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THE CAUSES OF THE AMERICAN CIVIL 
WAR: Recent Interpretations and New Directions 

Eric Foner 

In 1960, As AMERICANS PREPARED to observe the centennial of the Civil 
War, one of the foremost historians of that conflict published a brief 
article entitled, “American Historians and the Causes of the Civil 
War.”! Most readers probably expected another survey of the changing 
course of civil war interpretation. Instead the author announced that as 
a subject of serious historical analysis, Civil War causation was “dead.” 

Looking back over the decade and a half since David Donald wrote, 
it would appear that he somewhat exaggerated the death of this field 
of inquiry. In the 1950's, historians were concerned with investigating 
periods of consensus in America’s past. But in the 1960's, as the issues 
of race and war came to the forefront of national life, earlier times of 
civil strife in American history attracted renewed attention. 

The 1960's, for example, witnessed a renuscence of the study of slav- 
ery. It is now no longer possible to view the peculiar institution as some 
kind of accident or aberration, existing outside the mainstream of na- 
tional development. Rather, slavery was absolutely central to the Amer- 
ican experience, intimately bound up with the settlement of the west- 
ern hemisphere, the American Revolution and industrial expansion. 
It was what defined the Old South and drew southern society along 
a path of development which sct it increasingly apart from the rest of 
the nation? 

° This paper was read before the 1972 meeting of the Organization of American 
Historians, at one of a series of “Overview” sessions, reviewing the last fifteen years 
of historical writing on various periods of American history. The author is extremely 
grateful to the following scholars for their helpful criticisms of earlier drafts of 
this paper: Richard O. Curry, Herbert Gutman, David Rothman, James P. Shenton, 
and James B. Stewart. , 

' David Donald, “American Historians and the Causes of the Civil War.” South 
Atlantic Quarterly, LIX (Summer, 1960), 351-55. 

* To cite only a few of the host of works related to this point, David Brion Davis, 
The Problem of Slavery in Western Culture (1966), and Edmund S. Morgan, “Slav- 
ery and Freedom: The American Paradox,” Journal of American History, LIX, 
(June, 1972), 5-29 stress the centrality of slavery to the American experience. Doug- 
lass North, The Economic Growth of the United States, 1790 to 1S6U (1961), shows 
how the profits of the cotton trade paid for the economic dev elopment of ante- 
bellum America. Staughton Lynd, Class Conflict, Slavery, and the United States 
Constitution (1967), Donald L. Robinson, Slavery and the Structure of American 
Politics (1971), Richard H. Brown, “The Missouri Crisis, Slavery and the Politics of 
Jacksonianism,” South Atlantic Quarterly, LXV (Winter, 1966), 55-72, William W. 
Freehling, Prelude to Civil War (1966), and Eric Foner, Free Seil, Free Labor, 
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At the same time, a striking reversal of interpretations of the abolj- 
tionists took place.* In fact, there was a paradoxical double reversal. 
On the one hand the abolitionists, previously castigated as fanatics and 
agitators, suddenly emerged as the conscience of a sinning nation— 
much as the Garrisons and Welds had portrayed themselves a century 
earlicr, At the same time, a number of writers argued that not onl 
were the friends of the slave not immune from racism, but, far fron 
being truly “radical,” they seemed to accept the middle-class values of 
northern society F: 

The flood of studies of slavery, abélitionism, and the race issue dovs 
not seem, however, to have brought historians much closer to a gener. 
ally accepted interpretation of the coming of the Civil War than they 
were fifteen years ago. As the late David Potter pointed out, the irony 
is that disagreements of interpretation persist in the face of a greatly in- 
creased body of historical knowledge.> This is partially because the 
Civil War raised so many still unresolved issues. Perhaps, howev:r, 
there is another reason. Historians’ methodologies and value judgments 
have changed considerably over the past fifteen years, but the questions 
historians have asked of their data have remained relatively static. 
Like the debate over slavery before the appearance of Stanley Elkins 
study in 1959, discussion of the causes of the Civil War continues to be 
locked into an antiquated interpretive framework. Historians of the 
Civil War cra seem to be in greater need of new models of interpreta- 
tion and new questions than of an additional accumulation of data. 

There have, however, been a number of works in the past fifteen 
years which have attempted to develop entirely new ways of looking 
at ante-bellum America and the origins of the Civil War. One of the 
most striking developments of these years has been the emergence of 
the “new political historians,” who have attempted to recast our under- 
standing of ante-bellum political alignments. They have de-emphasized 
“national” issues like slavery and the tariff, and substituted ethno-cul- 

Free Men: The Ideology of the Republican Party Before the Civil War (1970) 
place slavery at the center of politics at various points in ante-bellum history. Eu- 
gene D. Genovese, The Political Economy of Slavery (1965), makes clear the cen- 
trality of slavery to the society of the Old South. : 

