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Historians and Radical Republicans: 
A Meaning for Today 

Allan G. Bogue 

In December of 1861, Timothy Howe, the junior Republican senator from 
Wisconsin, analyzed the situation in Washington for his niece in the Badger 
State. "Everything about us portends the coming of a rupture in the ranks of 
the war party and if so, a fierce struggle between the two factions. The orga- 
nization of a party designing either to rule the administration or to supplant it 
has I think already commenced. Emancipation-the utter extinction of slavery 
will be the watchword and the effort of one faction. Where the other faction 
will plant itself is not so certain." In the most literal sense, Howe's prophecy 
was never fulfilled during the course of the Civil War: complete rupture of the 
Republican party did not occur. But there is much evidence that shows persis- 
tent differences within the administration party at Washington. The roll calls 
and speeches in the Congress reveal continuing contention beween particular 
Republican senators, and sometimes the lawmakers noted such disagreement. 
James H. Lane proclaimed on the floor of the Senate that he was a radical; Sen. 
Edgar Cowan referred to "the ultra school of the Republican party." Although 
once characterizing Cowan as a dog, Benjamin F. Wade spoke of "earnest, up 
and down, through thick and thin Republicans" while others were "weak 
brethren. " William P. Fessenden characterized Wade and his friends as 
gentlemen who "seem to think that they are the representatives of all 
righteousness. " This catalogue could be considerably extended.' 

In his diary Attorney General Edward Bates referred to "extreme men in 
Congress," and during the legislative session of 1864 references to Jacobins 
and radicals dot his entries. Gideon Welles and Salmon P. Chase distinguished 
between radicals and others in their journals, as did a minor functionary, the 

This essay is the presidential address delivered to the Organization of American Historians in 
Cincinnati, April 7, 1983. Allan G. Bogue is Frederick Jackson Turner Professor of History at the 
University of Wisconsin, Madison. 

1 Timothy 0. Howe to Grace Howe, Dec. 13, 1861, folder 1, box 1, Timothy 0. Howe Papers 
(State Historical Society of Wisconsin, Madison); Congressional Globe, 37 Cong., 2 sess., July 7, 
1862, p. 3151; ibid., June 28, 1862, pp. 2993, 3002; ibid., June 6, 1862, p. 2603; ibid., May 19, 
1862, p. 2203. 
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explosive Count Adam Gurowski. John Hay applied the epithet "Jacobin" to 
party extremists. Radicals and ultras stalked through the columns of the New 
York Herald, the personification of all that was wrong, evil, or unfortunate in 
the war. Important Republican newspapers distinguished between radicals and 
conservatives in the party.2 We might assume, therefore, that the different 
policy preferences and political strategies of the radical and moderate 
Republicans played a major part in most subsequent descriptions of the Civil 
War. But that is hardly the truth. 

In this paper I wish to examine the ways in which some historians have 
treated the Republican radicals and nonradicals in the Congress during the 
Civil War. Then I shall consider briefly some of the broader implications that 
our treatment of the radicals in the past may have for the members of our pro- 
fession today. 

The historian who tries to follow the radicals and their conservative 
counterparts through the early historiography of the Civil War soon recognizes 
the occasions that particularly inspired authors to identify radical or conser- 
vative activity. These include Abraham Lincoln's revocation of John C. Fre- 
mont's proclamation, the debates on the Confiscation Act of 1862, Lincoln's- 
refusal to approve that law without further clarification, the Republican losses 
in the fall elections of 1862, the attempt of the Republican senators to purge 
Lincoln's cabinet, congressional consideration of measures to assist the border 
states in emancipating their slaves, differences during the Thirty-eighth Con- 
gress on Reconstruction policy, and the efforts to replace Lincoln during the 
1864 presidential campaign. Although the authors of reminiscent accounts of 
the civilian war sometimes used the terms radical and conservative in the pro- 
cess of presenting thumbnail biographies, most historians who mentioned 
them in discussing the Civil War prior to the 1930s referred to them either in 
the course of discussing one or more of these flashpoints or in connection with 
efforts to influence the selection of military leaders or the development of 
military strategy. Despite such convergence successive generations of Civil 
War historians have differed considerably in their understanding and treat- 
ment of the radical Republicans. 

Sooner or later men who had served the embattled union in government 
tried their hands at history, reminiscence, or biography and created a body of 
"participant history." Only a relatively small number of lawmakers accepted 

2 Howard K. Beale, ed., The Diary of Edward Bates, 1859-1866 (Washington, 1933), 241, 327, 
329, 331, 333; Howard K. Beale and Alan W. Brownsword, eds., Diary of Gideon Welles: Secretary 
of the Navy under Lincoln and Johnson (3 vols., New York, 1960), I, 525, 533, II, 43, 64, 198, 237, 
239, 241-42, 246; David Donald, ed., Inside Lincoln's Cabinet: The Civil War Diaries of Salmon 
P. Chase (New York, 1954), 186, 207, 224; Adam Gurowski, Diary (3 vols., Boston, 1862-1866), I, 
179, II, 31, 132-33, 160, III, 50-51, 59, 60, 67, 92-93, 112, 136-37, 167-68, 171, 177, 190; Tyler 
Dennett, ed., Lincoln and the Civil War in the Diaries and Letters of John Hay (New York, 1939), 
31-32; New York Herald, March 7, May 21, July 10, July 16, Dec. 27, 1862, March 6, March 15, 
1863, Feb. 11, April 21, 1864, Feb. 23, Feb. 27, 1865; Chicago Tribune, May 15, July 17, 1862, Feb. 
10, Nov. 17, Nov. 18, 1863, Feb. 9, 1865; Springfield (Mass.) Weekly Republican, Dec. 7, 1861, 
Feb. 22, June 21, July 5, July 7, July 19, 1862; New York Times, Dec. 4, Dec. 5, 1861, April 1, July 
7, 1862, Jan. 23, 1863, March 29, 1864; Cincinnati Commercial, July 8, Dec. 1, 1862; Boston 
Morning Journal, Jan. 15, 1863; Boston Evening Transcript, March 6, 1863. 
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Clio's challenge, but that very fact, as well as their peculiar point of vantage, 
makes their work of particular interest. The writings of such men as Henry 
Wilson, James G. Blaine, John A. Logan, Isaac N. Arnold, George W. Julian, 
John Sherman, Albert G. Riddle, and Samuel Sullivan Cox are important both 
for what is said and what is not said-they are a record of political events and 
of attitudes about political events and of what such men believed was worthy 
of preservation in the collective consciousness of Americans. But the partici- 
pant historians identified relatively few of their colleagues as radicals, 
moderates, or conservatives. Of those who tried to write history rather than 
reminiscence, Henry Wilson was most generous in this respect, sometimes 
using the word "radical" but fond as well of the word "earnest." He found 
Wade, James Grimes, Lot Morrill, Charles Sumner, Samuel C. Pomeroy, Jacob 
Howard, B. Gratz Brown, and Lyman Trumbull to be "pronounced anti- 
slavery men," while James Dixon and Henry B. Anthony were conservative 
Republicans and Lafayette S. Foster, Ira Harris, and John C. Ten Eyck were 
"rather conservative." Cowan, he reported, "often disagreed with the more 
pronounced members of his party.' '3 

What was the specific nature of the disagreement? Primarily, Henry Wilson 
suggested, it involved the party's policies relative to slavery. He wrote that 
"large numbers" of Republicans had joined the party through "loyalty to the 
Union" and "had no real sympathy with antislavery." But Blaine argued that 
radicalism at white heat transcended the slavery issue. "When men's minds 
were inflamed by a just resentment toward the Southern theory of States' 
rights, there was a tendency to go to other extremes in the other direction. 
Some of the Republican leaders, notably Mr. Stevens, were very radical in their 
views in this respect, and would scarcely have hesitated at the abolition of all 
the checks upon the Federal power which the Constitution wisely gives to the 
States. "4 

But there was more still to radicalism. The Republican congressman Julian 
identified himself candidly as a "member of the radical wing of Republican- 
ism." He and others of like mind, he explained, not only opposed Lincoln's 
early policy of "tenderness towards slavery," but George B. McClellan's 
military leadership and the conservatives in the cabinet. Military "slave catch- 
ing" and the early failure to use black soldiers frustrated them as well. "No 
one at a distance," wrote Julian, "could have formed any adequate conception 
of the hostility of Republican members toward Mr. Lincoln at the final ad- 

3 James G. Blaine, Twenty Years of Congress: From Lincoln to Garfield (2 vols., Norwich, 
Conn., 1884); John A. Logan, The Great Conspiracy: Its Origin and History (New York, 1886); 
Isaac N. Arnold, The History of Abraham Lincoln and the Overthrow of Slavery (Chicago, 1866); 
Isaac N. Arnold, The Life of Abraham Lincoln (Chicago, 1884); George W. Julian, Political 
Recollections, 1840 to 1872 (Chicago, 1884); John Sherman's Recollections of Forty Years in the 
House, Senate and Cabinet. An Autobiography (Chicago, 1896); Albert G. Riddle, Recollections of 
War Times: Reminiscences of Men and Events in Washington, 1860-1865 (New York, 1895); 
Samuel S. Cox, Union-Disunion-Reunion. Three Decades of Federal Legislation, 1855 to 1885 
(Providence, 1885); Henry Wilson, History of the Rise and Fall of the Slave Power (3 vols., Boston, 
1872-1877), III, 271, 290, 396, 436. 

