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Preface

A Note on Methods and Acknowledgments

This book furthers the interpretation of the law of slavery in the United States
South that I advanced in People Without Rights: An Interpretation of the
Fundamentals of the Law of Slavery in the U.S. South.! That book was
first published in 1992 after my initial ten years studying slavery law and my
publication of one review essay and two longer articles on slavery law in the
United States.2

In chapter 7 of People Without Rights, 1 discussed the statutes and cases
that regulated and eventually prohibited the masters’ power to free their
slaves.3 This book began as an article that I intended to write as an initial
chapter in a second edition of People Without Rights. Instead, I found the need
to write this book to further analyze these legal trends, to develop the fun-
damental procedural and practical aspects of the law of slavery as applied in
real trials and appeals, and to incorporate and consider the books and articles
that have more recently been published on the manumission and freedom suits
in the United States and elsewhere.

After People Without Rights was written, scholars published important
monographs and articles on slave law in the United States South, including
surveys written by Robert B. Shaw* and Thomas D. Morris.> Judith Schafer
wrote a thorough study of the Louisiana Supreme Court’s slavery decisions.5
Jenny Bourne Wahl contributed an economic history analysis of slave law.?
William Wiethoff reviewed the judges’ rhetoric in their antebellum slave law
opinions.8 A. Leon Higginbotham, Jr. wrote a monograph on the history of race
in American law, and co-authored a series of law review articles that included
discussions of what he called slave law’s “Ten Precepts.” Glenn McNair, James
M. Campbell, Ariela J. Gross, Walter Johnson, and Sally E. Haddon also pub-
lished books discussing the law of slave criminal justice, slave sales, slaves’ suits
for freedom, and slave patrols.19 Bernie D. Jones, Adrienne D. Davis, and Jason
A. Gillmer, among others, have recently written about the law of manumission
and miscegenation.!1

Judith Schafer’s 2003 monograph on the Louisiana manumission statutes
and freedom suits is a most noteworthy contribution.!2 The present book can be
read to complement her study because, as in my earlier work, I will focus on the
way that the judges and legislators in the common law states integrated slavery
law into the law that the English colonists brought to the New World.

These and other scholars whose works I will cite in this book have made
valuable contributions toward an understanding of the cases in which people
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held as slaves sought to be released from bondage. Still, I believe that the issues
that I could further discuss, and contribute a different perspective, include
those that were raised in the cases in which people held as slaves won their
freedom while slavery was legal in the United States South.

To this end, I draw upon my three decades of experience as a practicing
lawyer to consider these cases and statutes, not as abstract expressions of legal
doctrines or principles, but as the products of the conscious decisions made by
lawmakers and judges. These decisions had real world effects on ordinary
lawyers like me and of course even more so on their clients—the enslaved, their
owners, and other free people—and the perceived public interest. This practical
experience enables me to apply a somewhat different perspective to the legal
materials from the years that the United States was a slave nation.

In my earlier works, I examined the fundamental nature of the legal re-
lationship between slaves, masters, and third parties, and addressed the
question: Why did the law of slavery in the United States South treat people
held as slaves as both people and property? I contended that this slavery law
was true to slavery’s logic as a social and cultural institution—and to avoid
confusion and enhance our understanding of this law, we should not think of
slave rights in the law.

As a general rule, the law in the United States defined slaves as human
property with no legal rights. Of necessity, however, the lawmakers sometimes
treated slaves as people because, after all, they were people. Consequently, the
lawmakers included slaves among the people who could commit crimes and
who also could be the victims of crime. But, as Randall Kennedy noted, the way
that the lawmakers defined crimes that could be committed by and against
slaves was one instance in which blacks and other people of color were the
victims of both “racially invidious over-enforcement of the criminal law” and
“under-enforcement” that “purposefully denies African-American victims of
violence” the criminal law’s equal protection.13

Accordingly, the lawmakers burdened slaves with extra legal duties while
they also denied to slaves the most basic human rights. This was so even though
the law regulated the masters’ right to treat their slaves as cruelly and as
leniently as they wished. These regulatory laws included those that at times
provided that masters could not free their slaves and that defined who could
legally be held as a slave. These regulations did not create slave rights. Instead,
they legitimated while regulating the masters’ powers, and furthered ends that
the lawmakers perceived to be necessary to perpetuate and advance their slave
society.14

