Richmond NeighborhoodRichmond: The Valentine Museum, 1975), 167.
Ibid., 55.
2 paul A. Gilje Rioting in AmericgBloomington: Indiana University Press, 1996),78.-Notable
instances of class based riots which erupted imNtréh prior to the Civil War included the Flourdrin
New York City on February 12, 1837, the destructdhiladelphia railroads in 1840 and 1841, andtmo
significantly the Astor Place Opera House Riot oayMO0, 1849. George C. Rable also notes the
infrequency of social uprisings in the antebelluan. éDespite the South’s long history of violench¢
writes, “there was no tradition of mass uprisingmparable to the food riots in Europe. In general,
Southerners had favored more personal kinds abegiton such as dueling, lynching, or brawling to
organized revolts directed at bringing about sadi@nge. The premium place on individual and family
honor left little room for either collective actiam the direct expression of class hostilities.& &eorge C.
Rable,Civil Wars: Women and the Crisis of Southern Natlsm (Bloomington: University of Illinois
Press, 1989), 108.



although usually there was no evidence of abolisiciivity (162).%*

Thus, although
Southerners incorrectly asserted that their socligtyiot experience any episodes of
violent outburst, they accurately noted that festances of class-based insurrections
erupted in the seemingly harmonious antebellum era.

Many scholars argue that the contentedness obthericlasses revolved around
the third category of the Southern social systaoer The existence of black slaves
meant that those individuals occupied the lowestcbf society. This automatically
elevated the social position of even the poorestlofes in the South. Scholars dub this
conceptHerrenvolk Democrac§’ Although Hundley was not familiar with the terng h
described the lower classes’ support for slaveimost identical language:

Were you situated as the Southern Yeomen are—humilerldly position,

patient delvers in the soil, daily earning yourdatdy the toilsome sweat of your

own brows—would you be pleased to see four milliohsferior blacks

suddenly raised from a position of equality withugselves?

The lower class whites were relatively content wiitbir position because, regardless of
whether they were poor or yeomen, they were nemesidered the dregs of society. That
classification was reserved for blacks alone. Cqusetly, the elite of the South were an
aristocracy based fundamentally on race.

Richmond’s antebellum conceptions of class, rand,gender proved unable to
stand the stresses of war. War magnified the digdagtween the upper and lower

classes because it undermined the three fundaneemgdonents of the seemingly

harmonious society and required women to steproi&s which previously had been

2 David GrimsteadAmerican Mobbing, 1828-1861: Toward Civil Wtew York: Oxford University
Press, 1998), 101.

% George M. Fredricksofhe Black Image in the White Mind: The Debate an-Aimerican Character
and Destiny, 1817-191dNew York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1971), 68.

% Hundley,Social Relations In Our Southern Stat2$9.
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unacceptable. In the face of starvation and the dbsoved ones on the battlefield, the
poor, able in the antebellum years to accept theier status, refused to tolerate the
privileges which the upper class seemed to enjbgyTemonstrated their willingness to

defy convention by taking drastic action in thel®ond Bread Riot.
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Confederate Domestic L egislation: 1861-1863

The Confederate government, overwhelmingly compaselite members (see
Table 1), produced legislation which accentuatediélelings of lower class resentment.
The first signs of discontent emerged as a resutteofirst Confederate Conscription
Act, passed on April 16, 1862. The loss of everyomiattle in the West, combined with
the loss of the major southern port city, New Quieaerved to convince the Confederate
Congress of the necessity of a slightly more drasilution. From the first days of
secession, the South had been at a serious digadgedn terms of manpower, and
although Southerners voluntarily enlisted in imgres numbers, by 1862, the number of
soldiers fit for duty did not meet the requiredernia. The government’s solution, the
Conscription Act, mandated “all persons residinthuai the Confederate States, between
the ages of 18 and 35 years, and rightfully suldggeatilitary duty, shall be held to be in
the military service of the Confederate state$® Iri September, Congress expanded the
act to the ages of 18 to 45.

The drafts served mostly to arouse fear of mili@degpotism in the South. Many
citizens believed the draft conflicted “with thelimidualistic instincts of Southerners and
with their conceptions of genuine manhodé@Voluntary enlistment, they contended,
was the height of fulfilling one’s duty to countitjence, the draft conveyed to many a
sense of cowardice. Loyal citizens held that theegament’s utilization of a draft only
proved its lack of faith in the honor of its peapleurthermore, several prominent men
believed that the act violated the Confederate @atisn. Vice President Alexander

Stephens and Governor Joseph Brown of Georgia ameomg the most prominent

% Journal of Congress J220, quoted in Thoma$he Confederate NatipA52.
27 Albert Burton MooreConscription and Conflict in the Confedera@yew York: Hillary House
Publishers Ltd., 1963), 17.
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dissidents. They protested that the act violatedithhts of the states. Although the drafts
evoked significant resentment, the ensuing amentinpeompted harsher accusations of
class bias.

The policy of substitution, approved by the Constioon Act, allowed anyone to
purchase a substitute to serve in place of onéedréab serve. The availability of this
option gave the distinct impression of governmarbfitism. Although the Confederate
government’s intention was “to utilize the potetities of men along industrial line$®
most Southern citizens could not afford to proauseibstitute and were, therefore,
obligated to serve when conscripted. Substitutes wien offered over $4,000, a sum
which, in the war torn south, only the wealthidsizens could pay® The government's
refusal to regulate or alter the policy of subsittou only fueled the claim that the war had
evolved into “a rich man’s war and a poor man'sfitf°

The first amendment to the draft, the “class ex@mpisystem, also generated
significant resentment among the people. This amemd allowed men of certain
occupations to evade the draft. These occupatimhsded “national and state officers,
railroad employees, druggists, professors, schaciers, miners, ministers, pilots,
nurses, and iron-furnace and foundry laborét$Many citizens who could not escape the
draft and were unable to procure an exemption bediehat the amendment served only
to shield those too cowardly to enter the servitistorian Stephen Ambrose believed
that the exemption acts actually undermined thefétarate war effort because they

highlighted the inequality within the legislatidde wrote,

% Moore,Conscription and Conflict in the Confederaég.

2 JonesA Rebel War Clerk’s Diary387.

30 Moore,Conscription and Conflict in the Confedera®-34.
¥ ThomasThe Confederate Natiof53.
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The ‘Scarsity $ic] of Men’ was indeed a major problem for the yeonden

were needed to raise crops, protect the families) unfair governmental levies,

and to ward off roving raiders from both armiest Bithough the Confederate

Congress was willing to exempt large numbers fromscription, small farmers

were not among the privileged grotip.

Congress’s approval of these exemptions fueledi$wmntent which emerged as a result
of conscription and the perception of an unequati®uw of service became more
prevalent among the lower classes.

By far the most hated amendment was the “Twentyrd@gt,” passed in
October of 1862, which exempted “owners or ovesseétwenty or more slaves$*The
act exhibited blatant class favoritism becauséénrtral South, ownership of twenty or
more slaves constituted planter status. The mgjofiSoutherners did not own twenty
slaves; many did not own any slaves at all. AltHoGgngress passed the exemption in
hopes of stimulating food and crop productioneitved mainly to aggravate the class
resentment which had been growing slowly. The gui€the poor grew louder against
the perceived inequality of sacrifice.

Also augmenting the poor’s disapproval of classetdsgislation were the
currency issues which plagued the Confederacy gimauwt its existence. Eventually, the

shock of the Federal blockade of the Southern saasttributed to a notable reduction in

the supply of goods which were produced outsideSteth® Eugene Lerner asserts,

32Stephen E. Ambrose, “Yeoman Discontent in the Gaerfacy,”Civil War History8 (1962): 264.

% ThomasThe Confederate Natipi54.

3 Initially, the Northern blockade had little charmfesuccess. According to Emory Thomas, “In July of
1861 the United States, which possessed aboutdréuliships, was attempting to seal the 189 openings
along the 3,549 miles of Confederate coastline fetter than thirty-three vessels.” See ThonTag
Confederate Natignl29. The United States however, quickly builtampeffective fleet of 300 ships by
January, 1862. The blockade then became much rffaierg at blocking both Southern exports and
foreign imports.
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“The blockade was felt in every corner of the seatheconomy2® Many of the luxury
items which citizens were used to enjoying on all@goasis became almost impossible
to find. Likewise, necessities such as coffee, saltl paper became difficult to procure.

Southern exports also declined significantly beeaxfghe blockade. Lerner
writes, “As the war continued, the invading Uniomees, the northern blockade, and the
reallocation of southern labor tended to reduceutut® The war effort became the
primary focus of the fledgling nation and it mobéd all of its forces for the pursuant
military effort. This made it extremely difficulbtmaintain the pre-war levels of
production, and therefore, profit decreased.

The Confederacy’s own financial mismanagement camged the nation’s
problems with supply. Generally, Southerners amételenth century Americans
abhorred taxation. Any tax mandated at the nati@val directly contradicted the policy
of state rights and impinged upon individuals rigi&lthough the Confederate Secretary
of the Treasury, Christopher G. Memminger, promdée@tion as the most effective
means of raising money for the war effort, he newanaged to convince either the
people or President Jefferson Davis of its neceddi¢ did, however, persuade Congress
to pass a tax law in April of 1863. This law

Levied a license tax on just about every form afupation or business, a

graduated income tax whose scale varied from lepéf incomes less than

$500 to 15 percent of incomes over $10,000, armd-@ntkind tithe on

agricult%ral produce and livestock: 10 percentwdrgthing grown or slaughtered
in 1863:

% Eugene M. Lerner, “Money, Prices, and Wages inGbefederacy, 1861-65The Journal of Political
Economy63, no. 1 (February 1955): 27.

% bid., 30.

¥ ThomasThe Confederate Natipr98.
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The Tax-in-Kind affected almost the entire Southgopulation, but its enforcement
varied significantly from region to region; the lemitors often abused their
responsibilities and took more than the law mardid#any citizens believed the
Confederate government had far out-stepped itsdsuraxation, they contended, was
under the jurisdiction of the states. That Congpassed a national act of such scope
convinced many Southerners that the governmentthyati363, abandoned many of the
principles that had originally justified secession.

Because of this dedication to state rights andviddal liberties, the Confederacy
funded its war effort primarily by issuing treasumgtes and loans. Often, the government
did not collect on its loans, and the Treasury Dipant flooded the economy with
empty treasury notes. Confederate currency becaineless. After conducting
extensive statistical research, one scholar hadwded that “for thirty-one consecutive
months, from October, 1861, to March, 1864, theegalprice index of the Confederacy
rose at an almost constant rate of 10 per centrai&’ Yet, while inflation increased
rapidly, the issue of treasury notes did not celstead, the government continued to
produce the valueless notes. The Confederacy lihsse notes on the anticipated money
to be made by selling cotton to Europe. Emory Thopwastulates, “Beyond the limited
amount of specie, estimated at $27 million, andutheertain potential of cotton, the
Confederacy had little in the way of economic reses, hence its reliance on fiat money
and popular faith in its domestic econoniyAs the war progressed, that faith decreased

drastically.

38 |_erner, “Money, Prices, and Wages in the Confedgt®3.
% ThomasThe Confederate Natipr38.
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A notable aspect of Southern inflation is the thetwages increased
disproportionately to inflation. After studying waguotations and account books from
large Southern firms, one economist concluded, érerage wage increased
approximately ten times during the four years efwar, or at a rate of 4.6 per cent a

40

month.”™ This increase was less than half of the pricexr{@ercentage) increase.