4 Wilson, History of the Rise and Fall of the Slave Power, III, 233; Blaine, Twenty Years of Con- 
gress, I, 479. 
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journment" of the second session of the Thirty-seventh Congress. "Of the 
more earnest and thorough going Republicans in . . . Congress, probably not 
one in ten really favored" Lincoln's renomination, argued Julian. The presi- 
dent's failure to sign the Wade-Davis bill "still further exasperated a for- 
midable body of earnest and impatient Republicans. " 5 

Most of the congressional veterans turned historian were less blunt than 
Julian. Differences, Henry Wilson suggested, were to be expected in the heat of 
conflict but "fortunately the administration of the government was in the 
hands of the Republican party, whose leaders . .. saw farther and more clearly 
than the people, comprehended more fully the grandeur of the occasion, the 
sublime significance of the conflict, and the imperative duty of abiding by 
political as well as personal integrity in deciding upon the policy to be main- 
tained." Sherman suggested that the confiscation debates that thundered in 
high acrimony over two months in 1862 merely reflected an unfortunate 
misunderstanding about the constitutional nature of the war. In commenting 
on the enrollment laws Sherman wrote: "These and numerous questions of a 
similar character occupied much time, and created much feeling. It is now 
hardly worthwhile, in view of the results of the war, to revive old controver- 
sies." And of Chase's resignation, he commented, "No good would result from 
analyzing the events which led to" it. Although he did refer briefly to the 
"reckless impatience" and "complaints" of some of Lincoln's "friends," Logan 
stressed the wisdom and patriotism of the Congress and the "enthusiastic 
unanimity" with which Lincoln was endorsed in 1864. The passage of time 
may well have dulled wartime bitterness in the writings of such Republicans. 
Arnold's Life of Abraham Lincoln, which appeared in 1884, for example, was 
more circumspect in its discussions of disagreement among Republicans than 
was his earlier history of Lincoln and the overthrow of slavery published in 
1866.6 

Time did not, however, dull the acerbity of "Sunset" Cox's view of Repub- 
lican radicalism, as Americans learned when that unrepentant Democrat 
published Three Decades of Federal Legislation in 1885. "The ascendency of 
the radical element in the conduct" of the war could only be explained, he 
wrote, by the "principle that in war . . . the worst passions obtain the 
mastery." But also "the worst type of selfish interest" supported "the ex- 
cesses of Northern radicalism." Contractors and manufacturers reaped a rich 
harvest, and a "radical Congress" urged "the most ultra acts of despotism" on 
the president. Such quotations make Cox's general view of the radicals quite 
clear, but he did little to elaborate the continuities and nuances of their 
disagreements with other Republicans in the Congress. 7 

When we broaden the scope of inquiry and look at the contributions of con- 
temporaries who occupied other points of vantage, we discover great variations 
in usefulness. Towering over such contributors were Lincoln's secretaries, 

5 Julian, Political Recollections, 181-82, 213, 220, 243, 246. 
6 Wilson, History of the Rise and Fall of the Slave Power, III, 421-22; John Sherman's Recollec- 

tions, 263, 284; Logan, Great Conspiracy, 382, 431-32, 480-81, 485, 593. 
7 Cox, Union-Disunion-Reunion, 221, 226, 231. 
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John G. Nicolay and Hay, who, in 1886, began to frustrate various "conceited 
old men with bad memories" and enthrall a wider audience with serial in- 
stallmnents of Abraham Lincoln: A History. A history of the war no less than a 
presidential biography, this great work contains scattered passages suggesting 
the importance of factional divisiveness. Nicolay and Hay argued that "every 
antislavery speech, resolution, vote, or law received quick sustaining accep- 
tance from public sentiment . . . and from the fighting Union armies." Such 
assent led "the radical leaders" of the Republican majority to "more advanced 
demands and votes." And "antislavery opinion in Congress not only had the 
advantage of overpowering numbers, but also of conspicuous ability." The 
military reverses in the summer of 1862, Nicolay and Hay wrote, "sharpened 
anew the underlying prejudice and distrust between the two factions of [Lin- 
coln's] supporters-radicals and conservatives, as they began to be called; or, 
more properly speaking, those who were anxious to destroy and those who 
were willing to preserve slavery." William H. Seward and Chase were "the 
representatives in the Cabinet of the more conservative and the more radical 
elements of the Republican party." The radicals caused the cabinet crisis of 
December 1862 and other problems that Lincoln faced. Although they iden- 
tified more senators in these terms than did most contemporary writers, 
Nicolay and Hay fully developed neither the distinctions between the factions 
nor their implications. 8 

To press further outward in the literature produced in the era of the partici- 
pant generation adds the occasional minor bit of detail, as in James Schuckers's 
portrayal of Chase defending the standards of the Treasury Service against the 
conservative patronage brokers of New York. Even so well regarded a writer as 
Sumner's biographer, Edward L. Pierce, shocks us with his admonition to 
future readers of the debates of the Thirty-seventh Congress. "Whoever shall 
hereafter study its record will pass lightly over the personal bickerings . . . 
while he contemplates the grand result so creditable to its authors and so fruit- 
ful of benefit to mankind." Perhaps Sherman and Massachusetts scholarship 
were not so far apart after all. We need not be surprised that Col. Alexander K. 
McClure wrote in his Recollections of 1902, "It is a fact not now generally 
known that a large portion of the Republicans shuddered at negro suffrage. " 9 

Most of the northerners who wrote of the war years-our major concern here 
-used, explicitly or implicitly, the theme of a national union violated by con- 
spirators most foul as their conceptual framework. They portrayed specific ac- 
tors as men moved by ideology, by gallantry, and other commendable virtues 
or, conversely, by malice or wrongheadedness. No participant historian 

8 Benjamin P. Thomas, Portrait for Posterity: Lincoln and His Biographers (New Brunswick, 
N.J., 1947), 121; John G. Nicolay and John Hay, Abraham Lincoln: A History (10 vols., New York, 
1890), VI, 106-07, 148, 253. See also, ibid., V, 151, 318-19, 397, VII, 388-89, VIII, 469-70, IX, 
100, 109-10, 124-27, 455-56. 

9 J. W. Schuckers, The Life and Public Services of Salmon Portland Chase, United States Senator 
and Governor of Ohio; Secretary of the Treasury, and Chief-justice of the United States (New 
York, 1874), 377-87; Edward L. Pierce, Memoir and Letters of Charles Sumner (4 vols., Boston, 
1878-1894), IV, 81; Alexander K. McClure, Recollections of Half a Century (Salem, Mass., 1902), 
422. 
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described in detail Nicolay and Hay's "factions" in the Congress. The radicals 
and their opponents live for the most part in the literature of the participant 
generation as unidentified members of groups who pressed the president for 
bold action, who seized the reins of Congress, and who terrorized the generals 
of the Army of the Potomac or, on the other hand, who counseled caution and 
deplored the assaults of their radical colleagues upon the president and the 
Constitution. Although the participant historians left numerous clues point- 
ing to radical and conservative activity, their narratives contain various half- 
truths and whoppers as well as strategic or inadvertent omissions. But the par- 
ticipants laid the foundation of the historical scholarship of the Civil War, and 
the pecularities of their contributions are worth pondering. 10 

Like old soldiers, political veterans are more apt to reminisce of past vic- 
tories than of defeats or dissension in the ranks. And even if human nature 
allows the memory to suffuse past events in benevolence, the image of the 
Republican party as the party of high ideals, stalwart purpose, and ultimate 
victory was a source of partisan advantage during the late nineteenth century, 
an asset that should not be squandered. It would have been strange if eminent 
party leaders had revealed their wartime colleagues in unseemly bickering. 
One of Blaine's biographers described Twenty Years of Congress as "not so 
much a history as a political manifesto, proclaiming the unblemished record of 
the Republican Party, and warning the country of the political and financial 
evils which were sure to attend the return of the Democrats to power.'" 
Despite his legislative achievements in the Senate during the war, Sherman 
may have feared that recording the details of Republican dissonance would 
reveal his conservatism on slavery issues. Some were too proud of their 
ideological credentials to play this game. Julian made it clear that he and other 
radicals, the earnest men, had been right. If the radical Republicans had been a 
burden to Lincoln, Illinois Abe had been a considerable trial to the most 
dynamic element in the Republican party. Nicolay and Hay's objectives were 
somewhat different. Their readers could only appreciate the full magnitude of 
Lincoln's problems if they understood that some Republicans had disagreed 
with him to the point of obstruction. Even so, they were eminent Republicans 
and wrote subject to the surveillance of Lincoln's son. On occasion they 
amended passages to avoid giving offense and shaped the narrative to their 
prejudices; they had tried too hard, thought Trumbull, to "hold" Lincoln 
"up" as "a noble example of mankind." Despite an avowed commitment to 
historical truth, even Pierce had a sense of the seemly that produced a Sumner 
lacking in qualities that his senatorial and party colleagues well knew. " l 

From the mid-1880s onward, the voices of the veterans of military and civil 
conflict faded, to be replaced by those of writers who had been children or 
minor actors in the great conflict or who had been born subsequent to its con- 
clusion. Although not all of these writers were academicians, the chapter in 

10 Thomas J. Pressly, Americans Interpret Their Civil War (Princeton, 1954), ix. 
I IDavid Saville Muzzey, fames G. Blaine: A Political Idol of Other Days (New York, 1935), 340; 

Thomas, Portrait for Posterity, 127; Allan G. Bogue, The Earnest Men: Republicans of the Civil 
War Senate (Ithaca, 1981), 104-05, 161-68. 
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Civil War historiography stretching from the 1890s to the mid-1920s might 
well be dubbed, "The Scholars Take Command. " The members of this genera- 
tion preserved primary sources of the war in great numbers and began the ac- 
cumulation of a body of scholarly literature-articles, monographs, biog- 
raphies, and volumes on the Civil War in the multivolume surveys or multi- 
authored series that were an important part of the publications of the era. The 
members of this generation evaluated the Republican radicals in a variety of 
ways. 

Reared in New Jersey, a state noted for its conservatism during the Civil 
War, and trained at Columbia University, William A. Dunning published in 
1885 his dissertation about the effects of the Civil War and Reconstruction on 
the Constitution. Although this was not a detailed study of either men or 
measures, Dunning noted the flexible principles of "ultra anti-slavery men," 
used the adjective "questionable" in relation to radical proposals, and noted 
that "civilized nations . . . had generally recognized the expediency of a dif- 
ferent policy" than the confiscation of property so desired by radicals. He 
described Sumner as speaking with "eloquent philanthropy and execrable 
law." The final Reconstruction Acts were in his words "a hopeless maze of in- 
consistency, contradiction and absurdity." The Constitution, he concluded, 
"had not itself escaped the blaze," of "the white heat of war" that had forged a 
united nation. Dunning's contribution to the American Nation Series on the 
Reconstruction era made the radicals much more specifically the villains of 
the piece, and here also he expressed various doubts about the political capabil- 
ities of the freedmen. He castigated Sumner as "the perfect type of that narrow 
fanaticism which erudition and egotism combine to produce." Dunning and 
his onetime mentor, John W. Burgess, made the constitutional exegesis of the 
war an integral element in the scholarship of the Civil War. 12 

Convinced that southern history must be written "by students qualified not 
only by scientific training but also by a personal contact or an inherent sym- 
pathy with southern society," Dunning attracted a generation of able graduate 
students of southern origin whose monographs influenced the whole profes- 
sion's conception of the war and its aftermath, and particularly of the excesses 
of Republican Reconstruction. The verdict of Appomattox was appealed and 
given a new reading in the Columbia University seminar room. The view of 
Reconstruction presented by Dunning and his students doubtless colored sub- 
sequent descriptions of the wartime activity of the radicals. Although James A. 
Woodburn published a ringing defense of Thaddeus Stevens in 1913 and 
likened the radicals to the "progressive insurgents" of his own time, this cue 
was to be disregarded. 13 

12 William A. Dunning, The Constitution of the United States in Civil War and Reconstruction, 
1860-1867 (New York, 1885), 30, 33, 58, 128-29; William Archibald Dunning, Reconstruction: 
Political and Economic, 1865-1877 (New York, 1907), 87; John W. Burgess, The Civil War and the 
Constitution, 1859-1865 (2 vols., New York, 1901). John W. Burgess describes the purpose and 
themes of his book in John W. Burgess, Reminiscences of an American Scholar (New York, 1934), 
305-11. 