In People Without Rights, 1 explained why it follows that the references in
the law to the slaves’ humanity constituted cruel ironies. The judges and
legislators—often in the name of humanity—denied to slaves the rights that the
common law afforded to free people, imposed additional legal duties upon
slaves, legitimized the powers of others over slaves, and defined the relative
property rights of free people to own and control slave property.15

The law allocating the slave’s legal rights and duties in this way epitomized
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in the law slavery’s oppressive social relationships. Accordingly, upon further
reflection, the phrase “people without rights,” although useful in explaining
slave law’s fundamentals, is an understatement. It captures only one side of
slave law’s equation of oppression. The statutes and cases that imposed extra
legal duties and liabilities on slaves illustrate this equation’s other half.16

To test and advance this interpretation, I studied those instances in which it
appeared that the law recognized slaves as persons. These examples I argued
were revealed—one by one—to be rhetorical devices that legitimized slave law’s
inherent inhumanity. Indeed, slaves were people who according to the law were
the property of others. Therefore, the law of people differed from the law of
people who were slaves. This was slavery law’s fundamental reality.17

Southern legislators and judges acknowledged that slavery differed funda-
mentally from other relationships that exhibited inequality. It does not neces-
sarily follow that all masters treated slaves as property without recognizing the
slaves’ humanity, but the law permitted masters to think of and treat their
slaves as property. Nor does this mean that the judges and legislators antici-
pated that masters would dehumanize their slaves; but the lawmakers allowed
for this possibility, and it was a foreseeable consequence of the law.18

Slavery’s abolitionist critics and twentieth-century historians including
Kenneth Stampp advanced similar interpretations of the slave’s legal status.19 I
have attempted to further this interpretation by noting that Southern judges
also at times expressed in their judicial opinions similarly frank acknowledg-
ments of slavery’s essence. Occasionally, these judges looked into what Henry
Wadsworth Longfellow called “the abyss” that was slavery and they saw and
expressed the real meaning of slavery’s legal suppression of the slave’s
humanity.20 For one example, Louisiana Supreme Court Justice Alexander
Buchanan wrote, in an 1856 opinion, that the slave

is the object of contracts, not a legal party to contracts. He may be sold or
mortgaged, but he cannot sell or mortgage. He can neither inherit, nor
make a will, because he can possess nothing as owner. He is inadmissible
as a witness in any civil suit whatever. And if accused of crime, he is tried
by a special tribunal, to which the safeguards of the common law are
unknown.2!

Judges like Buchanan “were not ‘abolitionist fanatics’ bent on the destruction of
a perceived moral evil, but were pro-slavery jurists.”22

At other times, however, judges looked into the same abyss and deluded
themselves into thinking that the law that they made and upheld was not so
bad.23 Thus, in an 1821 Mississippi Supreme Court opinion, Justice Joshua G.
Clarke asked: “Has the slave no rights, because he is deprived of his freedom?”
Clarke answered his own question by asserting that the slave “is still a human
being, and possess all of those rights, of which he is not deprived by the positive
provisions of law[.]"24

Clarke was “only half correct” because slavery law’s first principles defined
slaves as property. This definition cut slaves off from all claims to legal rights.
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But slaves were unique property because they could commit crimes. “Thus,
slaves were considered persons by the criminal law. This added insult to injury,”
because the lawmakers burdened slaves with additional duties and punish-
ments. “Consequently, the slave had a dual legal status that was consistent with
and epitomized the oppression of slavery. Slaves were denied the benefits of
personhood and were saddled with burdens that exceeded the obligations of
‘real’ people.”25

I also emphasized the notion that the law of slavery in the American
colonies and states was constantly changing by tracing the origin and constant
development of the legal relationships between masters, slaves, and third
parties in the common law states of the United States South. This inquiry’s goal
was to show how slavery was accommodated into the common law that was
evolving in the pre-Civil War South.26

This approach was to some extent an attempt to address what Paul Finkel-
man called a “neglected” area of slavery law: “the interaction between slave law
and legal doctrine, and the theoretical underpinnings of the law of slavery.”27
This study centered on legal materials—cases, statutes, and constitutions.
Nevertheless, I also argued that the social, political, economic, and intellectual
background of the law of slavery provides the necessary context within which
we can best analyze these legal materials.28