Citizens on fixed wages felt the brunt of this ityall.C. DeLeon noted the disparity in

his journal:
The pinch began to be felt by many who had nevewknit before; and almost
every one, who had any surplus portables, wasngilio turn them into money. In
this way, those who had anything to sell, for ineetmanaged to live. But the
unfortunates who had only what they needed abdg)utewho were forced to
live upon a fixed stipend, that did not increasany ratio to the decrease of
money, suffered terribl§*

An analysis of one of the major firms in Richmotite Tredegar Iron Works, also

displays the inadequate increase in fixed wagesoHan Charles Dew, the authority on

Tredegar, writes:
The Tredegar provided a small increase to $4.9@imary 1863. These advances
did not begin to cover the rise in the cost ofrityin the Confederate capital,
however. By the beginning of 1863, Tredegar wageewp only 80 per cent
over antebellum levels while the general price xfie the eastern Confederacy
had risen to seven times the level of the first fmonths of 18612

These low wage workers in Richmond were unableawige for themselves or their

families. Their suffering contributed to the grogioynicism about the Confederate

government’s inability to adequately support itizeins.

0| erner, “Money, Prices, and Wages in the Confeciet82.

“1T.C. DeLeon Four Years in Rebel Capitals: An Inside View i in the Southern Confederacy, From
Birth To Death(Mobile: Gossip Print Co., 1890), 236.

“2 Charles B. Dewlronmaker to the Confederacy: Joseph R. Andersattia@ Tredegar Iron Work@New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1966), 239.
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The presence of citizens willing to take advantafggne financial chaos only
added to the people’s frustration with the Confadgts deteriorating fiscal situation.
Many citizens saw the potential for profit in thr@oaomic uncertainty of the South. These
people, deemed speculators, bought goods and libtdrei®. They took merchandise off
of the market and drove prices still higher. Mamy®erners used the speculators as
scapegoats and blamed all of the Confederasmyomomic problems on these “wicked”
individuals. TheRichmond Dispatchttributed the price increase specifically to the
speculators, whom the paper referred to as “thesespf society*® One article laid out
two tables comparing prices for basic items in 1&6the cost of the same items in 1863
(see Table 2). It read, “So much we owe the spemglawho have staid [sic] at home to
prey upon the necessities of their fellow citizé#sDespite the animosity toward
speculators which permeated all of Southern sadiegr activities did not contribute to
the financial problems to the extent that inflatdhd.

Impressment also aroused a great deal of discomtéme Confederacy. On
March 26, 1863, Congress approved an “act to réguigpressments.” The act stated:
“impressments of forage or other property authakizehen necessary for the army.
Value thereof to be determined by appraisemé&titfie War Department created a
standard price for common items; these prices, hevyavere often well below the
market price. The act even allowed for the impres#rof slaves. Because slaves fell into
the category of “other property,” they could bezediat any time in the name of military

necessity. This irked many citizens, especiallyabse many of these Southerners had

3 Richmond DispatcHl.6 January 1863.

4 Richmond Dispatc9 January 1863.

% James M. Matthews, edhe Statutes at Large of the Confederate Statdsnefica... Third
Session...First Congre¢Richmond: R. M. Smith, Printer To Congress, 186&)://docsouth.unc.edu
fimls/22conf/1863stat.html (accessed December @9RA.02.
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supported secession on the basis of the sanctjigivafte property. Thus, many farmers
and merchants came to fear an encounter with angonnt impressment agent as much
or more than Union invasion.

The Impressment Act also required that merchandsgssed a passport to either
enter or leave the cities. These passports weee difficult to attain. Th&kichmond
Enquirerreported:

The owners of a number of country carts that usdiating supplies to this market

have of late ceased to come, though the marketestéute of vegetables

common to the season. As many carts as formentyfetahe city, but many now
stop before reaching their destination, haul ugpate convenient place by the
roadside, sell their goods and put for home intaihe market men allege, with
show of justice, we presume, that when they coneethre city, they are bothered
half out of their wits to get out again. When appiyfor a passport, they have to
produce somebody who knows them, as a vouchem@ tiot easy to do. Then,
again they say they are stopped on every corngreadtreet and subjected to
cross questioning by the military guard whose inyoaties are not always to be
resisted.*®
Thus, the Confederacy’s problem, in some instangas,not a deficiency of supply, but
one of policy. The continued enforcement of offeadegislation sustained public
criticism of the government. Moreover, a large mjn of the population wondered
why the government refused to amend policies wha@bbviously added to the suffering
in crowded urban centers. Many reached the commiubiat the government had
abandoned its responsibilities, especially to tHeast able to provide for themselves.

Essentially, the Confederacy abdicated its dutyyéchome front in pursuit of military

SUcCcess.

¢ Richmond Enquirer]5 June 1864.
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Richmond: Spring, 1863

The city of Richmond itself changed significantlydause of wartime stresses.
The rapid increase in the population compoundeghtbblems of food supply, housing,
and inflation. The city had a population of approately 38,000 in 186%. However,
after Richmond’s selection as capital of the Coafady, it attracted an abundance of
visitors and new residents and the population chRiond doubled only a year after
secession: by 1863, the population had reache®0@habitanté® Midori Takagi
believes that the bulk of the population was duthé&influx of Confederate soldiers; at
least ten to fifteen thousand troops traveled thRiond rapidly after its designation as
the Confederate capitdl The swollen population, however, did not returméomal after
the departure of the troops. Refugees moved tonkbald from everywhere in the South
(specifically from Maryland and rural areas of \fim@) due to the city’s abundance of
both government and industrial employment oppotiesi In addition, Richmond'’s
designation as one of the prominent social cemttracted foreigners and job seekers.
Thus, historian Mary Elizabeth Massey contends Rieltmond remained the most
crowded city in the South for the duration of tharW

The availability of housing did not increase aatemwhich corresponded to the
population increase. As early as 1862, residerttsdnthe dearth of space for newcomers.
Judith McGuire, a refugee searching for lodgingRichmond, found it almost

impossible to find a place to stay in February,2.&he remarked, “The city is overrun

47 John S. WiseThe End of An EréBoston: Houghton, Mifflin and Company, 1899), 68ifori Takagi,
“Rearing Wolves to Our Own Destruction”: SlaveryRichmond, Virginia, 1782-186&harlottesville,
University Press of Virginia, 1999), 126; Billhe Beleaguered Citg,

8 JonesA Rebel War Clerk’s Diary277.

9 Takagi,“Rearing Wolves to Our Own Destruction]’26.

0 Mary Elizabeth MasseRefugee Life in the Confedera@aton Rouge: Louisiana State University
Press, 1964), 74.
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with members of Congress, Government officerscefieekers, and strangers generally.
Main Street is as crowded as Broadway, New Yoris #aid that every boarding house is
full.”>! The next day she wrote, “I do not believe there gcant spot in the city?
McGuire’s statements were not an exaggeration:ihgwgas extremely scarce and
demand was high. Prices for boarding soared t@edrevels. The City Council echoed
McGuire’s sentiments. It noted in February, 1863t rent had quadrupled in the years
since the war erupted.Many worried they would not be able to continu@éay the
required fees. Margaret Brown Wight expressed élefrat receiving a letter containing
money from her husband who was in the army:
A letter came from John enclosing $15 which wagledrhim by a gentleman,
saying it was money put in his hands for me, tbAndnust ask no questions
about it, he could only tell him it was for me.. dtéertainly respectable for we
have not enough to pay for our own board muchdapgly ourselves with
necessary clothinyf’
Wight's appreciation for such a small sum shows pnaviously well-established
citizens, like Margaret Wight and Judith McGuiregivied that they could no longer
support themselves or their families. By early 188any urban Southerners concurred
with J. B. Jones’s assertion: “How we, ‘the pedges to live is a thought of serious
concern.®
Other notable problems also arose as a resulegbdpulation increase. Crime

rates skyrocketed; gambling, gang activity, pragtin, thievery, and murder all

permeated the Confederate capital. Women movedhetavork force in unprecedented

*1 Judith W. McGuireDiary of A Southern Refugee During the Wisew York: Arno Press Inc., 1972),
88.

*2 |bid.

%3 Louis H. Manarin, edRichmond at War: The Minutes of the City Couf€hapel Hill: The University
of North Carolina Press, 1966), 285.

** Margaret Brown Wight Diary, Mss# 1W6398a2-4, 14ieary 1863, Virginia Historical Society,
Richmond, Virginia.

% JonesA Rebel War Clerk’s Dian261.
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numbers. The war and its effects overturned botébemtium standards of behavior and
the accepted social order.

One example of this change was the evolution afttdion in Richmond. In the
antebellum era, prostitutes kept to themselvespaacticed their trade discreetly in order
to avoid severe social stricture and prosecutiore §cholar writes, “On the eve of the
Civil War...Richmond prostitution could be characted as a relatively invisible
occupation.®® The prevalence of soldiers, isolated from theinifees and looking for
female companionship, changed that “invisible oetigm” into a commonplace career in
wartime Richmond. Historian Catherine Clinton sotdhe Civil War created the
largest increase in the sex trade in nineteentlucgAmerica, perhaps the largest
growth spurt in the nation’s history”As the war progressed, these women, secure in
their numbers, ventured unashamedly into unfantéertory, and alarmed many of the
more conventional citizens. TiRkichmond Daily Dispatchoted the unprecedented
behavior and complained,

It has been well known for some time past that iey1s; resident and accumulated

since the removal of the seat of Government toglaise, as well as loose males

of the most abandoned character from other paitseo€onfederacy, have been
disporting themselves extensively on the sidewafiéin hacks, open carriages,

&c., in the streets of Richmond, to the amazemésbber-sided citizens

compelled to smell the odors which they exude,\waitidess the impudence and

familiar vulgarity of many of the stimesi] faced of the prostitutes of both
58
sexes.

The distinction between “respectable” ladies offfRiond and the “unmentionables”

blurred as wartime stresses necessitated the dnastease in working women.

%6 Susanna Delfino and Michele Gillespie, efiither Lady nor Slave: Working Women of the Oldt/So
(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Pse2002), 163.

*" Catherine Clinton and Nina Silber, ed3attle Scars: Gender and Sexuality in the AmeriCail War
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2006), 61.

*8 Richmond DispatcHl3 May 1862.
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Children’s gangs also presented a significant ehgk to the local and state
governments. The gangs had existed prior to thereak of the war, and as one local
noted, “There never was such a place as Richmarfigfding among small boys...the
boys of particular localities associated in figlgtimands...there were the Shockoe Hill
Cats, the Church Hill Cats, the Basin Cats, theg@meHill Cats, the Navy Hill Cats,
etc.”® The absence of active parental figures producedigtable results: the frequency
of violence increased. Attempts to quell this gantyvity had little effect. Even President
Jefferson Davis had an unsuccessful encountertivgthHill Cats” and the “Butcher
Cats.” The Davis’s young black servant boy wasdreathile attempting to negotiate
with the children of the gangs. The President, ugbeut the violence, tried to reprimand
the gang members. His speech had no effect, anubsigity continued. These gangs and
their complete lack of respect for authority showmslextent to which crime had
permeated the wartime city of Richmond.