* Rather than citing the scores of works on abolitionism, Jet me simply refer to 
an adinirable historiographical survey: Merton L. Dillon, “The Abolitionists: A 
Decade of Historiography, 1959-1969,” Journal of Southern History, XXXV, (Nov.. 1969), 500-22, 
‘On the racisin of anti-slavery advocates, see, for example, William H. Pease 

and Jane H. Pease, “Anti-Slavery Ambivalence: linmediatism, Expediency, Race, 
American Quarterly, XVII (Winter, 1965), 682-95; Eric Foner, “Racial Attitudes 
of the New York Free Soilers,” New York History, XLVI (Oct., 1965), 311-29; bu- 
uence H. Berwanger, The Frontier Against Slavery (1967); and James H. Rawley, 
Race and Politics (1969). For the limitations of abolitionist radicalism, see William 
Appleman Williams, The Contours of American History (London ed., 1961), p. 
254; Aileen Kraditor, Means and Ends in American Abolitionism (New York, 1969), 
pp. 244-53); George F. Fredrickson, The Black Image in the White Mind (1971), 
pp. 36-37. ; 

° David Potter, The South and the Sectional Conflict (1968), p. 146. 

eee tural contlicts between Protestants and Catholies or between wictistic 
and ritualistic religious groups, as the major iets 
behavior. These works have broadened our unde 
bellum political culture. and demonstrated the foe 

“monistic interpretation” of political conflict. vnc! thes 
historians to abandon whatever economic deternylrs) 
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sin sti persists in 
the writing of political history. Perhaps most Inmpertant. they have 
demonstrated the virtues of viewing voters not as isulated indicid Luly, 
but as men and women embedded in a complex network cf social and 
cultural relationships." 

The “new political history” involves both a new methodology—the 
statistical analysis of quantitative data—and a distinctive model of his- 
torical explanation. The broadening of the methodological tuols avail- 
able to historians can only be applauded, although some writers mav at 
times be guilty of mistaking correlations for causes. and inducing the 
behavior of individuals from aggregate data. It sometimes seems that 
the very sophistication of the new methodology has unfortunate ef- 
fects on these writers’ approach to historical data. Not only is undue 
weight often assigned to historical variables such as ethnicity for which 
quantifiable data happens to be available, but the definition of basic 
concepts is reduced to the most casily quantifiable elements. Thus, 
class is measured by data on occupation and assessed property holdings, 
culture is reduced to a mixture of cthnicity and religion, and religion is 
measured purely by Church affiliation.7 

It is in the realm of explanation, and as a contribution to our under- 

8 The major works of “new political history” dealing with ante-bellum politics are Lee Benson, The Concept of Jacksonian Democracy: New York as a Test Case (1961); Ronald P. Formisano, The Birth of Mass Political Partics: Michigan 1827- 1861 (1971); Paul Kleppner, The Cross of Culture (1970): the essays collected in Frederick C. Luebke (ed.), Ethnic Voters and the Election of Lincoln (1971): and Michael F. Holt, Forging a Majority: The Formation of the Republican Party in Pittsburgh, 1848-1860 (1969). The phrase “monistic interpretation” js quoted from Holt, p. 125. 1 should note that obviously not all these writers agree on every interpretation. Holt, for example, tends to give anti-slavery attitudes more credence as a determinant of voting behavior than do the other writers. 
* Some of these methodological criticisms are raised in Allen G. Bogue, “United States: The ‘New Political History,’ ” Journal of Contemporary History, UL (Jan., 1968), 22-24: James FE. Wright, “The Ethnocultural Model of Voting.” American Be- havioral Scientist, XVI (May-June, 1973), 653-74; and James R. Green, “Behavioral- isnt and Class Analysis: A Review Essay on Methodology and Ideology,” Labor His- tory, XUI (Winter, 1972), 89-106, Among other methodological problems is the tendency of some writers to infer the behavior of voters in heterogeneous areas from the actions of those who lived in homogenous ethnic communities, and diffi- culties created by the use of census data on the number of church seats of each religion in a specified area, as a measure of the breakdown of religious affiliations of that area. There are also simple problems of interpreting data. Formisano, for example, presents a table of the voting of evanvelical townships in Michigan in 1860. In eastern Michigan, six of eleven such townships gave Lincoln over 60 per cent of the vote, bit Lincoln carried the state with 57 per cent of Michigan’s bal- lots. The table shows that in five of eleven evangelical townships, Lincoln received less than his state-wide percentage. The figures hardly justify the conclusion that evangelical townships voted “strongly Republican” in 1860, Formisano, Birth of Mass Political Parties, pp. 312-13, 
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are truly issue-oriented. This kind of reasoning, liowever. Gan ever 
illuminate the relationship between political leaders and voters in 
democratic political culture. Nor can it explain under what crcurn- 
stances local issues will dominate politics wid when national issucs wll 
come to the fore, or*tell us why Republicans in the late 1850's were 
constantly trying to play down the issues ot temperance and nativism 
which had supposedly created their party in the first place’! The view 
of the Republican party as the political expression of pietistic Protes- 
tantism can hardly encompass a figure like Lincoln, who was southern: 
born and whose religious beliefs were akin to the deism of that infidel 
Thomas Paine, whom Lincoln greatly admired. According to the ag- 
gregate data, Lincoln should have been a pro-slavery Democrat. At 
best, he was a historical accident, an ecological fallacy. 