This book’s analysis is informed by the approaches to legal history that I
used in my earlier works, except that I will make a greater use of a comparative
approach to evaluate the development in the Southern common law states of
substantive legal standards and procedural rules with reference to the law in the
civil law state of Louisiana and in other slave societies. Scholars have applied
comparative approaches to better understand the possible legal rules that
different slave societies adopted or rejected, and “to identify the circumstances
in which law changes and hence to uncover the reasons for legal develop-
ment.”29

According to Peter Kolchin, historians interested in the United States South
“have differed sharply in their definitions of ‘comparative history[.]”” He never-
theless suggested “three different comparative approaches: (1) comparisons
between the South and the North (the ‘un-south’); (2) internal comparisons
among various components of the South (‘many souths’); and (3) comparisons
between the South and other societies sharing some of the same attributes
(‘other souths’).”30 Although they often reach different conclusions, “a wide
variety of scholars have recognized that Southern society is best understood in
the context of slavery and other forms of unfree labour elsewhere in the modern
world.”3! This book is not a comprehensive comparative study, but it will at
times use all three of these comparisons.

Kolchin also stated that most of us think of the third approach when we
refer to comparative history, and some historians consider this as “the only real
form of comparison.”32 I will use the third approach by referring to the ancient
Roman and more modern slave codes, including the Spanish law Las Siete
Partidas de Rey don Alfonso el Sabio, which was compiled in the Middle Ages
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under Alfonso X and contained slavery provisions that later influenced slave law
in Spain’s colonies, and the French Code Noir, which was adopted in 1685
under Louis XIV as “the first integrated slave code written specifically for the
Americas.”33

A growing body of literature compares South American slavery and law
with that of the French, English, and Dutch colonies, but scholars have hotly
debated the proper methods to use and conclusions to draw.34 Indeed, as
Eugene Genovese argued, while critiquing the work of Frank Tannenbaum and
others, “the comparative method is a treacherous business, and we have yet to
learn to recognize all of its pitfalls or understand its limits.”35 Scholars are still
debating the merits of Tannenbaum’s thesis concerning the provisions in the
South American slave law that apparently were less oppressive than the analo-
gous North American slave law.36 One does not have to agree with all of the
components of Tannenbaum’s thesis to use “its rich potential in assessing
whether the law enabled slaves to exercise agency or self-sufficiency.”37 Al-
though the comparative approach must be applied with care so as not to “exag-
gerate or magnify differences[,]” legal historical issues involving race and
slavery “are brought into sharper focus when viewed through a comparative
lens.”38

As to Kolchin’s first comparison, I refer at times to the law of Great Britain
and the free states and to New Jersey law from the years before that state
abolished slavery. New Jersey was the last Northern state to adopt a gradual
emancipation act, and this process was so gradual that slavery continued in
New Jersey in modified form until the Thirteenth Amendment went into ef-
fect.39 In addition, I examine the rules that the American courts applied to
analogous proceedings that did not involve slaves. This analysis can at times
provide a context for evaluating slave law.40

Applying Kolchin’s second approach, I again will review the patterns of
social and legal change over time within the different Southern colonies, states,
and regions to emphasize both continuities and discontinuities. This approach
permits us to discern larger patterns and trends within Southern slavery law
and society.4!

I again find it helpful to draw upon ideas and methodological approaches
from traditional doctrinal legal history, instrumentalist legal history, and the
Critical Legal Studies authors.42 From the instrumentalists, I argue that the
complex and shifting structure of slavery law in the South can best be under-
stood as a process by which the judges and legislators accommodated slavery’s
essential social elements into the common law, for which slavery was a long-
forgotten institution. They achieved this by balancing what they perceived to be
the salient interests implicated in the issues presented. These interests included
the slave master class’s perceived need: (1) to foster slave control, obedience,
and submissiveness; (2) to perpetuate the plantation economy and preserve
slave property values; (3) to regulate the behavior of overseers and slave hirers;
and (4) to control poor white violence and slave abuse, while co-opting poor
whites into becoming supporters of the slave economy.43
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The social, economic, political, and intellectual/religious developments
appear to have over time caused the dominant slave owners’ perceptions of the
balance of these interests to shift. The judges and legislators who created the
new legal standards also for the most part shared these new attitudes and
concerns. Therefore, the courts and legislatures changed the civil and criminal
law to protect slave property, but they also used the law as an instrument of
social control asserted against poor whites, overseers, slave hirers, and even
against slave owners who did not properly maintain and discipline their
slaves.44