The weather in the winter and spring of 1863 omsnpounded the problem of
morale in the city. The weather cut supply to thye aff almost entirely. Throughout
February, March, and April, Virginia sustained hgatorms of both snow and rain.
Almost every diarist noted the severe weather. Risemonder, Herbert Augustine
Claiborne, as many other diarists during the Givdr, dutifully recorded the temperature
and weather conditions for every day of 1863. Adow to his notes, over half of the
days in March and February brought heavy rain owsihe snow was over eight inches

deep on March 21. The warm weather in the opet@yg of April melted the snow

° Wise,End of An Era509.
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rapidly. Although at the outset, the warmth mayenseemed a welcome relief, in fact, it
created vast problems for suppfy.

The unusually wet, spring weather had alreadyrated the dirt roads leading to
Richmond. The rain, in conjunction with the preperashce of melting snow, made the
roads an impassable mud trap for those attempingliver supplies into the city.
Margaret Wight mused about the effects of the weradind wrote about her fears of
starvation. She concluded that the spring of 1868dht “The gloomiest state of weather
| ever saw.®! Robert Garlick Hill Kean, head of the Confedefatgeau of War, made
similar observations. He noted, “High water andpderid will be the consequences

'62 The unusual weather was also a

which will postpone military operations until in Al
common subject in the newspapers. Riehmondispatchreported, “The supply of
vegetables, poultry, fish, and butchers' meat, ladiv@een cut short by the difficulty
experienced in making headway against the acresudfand slush encountered in the
attempt to get to Richmond.” These sources allldistfhe serious concern evoked by the
further decrease in supply due to the dreadful matonditions. The price of necessary
items in Richmond, already remarkably high on aatad inflation, speculation, and
impressment, rose dramatically.

An explosion in one of the Confederate Ordnanceatenent’s laboratories
added to the unrest among the working class icdpéal throughout the spring of 1863.

On March 13, over 69 women and children were kiethjured in an explosion at the

laboratory on Brown'’s Island, in the James RiveRighmond. According to the Chief

0 Herbert Augustine Claiborne Diary, Claiborne Faniibpers, Ms# 1C5217¢9, February 15, 17, 22, 26,
27;March 1, 7, 8, 10, 11, 19, 20, 21, 22, 31, 188Rjinia Historical Society, Richmond, Virginia.

®1 Margaret Brown Wight Diary, March 20, 24, 1863rgihia Historical Society.

2 Edward Younger, edinside the Confederate Government: The Diary oféRoBarlick Hill Kean

(Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Pressy),946.
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of the Ordnance Department, Josiah Gorgas, “Thiel@acwas caused by the ignition of
a friction primer. The primer stuck on the varnighboard and [Mary Ryan] struck the
board three times very hard on the table to drivtetioe primer.®® The first explosion
caused a chain of explosions due to the presenae eXcess of combustible material.
Initially, over 40 people died, but the numberseregynificantly each day as the injured
expired from serious burns. Gorgas had few wordaotlolence for the casualties,
focusing instead on his admiration for his wife:dMma has been untiring,” he wrote,
“in aiding visiting & relieving these poor suffesgr& has fatigued herself very much.
She has done an infinite deal of good to these people.®*

Local resentment increased as a result of thergowent’s failure to provide safe
conditions for these women and children. The céigsalvere consistently referred to in
terms reminiscent of female helplessness. Histhmond Daily Dispatchalled the
victims, “poor creatures,” and J.B. Jones accwyatabbed them “little indigent girls.”
These women and children made only meager wagesh Waried from $1.50 to
2.40™° per day. The over 300 women and children whoniaberatory employed
continued to work although their salary was ingidint to provide them with the means
to procure food for their families. Yet, these wenk could not hope for better paying
jobs because they were largely illiterate.

Contrast the experience of the Ordnance Departmeriers with that of the
women who worked for the Confederate Treasury Depant. The so-called “Treasury

Girls” signed thousands of worthless Confederatasury notes and bonds each day and

83 sarah Woolfolk Wiggins, edTheJournals of Josiah Gorgas 1857-18Buscaloosa: The University of
Alabama Press, 1995), 57.

® Ibid.

® Mary A. DeCredico, “Richmond Goes To War: 1861-88@inpub mss), 21.
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they earned as much as $65 a month for their wbHe applications for the relatively
few positions arrived at the department in astoogadiumbers. Consequently, the
positions were extremely competitive. Literacy wasobvious requirement, and it
automatically precluded many poor women from tHeef Similarly, employment
depended upon social standing. Many members dbtier strata of society viewed the
distinction with disdain. One woman wrote,

Why is it that ... poor women engaged in a periloud Bazardous occupation ...

are denied a living compensation for their labewren so many of the

departments are filled wityoung ladiegnot dependent on their pay) with nothing

to do, at salaries equal to and in some cases biedie the best male clerks in the

different department§?

The explosion at Brown’s Island only highlighté tdangers associated with
many lower class professions. It illuminated thegualities related to employment

opportunities and hazards. Consequently, manyeasibelieved their needs and safety

were not a significant concern to their employersodhe Confederate government.

% Elizabeth Maxwell et al. to Zebulon Vance, OctoBet864, Vance Papers, NCDAH, quoted in Faust,
Mothers of InventiorQ0.
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The Richmond Bread Riot

On the evening of April 1, 1863, a group of womeet iat Belvidere Hill Baptist
Church in Richmond. The church was located on Gh&tceet in Oregon Hill, a notably
working class section of the city. The women resolved to gather the next morning in
order to demand food at government prices fromikiagGovernor John Letcher. Mrs.
Burton Harrison, a Richmond resident, describeditbb as comprised mostly by
“women and children of the poorer cla¥sAs evidence of the working class nature of
the participants, one of the leaders, Mary Jacksonked as a huckster and another
participant, Barbara Idoll, made tents for a lividgiditionally, although most women
came from the neighborhoods of Oregon Hill, Sydaeg Penitentiary Bottom, and
Sheep Hill, some women traveled from the outskiftthe city in order to attend the
meeting®®

The next morning, April 2, 1863, these frustratemmen gathered as planned in
Capitol Square, near the Governor’'s mansion. Tieeyahded to speak to Governor

Letcher. Instead, they were met by Colonel S. &a$sench, a member of the

67 Scott,0ld Richmond Neighborhood206.
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Governor’s staff. He seemed reluctant to speakéontomen, and informed them that the
Governor had already left for work at the Capiddany of the leaders immediately
approached the Capitol building. As the crowd iaseal in both magnitude and riotous
intention, the Governor eventually appeared in @afiquare and addressed them. He
informed the women that it was impossible for honmrtandate that goods be sold at
government prices. Angered by Governor Letcher'sdaothe women rushed out of
Capitol Square and toward the business distriat. giloup rapidly transformed into an
angry mob of rioters. Most carried weapons, whariged from clubs and axes to knives
and pistols. They began looting stores on both Maith Cary Streets, and seized as many
goods as they could manage to carry on their pess@ad into the carts they stole along
the way’®

As the rioters proceeded down Main and Cary Strepesctators joined in the
looting and many who heard the disturbance wentntatthe streets to investigate. Local
thoroughfares became so crowded, it was impostldetermine the actual number of
rioters; hence, conflicting reports about the sizthe mob emerged. William Walter
Cleary estimated that the crowd numbered “7 or86then aided by a few meA®
Catherine Ann Devereux wrote she heard “that thieimi Richmond was more serious
than we supposed, 20,000 persons assembled itréleess’ It is possible that 20,000

people were present in the streets at the timleeofibts. The population increase in

0 Chesson, “Harlots or Heroines?”, 143-145.

"L william Walter Cleary Diary, Mss# 10 no: 74, Ap®i] 1863, Virginia Historical Society, Richmond,
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"2 Beth G. Crabtree and James W. Patton, &itsurnal of a Secesh Lady”: The Diary of CatheriAen
Devereux Edmondston: 1860-18@®aleigh: North Carolina Division of Archives ahiistory, 1979), 379.
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Richmond had crowded the city with more inhabitdah#sh it could contain. The average
estimate, however, and the most likely approxinmtieeared 5500 participarits.

As rioting continued on Main Street, city officidtsok decisive action.
Richmond’s mayor, Joseph Mayo, addressed the coow@ary Street and read the Riot
Act. His words had little effect, and the riotingrpisted on both Main and Cary Streets.
As the mob grew, the violence increased.

According to historian Michael Chesson, the wonegeted both supposed
speculators and government agencies: “Some obtiters continued down Cary,
breaking into a Confederate commissary and intetem@overnment warehous€.”
Other stores looted included bakeries, shoe stgresery stores, and jewelry stores.
Many Richmond citizens believed that a significaniber of the city merchants had
procured draft exemptions out of cowardice andrdento make profits. Business was
indeed profitable for those who remained in operathroughout the War.

Richmond citizens also targeted foreigners and Jéhes city had a tradition of
blatant anti-Semitism. Once the War erupted, maiofirRond citizens openly blamed the
Jews and foreigners in the city for speculation eimatged them with disloyalty.Sallie
A. Putnam, for instance, believed that the JewRiammond profited from the war. She
exhorted, “They were not found, as the more inteckef the people, without the means

to purchase food when the Confederate money beunasetess to us from the failure of

3 william Walter Cleary Diary, April 2, 1863, Virgia Historical Society; Crabtree and Patttigurnal

of a Secesh Lady379; JonesA Rebel War Clerk’s Diang84; Stephen E. Ambrose, “The Bread Riots in
Richmond,”Virginia Magazine of History and Biograpi, no. 2 (April 1863): 203; Mrs. Roger A.
Pryor,Reminiscences of Peace and Wdew York: The Macmillan Company, 1904), 239.
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our cause.” Major John W. Daniel contended that local stengesyallowed the rioters

to target Richmond Jews. After the War, he renogds “certain people down there were
credited with great wealth. It was said that thagl made barrels of money out of the
Confederacy, and the female Communists went at thighout a qualm of

conscience”

According to the Richmond City Council minutes, tiegers actually did
significant damage to several businesses theytetg®n April 13, the council noted,
“Accounts for the property taken by the late ristar this City, one in the name of J. T.
Hicks amounting to the sum of $13,530.00 and orthéemame of Tyler & Son
amounting to the sum of $6,467.55, were laid befloeeCouncil and referred to the
Committee on Claims’® Several instances of violence also occurred. Byess Hal
Tutwiler wrote,

One woman knocked out a pane of glass out of a simagow, of which the door

was fastened, & put her arm in to steal somettbogthe shopman cut all four of

her fingers off. | was right in the middle of thmar all the time, it was the most
horrible sight | ever saw."?