But what of the Civil War? Supposedly, when the scientist Laplace 
described the Newtonian system to Napoleon, the emperor asked, “But 
where is God in your system?” To which Laplace replied, “I have no 
need for that hypothesis.” Similarly, the “system” of the new political 
history has no need for the Civil War. Unfortunately, the Civil War 
did take place. But the new interpretation leaves a yawning gap be- 
tween political processes and the outbreak of war, Recently, Lee Ben- 
son has tried to bridge this gap by arguing that a “small group” of 
southern conspirators, taking advantage of the “irresponsible character” 
of the political system, caused the war. To pursue our Enlightenment 
analogy and paraphrase Voltaire, if Benson’s explanation did not exist. 
we would have to invent it. If only elites cared about the slavery ques- 
tion, we are logically driven back to a neo-revisionist conspiracy theory 
of the coming of the war. One does not have to assume that great 
events always have great causes to believe that conspiracy theories are 
rarely satisfactory as historical explanations. 

A second school of historical writing places the coming of the Civil 
War within the process political scientists have termed “modernization.” 
This is as yet an imprecisely defined concept, but it involves such basic 
changes in the structure of a society as rapid economic development, 
urbanization, industrialization, the creation of an integrated national 
economic and political structure, and generally, the spread of market- 
oriented capitalist economic relations and of mental attitudes Viewing 
continuous social change as natural and desirable.! Within this con- 
text, the Civil War becomes the process by which the “modern” or 
“modernizing” North integrated the “pre-modern” South into a national 
political and economie system. As Raimondo Luraghi explains, “So, in 

Discontent (1964), p. 245. Formisano, Birth of Mass Political Parties, pp. 11-12. Cf. 
Leubke, Ethnic Voters, p. xiv. 

11 On this last point, see Foner, Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men, ch. 7. 
12 Richard N. Current, The Lincoln Nobody Knows (1958), pp. 58-59. 
13 Lee Benson, Toward the Scientific Study of History (1972), pp. 316-26. 
14 See, in general, A. S. Eisenstadt, Modernization: Protest and Change (1966), 

and C, E. Black, The Dynamics of Modernization (1966). 
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the nineteenth century, as the industrial revolution was expanding on 

a worldwide scale, the days of wrath were coming for a series of agr OL 

ian, pre-capitalistic, ‘backward’ societies throughout the world, bro 
the Italian and American South down to India.”!? Aside from Lur Lehi 

work, the modernization framework hg not yet been systematically ap. 
plied to the coming of the Civil War, although in many respects _ 
compatible with the work of Eugene Genovese on the South and with 
my own discussion of the Republican party in the 1830’s.*" - 

As Robert Kelley demonstrates, the ethno-cultural and modemizati 
interpretations are not necessarily incompatible. In his book. The Truno- 
atlantic Persuasion, the Republicans in America and the Tories in Es. 
gland become the nationalists, homogenizers and cosmopolitans. i: 
tolerant of any social diversity within their societies, thev attempted fa 

impose their values on dissident groups—temperance legiilation on the 
Irish immigrants, anti-slavery on the South—while the party of the re- 
gional and ethnic minorities (Democrats in America, Liberals in Bri- 
tain), called for cultural pluralism and Jocal autonomy. 

The problem with this analysis is that it views the sectional contlict 
primarily as a struggle between local and national institutions. It is sig- 
nificant that in Kelley’s stimulating book, the institution of slavery is 
conspicuous by its absence. But slavery was what made the South dis- 
tinct—it was central to the moral, economic and politica! antagonisms 
between the sections. - 

Nonetheless, this framework has much to offer toward an understind- 
ing of the politics of the 1850's. Lincoln’s House Divided speech, as 
J. BR. Pole has written, can be viewed as the outlook of a man “who had 
grasped the essentials of the process of nationalisation that was over: 
taking the main institutions of American life.” Conversely, Stephen A 
Douglas's objection to what he termed Lincoln’s belief that “there mist 
be uniformity in the local laws and domestic institutions of each and all 
states of the Union,” and his plea for reeognition of “diversity and dis- 
similarity” within the nation, can be read as the crv of all the out-groups 

Ob Raimondo Luraghi, “The Civil War and the Modernization of American So- 
ciety: Social Structure and Industrial Revolution in the Old South Before and Dur- 
ing the War,” Civil War History, XVII (Sept., 1972), 242. 

iS Also relevant is Barrington Morroe, Jr., Social Origins of Dictatorship and 
Democracy (1966), ch. 3. I shou'd note that describing the South as “pre-niodern | 
does not necessarily contradict the findings of Stanley Engerman and Robert Fovel 
that slavery was il highly profitable investment. Engerman and Fogel, Time on the 
Cross: The Economics of American Negro Slavery (1974). In a forthcoming essay. 
George Fredrickson applies the concept of modernization to the Civil War itself, 
and the question of why the North was victorious, but he explicitly denies its 
applicability to the question of the causes of the Civil War. Fredrickson, “Bluey / 
Over Gray: ‘Sources of Success and Failure in the Civil War,” in Fredrickson 
ah A Nation Divided: Essays on the Civil-War and Reconstruction (forthcom- 
ing). : 