To evaluate the effect of these social and cultural conditions on slavery law,
we should examine relevant non-legal materials in addition to the statutes,
constitutions, and case law reports that Robert Gordon called law box data.
According to Gordon, the law box contains “whatever appears autonomous
about the legal order—courts, equitable maxims, motions for summary judg-
ment; outside lies society, the wide realm of the nonlegal, the political,
economic, religious, social....”#5 I have again grounded my interpretation upon
an external approach to legal history, which reaches outside of the law box for
nonlegal data to help evaluate the law box data. This approach is in contrast to
an internal legal history, which confines its inquiry to the law box.46

Implicit in each approach, however, is an important answer to the key
question concerning the relationship between law and social change: Whether
legal change was caused only by autonomous forces at work inside the law box,
or whether changes in law, at least to some degree, occurred in response to
changes in the society at large.

The way one defines the concept of legal autonomy influences how one
views the relationship between law and social change. Gordon suggested two
ways to perceive of the contents of the law box. The first is a theory “asserting
that law derives its shape almost wholly from sources within the box (i.e., that it
is really autonomous as well as seeming so)[.]” According to the second, “the
box is really empty, the apparent distinctiveness of its contents illusory, since
they are all products of external social forces.”47

I again assert that slavery law in the United States can best be described as
a process by which the judges and legislators legitimized and accommodated
slavery’s social and cultural elements into the law. The legal and non-legal data
support the interpretation that these legislators and judges formulated and
reformulated legal standards and doctrine concerning slave law in response to
the social, political, economic, and intellectual/religious changes that accom-
panied slavery’s development. This legal evolutionary process was, in essence,
more a reaction to non-legal changes and was less an expression of autonomous
legal forces.

I thus used different terms to emphasize what Philip Schwarz, Ariela Gross,
Laura Edwards, and others have called legal history from the bottom up. This is
an approach by which the historians use trial court testimony and other primary
sources to reveal the cultural and political interactions that masters and the
people they enslaved experienced, as well as the inquiry into how those inter-



Preface | vii

actions influenced changes in slavery law.#® Like Schwarz, however, “I cannot
confine myself to ‘history from the bottom up,’ like a cave explorer who looks
down at the stalagmites and ignores the stalactites. I must investigate both
‘history from the top down’ and ‘history from the bottom up.””49

We need to look at how those at the bottom and at the top interacted to
form and reform the legal rules both in the books and in action. Robert Olwell
explained this interaction well when, in describing colonial South Carolina
criminal slave law, he noted that “no system of law can exist apart from the
ongoing process of its creation and legitimization.” He added that when we
speak of the law we “describe the consequence of myriad individual actions, not
a single prescient actor.” Thus, he concluded that the colonial criminal law of
slavery “was constructed each day by the decisions and choices of the living men
and women, white and black, who cooperated with or contested against one
another in the legislature, at the slave court, or upon the gallows.”50

Indeed, people held as slaves and their lawyers, from the bottom up, in-
fluenced those who wrote the slave laws and court decisions, and this process
included cases in which slaves asserted freedom claims. The lawmakers at the
top often responded to these claims coming from the bottom, however, by
cutting off potential legal routes to freedom. For example, judges and legislators
in different jurisdictions and at different times imposed greater or lesser legal
constraints upon individual slave masters who wished to free their slaves, and
thus confined or expanded the claims to freedom that slaves potentially could
assert based upon proof of their masters’ intentions to free their slaves. The
lawmakers also responded to freedom claims by limiting the potential sub-
stantive theories on which slaves could claim their freedom independent of
proof that the slaves’ masters’ intentions to free them. These lawmakers also
adopted procedural rules that created burdens and barriers for freedom claim-
ants.

The legislators and judges thus created a legal reality that confronted the
freedom claimants, and their lawyers, whose cases are discussed in this book.
This law also influenced potential claimants who, by definition, simply could
not assert viable legal cases under the legal rules of substance and procedure
that were imposed from above.5!