TheNew York Heraldilso reported a bloody encounter between the wamdn
those attempting to pacify them. In its April”lr.‘eport, theHeraldread, “A few

individuals attempted to resist the women, but authsuccess. One man who struck a

female was wounded in the shoulder by a shot freavalver, and the threatening
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30

attitude of those armed with hatchets, &c. intinédbothers from attempting forc&”
For the most part, however, the women damaged gsofeeit harmed few individuals.
Government officials’ attempts to put a stop te tiot continued. After the Mayor
appeared, the next public official to approachrtbters was Governor John Letcher.
Most primary accounts attribute Letcher to calloug the Richmond Public Guard.
According to Chesson, the primary responsibilityte Public Guard was the defense of
important institutions in Richmond, notably the fiital and Capitol Square and the state
(now Confederate) armory and penitentiary in thetem part of the city®* Although
Lieutenant Edward Scott Gay was the commanderangehat the time of the riot, the
Public Guard ultimately reported to the Virginiav@oor. According to many accounts,
the Governor ordered the women to disperse. Whewtmen refused to comply, he
threatened to order the Public Guard to shoot erctbwd. War clerk J.B. Jones
recorded,
Thus the work of spoliation went on, until the naity appeared upon the scene,
summoned by Gov. Letcher, whose term of service#s its close. He had the
Riot Act read (by the mayor), and then threatendtr¢ on the mob. He gave
them five minutes’ time to disperse in, threatertmgse military force (the city
battalion being present) if they did not complywihe deman&?
Other eyewitnesses, including Judith McGuire, 8&futnam, Sara A. Pryor, Hal
Tutwiler, and Ernest Taylor Walthall all gave tlredit to the Governor.
Letcher’s aide at the time, Colonel French, belietrat his former employer was

not only influential, but solely responsible fokitag drastic action in order to save the

city. In 1878, in response to renewed attentiothemBread Riot, he wrote to Letcher, “If

8 New York Herald11 April 1863 cited in Frank Moor&@he Rebellion Record: A Diary of American
Events Vol. 6 (New York: G.P. Putnam, 1863), 523.
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Mr. Davis attempted to quell the mob | was not e#®s to it, nor did | over hear of it,
until I read it in the paper you sent me; that gadiquell it by decisive measures you
threatened is beyond dispuf€.As Governor, it is logical that Letcher called s
Public Guard and had the authority to issue the finnute ultimatum; however, many
eyewitnesses credited Confederate President Jaff&avis with calling out the Public
Guard.

Most scholars believe Jefferson Davis also addei®e mob. While some
accounts seem to depict Letcher as primarily resiptofor dispersing the crowd, others,
notably Varina Davis’s biography of her husbandualkty portray the President as
primarily responsible for the dissolution of thetriVarina Davis wrote:

He concluded by saying: “You say you are hungry laane no money. Here is all

| have; it is not much, but take it.” He then, eyipg his pockets, threw all the

money they contained among the mob, after whictoble out his watch and said:

“We do not desire to injure anyone, but this lawlesss must stop. | will give you

five minutes to disperse, otherwise you will bediron.®*

Her account, however, is unique in its creditinggyi®aMost journals and letters portray
Davis giving a compassionate speech to the riotatiser than taking a definitive military
stance. Sara Pryor’s friend, “Agnes,” wrote Salett@r which depicted the president as

sympathetic and deeply moving in his speech. “TiesiBlent then appeared,” Agnes

recalled, “ascended a dray, and addressed thésrsdtd he was received at first with

8 John Letcher Papers, Mss # 1L.5684aFA2, Letter fiofBasset French to John Letcher, April 17, 1878,
ser. 7, folder 452, Virginia Historical Society,dRmond, Virginia.
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hisses from the boys, but after he had spoken ditiitedime with great kindness and
sympathy, the women quietly moved on, taking tfeid with them.®°

Other officials of lesser importance also appearethe scene and took measures
to end the riot. According to his wife, Colonel adB. Baldwin, a Confederate
congressman, was actually responsible for supprgsise mob. In her account, Colonel
Baldwin rushed toward the riot and “made anotheest fic] appeal to them promising
to do all in his power to aid those who were in W&AAccording to this portrayal, by
the time the Mayor and Governor addressed the ¢rBatdiwin had already dispersed
the rioters.

There is no doubt that several government officaldressed the crowd at
different points during the Richmond Bread RioteThob was so extensive that different
individuals may have subdued the crowds in diffefecations. Mrs. Burton Harrison
believed that “President Davis, Governor Letchen&al Elzey, and General Winder,
with Mr. Seddon, Secretary of WAFf"all appeared on the scene and spoke to the rioters
Similarly, the Richmond City Council counted alfioials equally responsible for
dissipating the mob. During the special sessioApril 2, called in response to the bread
riot, the Council resolved,

that the Council do tender their thanks and graéitto President Davis, Governor

Letcher, Mayor Mayo, and Honorable John B. Baldvian their timely and

appropriate addresses and exertions during thénc@amice of this disgraceful

affair, and by which the Council believe it was mspeedily quietetf

The different accounts make it impossible to deteemvhich individual was

primarily responsible for the ultimate quellingtbe riot. The common denominator

8 Pryor,Reminiscences of Peace and \289.

8 Thomas David Ranson Papers, Mss# 1R1752al, Varglistorical Society. Richmond, Virginia.
87 Harrison,Recollections Grave and Gay37.

8 Manarin, ed.Richmond At War312.
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throughout the evidence is that many public offecfaund their appeals to the crowd
unsuccessful and hence, they were forced to resthteats of violence in order to
subdue the masses. The riot destroyed the fagadassfharmony, and the elite found
their influence over the poor significantly reduced

After the crowd finally dispersed, the Richmondipelforce quickly proceeded to
arrest known and suspected participants. The tbfeait remained even after the crowd
dissipated. Many eyewitnesses noted the formatiemly women on the morning
after the riot, April &. Herbert Augustine Claiborne reported, “RiotouiSpgain
manifested to day. Several women gathered. Doubtfiether the spirit assundesid]
will cease until blood is shed. The government ddllit if necessary. The actual
suffering used by the rioters is a preteéXtOthers reported that the women attempted to
resume rioting. On April 3, John Waring wrote, “Tlwemen started to braksi¢] in a
store this morning but the officers stopped théfrHowever, the Richmond City Council
and the Confederate government took several stepevent the outbreak of any riots in
the future. The councilmen placed cannon on MaieeSiand called Confederate troops
into Richmond* Ultimately, the authorities arrested forty-threemen and twenty-five
men?? These individuals stood trial in the Richmond Hhugs Court throughout the

months of April and May, 1863.

89 Herbert Augustine Claiborne Diary, April 3, 1868tginia Historical Society.
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Richmond in order to prevent the eruption of furthielence.
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34

In the aftermath of the riot, the Confederate 8ecy of War, James A. Seddon,
issued a notice ordering the suppression of allipuéports concerning the riét.The
government and the local elite believed reporthefriot would allow the Northern press
to exaggerate accounts of suffering on the Southenme front. Catherine Edmondston
elaborated on common perceptions of the Northezaspr‘Their hope now is to starve us
out. They think we are suffering, ignore the faicthe depreciation of our currency, &
guote the high price of provisions to prove iteljghare jubilant over some mobs & riots
which they call ‘bread riots.* Thus, the day after the riot, April 3, J.B. Jonasorded,
“No account of yesterday’s riot appeared in thegpapo-day $ic|, for obvious
reasons.® He was slightly mistaken. The first report appdanetheRichmond
Examineron April 3. In some respects, this was not sumpgigiven the editor’s openly
anti-administration position. On the other han&,Richmond EnquirerSentinel
Dispatch andwWhigcomplied with the government’s request not to paititcles related
to the riot>® Those dailies did, however, publish accounts efribt once the trials began.

The local press and the portrayal of the riot imyndiaries conveyed a markedly
biased tone against the rioters. Almost all ofdtaists who included descriptions of the
Bread Riot believed many citizens in Richmond sweifle but they did not think the riot
participants were actually desperate for food. Mfitl Walter Cleary noted, “while
provisions are scarce and prices high there isonbidmuch suffering by the poor—the
persons engaged in this were not poor or starving-were actuated by motives of

plunder, dry goods, jewelry, and Fancy goods segitabe the objects of their

% Thomas;The Confederate Natio@04; idem., “The Richmond Bread Riot of 1863: ‘A Mizst
Uneasiness in the Public Mind,The Virginia Cavalcadd8 (Summer 1968): 46.

 Crabtree and Pattotiournal of a Secesh Lady378.

% JonesA Rebel War Clerk’s Diary286.

% Chesson, “Harlots or Heroines?”, 169-170.
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Robbery.®” Margaret Brown Wight also suspected the riotetstiterior motives: “The
worthy women among the poorer class had not corinetri®®

Similarly, the absence of beggars in Richmond aoeed many that starvation
was not a serious problem in the city. J.B. Jomasneented, “To-day [sic] beef was
selling in market abne dollarper pound. And yet one might walk for hours innvain
quest of a beggaP® He went on to elaborate, “Not a beggar is yetaséen in this city
of 100,000 inhabitantst®® Judith McGuire, another Richmond resident, corexlimith
Jones’s analysis. She wrote:

| saw the Rev. Mr. Peterkin, who is perhaps mooeaiighly acquainted with the

state of the poor than any man in the city. He sagsthey are admirably

attended to. Large sums of money are put in thedahthe clergy for their
benefit; this money is disbursed by ladies, whasy dnd pleasure it is to relieve
the suffering. One gentleman gave as much as $%80Winter. Besides this, the
indusltgilous poor are supplied with work by the Goweent, and regularly paid
for it.

McGuire failed to recognize two things. First, altigh most individuals were
indeed employed by the government, their wages watrsufficient to provide the
necessary food and clothing for their families. @etty, she, like many of the elite,
underestimated the pride of the poor. They weresaeking charity. T.C. DelLeon
conveyed his surprise when a poor woman refusaddept his money. He wrote,

A poor, fragile creature, still girlish and refinadder the pinched and pallid

features of starvation, tottered to me one dayetpwork.

“It is life or death for me and four young childréshe said. “We have
eaten nothing to-day; and all last week livedtmee pints of ricg

Will Wyatt, who was near, made a generous offaebéf. Tears sprang
into the woman’s eyes as she answered, “You meankss, major; but | have

" william Walter Cleary Diary, April 2, 1863, Virgia Historical Society.
% Margaret Brown Wight Diary, April 2, 1863, VirgimiHistorical Society.
% JonesA Rebel War Clerk’s Diary257.

19pid., 277.

191 McGuire, Diary of A Southern Refuge24.
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never asked charity yet. My husband is at the framdl | only ask a right—to be
allowed to work for my childrent®?

DelLeon, had difficulty understanding this reactibat attributed it to her dedication to
the Southern cause, rather than to pride. In daimmanner, the Bread Riot began when
women attempted to procure the righptochasefood at reasonable prices. These
individuals were not accustomed to receiving aid @ere often too proud to bé¥}.

This misconception carried into the printed mediaésv of the rioters as
foreigners, “Yankees,” and prostitutes. The rhetofithe press was decidedly biased
against the rioters. THexaminerdepicted the leader of the riot, Mary Jacksoriaas
good specimen of a forty year old Amazon, withéelge of the Devil *** Even the
Confederate First Lady utilized these stereotypédeer description of the incident.
Varina Davis also described Mary Jackson as “adalling, Amazonian-looking
woman.”?® The term “Amazonian” evoked notions of public wameprostitutes, not
worthy of the sympathy of the community.

In its representation of the Richmond Bread Rio¢,Examinersimilarly depicted
the crowd as composed solely of “prostitutes, msifnal thieves, Irish and Yankee hags
and gallows birds from all land$% Many of the diarists used the same descriptians. |
an attempt to deny that serious need existed ihrRad, the elites used stereotypes to
blame the motivation on external agents. Afterrtbe Catherine Edmondston wrote,
“We call them mobs for plunder & believe that thvegre instigated by the Yankees.

They are composed of low foreigners, Irish, Du&h,ankee and in place of wanting

192 peLeon Four Years in Rebel Capital234.