13 Wendell Holmes Stephenson, "William A. Dunning: Teacher, Humorist, and Scholar," in 
Wendell Holmes Stephenson, Southern History in the Making: Pioneer Historians of the South 
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The contribution of the authors of the relevant volumes in the multivolume 
histories was somewhat different. James Schouler, James Ford Rhodes, John B. 
McMaster, Woodrow Wilson, Edward Channing, and others examined some 
sources that the participant generation had ignored or been denied. They em- 
phasized the struggles in the field rather than the civilian's war in Washington, 
and they depended heavily on the writings of the participant generation when 
they considered the problems of the president and the Congress. Although they 
reflected their sectional heritage, these authors were relatively judicious by 
our standards, and Rhodes, the retired businessman turned scholar, was par- 
ticularly acclaimed at the time for this quality, a judgment since qualified. 
Perhaps reflecting the influence of Nicolay and Hay, these writers treated the 
radicals primarily within the context of Lincoln's problems, but they varied in 
the degree to which they emphasized factionalism. Schouler and Rhodes, in 
his more extended account, made the distinction clearly, but a few veiled 
references to divisiveness satisfied Woodrow Wilson. 14 

Appearing in 1925, volume 6 of Channing's History of the United States con- 
tained the most critical treatment of the wartime radicals to be found in the 
great serial histories. Channing noted that "earnest and exceedingly able" 
members sought in the Congress to assume "so far as they could, the manage- 
ment of the war." The Joint Committee on the Conduct of the War was par- 
ticularly their instrument in this effort, he argued. The New Englander defined 
the radicals as "political abolitionists," the "most prominent" being Wade 
and Zachariah Chandler. To Channing the radicals were "venomous" fault 
finders, who pursued soldiers "whom they did not like" to "the death."' 'The 
fact that Lincoln was right and the Radicals were wrong had not the slightest 
effect upon them," he wrote at one point. Channing wasted no space on the 
great senator whose statue sits today in judgment of the surging throng in Har- 
vard Square. He mentioned Sumner's role in foreign affairs obliquely but ig- 
nored this most vocal radical's other activities in the Senate. 15 

The serialists carried over emphases and some implicit value judgments 
from the writings of the participant historians. The outcome had been for the 
(Baton Rouge, 1964), 159; James A. Woodburn, The Life of Thaddeus Stevens: A Study in 
American Political History, Especially in the Period of the Civil War and Reconstruction (In- 
dianapolis, 1913), 190-91. 

14 James Schouler, History of the United States of America under the Constitution (7 vols., New 
York, 1880-1913), VI, 228, 232, 274-75, 287-89, 463, 465, 469-70, 477, 525, 527-28; James Ford 
Rhodes, History of the United States from the Compromise of 1850 to the Final Restoration of 
Home Rule at the South in 1877 (7 vols., New York, 1892-1906), III, 467, 472, 476, 536, IV, 61, 63, 
65-66, 69, 72, 98, 102-03, 138, 158-59, 166, 204, 217-19, 221, 463, 483, 487, 529, V, 53-54; John 
B. McMaster, A History of the People of the United States during Lincoln's Administration (New 
York, 1927) 254, 256, 258, 266-67, 499-500, 502, 504-06, 511-12, 521; Woodrow Wilson, A 
History of the American People (5 vols., New York, 1901), IV, 231, 233-34, 261. See also James 
Kendall Hosmer, The Appeal to Arms, 1861-1863 (New York, 1907); and James Kendall Hosmer, 
Outcome of the Civil War, 1863-1865 (New York, 1907). For discussion of the objectivity of James 
Ford Rhodes, see Robert Cruden, fames Ford Rhodes: The Man, the Historian, and His Work 
(Cleveland, 1961), 242-60. 

15 Edward Channing, The War for Southem Independence (New York, 1925), 399-400, 541, 
587-88, 347-48. 
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best, a stronger union. "'Not painlessly doth God recast and mold anew the na- 
tion,"' sang Schouler. Although differences within the cabinet and between 
Lincoln and a few leading radicals made for drama, it was useless to pursue 
these rather sordid matters into the dim recesses of the congressional 
chambers and committee rooms. Even at the cabinet level, such conflict paled 
to insignificance in comparison to the fighting, dying, misery, bungling, glory, 
and strategy unfolding in engagements on land and sea. The acerbity of Chan- 
ning's verdict reflected his credentials as a practicing iconoclast but also the 
fact that the radicals were undergoing a significant change in status. They were 
being demoted from the role of rambunctious partners in victory to wrong- 
headed obstructionists, or even conspiratorial villains. Yet in a sense, also, 
their role was to be greatly magnified. 16 

While the serialists were still busily at work, others began to view the 
radicals in a harsher light. Summarizing a decade of thought and writing, in 
1911, the Wisconsin-trained socialist Algie M. Simons described the develop- 
ments following the death of Lincoln. "By a skillful use of sectional 
animosities and political alliances the great capitalist element had gained con- 
trol of Congress. The war it had waged secretly against Lincoln, was made 
openly and boastingly upon Johnson." Simons did not develop the details of 
the secret war against Lincoln, but it is clear that for him the spokesmen of the 
capitalist element were indeed the radicals, "the followers of Thad Stevens." 
Simons played down the importance of slavery and emphasized the economic 
dimensions of the sectional conflict. "To say, " he wrote, "that the Republican 
party was organized or that the Civil War was waged to abolish slavery, is but 
to repeat a tale invented after the war was almost over to glorify that party and 
the class it represented. " ' 7 

Charles A. Beard and Mary R. Beard incorporated a similar interpretation in 
their treatment of "The Second American Revolution" in The Rise of 
American Civilization, published in 1927. "The supreme outcome" of the 
war, they wrote, "was the destruction of the planting aristocracy which, with 
the aid of northern farmers and mechanics, had practically ruled the United 
States for a generation." In 1860 "a combination of power" was effected, em- 
bracing northern business enterprise, "the free farmers of the West and the 
radical reformers of the East. " In brief compass the Beards noted the presence 
of radicals within the Republican party and their differences with Lincoln. But 
they implied that the radicals came to dominate Congress and worked to 
preserve all of the fruits of victory. Their widely used work was a cardinal ex- 
hibit in the Progressive version of American history-an interpretive view that 

16 Schouler, History of the United States, VI, 216. Edward Channing's independence of judg- 
ment is a central theme in Samuel Eliot Morison, "Edward Channing: A Memoir" in Samuel Eliot 
Morison, By Land and Sea: Essays and Addresses (New York, 1953), 299-327. For a recent evalua- 
tion of The War for Southern Independence and of Channing as a historian, see Davis D. Joyce, Ed- 
ward Channing and the Great Work (The Hague, 1974), 136-63, 191-210. 

17 Algie M. Simons, Social Forces in American History (New York, 1911), 261, 289; Kent 
Kreuter and Gretchen Kreuter, "The Vernacular History of A. M. Simons," Journal of American 
Studies, 2 (April 1968), 65-81. 
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emphasized class structure and the influence of economic interest groups, as 
well as revealing suspicion of conspiratorial activity in affairs of state. 18 

In 1930 Howard K. Beale published The Critical Year: A Study of Andrew 
Johnson and Reconstuction, a significant book devoted mainly to the year prior 
to the election of 1866. But Beale also generalized about the radicals during the 
war. "When Lincoln died," he wrote, "the Radicals were a mere faction. The 
mass of the party was behind him." From the beginning, the Republican party 
had included both those who attacked slavery "with religious fervor . . . 
wherever it existed" and others who merely wished to limit its spread in the 
territories. After the victory of 1860 "factional differences within his party 
caused Lincoln as much concern as did Southern generals. " During the war the 
radicals advocated programs that were more advanced than the moderate Lin- 
coln was prepared to accept. "The Radicals," wrote Beale, "were frank in ex- 
pressing relief at Lincoln's death." There is also a well-developed economic 
dimension in Beale's book. In a chapter on "Economic Issues" Beale em- 
phasized the importance of the tariff. "Northeastern Radicals were the leading 
protectionists," in dread of "the tariff reduction which they felt a combined 
West and South would force through Congress if the Southern members were 
seated." Beale introduced a methodological argument in attacking the source 
materials of many of those historians who had preceded him. 

A clear understanding of the struggle cannot be gleaned from what leaders in Congress 
said were the issues, nor from what the chief actors of one party or the other wrote in 
their memoirs to justify past actions; it cannot be obtained from impressions that men 
consciously sought to convey, nor from honest opinions formed in the light of later 
events. The reasons for the decisions of 1866 must be sought in a study of motives ac- 
tually at work as they found expression in newspapers, private correspondence, local 
campaign speeches and political sermons. 

Most of Beale's predecessors, in other words, had failed to understand the 
radicals because they had used the wrong source materials. 19 

In the immediate wake of the Beards and Beale most historians who studied 
the executive and congressional war effort in Washington tried to evaluate the 
economic dimension of political behavior. Two important one-volume surveys 
of the Civil War era appeared during 1937: The Civil War and Reconstruction 
by James G. Randall and The American Civil War: An Interpretation, a 
posthumous publication of Carl Russell Fish. The latter was less negative in 
his treatment of the radicals than was Randall. But for more than a generation 
The Civil War and Reconstruction was the text most frequently assigned in 
college history courses on the Civil War and Reconstruction. Randall was soon 
to warn the profession against "superficial economic determinist theory," but 
he did argue that eastern manufacturers saw the Republican party as "their 
only hope" of capturing the federal government for protection. He also wrote 
that "powerful economic factors were working in the direction of an alliance 

18 Charles A. Beard and Mary R. Beard, The Rise of American Civilization (2 vols., New York, 
1927), II, 99, 114. See alsoibid., 95, 100-01, 116-19. 

19 Howard K. Beale, The Critical Year: A Study of Andrew Johnson and Reconstruction (New 
York, 1930), 51-52, 59, 60, 68, 274, 5. 
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between diverse partners; antislavery agitators and 'big business' in the North, 
though for very different purposes, were desiring the same things in terms of 
governmental control and party supremacy." In this book he used the word 
"radical" to describe the extreme antislavery men of the prewar years such as 
Joshua Giddings. Randall had reservations about such men. 