. 'T Robert Kelley, The Transatlantic Persuasion: The Liberal” Democratic Mind 
in the Age of Gladstone (1969). 
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and backward areas confronted by the process of modernization in the 

nineteenth century.!* 

Having said this, I hasten to add that there are certain problems in 

applying this model to the causes of the Civil War. First, there is the 

imprecision of the term “modernization.” At times, it seems to be used 

more or less interchangeably with “industrialization,” and, in effect, be- 

comes a restatement of the Beardian view of the Civil War as a con- 

flict between industrial and agrarian economies. In this form, the model 

exaggerates the extent to which northern society itself was as yet fully 

modernized in the ante-bellum years. Historians, indeed, have not yet 

produced the studies which will enable us to state with assurance what 

the class structure of the North was, or how far industrialization had 

advanced by 1860. Before we can assess the effects of modernization, in 

other words, we need to know exactly what kind of society was under- 

going that process. Ante-bellum northern society may well have been 

“modern” in some respects. Certainly capitalist economic relations and 

democratic political procedures prevailed, and according to Richard 

Brown, the “modern personality” had been dominant since colonial 

days. But the economy was almost certainly pre-industrial, and the 

ideals of the yeoman farmer and independent artisan, their belief in 

the natural right of each individual to the fruits of his labor (which be- 

came in the hands of Lincoln so damning an indictment of slavery), 

still perineated society." 

Nevertheless, the modernization model does have two great virtues. 

First, it enables us to see that what happened in nineteenth century 

America was not a unique or local occurrence, but a process which had 

deep affinities with events in many other areas of the world. Secondly, 

it demands that political historians place their work in the largest con- 

text of the development of American society, for, as Albert Soboul 

writes, “all studies of political history entail] a study of social history.”2" 

To me, moreover, it suggests a framework for beginning to answer the 

crucial question raised by David Brion Davis in The Problem of Slav- 

ery in Western Culture. Why does slavery, which for centuries had been 

considered a normal part of the social order, suddenly come to be 

IS J. R. Pole, Abraham Lincoln and the American Commitment (1966), p. 32; 

Paul Anule (ed.), Created Equal? The Complete Lincoln-Douglas Debates of 1858 

(1958), p. 18. Cf. Bertram Wyatt-Brown, “Stanley Elkins’ Slavery: The Antislavery 

Interpretation Reexamined,” American Quarterly, XXV (May, 1973), 167. 

19 Richard D. Brown, “Modernization and the Modern Personality in Early 

America, 1600-1865: A Sketch of a Synthesis,” Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 

1l (Winter, 1972), 201-28. E. A. Wrigeley comments on the impecision of the mod- 

ernization concept, and how it often seems to be used simply as a synonym for 

industrialization, in “The Process of Modernization and the Industrial Revolution 

in England,” Journal of Interdisciplinary History, II] (Autumn, 1972), 228, 228n. 

The general question of the persistence of pre-industrial work habits and ideals in 

nineteenth century America is raised in Herbert G. Gutman, “Work, Culture and 

Society in Industrializing America, 1815-1919,” American Historical Review, 

LXXVUI (June, 1973), 531-88. 

20 Albert Soboul, The San-Culottes, trans. Remy Inglis Hall (1972) p. xv.
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viewed by large numbers of men and women as a totally ano... 
form ot labor and social organization? Why, that is, does ar; ~~ J 
movement emerge? 

To answer this question, we must place the Civil War in <5 
of the general abolition of untre® labor systems in the ninete s: 
tury, from slavery in the western hemisphere, tu serfdom ir) {; — 
robot in the Austrian Empire. Within this context, we need ty 12 
emergence of the modern anti-slavery movement to two rele. 
cesses—changes in attitudes toward labor and the condition «i ints 
classes,*! and the enorrious economic and social transformations + + 
nineteenth century, Of course, American anti-slavery thought 
emerge full-blown in the 1830's. As C. Vann Woodward has > 
out, patterns of derogatory sectional imagery stretch back inty «. 
lonial era. Many New England Federalists employed anti-souti,, 
and anti-slavery rhetoric highly suggestive of the Republican wa. 
of the 1850's. They not only condemned the three-fifths clause os © 
Constitution and southern domination of the national governme:t 
spoke of the superiority of free labur, the economic stagnation if 
South, and the differences in “manners, habits, customs. pringiples . 
ways of thinking” between the sections.“# 

The elements of an anti-slavery ideology, therefore, had Jong }.- 
present in America, but a coherent critique of slavery had not. Wh 
could the Federalists not develop one? For one thing, until 1Sv0 
had powerful allies in the South, and after then, the dream of a revit: 
and triumphant Federalist party never entirely disappeared. \- 
over, as several recent writers have emphasized, the Federalist « 
View centered on a society of order, harmony and organic unity. - 
composed of stable and distinctly separated ranks and orders.*! [ts 
not until this older organic conception of society broke down th. 
complete anti-slavery ideology could emerge. , 

We know of course that in the 1820's and 1830's this older vision Ww. 
thoroughly disrupted, and replaced by one of a society of competing #: 
dividuals. a vision more in keeping with the requirements uf an expat’ 
ing, market-oriented capitalist society. Why this ideological trans! 
mation occurred is not yet, in my opinion, entirely clear. The transp. 
tation revolution was a major determinant, but we know too little abou 
the nature of economic change in the ante-bellum era to be able ¢ 