193 Chesson, “Harlots or Heroines?”, 136.

104 Richmond Examined April 1863.

195 Davis, Jefferson Davis: A Memoir by his WiR74.
198 Richmond Examined April 1863.
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bread they threw Rice, flour, etc., in the streen&bbed dry goods & shoe storg$f”
Sallie Putnam also made dubious claims about theposition of the mob. She wrote,
“The rioters were represented in a heterogeneavgdcof Dutch, Irish, and free
negroes—of men, women, and children®"T.C. DeLeon blamed the mob on the hated
speculators and turned his description into priiséhe loyalty and dedication of the
Confederate soldiers. He recorded,

Suffice it that the human hyenas of speculationpdéd upon the dying

South...that thrice they stored the flour the pedgliewas theirs, in such great

guantities and for so long, that before their mamngain was gutted, serious riots

of the starving called for the strong hand to if@es. And to the credit of the

Government and southern soldier, be it said—evehahdark hour, with craving

stomach and sickening soul—*Johnny Reb” obeyeaitdsrs and guarded the

den of the hyena—from his own hungering childresthpps!*®®
These classifications allowed the upper class mesrdfeRichmond to justify the riot as
externally motivated.

These illustrations were extremely inaccurate.dfiah Elizabeth R. Varon is
highly critical of the portrayal of the rioters. &lwrites, “The response of the Confederate
authorities, press, and elite to the riot refledisainct lack of empathy for the poor, a
virulent sexism, and deep anxiety about the matioims of the ‘secret enemies’ of the
South.**°Vvaron’s conclusion, although harsh in her critigjss accurate. The
Richmond elite, in an attempt to deny that anyufies existed in the Southern social
system, blamed the riot on outsiders and socialasis.

Contrary to the descriptions provided by the etite, women who participated in

the riot came mostly from the local poor of Richmdo8cholars detect only one instance

197 Crabtree and Pattotiournal of a Secesh Lady378.

198 pytnamRichmond During the Wag08.

199 DeLeon,Four Years in Rebel Capitgl237-238.

1O Ejizabeth R. VaroriThe True Story of Elizabeth Van Lew, A Union Agettie Heart of the
Confederacy{Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 104.
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of a wealthy individual's participation. One paipant, Mrs. Margaret Adeline Pomfrey
did actually possess land and property which madéairly wealthy. According to the
United States Census of 1860, she owned a tofe2 b acres and a few slavéSMrs.
Pomfrey, however, was an anomaly.

The majority of rioters did not own slaves or sabsil property. One rioter,
Martha Jamieson, testified that over 300 women eygal by Weisiger’s clothing factory
took part in the riot*? Indeed, many of the rioters were starving, aceaydd both J.B.
Jones and Sara Pryor’s friend, Agn¥s.

In terms of starvation, historian Paul D. Escotidwes that it was a real
possibility in the Confederacy. He writes, “Theenttof suffering was
staggering...Some idea of the dimensions of povexntybe grasped from the fact that at
the end of the war more than a quarter of Alabamwaise citizens were on relief**
Hospital matron Phoebe Pember believed soldiersggems about providing for their
families encouraged desertions from the army. Siogéeyw

Almost all of these letters told the same saddékestitution of food and

clothing, even shoes of the roughest kind beingetqeensive for the mass or

unattainable by the expenditure of any sum, in ngarys of the country...how
hard for the husband or father to remain inactivevinter quarters, knowing that
his wife and little ones were literally starvinghedme—not even at home, for few
homes were left'®

In Richmond, as much as in the regions Escott dess;ra similar situation

emerged. Even middle class members observed tfegiagf In reference to President

Davis’s designation of March 27, 1863, as a dafasting and prayer, J.B. Jones

1111860 Census, New Kent County, p. 33, quoted irs€we, “Harlots or Heroines?”, 162.

112 Richmond ExamineR4 April 1863, quoted in Steger, “Free Workerd &mmigrants in Richmond”,
297.
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14 Escott, “The Cry of the Sufferers,” 230.

15 phoebe Yates Pembér,Southern Woman'’s Story: Life in Confederate RanmhfJackson: McCowat-
Mercer Press, Inc., 1959), 60.
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despaired, “Fasting in the midst of famine! May Gaate this people}*® Even the
middle classes, previously comfortable, could rifatrd to provide sufficient
nourishment for their families. Jones describedramon dinner for his family. It
consisted of “...twelve eggs, $1.25; a little coredn, some rice and potatoes. How long
shall we have even this variety and amoufifRichmond’s rampant inflation due to
overcrowding, impressment, and speculation mauhepibssible for an increasing number
of citizens to provide for themselves and theirifeas. Jones relayed a chilling narrative
about his daughter’s encounter with a starving rat:
Some idea may be formed of the scarcity of foothis city from the fact
that, while my youngest daughter was in the kitctreday, a young rat
came out of its hole and seemed to beg for songetbieat; she held out
some bread, which it ate from her hand, and segragdful. Several
others soon appeared, and were as tame as kiertgps we shall have
to eat them*®
This suffering permeated throughout the middle poak classes of the city.
Although working class women and children from ¢itg of Richmond composed the
majority of the mob, men also participated in thehond Bread Riot. Chesson
postulates that historians have estimated theofateen incorrectly. He writes, “The role
played by men in the bread riot may have been sdraeunderstated. Although the
organizers and leaders were women, the riot hadutias support*'® Aimost every

eyewitness commented that men aided the womem Qftese men received harsher

judgments than the women involved. Margaret Browighdwrote, “They were

1% jonesA Rebel War Clerk’s Diary280.

7 bid., 268.
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119 Chesson, “Richmond Jews and the Bread Riot,” 10-11
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accompanied by men of the worst character who mibtdeere at the bottom of this
infamous proceeding:®

Similarly, a few women from outside the city of Ricond participated in the
riot. Margaret Adeline Pomfrey lived over 11.5 reileway from the city>* Most likely,
she traveled to her home in Port Mayo (directlysaé Richmond) the night before the
riot in order to take part the next morning. Hertiggation in the Richmond Bread Riot
proves that word of the April*imeeting had spread throughout the city. Regardiess
the elite observers’ attempts to dismiss the o apontaneous, insignificant event, it
was, in actuality, a protest planned in advance i@sult of general discontent among the
poorer citizens of Richmond. Disapproval existethia city and the women refused to
continue complying with the outrageous demands lwthie government placed on its
citizens.

Although the riot was deemed a “bread riot,” thetipgpants needed much more
than just food. The price of clothing increased imanner comparable to all other prices
in the Confederacy. Kate Cumming, a Confederatsajuroted in her diary, “In the
matter of dress we are pretty ‘hard up,” and ifwee lasts much longer, | for one will
have ‘nothing to wear.*? Phoebe Pember noted that many wives applyinguftsifghs
for their husbands cited the deficiency of clothamgl shoes on the home front. She
wrote, “Almost all of these letters told the sarad sale of destitution of food and

clothing, even shoes of the roughest kind beirfieeitoo expensive for the mass or

120 Margaret Brown Wight Diary, April 2, 1863, VirgimiHistorical Society.
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unattainable by the expenditure of any sum, in maams of the country'* J.B. Jones
noted that in Richmond specifically, many indivitkuguffered for lack of clothing. He
wrote, “We are all in rags, especially our undettoés.*?* Although food presented a
more immediate concern, clothing was a matter afentlean mere fashion in the
Confederacy.

In actuality, clothing represented the most basitsse of social standing for
women in the South. Werner Steger cautions schotzrto underestimate the
importance of clothing in the minds of the femadagars. He writes, “On the one hand,
good and clean clothes were a symbol of respeittafnl many women; on the other,
women were often socially judged solely based eir physical appearancé®® By
April, 1863, many women were clothed in threadbasaterial that barely sufficed to
cover their bodies. Shoes were also an almost udleéduxury. Thus, the looting of
clothing and shoe stores during the Richmond BRiatidid not constitute rampant
thievery as many of the accounts portrayed. Instigdwomen seized goods which were
a necessity for their survival and for their stangdas respectable women.

The trials of many participants confirmed the intpace of clothing in Richmond
society. The better dressed and more attractiveamooften received more lenient
sentences from the Richmond Hustings C&tiThe cases of Laura Gordon and Mary
Woodward display this tendency. Mary Woodward @wescribed as “genteel looking”

and “pretty and handsomely dressed.” Although sag eharged with assaulting a police

123 pemberA Southern Woman'’s Sto§Q.
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officer and was caught with stolen goods includingr, soap, and bacon, she was
quickly released after her prosperous mother-inpasted her baif?’ Similarly, Laura
Gordon was depicted as “a young lady of some meam3™neatly dressed.” The police
discovered stolen items in her home and she wggaliy sentenced to thirty days in
jail. After she fainted in the court room, howee judge reduced her sentence to four
hours'?®

By way of contrast, older women often receivedshar sentences. Chesson
notes, “Middle-aged and elderly women, even if lyickessed and able to afford an
attorney, did not escape so lightf#*Two older women, Mary Johnson and Frances
Kelley, were indicted despite the fact that theyawsell represented by lawyers.
Johnson, a mother of two older children, receivedharshest punishment of all of the
individuals tried in court: five years in the Virga State Penitentiary. Kelley, a widow,
was sentenced to thirty days in jail even thoughwshas convicted of stealing goods
worth less than twenty dollat®’ These older women received notably harsher sesgenc
than the young, well-dressed women. This undersabeeimportance which clothing
and outward appearance held in Richmond society.

These women’s complaints about the scarcity dhalg represented their desire
for relief and assistance. The Confederacy’s dehgolicy regarding support for the

poor created a distinct sense of abandonment.Bzmalit believes that the Confederate

government unwisely took an inactive stance tovpaneerty. The elite members of the
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government did not foresee the problems their letyis created. Escott notes,
“Jefferson Davis and his administration were sloweicognize poverty as a major
internal problem which demanded their attentioml ey tended to respond to it in a
piecemeal way®* Moreover, the government supported private oestan charities
rather than assuming an active, visible role. Maihthe people who would have
benefited from Confederate poor relief would hagerbthe families of Southern
soldiers. Proper measures for the support of famin the home front would have
decreased desertions from the Confederate armgidad the Confederate war effort.