Reforming zeal has made martyrs, has stamped out evil, and has benefited mankind. 
But in the period of the Civil War it was conspicuously true that reforming zeal ... was 
often unrelieved by wisdom, toleration, tact, and the sense of human values. Thus 
unrelieved, the zeal for salvation became at its worst a means of self-promotion; it 
became at times an instrument of propaganda for collateral and unrelated causes that 
utilized it; and it remained an agent of destruction and disturbance, more than a force 
for genuine social improvement." 
In the Senate the radicals were "men of coarser fiber" than moderate leaders.20 

In 1860 Americans in general "wanted peace" and "were not motivated by 
vindictiveness," argued Randall, while "conservatives such as Lincoln" con- 
trolled the Republican party and not "vindictives such as Sumner." But war 
encourages extremes and a tendency to "move in the direction of non-popular 
processes of government." While the war progressed, "without the American 
people being apparently conscious of what was going on, a limited group 
within the Republican party, the 'Radicals,' seized the reins." In an "amaz- 
ingly short time," there was produced "in opposition to [the] natural disposi- 
tion of the people, a situation wherein the vindictive will of Thaddeus Stevens, 
Benjamin Wade, and Charles Sumner was virtually the law of the land." Not 
all who voted for Lincoln in 1864 approved of these developments. "They 
voted Republican without favoring the purposes of that root-and-branch 
group." He concluded that "the most bitter and fateful wartime disputes were 
not those between Republicans and Democrats, but rather the differences 
within the Republican party, as a result of which Lincoln's moderating in- 
fluence was defeated and the policy of 'Thorough' was made dominant." 
Describing the election of 1864, Randall remarked, "The greatest division of 
sentiment was not between Lincoln and McClellan, but between Lincoln and 
the Radicals of his own party." '21 

But in this period it was T. Harry Williams who depicted radical activities 
during the war most fully and colorfully. Appearing in 1941, Lincoln and the 
Radicals was a revision of Williams's doctoral dissertation on the Joint Com- 
mittee on the Conduct of the War. The attempts of the Jacobins to influence 
Lincoln's military policies provided the major focus of the book. Williams by 
no means ignored Congress and specifically identified more radicals and con- 
servatives there than any other writer of his generation. But he gave his readers 
to understand that the radical machine dominated Congress. "The conser- 
vatives were reasonable, able men, but their very virtues rendered them in- 

20 Carl Russell Fish, The American Civil War: An Interpretation, ed. William E. Smith (New 
York, 1937); J. G. Randall, The Civil War and Reconstruction (Boston, 1937), 145-48, 364; James 
G. Randall, "The Civil War Restudied," Journal of Southern History, 6 (Nov. 1940), 441-43. 

21 Randall, Civil War and Reconstruction, 594-95, 624. 
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capable of coping with the determined radicals in a revolutionary period." The 
radicals, Williams argued, were almost completely successful. "They forced 
the adoption of emancipation as one of the objectives of the war. They pushed 
through measures providing for the employment of Negro soldiers and for the 
confiscation of the property of 'rebels.' They drove the Democratic generals 
from the army and weakened conservative influence in the Cabinet. They 
defeated Lincoln's attempt to control the process of reconstruction by refusing 
congressional recognition for his state governments in the South." As for the 
president, the "wily Lincoln surrendered to the conquering Jacobins in every 
controversy before they could publicly inflict upon him a damaging reverse. 
Like the fair Lucretia threatened with ravishment, he averted his fate by in- 
stant compliance. " 22 

A Progressive historical literature of the Civil War emerged during the 1920s 
and 1930s and featured the radicals as major villains and conspirators. The 
notable treatments of the war, the radicals, and the conservatives that ap- 
peared during these years all emphasized the relations between northern 
business and Republican policy to a degree unusual in descriptions of Union 
policy making before 1910. Some historians now emphasized that the distinc- 
tion between radical and moderate Republicans was more fateful in determin- 
ing outcomes than were differences between Republicans and Democrats. 
Now, too, quarrels once viewed as minor squabbling of little real importance, 
were viewed as far-reaching disagreements on vital aspects of national policy. 
If the radicals, taken most seriously, had once served primarily as foils to the 
wise and compassionate Lincoln, they were now the legislative agents of 
America's industrial destiny. But the radicals were not civilian heroes. The 
vile scent of conspiracy-against Lincoln, or against the older order-hung 
about them, and when they spoke, one inferred that the lobbyist and the 
boodler lurked in the background, smirking in satisfaction. In their opposition 
to Lincoln, Channing wrote, they were "wrong." Randall damned them as 
coarse. There was a germ of truth in Beale's contention that historians to that 
time had used the wrong sources. The documentation of the great military 
campaigns of the war had been examined with more consistent care by 
historians than had the documents generated by the wartime government in 
Washington. Randall and Williams displayed a greater depth of scholarship 
relating to the legislative war than did their predecessors. 

From 1945 onward historians elaborated older approaches to the radicals, 
but refutations, reinterpretations, and counterapproaches also appeared. 
Although the term consensus history catches an important thread of reality, it 
is perhaps best to emphasize the pluralism of approaches discernible. In this 
discussion I can touch upon only a few of the major works published. The em- 
phasis upon the economic dimensions of radicalism was still to be found in the 
1950s, but it was losing its appeal. Margaret Shortreed's trenchant article of 
1959 should perhaps be regarded as the last unabashed hurrah for economic 
interpretation in this period. During these years two of the profession's most 

22 T. Harry Williams, Lincoln and the Radicals (Madison, 1941), 5, 18. 
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distinguished specialists in the history of the American nineteenth century 
produced elaborate treatments of the Civil War that climaxed their careers. In 
Lincoln the President, Randall distilled a lifetime of research and reflection on 
the life of the great president, the first two volumes appearing in 1945. 
(Richard N. Current completed volume 4 after Randall's death.) Randall's view 
of the radicals changed little between the time when he wrote the first edition 
of his textbook and the years in which he prepared the manuscript of Lincoln 
the President. In both the second and third volumes of Lincoln the President 
he noted a "disharmony between Lincoln and the radicals" that constituted a 
"pervasive dualism running throughout the Lincoln administration. '123 

Randall was somewhat more expansive in identifying radicals and conser- 
vatives in Lincoln the President than in his textbook, and he described the 
leading ultras in more detail. Among them he drew distinctions. Wade and 
Chandler "vindictively hated the South and viewed the war as an opportunity 
for party gain." They "were alike in their insolence, coarseness of method, 
and vulgarity." Sumner, however, was animated by principles, not by "the 
commoner motives of the politician"; if "rhetorical to excess," he was 
"fearless, disdainful of upper-class petting or praise, outspoken in dealing with 
matters on which others were timid . . . and earnestly conscious of moral im- 
peratives. The regret is that he was difficult." Trumbull too was "of finer 
fiber." Randall was scornful of the political parties. Each "was made up of 
diverse elements," he wrote, "in keeping with the practice of party managers 
whose object is not to create a clear-cut division for deciding a public issue, but 
rather to garner the votes of all kinds of citizens, whether they agree or not." 
He explained "divisions as to sentiment were more evident among factions 
within a given party than between one major party and another" and in "the 
Republican party there were factions all the way through. " 24 

In The War for the Union Allan Nevins made distinction between radicals 
and moderates but did not allow the radicals to dominate the stage. Nevins 
maintained that "it was not Sumner or Wade, Chandler or Washburne who 
wrote and carried the truly important measures" of the second session of the 
Thirty-seventh Congress. "These men," he argued, "were regarded as imprac- 
ticable even by their own faction.... Even in legislation touching race and 
slavery the real leaders were found elsewhere. " These "real leaders" were 
Wilson, Trumbull, Grimes, and Jacob Collamer. He even referred in discus- 
sion of "the Chandlers and Wades" to "much saner men" and noted the 
almost hysteric or "psychopathic" tone of Chandler's letters. But Nevins also 
explained that congressmen were radicals or conservatives "because constitu- 
ents made them so.' '25 

Randall's distinguished student David Donald made a number of contribu- 
tions to the historian's understanding of Republican radicalism during this era. 

23 Margaret Shortreed, "The Antislavery Radicals: From Crusade to Revolution, 1840-1868," 
Past and Present, no. 16 (Nov. 1959), 65-87; James G. Randall and Richard N. Current, Lincoln the 
President (4 vols., New York, 1945-1955), III, 141, II, 1-2. 

24 Randall and Current, Lincoln the President, II, 63, 208-09, 210, 221-23, III, 88-90. 
25 Allan Nevins, The War for the Union (3 vols., New York, 1959-1971), I, 304n, II, 202-03, 
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In a paper of 1956 he argued that "nearly every major contemporary writer on 
the Civil War period now finds the most serious opponents of Lincoln in the 
Radical wing of the Republicn party." Historians in general, he maintained, 
regarded radical Republicans as having been antislavery extremists, boodling 
agents of northern business, emancipationists who believed that the votes of 
blacks would serve their business-oriented party, the scourge of conservative 
generals and administrators, and the dedicated opponents of a president whom 
they believed to "lack . .. capacity and firmness." They fought the president's 
renomination and were mobilized against his plans for Reconstruction when 
he died. But, Donald argued, the radicals disagreed among themselves on 
economic issues, and they agreed in many respects with conservative Repub- 
licans. Men of both persuasions wished to reorganize the cabinet and con- 
sidered Lincoln a weak candidate in 1864. Despite disagreements on govern- 
ment policy Sumner and Lincoln were on good personal terms; neither wished 
"to disrupt the Republican party." Donald concluded that to "picture Lincoln 
at swords' points with the Radical leaders . . . is an error." He summed up: 
"The Radical Republicans were only one of the many factions that pulled for 
control of the Lincoln administration. Because they were noisy and conspicu- 
ous, their historical importance has been overrated. Beyond simple antislavery 
zeal, they held few ideas in common. " Donald noted that most practicing his- 
torians were Democrats, all too willing to find their villains in the Republican 
party. In a 1964 paper Donald pointed out that historians had difficulty in iden- 
tifying distinguishable coteries of radicals and conservatives. Congressional 
voting patterns, disregarded, alas, by "too many historians," showed "an ex- 
traordinary degree of Republican unanimity upon all measures designed to win 
the war, and especially upon all measures attacking slavery," rather than 
Republican factionalism. "Astonishing Republican unity" marked even the 
voting on "the more controversial issues of reconstruction," including the 
Wade-Davis bill. Donald summed up, "The cliche of Lincoln versus the 
Radicals, then, rests upon imprecise definition of terms and upon insufficient 
analysis of the evidence. " 26 