_ 7! This point is suggested in ]. H. Plumb, “Slavery, Race, and the Poor,” 
York Review of Books, Mar. 13, 1969, 4. After writing this paper, David 
Davis's new volume, The Problem of Slavery in the Age oj Revolution (fort 
ing), came to my attention, Davis relates the growth of anti-slavery in England 4 
changes in attitudes toward labor in a way similar to my argument in the 
graphs below. , “* : 

22 C. Vann Woodward, American Counterpoint (1971), p. 6; Linda Kerber, Fee: 
eralists in Dissent (1970), pp. 24-44; James M. Banner, To the Hartford Cuzvet 
tion (1970), pp. 99-108: Richard J. Buel, Securing the Revolution (1972), p. 235 

“8 Banner, To the Hartford Convention, pp. 108-09: Kérber, Federalists in Dix 
sent, pp. 50, 59-63. 
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«stitutions of American society; rank or degree was uo longer an ac 
wissible principle for organizing or even thinking about the social 

jer.” That abolitionist thought was utterly individualistic and atonils- 
ne has by now become an axiom of historical writing. Historians as 
Averse in their ideological preconceptions us Stanley Elkins aud Wil- 
kam Appleman Williams severely chide the abolitionists for viewing 
Javery not as a functioning institution, embedded in a distinct sucicty. 

hut as a personal sin of the individual master against the individual 

dave? But it may be that it was only when the idexs of an organic 
ciety, and the permanent subordination of any class of men, had been 
overthrown, that anti-slavery thought could develop in a consistent 

arm. Only a movement which viewed socicty as a collection of indi- 
viduals, which viewed freedom as the property of every man. which 
believed every individual had the right to seek advancement as a unit 
1 competitive socicty, could condemn slavery as utterly and complete- 
las, in their own ways, abolitionists and Republicans did." 
Antislavery thus fed on the anti-monopoly, anti-corporate, egalitar- 

ian ethos of Jacksonian America. At the same time, as a vision of labor, 
anti-slavery was curiously ambiguous. Anti-slavery men exalted “free 
labor,” meaning labor working because of incentive instead of coer- 
cion, labor with education, skill, the desire for advancement, and also 
the freedom to move from job to job according to the changing de- 
mands of the marketplace.*" On the other hand, many anti-slavery me 

“4 Rowland Berthoff, An Unsettled People (1971), p. 182; Stanley: Elkins. Slavery 
1959), ch. 4; Williams, Contours, p. 158. Cf. Vredrickson, Black (nage in the 
White Mind, pp. 19-33. 

“The highly competitive, individualistic nature of ante-bellum society also helps 
tu explain the apparent paradox that both racisin and anti-slavery thought became 
more pervasive in the North at the same time. As Stanley Elkins points out, “in a 
stratified society with strony aristocratic attitudes, there is no need to define the 
Negro as hopelessly inferior, because the greater portion of society is inferior in 
varying degrees.” In America, by contrast, where freedom implied the ability to 
compete for advancement, the idea of freeing the slaves inevitably raised the ques- 
tion of social equality. Elkins, in John A. Garraty, Interpreting American History 
(1970), I, 188-89. Cf. Fredrickson, Black Image in the White Mind, p. 95, and David 
Brion Davis, “The Emergence of Immediatism in British and American Antislavery 
Thought,” Mississippi Valley Historial Review (Sept. 1962), 209-30, one of the 
many works which relates the new anti-slavery outlook of the 1830's to a faith, en- 
gendered by evangelical religion, in the perfectability of individual men and to a 
decline in deference to institutions which blocked the path to reform. 

“6 On notions of “free labor,” see Foner, Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Man, ch. 1; 
David Montgomery, Beyond Equality (1965) ch. 1. Cf. the remark by sociologist 
Wilbert E. Moore; “If one were to attempt a one-word summary of the institutional 
requirements of economic development, that word would be mobility. Property 
rights, consumer goods, and laborers must be freed from traditional bonds and re- 
straints, from aristocratic traditions, quasi-feudal arrangements, paternalistic and 
other multi-bonded relations.” Moore, “The Social Framework of Economic De- 
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were also opponents of union activity, and were closely involved jn 
other reforms—such as the creation of prisons and asylums, temperance. 
and poor relief (with the ever-present distinction between the deserv- 
ing and undeserving poor) which to a certain extent can be interpreted 
as attempts to transform the life styl@and work habits of labor in an 
industrializing society. 