One factor which contributed to the inactivity aftb the government and the
elite classes was the notion of shared sacrifibe.Retoric of the Richmond press was
steeped with accolades for Confederate women’sinigsacrifices on behalf of their
country and their soldiers. Among the upper classesy believed that shared suffering
lessened class distinctions. TRehmond Dispatcheported, “All classes, because of the
impossibility of procuring delicacies, have to githeut them, but the substantial of life,
such as meats, bread, and vegetables, are pleatifiithe few that cannot purchase them
readily find aid in their more fortunate neighbarsl friends.**? The Richmond Bread
Riot illuminated the errors in this assumption.e€dftthe elite could afford to arrange for
goods to be delivered from country plantations. yMahesnut wrote in the fall of 1863,
“We had sent us from home wine, rice, potatoes,shaggs, butter, pickles. About once
a month a man came on with all that the plantatimd furnish us**

This disparity between the goods available to e @nd wealthy members of

society only increased as the war progressed. Méthe upper class continued to host

131 Escott, “The Cry of the Sufferers,” 233.
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elaborate parties with an abundance of meat, find, cakes. Although the elite
contended they supported the war effort by attendiarvation parties (parties where no
food was served), they fed themselves in the pyiedicheir homes prior to attendirfdf
Mary Chesnut, as well as many of the elite in Richd) complained about high prices,
yet continued to procure the delicacies. For exangs late as December of 1863, Mary
Chesnut recorded the food provided at dinner ons@has Day. She wrote, “Today my
dinner was comparatively a simple affair—oysteesmnhturkey, partridges, and good
wine.”*® Chesnut and others believed in the nobility ofrthenetary sacrifice in
purchasing such goods, but they failed to notieg tie lower classes could not afford to
purchase items of basic necessity such as bacon,aropeas?>®

Another notion which influenced the Confederateegament to take a detached
stance toward relief was the antebellum traditibpagernalism. As Drew Gilpin Faust
notes, “The farm or plantation also served as tiragry site of social and political
organization.**” The Southern elite adhered to the notion thatethdso possessed the
means were responsible for caring for the lessifate members of society. Thus, the
many small farmers or squatters on the outskirfgaitations often looked to the
plantation owners for both advice and support. Adic@ to one scholar, George Wythe

Randolph served on in the Richmond City Councildose of “a sense of enlightened
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social responsibility. His elitist sense of respbifisy required him to do what he could
for society when the able-bodied men were in tak fi™*® As the war progressed,
however, and the notion of universal suffering deaied the minds of upper class
Southerners, many neglected their responsibilitgssisting the poor. The rich also felt
the stresses of war and often chose to providthanselves and their families rather
than fulfilling the antebellum responsibility ofquiding for the poorer members of the
community. The poor’s sense of abandonment onlyridaried to the idea circulating
among the lower classes that the War was essgrdiatich man’s war and a poor man’s
fight.”

Although the poor contended that the elite hadetwtgtl their paternalistic
responsibility, Richmond actually had a distineidition of poor relief in the antebellum
era. Samuel Mordecai, in his description of pre-Reshmond, emphasized the city’'s
dedication to the care of those who had difficplitgviding for themselves. He wrote,
“The Amicable Societyas instituted in 1788, with the benevolent obg#atelieving
strangers and wayfarers, in distress, for whomatemakes no provision-*° He also
noted the existence of other charitable organimatimcluding the Male Orphan Asylum
and the Female Humane Associattoh.

In the patriotic afterglow of secession, howevee, wealthy lost sight of the
tradition of assisting the poor. The Richmond @yuncil demonstrated its lack of
consideration for the city’s lower class citizensen, on June 5, 1861, it resolved, “That

the Committee on the Alms House be authorizeddp tte work, or any part of it, on the
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said Alms House...That the said committee be autbdria allow the use of the Alms
House as a temporary hospital for sick soldier§' Thus, Richmond’s leaders proved
that their priorities lay in supporting the Confeatey and the Confederate Army, rather
than providing security for their own domestic poor

Although the reaction came too late, the RichmorehB Riot spurred an
alteration of both city and Confederate policiggareling poor relief. The Richmond City
Council took the first measures to create a long &olution. On April 13, 1863, the
council passed “An Ordinance For the Relief of P@ersons Not in the Poor House.” It
established a free market and provided relief énftim of “provisions or fuel*?The
ordinance made it explicitly clear, however, thavould provide relief only to the
deserving and “worthy poor.” The “unworthy poor” dahose individuals who had
“participated in a riot, rout, or unlawful assembl§® Thus, the Council asserted the
notion that riots were not the proper forum of papprotest. The councilmen refused to
accept the legitimacy of the claims of the partcis in the Richmond Bread Riot. Their
reaction, however, proved they acknowledged th#teatime of the riot, the city did not
employ sufficient relief measures for the lowerssles.

The sense of neglect was not isolated to Richmbhe.Richmond Bread Riot
coincided with numerous other Southern food rintplaces as diverse as New Orleans,
Louisiana, Dalton, Georgia, Salisbury, Greensbanag, Durham, North Carolina, Mobile,

Alabama, and Atlanta and Savannah, Geartfiblistorian E. Susan Barber believes that
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the riots corresponded to the shortage of supplfesh occurred every wintéf> The
riots which erupted in the early spring months 3 may have encouraged the women
of Richmond to undertake similar action. MoreovbeRichmond Enquires favorable
portrayal of the Salisbury rioters in March of 1868y have contributed to the women’s
initiation of the Richmond Bread Ri&t°

The Confederate Congress also reacted to the BRieddSoon after, on May 1,
1863, the Confederate government passed anotherpéra act which, “gave
Confederate officials another means to alleviatkvidual cases of poverty*’ This act
exempted individuals “in districts...deprived of whitr slave labor indispensable to the
production of grain or provisions*® Essentially, this allowed more men who were
necessary for the survival of their families to e@mhome and continue farming. These
acts did little to reverse the damage to publical®rhowever. One historian classifies
this Confederate government initiative “as offertog little, too late.**® The
Confederacy had already lost much of its suppotherhome front. The failure of the
elite and the Confederate government to providé$aneedy citizens from the beginning
of the war contributed to the outbreak of the RiohohBread Riot. The legislative

responses could not repair the sense of abandonheepbor classes felt.

145 Barber, “Civil War Bread Riots and the Developmeha Confederate Welfare System,” 17.
146 Chesson, “Harlots or Heroines?”, 137.

147 Escott, “The Cry of the Sufferers,” 233.

148 Matthews,The Statutes at Large of the Confederate StatAsnefica,158-59.

149 Barber, “Civil War Bread Riots and the Developmeh& Confederate Welfare System,” 79.
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The Richmond Bread Riot and the other food riotechviwvracked the
Confederacy were visible signs of the inabilitytloé Southern elite and the Confederate
government to adapt to changing wartime requiremérite policies of the government
and the stresses of a wartime atmosphere creataldtde social environment. The
massive mobilization of war took the elite’s foafEsupport for the community and
toward the war effort at all costs. The poor faglected, and had a difficult time
providing for themselves and their families. Cordiede policies aroused dissent among
the lower classes, fuelled discontent, and spuacedsations of a “rich man’s war and a
poor man’s fight.” The ineptitude of the governmemdealing with financial matters
contributed to rampant inflation and speculatiohjol further accentuated the disparity
between the upper and lower classes. The strebses added to the overcrowding in
Richmond and drove prices to even more unrealstiels. These factors, in combination
with the brutal weather of the spring of 1863, madeuprising of some sort almost
inevitable. The riot, then, was the result of bGtinfederate mismanagement and the
inaccurate elite perception of the plight of thepo

The major consequence of the government’s shortgggnwas the reinforcement
of loyalty to the state governments at the expefdeyalty to the Confederate
government. Escott believes that the states prdviolethe welfare of its poorer citizens
when they saw that the government in Richmonddditedo so. According to Escott,

Responding to their constituents’ needs, stateelsaattempted to shield their

citizens from further sacrifice, and when they came conflict with Confederate

programs, they raised the familiar cry of statétsgas justification. Thus, the

guarrels over state rights in 1864 were a symptbtheowelfare problem rather
than an independent cause of difficulties.

150 Escott, “The Cry of the Sufferers,” 238.
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Stephen Ambrose reached a similar conclusion. stelalieved that the refusal
of the Confederate Congress to incorporate thearosf the common man in its
legislation undercut the war effort. According tenBrose, “The government had
forfeited the support of the Yeomen, and withoentithe South could never wifc*
Hence, the harmonious society on which the Soutdhphniaed itself in the antebellum era
proved a mere illusion. The “aristocracy of colegérved only as an instrument to hide
the fissures of class in Southern society; theireqents of war shattered this illusion.
Drew Gilpin Faust summarizes the consequences: tipheavals of war created
conceptual and emotional as well as social disiooat compelling Southerners to
rethink their most fundamental assumptions abaeit tHentities and the logic of their
places in the world**? The Richmond Bread Riot was the most obvious efawithis
destruction of traditional identity. It forced bottomen and the poor to re-evaluate their
role in society.

After the War’s end, the remaining men returneth&ar homes and their
families; however, they found life much differehaih they had left it. Their wives had
been forced to assume previously unacceptablesdutigeir absence. Blacks were no
longer bound in slavery. Many of the members ofdfite stood side by side with the
working class in destitution. The boundaries betwelass, race, and gender, on which
Southerners had previously determined their pla@®ciety, had shifted beyond
recognition. Thus, Southern society remained faretianged and the Reconstruction

South became a world of uncertainty and doubt.

151 Ambrose, “Yeoman Discontent in the Confederac$8.2
152 FaustMothers of Inventiopd.



50

Bibliography
Primary:

Bagby Family Papers. Mss# 1B1463b4,329-225,844jiMa Historical Society.
Richmond, Virginia.

Chesson, Michael Bedout and Leslie Jean RobertsEgide in Richmond: The
Confederate Journal of Henri Garidelharlottesville: University Press of
Virginia, 2001.

Claiborne Family Papers. Herbert Augustine Claibddiary. Mss# 1C5217c9. Virginia
Historical Society. Richmond, Virginia.

William Walter Cleary Diary. Mss# 10 no: 74. VirganHistorical Society. Richmond,
Virginia.

Crabtree, Beth G. and James W. Pattdournal of a Secesh Lady”: The Diary of
Catherine Ann Devereux Edmondston: 1860-1&&fleigh: North Carolina
Division of Archives and History, 1979.

Cumming, KateA Journal of Hospital Life in the Confederate ArafylTennessee from
the Battle of Shiloh to the End of the War: WitktSkes of Life and Character,
and Brief Notices of Current Events During that iBdr Louisville: John P.
Morton and Co., 1866.

Davis, VarinaJefferson Davis: A Memoir by his Wiléol. 2. Baltimore: The Nautical &
Aviation Publishing Company of America, 1990.

DelLeon, T.CBelles, Beaux, and Brains of the 60%w York: G. W. Dillingham
Company, 1907.

DeLeon, T.CFour Years in Rebel Capitals: An Inside View oéliif the Southern
Confederacy, From Birth To DeatMobile: Gossip Print Co., 1890.

Dowdey, Clifford, edThe Wartime Papers of R. E. L&oston: Little, Brown and
Company, 1961.

Fleet, Betsy and John D. P. Fuller, é@seen Mount: A Virginia Plantation Family
during the Civil War: Being the Journal of Benjanitobert Fleet and the Letters
of His Family.Charlottesville: The University Press of Virginie62.

Harrison, Mrs. BurtonRecollections Grave and Gayew York: Charles Scribner’'s
Sons, 1911.



51

Hundley, Daniel RSocial Relations In Our Southern StatBaton Rouge: Louisiana
State University Press, 1979.

Jones, J. BA Rebel War Clerk’s Diary at the Confederate St&apital. Philadelphia: J.
B. Lippencott & Co., 1866.

John Letcher Papers. Mss # 11.5684aFA2, ser. 7erf@d2. Virginia Historical Society.
Richmond, Virginia

Manarin, Louis H., edRichmond at War: The Minutes of the City CourChapel Hill:
The University of North Carolina Press, 1966.

Matthews, James M., ed.he Statutes at Large of the Confederate States of
America...Third Session...First CongréRghmond: R.M. Smith, Printer to
Congress, 1863. http://docsouth.unc.edu/imls/22&868stat.html (accessed
December 6, 2009).

McGuire, Judith WDiary of A Southern Refugee During the \Wdew York: Arno
Press Inc., 1972.

Moore, FrankThe Rebellion Record: A Diary of American EveWasl. 6. New York:
G.P. Putnam, 1863.