At the same symposium in which Donald presented his second paper on the 
subject, Williams reconsidered his own view of the Republican radicals. If he 
were to rewrite Lincoln and the Radicals, he confessed, he would change some 
of his emphases, modifying, for example, his statements about the "economic 
cohesiveness of Republicans and Radicals" and making both his treatment of 
Lincoln and of the radicals "more positive." But he would not, he maintained, 
alter the main thesis of the book, "at least not in a substantial way." He re- 
jected criticisms of his book that flowed from the conception that "the 

26 David Donald, Lincoln Reconsidered: Essays on the Civil War Era (New York, 1961), 103-27, 
245-46, esp. 104, 108, 124, 126-27; David Donald, "Devils Facing Zionwards," in Grant, Lee, 
Lincoln and the Radicals: Essays on Civil War Leadership, ed. Grady McWhiney (Evanston, Ill., 
1964), 72-91, esp. 79-80, 82. In Lincoln Reconsidered, David Donald noted that the prevailing 
view was most clearly and emphatically expressed in T. Harry Williams's Lincoln and the 
Radicals, but was also a "fundamental thesis" in works by James G. Randall and Richard M. Cur- 
rent, William B. Hesseltine, Benjamin P. Thomas, and Charles H. McCarthy. Donald, Lincoln 
Reconsidered, 245. 
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Radicals and Lincoln were in basic agreement" moving "even the Civil War 
. .. into the harmonious atmosphere of consensus history." The radicals did, 
believed Williams, "make war on" Lincoln "in the political sense.... They 
were a definite faction." The "concept of the conflict between Lincoln and the 
Radicals" still had "validity.' 27 

The tendency to narrow the gap between the political positions and policy 
preferences of the radical and moderate Republicans continued, however, dur- 
ing the late 1960s and 1970s. One author even suggested that Lincoln and the 
radicals were tacit allies. Lincoln, he wrote, "knew how to balance the various 
factions among his supporters in such a way as to satisfy the conservatives 
while actually favoring the radicals." Here the theme of Lincoln in confronta- 
tion with implacable critics is stood upon its head and with little in the way of 
new evidence. Others found that the differences between the legislative posi- 
tions of the radical and conservative Republicans were less important than 
once believed.28 

While the civil rights movement of the 1950s and 1960s stirred the liberal 
conscience and suggested that the radicals might indeed have been the inspired 
prophets of a future delayed all too long, other developments were also under 
way in American history that have affected our understanding of the radicals. 
Some historians began to call for a political history that was more analytic in 
tone and content than the prevailing style. Mature scholars like Thomas C. 
Cochran and various younger practitioners suggested that historians could 
greatly enrich their understanding by systematically applying social science 
theory and methods to historical evidence. In 1964 Donald brought the trend 
to general attention when he chided historians for failing to study the roll call 
patterns in the Congress of the war years and discussed votes on a number of 
important measures that, he believed, showed a high degree of agreement 
among Republicans. In the Walter Lynwood Fleming Lectures, published in 
1965, he noted that Glenn M. Linden's quantitative dissertation presented 
evidence leading to the same conclusion, and he himself included an analysis 
of roll call data and of constituency electoral returns in his presentation. He 
concluded: "When a district, over a long series of elections, showed itself to be 
doubtful or only marginally Republican its Representative frequently tended to 

27 T. Harry Williams, "Lincoln and the Radicals: An Essay in Civil War History and 
Historiography," in Grant, Lee, Lincoln and the Radicals, ed. McWhiney, 92-117; T. Harry 
Williams, "Introduction to the Third Printing," in T. Harry Williams, Lincoln and the Radicals 
(Madison, 1965), vii-xiii. Much of the older view of Abraham Lincoln and the radicals is retained 
in Leonard P. Curry, Blueprint for Modern America: Nonmilitary Legislation of the First Civil War 
Congress (Nashville, 1968), 207-43. 

28 Hans L. Trefousse, The Radical Republicans: Lincoln's Vanguard for Racial Justice (New 
York, 1968), 4-5, 157. Although Leonard P. Curry and Hans L. Trefousse developed more in- 
clusive categories of radicals and nonradicals than earlier literary historians, the mechanics upon 
which the categories rest are unclear, nor were the legislative implications developed in detail. Il- 
lustrative of broader legislative analysis are Herman Belz, Reconstructing the Union: Theory and 
Policy during the Civil War (Ithaca, 1969), 198-243; Herman Belz, Emancipation and Equal 
Rights: Politics and Constitutionalism in the Civil War Era (New York, 1978), xi-xviii, 21-46; 
Michael Les Benedict, A Compromise of Principle: Congressional Republicans and Reconstruc- 
tion, 1863-1869 (New York, 1974), 13-14, 21-83. 
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vote with the Moderate or Conservative blocs in Congress. But when there 
was a consistent degree of high Republican strength in a district, its con- 
gressman usually belonged to the Radical faction of the party. " Donald's use of 
roll calls was very selective; others were to employ them more exhaustively.29 

The publications of those who have used quantitative evidence sys- 
tematically do modify our understanding of policy making during the Civil 
War and Reconstruction. Not surprisingly the work displays some of the im- 
perfection that is expected when new products are developed. Nor have these 
historians achieved agreement among themselves. Much remains to be in- 
vestigated in their terms. But these historians have clarified the issue of 
radicalism during the Civil War in large degree. Their work identifies the 
various types of voting patterns on wartime issues and relates them to the old 
categories of radical and conservative. They have shown that it is possible to 
put numbers on all of the players, not just upon the all-star performers. Their 
operational definition of radicalism-radicals and conservatives normally ap- 
pear at opposite ends of voting scales-allowed them to refute the charge that 
the radicals could not be identified. The quantifiers have demonstrated that 
congressional voting on some types of issues clearly reflected differences in the 
intensity with which members of the Congress subscribed to radical tenets or 
opposed them; in other important areas of policy the distinction was unimpor- 
tant. Earlier historians never suggested some aspects of this story. Quantifica- 
tion has allowed historians to move from discussion of occasional roll calls, 
thrown in as mere illustration, to consideration of the meaning of all roll calls 
in particular legislatures.30 

Scales depicting the voting behavior of federal lawmakers during the Civil 
War show many intermediate positions between the radical and conservative 
poles, and changes in individual position occurred through time. In the Senate 

29 Donald, "Devils Facing Zionwards," 79; David Donald, The Politics of Reconstruction, 
1863-1867 (Baton Rouge, 1965), 44. Two publications particularly give a sense of the mood among 
the seekers of the 1950s: Thomas C. Cochran, "The Presidential Synthesis in American History," 
American Historical Review, 53 (July 1948), 748-59; and Richard P. McCormick, "Conference on 
Early American Political Behavior," Social Science Research Council Items, 11 (Dec. 1957), 
49-50. The report was more complete in the form in which it was submitted to the editors of the 
Social Science Research Council. Richard P. McCormick, "Report of a Conference on Early 
American Political Behavior,' unpublished report, 1957 (in possession of Allan G. Bogue, Depart- 
ment of History, University of Wisconsin, Madison). Quantitative analysis of congressional roll 
calls began in the seminars of Thomas J. Pressly at the University of Washington, Lee Benson at 
Wayne State University, and Allan G. Bogue at the University of Iowa during the late 1950s. For an 
initial effort to evaluate developments to the mid-1960s, see Allan G. Bogue, "United States: The 
'New' Political History," in The New History: Trends in Historical Research and Writing since 
World War II, ed. Walter Laqueur and George L. Mosse (New York, 1967), 185-207. 

30 In addition to Donald, Politics of Reconstruction, see Edward L. Gambill, "Who Were the 
Senate Radicals?" Civil War History, 11 (Sept. 1965), 237-44; Glenn M. Linden, "'Radicals' and 
Economic Policies: The House of Representatives, 1861-1873," ibid., 13 (March 1967), 51-65; 
Glenn M. Linden, "'Radicals' and Economic Policies: The Senate, 1861-1873," Journal of 
Southern History, 32 (May 1966), 189-99; Glenn M. Linden, "'Radical' Political and Economic 
Policies: The Senate, 1873-1877," Civil War History, 14 (Sept. 1968), 240-49; John L. McCarthy, 
"Reconstruction Legislation and Voting Alignments in the House of Representatives, 1863- 
1869" (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1970); Benedict, Compromise of Principle. A series of articles 
that I published beginning in 1967 have been superseded by Bogue, Earnest Men. 
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somewhat more than one-quarter of the Republicans consistently took strong 
radical positions across a considerable range of issues, a smaller group were 
consistently moderate, or perhaps conservative, while others fluctuated in 
their scale positions, and some appeared to have become consistently more 
radical or conservative as the war drew on. But patterns of behavior in the 
Senate showed sufficient consistency to nullify Nevins's description of the 
second session of the Thirty-seventh Congress- "Parties were in chaos when 
Congress met, and the session did little to fix firm lines." Similarly, through 
close examination of the legislative record we can reject his contention that 
Reconstruction "dominated the attention" of the 1864 Congress from "open- 
ing until adjournment." Systematic analysis moderates the exuberance of the 
narrative style.31 

The precise methods of quantifiers allow them to identify all those votes in 
which the Republicans did disagree as radicals or moderates, and the number 
of cases in which this occurred suggests that the distinction was much more 
important, in the Senate at least, than some recent treatments suggest. That 
all, or almost all, Republicans wanted an end to slavery, few historians can 
doubt, but the means to this end and their relations to other major party objec- 
tives inspired intense disagreement, and this in turn affected the nature of 
legislative solutions. If one mode of quantitative analysis fails to link radical 
leaders and industrialism, other work contains some evidence that rethinking 
rather than rejection may be in order. Quantifiers have begun the task of 
relating institutional factors to policy outcomes and examining the role of 
cultural elements in congressional behavior. And their work suggests that 
satisfactory accounts of the ramifications of ideology in Civil War legislative 
behavior must have a quantitative dimension. 

At this meeting we are reviewing achievements in the various areas of 
special interest within American history and assessing their interrelations. 
What are the implications of the historiography of the radicals in such a set- 
ting? Building upon the foundation of minor fact and major incident that the 
historians of one hundred years ago believed to be important, we have, genera- 
tion by generation, tested, corrected, and refined the earliest descriptions of 
Civil War politics and politicians. We have greatly expanded the range of ex- 
planation that historians are prepared to take seriously in interpretation of 
these matters and have been prepared both to assess and reassess. Some 
scholars have capped their labors with the publication of truly outstanding 
works. 