One could argue that the anti-slavery movement, by glorifying north- 
ern society and by isolating slavery as an unacceptable form of labor 
exploitation, while refusing to condemn the exploitative aspects of 
“free” labor relations, served to justify the emerging capitalist order of 
the North. In fact, it is possible that the growing ideological conflict 
between the sections had the effect of undermining a tradition of rad:- 
cal criticism within northern society.27 Men like Horace Greeley, 
highly critical of certain aspects of their society in the 1840's, became 
more and more uncritical when faced with the need to defend the North 
against southern assaults. The choices for America came to be defined 
as free society versus slave society--the idea of alternatives within free 
society was increasingly lost sight of.78 

To develop this point further, many anti-slavery men believed jn an 
ideal of human character which emphasized an internalized self-disci- 
pline. They condemned slavery as a lack of control over one’s own des- 
tiny and the fruits of one’s labor, but defined freedom as more than a 
simple lack of restraint. The truly free man, in the eyes of ante bellum 
reformers, was one who imposed restraints upon himself. This was 
also the ideal, as David Rothman shows, of the reformers who con- 

structed the prisons and asylums of this era—to transform the human 
personality so that the poor, insane and criminal would internalize a 
sense of discipline, order and restraint.2 

velopment,” in Ralph Brabanti and Joseph J. Spengler (eds.), Tradition, Values 
and Socio-Economic Development (1961), p. 71. 

“7 OF course certain northern intellectuals, alienated from the more materialistic 
aspects of their own culture, turned to the South for the qualities lacking in north- 
ern society—“the vestiges of an old-world aristocracy, a promise of stability, and 
an assurance that gentility... could be preserved under republican institutions.” 
William R. Taylor, Cavalier and Yankee (1961), p. xviii and passim. ] would argue 
however, that by the 1840’s and 1850’s most northerners saw much more to criti- 
cize than to admire in southern life. 

“8 This argument would suggest that the process, described by George Fredrick- 
son, in which ante-bellum radicals abandoned their position as independent critics 
of American institutions and uncritically identified themselves with their society— 
which he attributes to the Civil War experience—may have already begun during 
the 1850's, Fredrickson, The Inner Civil War (1965). John Thomas makes an argu- 
nent similar to Fredrickson’s in “Romantic Reform in America, 1815-1865,” Amer- 
ican Quarterly, XVI (Winter, 1965), 656-81. However, Richard O. Curry has criti- 
cized both these works, arguing that anti-institutional radical thought persisted 
after the Civil War. Curry. “The Abolitionists and Reconstruction: A Critical Ap- 
praisal,” Journal of Southern History, XXXIV (Nov., 1968), 527-45. 

*” David Rothman, The Discovery of the Asylum (1971), pp. 107, 129, 214. Two 
works which deal with the transformation of personality and Jife’ styles required by 
industrial society are Herbert G. Gutman, “Work, Culture, and Society in Indus- 
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There are parallels between this aim, and Linculn’s condemnation in 
his famous lyceum speech of 1838, of “the increasing disregard fer law 
which pervades the country,” of vigilanteeism, mob violence and these 
who hoped for the “total annihilation of government.” For Lincoln, law, 
order and union, commonly accepted and internalized, allowed civili- 
zation and progress to exist in America, especially given the highly 
competitive nature of the society. Or, to quote Theodore Weld, “re- 
straints are the web of civilized society, warp and woot.” Of course, on 
one level, slavery, as some pro-slavery writers argued, solved the prob- 
lem of disciplining the labor force, but the ideal of the reformers was 
a society of free (self-governing) individuals. Slavery may have been 
like an asylum or a school in some respects, but it lacked one essential 
element of those institutions—release, or graduation. Moreover, it al- 
lowed full rein to the very passions which so many northerners desired 
to see repressed—it encouraged greed, self-indulgence, and all sorts of 
illicit personal and sexual activities on the part of the masters. When 
Lincoln in 1861 declared, “plainly, the central idea of secession, is the 

essence of anarchy,” he could have chosen no more damning descrip- 
tion.*? 

Thus the anti-slavery movement exalted the character traits: de- 
manded by a “modernizing” society while it condemned an institution 
which impeded that “modernization.” Interpreted in this way, the mod- 
ernization thesis can assimilate some of the insights of the new political 
history. For example, the ethnoculturalists never deal directly with the 
relationship between ethno-cultural identity and class relations in the 
setting of a modernizing society. We know how closely related certain 
ethnic and class patterns were—how, in urban areas, Irish immigrants 

were overwhelmingly lower-class unskilled laborers, and how, to quote 
Ronald Formisano, “prosperity and evangelical political character often 
went together.” It is also well known that class and ethnic prejudices 
were inextricably linked in nativist attacks on Irish immigrants.*? 

If we do expand our notion of culture beyond a relatively narrow 

trializing America, 1815-1919,” and E. P. Thompson, “Time, Work Discipline and 
Industrial Capitalism,” Past and Present, XNXVIIL (1967), 58-97. 

30 Roy F. Basler, et al. (eds.), The Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln (1953- 
55), I, 108-15; 1V, 268. Weld is quoted in Ronald G. Waters, “The Erotic South: 
Civilization and Sexuality in American Abolitionism,” American Quarterly, XXV 
(May, 1973), 187. Weld’s statement sugyests that abolitionists’ “anti-institutional- 
ism” may be interpreted as a belief that in the absence of powerful social institu- 
tions, “restraints” usually imposed by those institutions would have to be internal- 
ized by each individual. Also relevant to the above discussion is George Dennison’s 
argument that the forcible suppression of internal disorder in the North in the 1830's 
and 1840's set a moral and legal precedent for the northern refusal to allow peac- 
able secession in 1861. Dennison, “ ‘The Idea of a Party System: A Critique,” 
Rocky Mountain Social Science Journal, IX (Apr., 1972), 38-39n. 