Mordecai, SamueRichmond in By-Gone Days; Being Reminiscences @IArCitizen
New York: Arno Press, 1975.

Sarah Radford Munford Papers. Mss# 2M92373a1l. MadHistorical Society.
Richmond, Virginia.

Thomas David Ranson Papers. Mss# 1R1752al. Vargligtorical Society. Richmond,
Virginia.

Pember, Phoebe Yates.Southern Woman’s Story: Life in Confederate Rarain
Jackson: McCowat-Mercer Press, Inc., 1959.

Putnam, Sallie Broclkkichmond During the War: Four Years of Personal €@tation
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1996.

Pryor, Mrs. Roger AReminiscences of Peace and Wdew York: The Macmillan
Company, 1904.

Walthall, Ernest TaylorHidden Things Brought To LighRichmond: Press of the Dietz
Printing Co., 1933.

Waring Family Papers. Mss# 2W2334b. Virginia Higtak Society. Richmond, Virginia.



52

Wiggins, Sarah Woolfolk, ed:heJournals of Josiah Gorgas 1857-187Riscaloosa:
The University of Alabama Press, 1995.

Wise, John SThe End of An EraBoston: Houghton, Mifflin and Company, 1899.

Woodward, C. Vann, edary Chesnut’s Civiwar. New Haven: Yale University Press,
1981.

Margaret Brown Wight Diary. Mss# 1W6398a2-4. Vingitdistorical Society.
Richmond, Virginia.

Younger, Edward, ednside the Confederate Government: The Diary ofdrRoBarlick
Hill Kean. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press7195

Newspapers:

New York Herald

New York Times

Richmond Daily Dispatch

Richmond Enquirer

Richmond Examiner

Richmond Sentinel

Richmond Whig

Secondary:

Alexander, Thomas B. and Richard E. Berindére Anatomy of the Confederate
Congress: A Study of the Influences of Member Gitaritics on Legislative

Voting Behavior, 1861-186Bashville: Vanderbilt University Press, 1972.

Bill, Alfred Hoyt. The Beleaguered City: Richmond, 1861-186&w York: Alfred A
Knopf, 1946.

Clinton, Catherine and Nina Silber, eBsittle Scars: Gender and Sexuality in the
American Civil WarNew York: Oxford University Press, 2006.

Commager, Henry Steele, ékhe Official Atlas of the Civil WaNew York: T. Yoseloff,
1958.

Cooper, William J., Jdefferson Davis, Americaiew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2000.



53

Delfino, Susanna and Michele Gillespie, ddsither Lady nor Slave: Working Women of
the Old SouthChapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Bsg 2002.

Dew, Charles Blronmaker to the Confederacy: Joseph R. Andersaitla@ Tredegar
Iron Works New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966.

Dabney, VirginiusRichmond: The Story of a Cit€harlottesville: University Press of
Virginia, 1990.

Faust, Drew GilpinMothers of Invention: Women of the Slaveholdingisouthe
American Civil War Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pred4996.

Fredrickson, George Mhe Black Image in the White Mind: The Debate on-Af
American Character and Destiny, 1817-19New York: Harper & Row,
Publishers, 1971.

Gallagher, Gary WThe Confederate War: How Popular Will, Nationalissnd Military
Strategy Could Not Stave Off Defe@ambridge: Harvard University Press,
1997.

Gilje, Paul A.Rioting In AmericaBloomington: Indiana University Press, 1996

Grimstead, DavidAmerican Mobbing, 1828-1861: Toward Civil Walew York:
Oxford University Press, 1998.

Lonn, Ella Foreigners in the Confederacglouchester: Peter Smith, 1965.

Massey, Mary ElizabettiRefugee Life in the ConfederaBaton Rouge: Louisiana State
University Press, 1964.

Moore, Albert BurtonConscription and Conflict in the Confedera®ew York: Hillary
House Publishers Ltd., 1963.

Nagel, Paul CThe Lees of Virginia: Seven Generations of an AcaarFamily Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1990.

Oakes, Jame3he Ruling Race: A History of American Slaveholddesv York: Alfred
A. Knopf, Inc., 1982.

Owsley, Frank Lawrenc@&he Plain Folk of the Old SoutBaton Rouge: Louisiana State
University Press, 1949.

Perman, Michael, ed’lhe Coming of the American Civil Wamexington: D. C. Health
and Company, 1993.



54

Rable, George CCivil Wars: Women and the Crisis of Southern Natlsm
Bloomington: University of lllinois Press, 1989.

Richardson, Heather CoXhe Greatest Nation of the Earth: Republican Ecaoom
Policies during the Civil WarCambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997.

Rudé, GeorgeThe Crowd in the French Revolutiddxford: Oxford University Press,
1959.

Rudé, GeorgeThe Crowd in History: A Study of Popular Disturbasdn Frances and
England, 1730-1848.ondon: Serif, 2005.

Scott, Mary WingfieldOld Richmond NeighborhoodRichmond: The Valentine
Museum, 1975.

Shackelford, George Greg@eorge Wythe Randolph and the Confederate.Hitieens:
The University of Georgia Press, 1988.

Takagi, Midori."Rearing Wolves to Our Own Destruction”: SlaveryfRichmond,
Virginia, 1782-1865Charlottesville, University Press of Virginia, 109

Thomas, Emory MThe Confederacy as a Revolutionary Experie@mumbia:
University of South Carolina Press, 1991.

Thomas, Emory MThe Confederate Nation: 1861-186%w York: History Book Club,
1993.

Thomas, Emory MThe Confederate State of Richmond: A Biographhefapital
Austin: University of Texas Press, 1971.

Tilly, Louise A. and Charles Tilly, ed€lass Conflict and Collective ActioBeverly
Hills: Sage Publications, 1981.

Varon, Elizabeth RThe True Story of Elizabeth Van Lew, A Union Agetite Heart of
the ConfederacyOxford: Oxford University Press, 2003.

Wiley, Bell Irvin. The Life of Johnny Reb: The Common Soldier of th&éleracy
Indianapolis: The Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1943.

Wyatt-Brown, BertramSouthern Honor: Ethics and Behavior in the Old &olew
York: Oxford University Press, 1982.

Articles

Ambrose, Stephen E. “Yeoman Discontent in the Giberfzcy.”Civil War History8
(1962): 259-268.



55

Ambrose, Stephen E. “The Bread Riots in Richmoirginia Magazine of History and
Biography71, no. 2 (April 1863): 203-204.

Amos, Harriet E. “All-Absorbing Topics’: Food ar@diothing in Confederate Mobile.”
The Atlanta Historical Journal2, no. 3-4 (Fall-Winter 1978): 17-28.

Chesson, Michael B. “Harlots or Heroines? A New kabdthe Richmond Bread Riot.”
The Virginia Magazine of History and Biograp8g, no. 2 (April 1984): 131-175.

Escott, Paul D. “The Cry of the Sufferers’: TheoBlem of Welfare in the Confederacy.”
Civil War HistoryXXIII (Spring 1977): 228-240.

Faust, Drew Gilpin. “Alters of Sacrifice: ConfedegdVomen and the Narratives of
War.” The Journal of American HistorZ6, no. 4 (March 1990): 1200-1228.

Kimball, William J. “The Bread Riot in Richmond, @8.” Civil War History7 (1961):
149-153.

Lerner, Eugene M. “Money, Prices, and Wages inGbefederacy, 1861-65The
Journal of Political Economg3, no. 1 (February 1955): 20-50.

Thomas, Emory M. “The Richmond Bread Riot of 1888Manifest Uneasiness in the
Public Mind.” The Virginia Cavalcadd8 (Summer 1968): 40-47.

Thompson, E. P. “The Moral Economy of the Englisbw@ in the Eighteenth Century.”
Past and Presenho. 50 (1971): 76-136.

Tilly, Louise A. “The Food Riot as a Form of Patii Conflict in France.Journal of
InterdisciplinaryHistory 2, no. 1 (Summer 1971): 23-57.

Dissertation/Theses

Barber, E. Susan. “The Quiet Battles of the HomanEWar’: Civil War Bread Riots
and the Development of a Confederate Welfare Systemd. Thesis, University
of Maryland, 1986.

Steger, Werner H. “United to Support, But Not Condal to Injure’: Free Workers and
Immigrants in Richmond, Virginia, During the Era®éctionalism, 1847-1865.”
PhD diss., Columbian School of Arts and Sciencebhef George Washington
University, 1999.

Unpublished Papers

Chesson, Michael B. “Richmond Jews and the Bread &tiApril 2, 1863: Myth and
Reality.” Paper for the Sixth Annual Conferencetlom Jewish experience in the



56

South for the Southern Jewish Historical SocietpbMe, Alabama, November 7,
1981.

DeCredico, Mary A. “Richmond Goes to War: 1861-18&pub. Mss.



57

Tablel
Relative Values of Estate of Confederate Congressthe

Relative Value of Estate Total Number Per centage
No Estate (0%) 1 4
Below Average (1-50%) 11 4.1
Average (21-200%) 35 13.1
Above Average (201-600%) 64 24
Much Above Average
(601%+) 130 48.67
Unknown Estate Category 26 9.7
TOTAL 267 100

153 Thomas B. Alexander and Richard E. Beringére Anatomy of the Confederate Congress: A Study of
the Influences of Member Characteristics on LegjigtaVoting Behavior, 1861-18@5lashville:

Vanderbilt University Press, 1972), 20. Alexanded 8eringer compare the congressmen’s estates with
the average estate in their home counties. Accgrgithe authors, and as the above table illustrate
“More than half (130, or 54 percent) of the congreen for whom this information has been located hel
estates that were at least 600 percent of the gee@na&nership in their home counties.” See page 18.
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Table2
Comparison of Food Prices for Small Family
Richmond, Virginia, 1860 and 186%

ltem 1860 1863 % Increase
Bacon, 10 Ibs. 1.25 10.00 700
Flour, 30 Ibs. 1.50 3.75 150
Sugar, 30 Ibs. 40 75 88
Coffee, 4 Ibs. .50 20.00 3900
Green Tea, ¥z |b. .50 8.00 1500
Lard, 4 Ibs. .50 4.00 700
Butter, 3 Ibs. .75 5.25 600
Meal, 1 peck .25 1.00 300
Candles, 2 Ibs. .30 2.50 733

154 Barber, “Civil War Bread Riots and the Developmeha Confederate Welfare System,” 20. Barber
sites theRichmond Dispatchrticle from 29 January 1863 for the informatiarthe above table. The prices
only continued to rise as the effects of weatherierpressment increased throughout the spring 6818
However, theDispatcharticle blamed only the speculators for the shacpease in prices. It reported, “So
much we owe the speculators, who have staid [sicpme to prey upon the necessities of their fellow
citizens.” It never mentioned the government'’s cesgibility for inflation.
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Appendix |
A Factual First-Hand Observation

Letter from Hal Tutwiler to Nettie Tutwiler, Apr8, 1863

We have had a dreadful riot here yesterday, & Hreykeeping it up
today, but they are not near as bad today as tlkeey yesterday. But | will begin
at the first.