We could say much about the specific implications of this story for the 
understanding of the historian's craft and of the ways in which the 
historiographies of specific topics develop through time. We could compare 
and contrast the points at which the presentations of individual historians ap- 
pear vulnerable. Some of them have themselves described the historian's 
obligations and methods, and it might be illuminating to evaluate their ac- 
counts of the radicals in terms of their own precepts. But here I must restrict 

31 Nevins, War for the Union, II, 190, III, 454; Bogue, Earnest Men, 88, 240. 
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myself to three major current issues on which the historiography of Civil War 
radicalism touches: (a) the place of data or evidence in historical analysis, 
(b)the ways in which quantitative data differ from so-called literary evidence, 
and (c) the call for a return to narrative history. 

The history that we write reflects our understanding of the historical sources 
that we choose to use. How is this fact related to the great changes in the ways 
in which historians have described and interpreted the personalities, motiva- 
tions, actions, and achievements of the politicians of the Civil War era? At 
times recasting is attributable to the processes through which historical 
sources are made available. Some categories of documents become public 
record as events unfold, but the recollections and written records of many par- 
ticipants, or observers, become available slowly and in incomplete form. Am- 
biguities and conflicts in such materials must be resolved. Institutional 
restrictions and archival practices affect the availability of other records. We 
can expect that historical understanding will change from time to time, re- 
flecting both the acquisition of new evidence and the loss of materials once 
available to scholars. 

But other factors produce changes in the style and understanding of history 
as well. Although historians are unique beings, they share their professional 
preparation, their cultural value systems, and their social experiences with 
others of their age. Focal points of concern gradually develop within society, 
and traumatic national experiences scar our perceptions, shaping the thinking 
of one or more generations with attendant development of explanation, 
ideology, and symbol. "For the historian," wrote Fernand Braudel, "every- 
thing begins and ends with time, a mathematical godlike time . . . pushing 
men, forcing them, and painting their own individual times the same color. " 
And the historian surely will be painted along with the rest. Particular kinds of 
explanations, will, therefore, be particularly congenial to scholars of a par- 
ticular era. In this sense none of us is completely his or her own historian. 
Since the 1930s when Charles A. Beard and Carl L. Becker particularly called 
the attention of American historians to the subjective influences that filter our 
perceptions of past reality, historians have become much more sophisticated 
about such matters. That sophistication has perhaps been achieved at some 
cost; now, perhaps, we explain the changing intepretations of historical events 
too largely in such terms.32 

In fact, the degree to which the historian's perceptual filters set the bound- 
aries of historical explanation are very unclear. Despite its successes, genera- 
tional analysis has not yet truly clarified this issue .33 Individuals who were not 

32 Fernand Braudel, On History, trans. Sarah Matthews (Chicago, 1980), 78. The classic state- 
ments of Carl L. Becker and Charles A. Beard were Carl Becker, "Everyman His Own Historian," 
American Historical Review, 37 (Jan. 1932), 221-36; Charles A. Beard, "Written History as an Act 
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(Oct. 1935), 74-87. 
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Problem of Generations," American Historical Review, 78 (Dec. 1973), 1353-85. See also the 
notes to chapters 1 and 6 in Robert Wohl, The Generation of 1914 (Cambridge, Mass., 1979), 
240-51, 285-94. For a discussion of the related concept of paradigm shift in historical research, see 
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true contemporaries, such as Beale and Charles A. Beard, held similar views, 
and charter members of ideological corporations sometimes sell their shares, 
as did Simons, who went to work for the American Medical Association. If one 
way of looking at a historical event or age appears to dominate the world of 
scholarship at a particular time, dissenters can usually be found. At least three 
major variants of the radical story circulated in northern centers of learning 
during the years 1900-1930. Since 1945 no interpretive synthesis has swept 
the board. In the era of professional American historiography, historians have 
never all enlisted in the same arm of the service. 

Interpretation and reinterpretation involve judgments concerning the 
relative importance of particular kinds or bodies of evidence. Sumner's fall 
from grace among historians during the first half of the twentieth century is 
perhaps illustrative. One historian believed that two major social develop- 
ments underlay the decline in the reputation of the senator from Massachu- 
setts. Subsequent to the Civil War, "northern industry and southern business 
and agriculture" achieved a "rapprochement" and in the process the North ac- 
cepted the southern system of restricted voting, emphasizing as it did "the 
idea of Negro inferiority." Secondly, the United States embarked upon im- 
perial ventures at the end of the century, bringing the nation into control of 
regions whose inhabitants lived under conditions that were also taken to sup- 
port the theories of racial superiority and inferiority then popular. As the 
leading voice of sectional antagonism and racial equality of the Civil War era, 
Sumner, argued Louis Ruchames, had articulated "fundamental political and 
social values" for which most American writers of the early twentieth century 
had little sympathy. There is truth in this explanation and Sumner's fate 
perhaps mirrors the lot of the radicals in general. But this view of Sumner's 
decline could be too simple. The sources show the Massachusetts senator at 
odds with members of his own party in the Senate on many issues. Nor were 
his differences always with the party moderates. Sumner threatened party 
unity and colleagues of major stature distrusted him. Nor did his imaginative 
constitutional exegesis impress some well-qualified colleagues. Some of the 
decline in Sumner's reputation may reflect the efforts of historians to 
assimilate facts such as these.34 

Similarly we can qualify a requiem read recently over the Progressive 
historians, whose ranks included various stern critics of the radicals. An emi- 
nent American historian told the readers of the New York Times Book Review 
last August, "When hope for [democratic] ideals faded with the rise of dic- 
tators, the progressive influence [in history] fell into decline." Intriguing as 
this judgment is, we must also remember that historians tested the Progressive 
model of explanation more rigorously than ever before on historical front after 
historical front during the 1950s and early 1960s and that the results seemed to 
Gene Wise, American Historical Explanations: A Strategy for Grounded Inquiry (Minneapolis, 
1980), 82-359. 

34 Louis Ruchames, "Charles Sumner and American Historiography, " Journal of Negro History, 
38 (April 1953), 139-60. Numerous illustrations of Charles Sumner's collegial relations are cited 
in Bogue, Earnest Men, 197-99, 208, 218, 258, 283, 307-08. 
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invalidate the Progressive interpretation of various major issues or eras in 
American history.35 

The historians of the radicals described in the preceding sections of this 
paper were, themselves, selective in their use of evidence. The primness of 
Pierce and Sherman in excluding consideration of behavior that they con- 
sidered unstatesmanlike had few defenders in later generations, although 
Rhodes reportedly was involved in destroying a damaging Sumner letter as late 
as 1920. There was enough critical examination of roll call voting by writers 
during the Civil War or in its immediate aftermath to illustrate its explanatory 
potential, but once the participant generation had settled into its stride such 
evidence was seldom used intensively. Dunning and his students considered 
themselves scientific historians and far superior to the participants in their 
evaluation of sources. But Beale complained that earlier historians had 
disregarded important types of literary evidence and believed that his variant 
of Progressive history used them to proper effect. In the twilight of Progressive 
history Donald charged that historians who emphasized the differences be- 
tween Lincoln and the radicals had analyzed some evidence inadequately, as 
well as ignoring other relevant materials. Are the members of each generation 
fated to ignore evidence that their successors believe to be highly relevant?36 

Experience suggests that in some degree we will continue to disregard or 
misuse sources that later historians consider to be very important. But perhaps 
we should attribute some of our sins of omission to the fact that we pay less at- 
tention to problems of historical criticism and data analysis than we should. 
The changing content of major history manuals and guides to American his- 
toriography appears to support such a view. Charles V. Langlois and Charles 
Seignobos devoted considerably more than half of the 321 pages in their In- 
troduction to the Study of History, available in translation in 1898, to analysis 
of historical evidence and problems related to the nature of the data under 
scrutiny. In his popular manual, first published in 1931, Homer Carey Hockett 
devoted some 40 percent of his pages to "the criticism of data," but when he 
revised the book extensively and enlarged it considerably for republication in 

35 C. Vann Woodward, "A Short History of American History," New York Times Book Review, 
Aug. 8, 1982, p. 3. Illustrative of the period of testing are Robert E. Brown, Charles Beard and the 
Constitution: A Critical Analysis of "An Economic Interpretation of the Constitution" 
(Princeton, 1956); Forrest McDonald, We the People: Economic Origins of the Constitution 
(Chicago, 1958); and Lee Benson, The Concept of Jacksonian Democracy: New York as a Test 
Case (Princeton, 1961). Specific consideration of the inadequacies of the Progressive variables in 
the Civil War era are found in Stanley Coben, "Northeastern Business and Radical Reconstruc- 
tion: A Re-examination," Mississippi Valley Historical Review, 46 (June 1959), 67-90; Irwin 
Unger, "The Business Community and the Origin of the 1875 Resumption Act," Business History 
Review, 35 (Summer 1961), 247-62; and Robert P. Sharkey, Money, Class and Party: An Economic 
Study of Civil War and Reconstruction (Baltimore, 1959). 

36 Henry Wilson, History of the Antislavery Measures of the Thirty-Seventh and Thirty-Eighth 
United States Congresses, 1861-64 (Boston, 1864); Edward McPherson, The Political History of 
the United States of America, during the Great Rebellion (Washington, 1864); Cruden, James Ford 
Rhodes, 64-65. For a letter from William A. Dunning that illuminates his image of himself and his 
students as "scientific historians," see William A. Dunning, Truth in History and Other Essays, 
[ed. J. G. de Roulhac Hamilton) (New York, 1937), xxi-xxii. Note also the tone of Dunning's 
review of George F. Hoar's Autobiography of Seventy Years in ibid., 178-83. 
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1955, the expansion dealt for the most part with other issues. Inundated by a 
rising tide of historical publications, the editors of the most recent edition of 
the indispensable Harvard Guide to American History did not revise or retain 
various methodological sections that had appeared in the 1954 edition, in- 
cluding one on historical criticism. By the 1950s and 1960s the authors of the 
history manuals were more interested in problems of causality and objectivity 
and in discussions of historical forces, interpretive approaches, and biblio- 
graphical trends than in problems of data analysis. Those who continued to 
give modest attention to discussion of external and internal criticism 
displayed little evidence of fresh thought, and their illustrations were of little 
relevance to the research of many in the profession today. More recently some 
authors have added chapters or sections on quantitative history to their books, 
but they were not greatly concerned with the biases inherent in quantitative 
data, or indeed the biases that the quantitative methods might impart to the 
historian's findings. When editors or authors emerged from the "new" his- 
tories, they displayed less interest in the problems of evidence than might have 
been expected.37 

The tendency, if such it is, of American historians to play down formal 
criticism of sources may accentuate the tendency of historians to swing from 
interpretive emphasis to interpretive emphasis. The members of our profes- 
sion are more sophisticated in many respects than ever before and, despite the 
occasional monograph or article in which the central theme or thesis is sup- 
ported by the judicious disregard of relevant evidence are no less honest, I 
suspect. But we are unfortunately just as prone as earlier generations to an- 
nounce the electoral results before all the precinct returns are in. And in an age 
when we have greatly added to the range of historical sources available to us, 
each with unique problems of bias, varied and often subtle, the problems in- 
volved in the critical analysis of evidence are a good deal more challenging and 
important than our manuals suggest. Certain aspects of these issues appear in 
discussion of one type of data. 