31 Foner, Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men, pp. 231-32; Gutman, “Work, Culture 
and Society,” 583; Douglas V. Shaw, “The Making of an Immigrant Community: 
Ethnic and Cultural Conflict in Jersey City, New Jersey, 1850-1877,” (Ph.D. disser- 
tation, University of Rochester, 1972), pp 27-40, 75, 119: Formisano, Birth of Mays 
Political Parties, pp. 146-47. 
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definition of ethnicity and religious belief, we may §nd that + 

nomic demands of a modernizing society than wer 
Catholic immigrants.*= Is it possible that the resis 
“Americanization,” rather than simpl¥$a desire to 
identity, was the attempt of a pre-industrial peop! 
mony of a modernizing culture, with all that that ipl 
structure, work patterns and life stvles? Mayo owe char the 
cratic party as the representative of the great pre-~ | 
in American society—the white South and the Ir 
perhaps then better understand why the nativist 
and the anti-slavery critique of the southern slavel 
same “undesirable” traits of lack of economic enterprise a 
cipline, and the attack on the Slave Power and Cvt 
acuaced corporate monoliths which restricted indivic 
the northern Democratic machine at the local level att 
munal, traditionalist behavior of the peasant immiar 
tense individualism of the Republicans | ) 

Before we attempt to locate the crusac 
social history of ante-bellum America. there is am 
question to answer. We still do not understand the social c ; 
ot that movement. We do have infofmation about the abolitionist 
ership. but also disagreement as to whether abolitionists 

fern culhures 4 

ints, while th 

Das 
l 

ing elite, using reform as an effort to reguin a waning 5 
croup. challenging older elites, North and South. for so 
This latter would seem to be the implcation of Leonard Eich 
cent’ study of anti-abolitionist mobs, which concludes that in Ut 
Cincinnati, the mobs were composed of members of the cre-induste.' 
upper class of commercial and professional men, while abolitionist 
membership drew much more heavily on artisans, manvfacturers. anc 
tradesmen.*! Generally, however. to quote David Davis, “little is known 
of the rank and file members, to say nothing of the passive supporters. 
of a single reform movement.” Historians of reform over the past Br. 
teen years have been much more successful in explicating ideologies wt 

than in giving us a clear picture of the movements’ social roots. 
Without such studies, we have been guilty of accepting an oversim 

plifed version of reform, e.g. the temperance movement was an effort 

“= This is suggested in James R. Green, “Behavioralism and Class Analvsis.” 9S. 
* This is suggested in David Donald, Lincoln Reconsidered (19 53), pp. 19-06 and Clifford S. Gritten, Their Brothers’ Keepers: Moral Stewardship in the United States L8S00-1865 (1960), 
“+ Richards, Gentlemen o/ Property und Standing (1970), ch. 3. 
7? David Brion Davis (ed.), Ante-Bellum Reform (1967), Dp 10. A recent studs which attempts to probe this question is Joseph E. Mooney, “Antislavery in Wor- urshee County, Massachusetts: A Case Smudy,” (Ph.D. dissertation, Clark University. aT Ly. Te is marred by the use of categuries like “the eomn In man” as units of so- wtal untlysis, but its study of signers of ar anti-slavery décument of 1840 finds a large majority of farmers and artisans. (278-79). : . 
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of middle-class Yankees to exert their cultural dominance over imrmi- 
grant Catholics and the unruly poor. That for many supporters the 
movement did have this character cannot be doubted, but we need 
only to read Brian Harrison’s study of the English temperance move- 
ment to see that our studies have been noticeably one-dimensional. 
Harrison showed that temperance was a cross-class movement which 
had deep roots in the working class, appealing to aspirations for self- 
help and social betterment. It was not simply an attempt “to impuse 
middle-class manners on the working class." The same. I suspect. can 
be said for temperance in this country, and for other reforms, such as 

the movement for expanded public education, which have been inter- 
preted through the eyes of their middle-class proponents, without cou- 
sidering the very different aims of workingmen who also supported the 
reform. But at present, we know far too little of the extent to which 
workers, skilled or unskilled, were sympathetic to one phase or auother 
of the anti-slavery movement, or whether anti-slavery workingmen 
viewed slavery differently than did its middle-class foes. Thus, while 

Garrison drew a sharp distinction between slavery and the northern 
system of free jabor, how many workingmen were impressed by the 
similarities between the chattel slavery of the South and the “wage slav- 
ery” of the North? 

Many labor spokesmen were initially hostile to the abolitionists pre- 
cisely because they believed the Garrisons and Welds were diverting 
attention from the pressing social problems of the industrializing North. 
But in the late 1840's and 1850's many workingmen were attracted to 
free-svilism and the Republican party by the issues of land reform and 
opposition to the expansion of slavery.** To what extent did working- 
men oppose the extension of slavery to preserve the safety-valve which, 
they believed, guaranteed the independence of the northern laborer, 
and prevented him from being subjected to the degrading discipline 
of the factory or from being permanently trapped in the status of wage- 
earner? In other words, anti-slavery could have served as an ideologi- 
cal vehicle for both the proponents of modernization and for those 
whose objective was to preserve the pre-modern status of the indepen- 
dent artisan. 