This interaction between those at the top and at the bottom was not the
same in all slave societies, however. In the British colonies that later became
states in the United States, the lawmakers and judges at the top were not the
kings, queens, or parliaments of the mother country or their colonial admini-
strators. Instead, they were almost from the beginning locally elected or select-
ed legislators and judges who were slave owners themselves, or who were at
least not unsympathetic to the interests of the slaveholders.?2 Moreover, except
in Louisiana and at the start in South Carolina, these lawmakers and judges did
not base their slave law on a code of Roman, medieval, or non-local origin. They
instead made up the law as they went along to advance the salient public and
private interests in the slave societies that they established and developed.53

This interpretation of legal change is akin to the instrumentalist model
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because it asserts that Southern judges and legislators viewed this law as an
instrument of social policy that they used to encourage certain nonlegal changes
and to alleviate the harmful effects of others.5 I do not suggest, however, that
the law box was always empty, that statutes and case law reports necessarily
reflected dominant interests, or that they did so by means of a simple, un-
thinking reflex action. In fact, we must account for the important institutional
differences between courts and legislatures, along with the different natures of
case law and statute law materials. Moreover, we must interpret case law
reports with a lawyer’s expertise, which accounts for the way lawyers and judges
argue from precedents, and which focuses on the specific issues that the liti-
gants have asked the courts to decide.55

Therefore, from the traditional legal history approach, we need to carefully
distinguish the holdings from the dicta in slave law cases, a basic but essential
principle of legal research and analysis.56 Karl Llewellyn said it best when he
wrote that the only “law” in a judicial opinion is created when the court “speaks
to the question before it[.]” As to any other question the court “says mere
words, which no man needs to follow.” These words are not “worthless.” “We
know them as judicial dicta; ... words dropped along the road, wayside remarks.
Yet even wayside remarks shed light on the remarker. They may be very useful
in the future to him, or to us. But he will not feel bound to them, as to his ex
cathedra utterance.”57

Consequently, I again argue that traditional legal doctrinal analysis can
help us to reconcile the court opinions in which judges sometimes referred to
slave rights with other decisions in which the judges did not feel bound by
claims to slave humanity or rights when reaching the holdings in their de-
cisions. These dicta and holdings, when read together, tell us that the judges’
various references to slave humanity or right do not reconcile the cases. In some
cases the courts explicitly discussed the relevant interests that the courts
balanced in the slave law judicial opinions. In other opinions, however, the
judges’ concerns about social changes were implicit in the complex and chang-
ing structure of the legal rules and results that flowed from the case and statu-
tory law.

We can reconcile the evolving legal standards only if we reflect on how the
judges’ and legislators’ perceptions of the balance of the relevant interests
changed over time. Thus, the judges’ and legislators’ changing perceptions
about the balance of these relevant interests were the motivating force behind
legal change. The law does not appear to change for its own strictly autonomous
reasons.?8

From the Critical Legal Studies authors,59 I will again borrow the notion of
reification.®0 Reification is a mode of thought and expression by which we
substitute an abstract and positive word or idea in the place of the complex
reality of oppressive personal relations.6! Gordon again provided a helpful
analysis: “Law’ is just one among many ... systems of meaning people construct
in order to deal with one of the most threatening aspects of social existence: the
danger posed by other people, whose cooperation is indispensable to us..., but
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who may kill us or enslave us.”62

Slave owners already had enslaved the people held as slaves. They sought to
preserve their dominant position over their slaves as well as poor whites, whose
cooperation was indispensable. These classes, of course, could combine and
rebel. Because of these perceived threats, Gordon stated that the elites in society
create legal “belief structures,” along with economic and political ones, to
rationalize “their dominant power positions[.]” These belief systems “define
rights” in ways that reinforce “existing hierarchies of wealth and privilege.”63

This the master class did with the pro-slavery ideology and the law of
slavery. The followers of this ideology in the South, through racism, denied the
slave’s humanity—or at least placed the slave on a level between humanity and
other animals. Similarly, the law defined slaves as chattels to cut them off from
all claims to the ordinary rights enjoyed by humanity. These were the “belief
structures” that the Southern elites constructed to rationalize their dominant
position.64

Gordon stated, moreover, that these belief systems make “the social world
as it is come to seem natural and inevitable.” This occurs when people “exter-
nalize” beliefs by attributing “to them existence and control over and above
human choice; and, moreover [people] believe that these structures must be the
way they are.”65 Gordon thus concluded that reification “is a way people have of
manufacturing necessity: they build structures, then act as if (and genuinely
come to believe) that the structures they have built are determined by history,
human nature, [and] economic law.”66