Thursday morning | went to the office as usuafe®y minutes after | got
in, I heard a most tremendous cheering, went tevihdow to see what was
going on, but could not tell what it was about &\8e all went down into the
street. When we arrived at the scene we foundatheige number of women had
broken into two or three large grocery establishisiefa were helping themselves
to hams, middlings, butter, and in fact every thimgy could find. Almost every
one of them were armed. Some had a belt on witktal gtuck in each side,
others had a large knife, while some were only drmi¢h a hatchet, axe or
hammer. As fast as they got what they wanted thedixed off with it.

The men instead of trying to put a stop to thesnséful proceeding
cheered them on & assisted them all in their po¥éren they [the women]
found that the guards were on Cary st. they tuarednd & went up on Main
street and broke into several stores. In the mgrhafore they began they went
up to the Capitol, & Governor [John] Letcher malden a speech, but it was like
pouring oil on fire. After that the Prest. [JeffensDavis] made them a speech,
and while they were engaged in their robbery thganaf the city [Joseph Mayo]
came down to make them another. But it did no good.

| think there were fully 5000 persons on Caryishpt more, besides that
many more on Main and Broad. This morning they beggain but they were told
that if they did not disperse they would be fired o

One woman knocked out a pane of glass out of p slrdow, of which
the door was fastened, & put her arm in to stealetbing, but the shopman cut
all four of her fingers off. | was right in the ndi@ of the row all the time. It was
the most horrible sight | ever saw...

Have heard how the riot ended this morning. Geicher told them he
gave the five minutes to disperse & if they did disperse he would have them
fired on by the city guards. They immediately begaleave the streets & in a
few minutes they were comparatively vacant. Theestbave been closed for the
last two days:>°

155 Ambrose, “The Bread Riots in Richmond,” 203. Tisi®ne of the most straightforward depictions of
the riot. It contains few editorial comments andisea striking contrast to Sallie Putnam’s judgrakent

tone.
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Appendix Il
An Upper Class Observation

Sallie Brock Putnam

Originating in Richmond in the Spring of this ye@lr863,) a most disgraceful
riot, to which, in order to conceal the real desighthe lawless mob engaged in
it, was given the name of the “bread riot.”

The rioters were represented in a heterogeneowslasf Dutch, Irish, and
free negroes—of men, women, and children—armed pigtols, knives,
hammers, hatchets, axes, and every other weapah wbuld be made useful in
their defence, or might subserve their designgaéaking into stores for the
purpose of thieving. More impudent and defiant ei#s were never committed,
than disgraced, in the open light of day, on aHirigorning in spring, the city of
Richmond. The cry for bread with which this violemmommenced was soon
subdued, and instead of articles of food, the rsotirected their efforts to the
stores containing dry-goods, shoes, etc. Women ses=e bending under loads of
sole-leather, or dragging after them heavy cavadgts, brandishing their huge
knives, and swearing, though apparently well fadt they were dying from
starvation—yet it was difficult to imagine how theguld masticate or digest the
edibles under the weight of which they were bendiign carried immense loads
of cotton cloth, woolen goods, and other articte®] but few were seen to attack
the stores where flour, groceries, and other prowsswere kept.

This disgraceful mob was put to flight by the maity. Cannon were
planted in the street, and the order to disperdedired upon drove the rioters
from the commercial portion of the city to the GapBquare, where they
menaced the Governor, until, by the continued tereags of the State Guards
and the efforts of the police in arresting the léaglers, a stop was put to these
lawless and violent proceedings.

It cannot be denied that want of bread was attitimis too fatally true, but
the sufferers for food were not to be found in thigb of vicious men and lawless
viragoes who, inhabiting quarters of the city whiesigned riot and depravity,
when followed to their homes after this demonstratvere discovered to be well
supplied with articles of food. Some of them wére keepers of stores, to which
they purposed adding the stock stolen in their oaigvholesale houses.

This demonstration was made use of by the dis&ifiea our midst, and
by our enemies abroad, for the misrepresentatidre&aaggeration of our real
condition. In a little while the papers of the Nopublished the most startling and
highly colored accounts of the starving situatidthe inhabitants of Richmond.
By the prompt preventive measures brought intoisgtipn this riot was
effectually silenced, and no demonstration of timel kvas afterwards made
during the war.

The real sufferers were not of the class who weulglage in acts of
violence to obtain bread, but included the mosttisoand highly cultivated of
our citizens, who, by the suspension of the orgitmanches of business, and the
extreme inflation in the prices of provisions, weften reduced to abject
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suffering; and helpless refugees, who, driven foamfortable homes, were
compelled to seek relief in the crowded city, &t time insufficiently furnished
with the means of living for the resident populatiand altogether inadequate to
the increased numbers thrown daily into it by thegpess of events. How great
their necessities must have been can be imagioettfre fact the many of our
women, reared in the utmost ease, delicacy andemeint, were compelled to
dispose of all articles of taste and former luxuanyg frequently necessary articles
of clothing, to meet the everyday demands of life.

These miseries and inconveniences were submdtedno fault-finding
spirit; and although the poverty of the massessiased from day, to-day there is
no doubt that the sympathies of the people weralteningly with the revolution
in all of its phases. Our sufferings were sevend,tae uncomplaining temper in
which they were borne was surely no evidence tieetwas in the Southern
masses a disposition of craven submission, buerathheroic devotion to a
cause which brought into exercise the sublime pdwesuffer and be strong.’
While our enemies in their country were fattenipgmo all the comforts of life,
faring sumptuously every day, clothing themselvesdh garments, and enjoying
all that could make existence desirable, they nmaeey over the miseries
endured by the South, and laughed at the self-atioegof a people who
surrendered luxuries and comforts without a murfouthe cause of the
revolution®

156 pytnamRichmond During the WaR08-210. Sallie Putnam’s description of the Richth@nead Riot

is colorful and critical in its incriminating langge. She blames the mob on citizens with criminal
intentions rather than considering the fact the yrafrthe rioters may have been suffering. Manyhef t
diary entries and newspaper editorials also comtainy of the same stereotypes. The common themlé in
of the portrayals is the tendency of the authatdny the legitimacy of the rioters’ complaints. Th#ous
actions of the women violated that long standingeez of class harmony in the South. Many of thesupp
class members refused to accept that transitionustified the actions of the women by blamingrit o
external agents or citizens of ill repute. Theyalepged the concept of the “worthy poor”: those who
suffered silently and did not engage in unconveaidehavior.
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Appendix Il
Comparison to European Food Riots

The Richmond Bread Riot bears a striking resendaldo the European food riots
of the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteentlugest However, few modern accounts
of the Richmond Bread Riot incorporate this conmgzari Michael Chesson briefly
references the European riots; however, E. SusdreBaonducts the most extensive
analysis. She seeks to understand whether the RiuhBread Riot followed patterns
similar to the ones exhibited by the European foot$ and concurs that the two do,
indeed, correspond in both form and mofive.

Barber correctly concludes that the riot exhibismof the characteristics of the
European food riots of the eighteenth and nineteeanturies. One of the foremost
historians on women'’s studies in Western Europejd.8. Tilly, proposes that three
classifications of food riots existed in Franceha seventeenth, eighteenth, and
nineteenth centuries. According to Tilly, the fitgbe of riot, the market riot, took place
in the cities and “was usually aimed at bakers whm&es were too high and whose
loaves were too few, at city residents who wer@scdted of hoarding supplies of grain in
their houses, and at government officials who thiteact swiftly to ease a food
shortage.**® The next classification, the entrave, occurreq @mrural settings. In this
form, the rioters took the grain from wagons orirthvay to market. Tilly calls the last
kind of food riottaxation populaireln this type, the rioters seized goods, setrgpiidce,

and sold the goods in order to reimburse the aalgirller->

157 Chesson, “Harlots or Heroines?”, 136-137; Bart@ivil War Bread Riots and the Development of a
Confederate Welfare System,” 106-109.

158 | ouise A. Tilly, “The Food Riot as a Form of Pl Conflict in France,Journal of Interdisciplinary
History 2, no. 1 (Summer 1971): 23.

%9 bid., 23-24.
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The Bread Riot in Richmond most closely resemtileanarket riot. The riot took
place in an urban environment and the women fppt@ached the government officials
who they believed had not done enough to solvetblelem of unreasonable prices.
There is also evidence that the rioters did, inesamstances, target known speculators,
foreigners, and Jew&® The class tension which had been building in Rizhencreated
resentment among the poor toward the successfuhaets in the city. The less
prosperous members of society believed that theseutators and wealthy merchants
were merely profiting from the war effort and hatd cause for patriotism, loyalty, or
sacrifice. The newspapers were rich with exhontetiagainst these individuals. Many of
the women involved in the bread riots had at least and in most cases, multiple family
members involved in the war and thus, wealthy nmerthand those with no apparent ties
to the Confederacy constituted the prime targatfofating and violencé®* This
targeting reveals that the Richmond Bread Riotatijosesembles the market riots which
occurred in France in the eighteenth and nineteestturies.

The riot also closely resembles the qualitiehefEnglish crowd in the
eighteenth century as described by E.P. ThompsermdHeved that:

It is possible to detect in almost every eightearghtury crowd action some

legitimizing notion. By the notion of legitimatidnrmean that the men and women

in the crowd were informed by the belief that thegre defending traditional
rights or customs; and, in general, that they wegpported by the wider
consensus of the communify?.

Essentially, every community possesses a set ailmorms. When these norms are

violated, the crowd believes that unprecedentedrabiecomes permissible. Thompson

180 Chesson, “Harlots or Heroines?”, 171-172.

151 Walthall, Hidden Things Brought To Ligh24.

152 P. Thompson, “The Moral Economy of the Englowd in the Eighteenth CenturyPast and
Presentno. 50 (1971): 78.
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elaborated on this idea by defining what he caks“moral economy of the crowd.” He
writes that a violation of societal standards axponsibilities, “taken together, can be
said to constitute the moral economy of the poar oétrage to these moral assumptions,
quite as much as actual deprivation, was the umsion for direct actiort®® In the

case of the Richmond Bread Riot, the legitimiziomgon was the belief that every
individual deserved the opportunity to purchaseessary items at a reasonable price.
Thus, the rioters exactly resembled Thompson’srgegms of the rioters in the English
crowds.

Another similarity between the European riots #r@lRichmond Bread Riot was
the existence of political motives. Both Georg&FRudé and Louise Tilly believe in the
close correlation of political undercurrents anddaiots. Tilly states, “The emergence of
the food riot marked the nationalization and paoitation of the problem of subsistence,
and was based on a popular model of how the ecostioyld work.*®* The first
connection between motives of hunger and politbainge surfaced during the French
Revolution. Public animosity rose first over the&prof bread in April, 1789. However,
this unrest evolved into political upheav3l The trend did not cease with the end of the
Revolution. Rudé wrote, “there are political, ‘patic,’ and antiroyalist undercurrents
and accompaniments (particularly in the riots o/&lober 1792) ...In Paris, too the

grocery riots of 1793, at least, had political unoiees.*®°
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These political motives also surfaced in the RiochchBread Riot. The women
desired the availability of reasonably priced f@ddovernment prices. They abhorred
the legislation which legalized impressment andTthe-in-Kind. They first desired to
bargain with the Governor, but when he took nodieetion, the women took what the
government refused to provide them. The rioter& thiect action toward remedying the
problem of affordable goods.

The Richmond Bread Riot bears a striking resendaldo the European food riots
in both form and motive. Although the women of Riadbnd may not have known about
the utilization of the food riot in Europe, theydantook the same method in order to
achieve change. Thus, the food riot was an effectiede of protest in both America and

Europe.