During the last generation the use of one variety of source material, quan- 
titative data, has been surprisingly controversial. In 1962 the president of the 
American Historical Association told the members that they must not "wor- 
ship at the shrine of that Bitch-goddess, QUANTIFICATION." Others took up 

37Ch. V. Langlois and Ch. Seignobos, Introduction to the Study of History, trans. G. G. Berry 
(London, 1898); Homer Carey Hockett, Introduction to Research in American History (New York, 
193 1); Homer Carey Hockett, The Critical Method in Historical Research and Writing (New York, 
1955); Oscar Handlin et al., eds., Harvard Guide to American History (Cambridge, Mass., 1954), 
15-35; and Frank Freidel and Richard K. Snowman, eds., Harvard Guide to American History (2 
vols., Cambridge, Mass., 1974), I, 3-35. It is also illuminating to compare Allan Nevins, The 
Gateway to History (New York, 1938); Louis Gottschalk, Understanding History: A Primer of 
Historical Method (New York, 1950); and Jacques Barzun and Henry Graff, The Modem Re- 
searcher (New York, 1957) with Robert F. Berkhofer, Jr., A Behavioral Approach to Historical 
Analysis (New York, 1969); Wise, American Historical Explanations; Richard E. Beringer, 
Historical Analysis: Contemporary Approaches to Clio's Craft (New York, 1978); and Allan J. 
Lichtman and Valerie French, Historians and the Living Past: The Theory and Practice of 
Historical Study (Arlington Heights, Ill., 1978). 
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the chorus. Another president of that association approached the issue more 
cautiously in 1981. Quantification was not new; it was sometimes useful; but 
it might divert scholars from more productive endeavors. Actually quantifica- 
tion was not foremost in the minds of the scholars of the 1950s who revolted 
against the political history of that time. Cochran's ringing protest against the 
presidential synthesis in 1948 challenged the members of the profession 
primarily to develop new perspectives. The Conference on Early American 
Political Behavior held at Rutgers University in 1957 was a landmark in the 
development of the new political history. In his draft report the convenor 
noted the promise inherent in quantitative and other neglected evidence but 
also lauded the efforts of Daniel Boorstin, Richard Hofstadter, and Louis Hartz 
to bring new perspectives to bear upon America's political past.38 

Misconceptions aside, there is irony in the arguments of the last thirty years 
over the wisdom of using quantitative evidence. Do we not subscribe to the 
principle that historians should use all of the relevant sources? Did not Samuel 
Eliot Morison tell us, "Bring all your knowledge of life to bear on everything 
that you write' ?39 To stress the unique dangers of using quantitative evidence 
is to miss the point that the weaknesses of quantitative evidence are the 
weaknesses of historical evidence in general. Quantitative data may contain 
gaps, errors, and biases, and they sometimes require the use of special 
analytical methods if they are to be used effectively; the same is true of literary 
evidence. The availability of quantitative data may occasionally encourage 
some misguided soul to count for the sake of counting, but who can deny that 
some choose doctoral dissertation topics because the papers of an eminently 
forgettable politician are conveniently at hand? Some who have used quan- 
titative methods have written poorly, but who would contend that narrative 
historians all write with the grace of Francis Parkman? At its best analytic 
history substitutes the excitement of a problem elegantly posed and solved for 
the fervor of dramatic narrative. That approach has honorable antecedents in 
American historiography in the work of Frederick Jackson Turner and many 
others. Critics have stressed the narrow range of problems upon which quan- 
titative data may be brought to bear. There is truth in such arguments, but 
they can be overdone. The suggestions that quantitative evidence is of little 
use to the historian of ideas or ideologies or that values cannot be quantified 
are quite wrong, for example.40 

38 Carl Bridenbaugh, "The Great Mutation," American Historical Review, 68 (Jan. 1963), 326; 
Bernard Bailyn, "The Challenge of Modern Historiography," ibid., 87 (Feb. 1982), 9; Cochran 
"'Presidential Synthesis'"; McCormick, "Report of a Conference on Early American Political 
Behavior." Although the "Report of a Conference on Early American Political Behavior" was sub- 
mitted by Richard P. McCormick, Benson had a major role in shaping its content. 

39 Samuel Eliot Morison, "History as a Literary Art, " in Morison, By Land and Sea, 298. 
40 The relevant literature is voluminous. Two particularly illuminating exchanges are those be- 

tween William 0. Aydelotte and Jack H. Hexter and between Oscar Handlin and Robert W. Fogel. 
See "Correspondence with Professor J. H. Hexter," in William 0. Aydelotte, Quantification in 
History (Reading, Mass., 1971), 155-79; Oscar Handlin, "The Capacity of Quantitative History," 
Perspectives in American History, 9 (1975), 7-26; and Robert W. Fogel, "Reply to Oscar Handlin, " 
ibid., 29-32. For recent evaluations of quantification, see J. Morgan Kousser, "Quantitative 
Social-Scientific History," in The Past before Us: Contemporary Historical Writing in the United 
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In emphasizing the differences between numeric and literary evidence, our 
generation has perhaps obscured more important issues. Since quantifiers were 
not always careful to explain their activities and methods in terms that were 
easily understood and because they were sometimes overbearing, perhaps even 
obnoxious, they created antagonism. But contrary to one recent suggestion, 
very few of them were merely interested in solving technical problems; they 
were struggling to find additional ways of bringing appropriate evidence to bear 
on substantive historical issues.4' The disagreements and misunderstanding, 
however, that ensued among quantifiers themselves and between the 
''numerate" and the "literate" somewhat obscured a basic fact. The statistical 
methods that have been applied in historical research during the last thirty-odd 
years involve premises, problems of logic, and even specific analytic opera- 
tions that are identical in principle to those found in the research of historians 
who use only literary evidence. 

Some elaboration of this point is in order. Nevins wrote, "Since in nine in- 
stances out of ten, any important historical transaction should be treated as of 
multiple causation, its roots as numerous and far-ramifying as its conse- 
quences, the office of the historian is not to select one or two explanations, ex- 
cluding or minimizing all others, but to ascertain all the factors and assign 
each its proportionate weight. "42 In this passage Nevins described precisely 
the objectives of multiple regression analysis. The results of such analysis con- 
stitute a generalization about the relation of various factors to another factor or 
outcome. The conclusion only holds, however, if the population under study 
meets certain standards of homogeneity and random distribution and the like. 
Similar caveats should prevail when we generalize from nonquantitative 
historical data. To take another perspective, all historians, whether we admit 
it or not, work on the basis of what has been called the principle of maximum 
probability. The educated guess that some attribute to historical-mindedness 
is really a probability statement. Formal statistical methods in large measure 
rest essentially upon probability theory, and so does any critical method in 
history. In more specific terms, the advocate of formal network analysis is 
doing the same thing as the historian who tries to trace out the influence of 
particular political actors or writers through analysis of letter collections or 
the writings of other authors. Many of our colleagues have commented about 
gradations in public opinion; in effect they have been trying less formally to do 
what some have attempted in scaling studies. When cliometricians change the 
value of important parameters in their models to assess the effect on the out- 
come in "sensitivity" analysis, they are doing the same thing that careful nar- 
rative historians do when they consider the degree that their accounts would 
change if particular pieces of evidence were perhaps false. The quantifiers have 
merely been doing what many other historians have essayed in less formal 
States, ed. Michael Kammen (Ithaca, 1980), 433-56; and Allan G. Bogue, "Quantification in the 
1980s: Numerical and Formal Analysis in United States History," Journal of Interdisciplinary 
History, 12 (Summer 1981), 137-75. 

41 Bailyn, "Challenge of Modern Historiography, " 6, 24. 
42 Allan Nevins, The Gateway to History (New York, 1962), 247. 
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terms, and the underlying problems of data selection, data bias, data gaps, 
behavioral assumptions, and much else are mutual rather than unique 
challenges. 

Some of the hazards that quantifiers confronted and to which critics have 
pointed with some glee are also common to the analysis of historical evidence 
generally. Critics have suggested that the authors of some quantitative elec- 
toral history have fallen victims to the ecological fallacy. They have, in other 
words, failed to realize that we cannot attribute the characteristics of aggrega- 
tions of individuals to any given individual within the group. Exactly the same 
mistake is found in the work of literary historians who attribute the objectives 
of a group to individuals within the group. Just as dangerous is the reverse of 
this fallacy, particularly found among nonquantifiers, the individualistic 
fallacy in which the attributes of individuals are generalized to larger groups of 
which they are part. Problems rooted in the differences between those who 
count formally and those who do not are much less important than the prob- 
lems of data analysis that we face in common.43 

We are doing our students a disservice when we use introductions to 
historical criticism that seem to suggest that forged documents, the attribu- 
tion of authorship, and the proper dating of manuscripts will be their major 
concerns in analyzing sources. Of course it is important that students should 
know that the Diary of a Public Man is perhaps a forgery, but it will be even 
more important for them to appreciate the fact that any set of historical 
sources is biased and to understand the ways-perhaps partial at best-in 
which this characteristic of evidence may be countered. Of our generation only 
Murray G. Murphey appears to have confronted the broader implications of 
such problems. How many of our students have read Our Knowledge of the 
Historical Past when they complete their studies?44 

Our choice of a historical topic, question, or problem for research defines in 
a general way the evidence that we will use. But every method, every ap- 

43An introduction to these matters is found in Hayward R. Alker, Jr., "A Typology of Ecological 
Fallacies, " in Quantitative Ecological Analysis in the Social Sciences, ed. Mattei Dogan and Stein 
Rokkan (Cambridge, Mass., 1969), 69-86; and John Sharpless, "Ecological Inference: Philo- 
sophical Problems and Methodological Issues, " paper delivered at the annual meeting of the Social 
Science History Association, Nov. 6, 1982 (in Bogue's possession). An early illustration of the at- 
tention devoted to the ecological fallacy by critics of quantification is Dwight W. Hoover, 
"Political Behavioralism in American History: A Case Study," Proceedings of the Indiana 
Academy of the Social Sciences (1967), 154-55. The concept of "historical-mindedness" is par- 
ticularly emphasized in Carl G. Gustavson, The Mansion of History (New York, 1976). Note, 
however, the qualifications in ibid., 381. Broader issues of differences in technique and approach 
in history are discussed by Robert W. Fogel, "'Scientific' History and Traditional History," in 
Logic, Methodology and Philosophy of Science, VI: Proceedings of the Sixth International Con- 
gress of Logic, Methodology and Philosophy of Science, Hannover, 1979, ed. L. Jonathan Cohen, 
Jerzy Los, Helmut Pfeiffer, and Klaus-Peter Podewski (Amsterdam, 1982), 15-26; and Robert W. 
Fogel, "Circumstantial Evidence in Scientific and Traditional History," in Philosophy of History 
and Contemporary Historiography, ed. David W. Carr et al. (Ottawa, Ont., 1982), 61-110. See 
also, Eric H. Monkkonen, "Analytic and Narrative History," unpublished paper, n.d. (in Bogue's 
possession). 