Accordingly, slave owners and the legislators and judges in the slave states
came to believe that the slavery law that they made was determined by history,
human nature, and economic law. With this belief, they rationalized slavery’s
inhumanity. They thought they were merely acting out the perceived dictates of
the reality that they created. The epitome of this process was the rise of the
positive good theory of slavery, which did indeed influence the law of slavery, as
illustrated by many of the statutes and cases cited in this book.57 “{O]ne [does
not] have to be a Marxist to accept that one of the reasons why people believe in
certain shared ideals (‘ideology’) is to enable them to come to terms with and
tolerate practices which would be intolerable when looked at from some alter-
native point of view.”68

The definition of slaves as property was the key to the belief system that
included slavery law. It rendered all references to slave rights and humanity
into rationalizations that masked slavery’s total oppression. For example, in
James v. Carper,®® the Tennessee Supreme Court in 1857 rejected the con-
tention that the law could deprive a master of her right to recover damages from
a hirer of one of her slaves who perpetrated a battery against the slave. Justice
Robert J. McKinney’s opinion stated that a rule denying the owner her right to
sue and recover her damages would “ignore the plainest principles of reason
and of right,” and “would be justly esteemed a reproach to humanity in any
condition of civil society above the level of barbarism.”70

According to Daniel Flanigan, this decision “demonstrated how slavery
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could warp the values of the slaveholders. Civil suits to recompense masters for
the value of the labor or lives of their slaves did not reduce but instead
encouraged ‘barbarism.”7! Indeed, the court applied the general rule of the
common law by which a hirer or bailee of a chattel, such as a horse, can be held
liable to the owner for damages caused by the intentional misuse of the
chattel.” This opinion provides just one example of how slavery’s “barbarism”
was reified; the court’s references to humanity and right helped to obscure the
oppression of the fundamentals of the master and slave relation.”3

Indeed, phrases such as slave “humanity” and slave “rights” expressed—in
legal terms—the slave’s economic value, and defined the relative property rights
and duties of individuals and the state in the slave. Slave law thus expressed the
conflicting interests of free people that were embodied in slaves. The notions of
slave rights and humanity became reifications.74

In this book, I will build on the interpretation that I advanced in People
Without Rights by again using all of these approaches to legal history, as well as
my experience as a practicing lawyer, to further reveal slavery law’s essential
nature through an analysis of the manumission and freedom suits and the
related statutes.”®

* X X ¥ *

This book is the latest chapter in my 31-year effort to understand and write
about slavery law in the United States. I began this inquiry as a second-year law
student at Rutgers Law School, in Newark, New Jersey, during a Fall 1980
seminar on law and social change taught by Professor James C. N. Paul. I again
wish to note my thanks to Professor Paul and my Rutgers professors John
Anthony Scott and Arthur Kinoy, who encouraged me to continue my research
and writing in this important field of study while I completed my traditional
law school course of study.

In addition to my law practice and continuing research into historical
sources and interpretation, since 1986 I have worked as an adjunct professor
teaching law classes at Montclair State College, now University, in Upper
Montclair, New Jersey. I wish to thank the Sprague Library personnel at
Montclair for assisting me in obtaining books that were not available in the
Library’s collection.

This book, like my earlier works, is the product of my independent efforts.
Nevertheless, I thank all of those who have commented on my publications,
both in print and in communications that I have received over these many
years.

I also wish to acknowledge the many online sources of information, es-
pecially Google Books, which have made it easier for independent scholars to
obtain access to materials that previously were readily available only to those
who were associated with elite institutions. The following data sources also were
especially helpful to me in completing this project: Archives of Maryland
Online, http://aomol.net/html/, which is the source of most of the Maryland
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materials I have cited, and Paul Axel-Lute, ed., “The Law of Slavery in New
Jersey: An Annotated Bibliography” (January 2005, revised October 9, 2009),
http://njlegallib.rutgers.edu/slavery/bibliog.html/, which is the source of many
of the New Jersey materials.

Of course, I thank Alan Childress for agreeing to publish the book and for
assisting me in my efforts to get the manuscript into publishable form. But my
most important thanks go to my wife, Daniele Fede. Also a lawyer, she has had
to endure for three years the storage boxes in our dining room filled with copies
of the fruits of my research efforts, compounded by my occupation of our dining
room table with books, notes, and drafts of the chapters that have finally found
their way into this book. For these reasons, and countless others, this book is
dedicated to her.

ANDREW T. FEDE

Bogota, New Jersey
October, 2011
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