44 Murray G. Murphey, Our Knowledge of the Historical Past (Indianapolis, 1973); Hockett, 
Critical Method, 19-21; Barzun and Graff, Modern Researcher, 120-26; F. Lauriston Bullard, ed., 
The Diary of a Public Man (New Brunswick, N.J., 1946). 
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proach, and every style of presentation works its influence upon our 
understanding and treatment of the data that we collect and analyze. Donald 
McCloskey, for example, has recently presented a fascinating paper dealing 
with the rhetorical content of economic analysis, arguing that such elements 
are more important in the conclusions of economists than the scientific 
method ostensibly in use in the discipline. We should share a similar concern 
regarding our own discipline. With the possible exception of our theory 
builders, a small tribal group indeed, we all have the same analytical problems 
and use the same basic kinds of inference and chains of evidence. Our common 
need and objective should be to allow no relevant source of evidence to go 
overlooked and to make each piece of data surrender no less than its fullest 
meaning. It is perhaps time for historians to rethink the interaction of 
evidence and method and bring historical criticism, and methods in general, 
abreast of the times. Historians, social scientists, philosophers, linguists, and 
literary critics have all made contributions that would be useful in such an ef- 
fort. If we give high priority to such an endeavor we may indeed discover that 
those perceptual filters that so concern some of us are less important than we 
once thought.45 

Extreme critics of quantification believed that they were defending the nar- 
rative tradition in history. The frontal attacks of writers like Carl Bridenbaugh 
and Jacques Barzun failed; nothing so challenges the imagination of a rising 
generation as telling its members that they will lose their souls if they wander 
afield. But recently several distinguished historians have suggested more 
gently that it is time to rededicate ourselves to narrative history. What are the 
implications of these calls for a return to narrative history? Qualified though 
they are, charges of this kind have their troublesome and puzzling side. As 
always there are problems of definition. Most history contains both narrative 
and analytical elements. Some writers seem to suggest that narrative history 
has been under attack or absorbed less than the full energies of the history pro- 
fession only during the last thirty years or so. But the first generation of scien- 
tific historians believed that the dissertations and monographs that they en- 
couraged were not narrative history. And Dunning unkindly suggested that 
much of the market for the great serial narratives of his time was provided by 
interior decorators seeking wall covering for the libraries of the gracious homes 
that they were furnishing.46 

Some historians revolted during the 1950s and 1960s against the shortcom- 
ings of what they believed to be narrative political history. Too much of it, 

45Donald N. McCloskey, "The Rhetoric of Economics," Journal of Economic Literature, 21 
(June 1983). These rhetorical issues have not been completely ignored by American historians. See 
Robert H. Canary and Henry Kozicki, The Writing of History: Literary Form and Historical Under- 
standing (Madison, 1978). 

46 Bridenbaugh, "Great Mutation"; Jacques Barzun, Clio and the Doctors: Psycho-History, 
Quanto-History and History (Chicago, 1974); Bailyn, "Challenge of Modern Historiography," 
1-24; Woodward, "Short History," 3, 14; Lawrence Stone, "The Revival of Narrative: Reflections 
on a New Old History," in Lawrence Stone, The Past and the Present (Boston, 1981), 74-96; 
Dunning, Truth in History (ed. Hamilton], 161. Note also the excahnge of views on this subject 
by Jackson Lears, John Patrick Diggins, Cushing Strout, and Gordon S. Wood in "Writing History: 
An Exchange, " New York Review of Books, 29 (Dec. 16, 1982), 58-59. 
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they held, lacked the rigorous analytical substructure that should lie below the 
narrative flow; the emperor's clothes were there, but the emperor himself ap- 
peared to be an imposter. The conventions of narrative history excluded mat- 
ters of interest to those of contemplative mind. It is heartening that Bernard 
Bailyn at least has suggested ways in which the new narrative history may be 
improved; time will tell whether his formulas are feasible for more than a 
select few. But in actuality outstanding illustrations of narrative history and 
biography have appeared throughout this century and are still being published. 
Narrative history with its pronounced story line, its elite casts, its colorful il- 
lustrations, and its dramatic incidents has never died. And indeed it is quite 
probable that the fall of the radicals in part reflected the demands of the nar- 
rative style. What blood-stirring narrative history is complete without a good 
cast of villains? If some of our craft can draw upon the rich harvest of analytical 
social and political history of the last thirty years to provide rich new nar- 
ratives, we should only applaud. 

If, on the other hand, there is in recent calls for more attention to narrative 
history the implication, as some believe, that the profession ought to as a whole 
dedicate itself to narrative history, we should dissent. The classic days when 
narrative historians found a broad audience and were themselves household 
words are long gone and may never return. Our public is different in training 
and concerns than were Parkman's readers and has many more options for 
entertainment and self-education than in the glory days of narrative history. 
The old formulas may no longer work. But the throngs that visit historical 
sites or watch pseudohistory on television suggest that there is a market for 
history in the mass public. Those who have the talent to tap that market by 
writing a new narrative history, or television or film scripts, should be en- 
couraged to do so and richly rewarded for it. Television perhaps holds op- 
portunities for analytic historians as well; there seems no good reason why 
there should be so few scholarly pundits on television, nor why those there 
should so disproportionately be social scientists. But such activity is hardly ap- 
propriate for the profession as a whole. Historians work and write today with 
many different objectives and in different genres. 

The history profession has developed through the generations a very con- 
siderable division of labor, and we need to refine this and to make the system 
of rewards more equitable. Rather than overemphasizing one kind of historical 
expression, we should insure that all who are involved, whether women, men, 
chair professors, public historians, community college instructors, or public 
school teachers, are respected for the important contributions they make. 
Cecily V. Wedgwood and Carl G. Gustavson have compared history to a man- 
sion with many rooms, and the analogy has merit, but such a dwelling unfor- 
tunately may have locked doors within it. They should all be open. What most 
matters surely is the quality of the work that we do, given our particular tasks, 
and not the type of exposition that we select.47 Even in the area where quan- 
tification has scored its greatest successes-economic history-there is a grow- 

47Gustavson, Mansion of History, title page, 37-38. 
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ing realization that good history is not necessarily quantitative. But let us 
remember as well that in economic, political, and social history there are sub- 
jects and problems that can only be dealt with adequately if quantitative 
evidence and methods are used in conjunction with other types of data. 

We are told by some that a crisis grips our discipline today. In some respects 
this is true. Declining enrollments, the job crisis, the problems of our sup- 
porting agencies, the termination or reduction of various federal programs, and 
problems of access to information are all too familiar. Some surely would in- 
clude professional fragmentation in such a list. Lawrence Stone has never been 
an uncritical fan of the new histories, but he recently predicted that the last 
twenty-five years might well be seen ultimately "as something of a heroic 
phase in the evolution of historical understanding."48 We have developed new 
fields of great importance and interest; we have greatly added to the range of 
useful methods of analysis available to historians; and in the academic field 
our employers have substantially altered the balance between teaching and 
research in favor of the latter. Indeed that shift in balance may have gone too 
far for our own good. So the last quarter century has been a time of good things 
as well as bad. Historians above all should retain their sense of perspective, 
and we should remember that Channing wrote in 1910, "There has not been a 
time for many years, at any rate, when scholarship has been so lightly valued 
in the United States as it is at the present moment. "49 If now we find ourselves 
challenged to defend our discipline and its needs, let us make that challenge a 
vitalizing influence and not an excuse to retreat into sterile orthodoxies. 

If, as historians, we are not completely our own masters but rather speak to 
some degree for our age, what should be our objectives? Clearly we should do 
the very best that we can-and that means protecting our legacy of sources, 
using all of the available evidence, applying the rules of evidence with as much 
care and objectivity as we can muster, utilizing whatever methods allow our 
data to speak their fullest message, resolutely seeking out the interrelation- 
ships among actors and events, and assiduously searching for broader mean- 
ings, but always giving due consideration to alternative lines of interpretation. 
Our completed work should demonstrate those other virtues of the good 
historian, delineated by Page Smith as "fairness, intelligence, honesty, com- 
passion, judiciousness . . . wisdom." Doing the best that we can should also 
mean communicating our findings with as much clarity and grace as possible. 
As guardians of our cultural heritage we must show command of one of its 
basic elements, our language; the more skillfully we write, the better our 
chance of informing our public and the succeeding publics and scholars. Our 
successors will put new questions to the accumulation of historical sources. 
But we at least can try to answer our particular questions so well that our suc- 
cessors will, if putting the same questions, arrive at similar answers, provided 
the body of evidence has not changed. By our standards one of the participant 

48 Stone, Past and the Present, xi. 
49 Edward P. Channing, "The Present State of Historical Writing in America," Proceedings of 

the American Antiquarian Society, 20 (Oct. 1910), 434. 
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generation of historians of the Civil War, Riddle, was a terrible historian, and 
yet he was not without imagination and insight. He speculated on the 
emergence of the ideal historian of the great conflict who would be "a broad 
browed student of our history . . . in whose brain the awful mass of public 
documents and statistics, and this endless, ever-swelling tide of more or less 
turbid memories, notes, sketches, and autobiographies, shall resolve itself into 
translucent matter, and [when] he takes up the narrative at the Genesis of the 
cause of this war, then the truth of what really was will be made to appear." 
Riddle's ideal historian will never appear. But if we continue to perfect our 
craft and if we cherish and perfect a true and equitable division of labor in our 
field, we can make the Civil War and every other area of concentration in our 
discipline a richer and more vital part of our historical heritage.50 

50 Page Smith, The Historian and History (New York, 1964), 156; Riddle, Recollections, 71. 
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