In a similar vein, many questions remain about the social history of 
ante-bellum South. Several recent studies emphasize the “obsession” 
of the secessionist leadership with internal unity, their fear that slavery 
was weak and declining in the border area and that the loyalty of the 

36 Brian Harrison, Drink and the Victorians: The Temperance Question in En- 
gland, 1815-1872 (1971). The quotation is from page 2-4. 

37 This is suggested in Williams, Contours, p. 280, and in Bernard Mandel, Labor: 
Free and Slave (1955). Michael Holt shows that in the mid-1850’s, Know-Nothing 
lodge membership came disproportionately from manual workers and skilled arti- 
sans. Many of these workers presumably went into the Republican party. Holt, 
“The Politics of Impatience: The Origins of Knuw-Nothingism,” Journal of Ameri- 
can History, LX (Sept., 1973), 329-31. 
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non-slaveholding whites was questionable. The secession of the South 
on the election of Lincoln, these works argue, was motivated not by 
paranoia or hysterical fear, but by a realistic assessment that the unity 
of their society could not survive the open debate on the future of 
slavery which Republicans seemed defermined to stimulate within the 
South. 

Before we can assess this interpretation, we must take a new look at 
the social and economic structure of the Old South. The non-slavehold. 
ing whites are probably the least studied of all our social classes. Oj 
course, such an investigation may indeed reveal that the hegemony of 
the planter class was complete.” Or we may find that the loyalty of the 
non-slaveholders, while real, was unstable; that, especially in the bach- 
woods areas outside direct planter control, there had developed a cul- 
ture which was in many ways hostile to planter rule, while at the same 
time, cut off from both the market economy and from effective political 
power. 

Fear of internal disunity can explain the belief of Edmund Ruffin 
that a Republican government could accomplish “the ruin of the South” 
without a direct assault upon slavery.4” Ruffin was convinced that in the 
event of civil war, a Southern victory would ensue, a belief he predi- 
cated on the continued loyalty of the slaves. But if we are to look at the 
question of internal disunity and its relation to secession, the slaves 
themselves cannot be ignored. Southerners knew that to exist as a re- 
gional institution within a larger free society, slavery required a com- 
munity consensus, voluntary or enforced. Division among the whites 
had always been disastrous for discipline of the slaves. This was why 
the South had suppressed its own anti-slavery movement and continu- 
ally demanded the silencing of nortnern abolitionists. Once a Republi- 
can administration was inaugurated, who knew what ideas would cir- 
culate in the slave quarters? Before we can answer these questions, 

#8 William Barney, The Road to Secession (1972); William W. Freehling, “The 
Kditorial Revolution, Virginia, and the Coming of the Civil War: A Review Essay,” 
Civil War History, XVI (Mar., 1970), 64-72; Michael P. Johnson, “Secession and 
Conservatism in the Lower South: The Social and Ideological Bases of Secession in 
Georgia, 1860-1861” (Ph.D. dissertation, Stanford U iversity, 1973), 

iit Carl Degler concludes that southern dissenters were remarkable largely for 
their weakness. Degler, The Other South (1974)\ZF. Otto Olsen, “Historians and 
the Extent of Slave Ownership in the Southern United States,” Civil War History, 
AVHI (June, 1973), 101-16. On the other hand, William Barney suggests that there 
were severe divisions within the slaveholding class itself. The upper echelons of that 
class, he argues, became an increasingly closed elite-in the 1850's, and younger and 
lesser planters found the route to upward mobility blocked by the rising price of 
slives and concentration of wealth. Secession and slave expansionism, for them, 
was a route to renewed social mobility. Barney, The Road to Secession, D. 135. 

1 [Edmund Rutfin), Anticipations of the Future (1860), pp. vili-ix. Published in 
the fall of 1860, Ruflin’s book in a sense is the first contribution to civil war his- 
torigraphy. It details the administrations of Presidents Abraham Lincoln and Wil- 
lian Seward, and the course of a war in 1867 in which the South wins a glorious 
military victory, New York City is destroyed by a mob, and-Washington becomes 
the capital of a new southern republic. ; : 
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we need to know more about how the slaves themselves were affected 
by, and perceived, the vast changes which took place in the South in 
the fifty vears preceding secession—the ending of the slave trade. the 
rise of the cotton kingdom, and the expansion of slavery southward and 
westward. a 

In this connection, one of the most intriguing findings of Robert Fogel 
and Stanley Engerman’s new study of the economics of slavery is the 
extent to which the lower level of the slave system was in the hands of 
blacks—how slaves were becoming a larger and larger proportion of 
the drivers and managers on plantations. This is precisely the class 
which, in the British West Indies, during the agitation of the years 
1816-1833, was most strongly influenced by humanitarian anti-slavery 
ideas and which developed a campaign of non-violent resistance which 
undermined West Indian slavery in the years immediately preceding 
emancipation. Of course, the situation in the United States was vastly 
different from that in the islands, but the experience there, and similar 
events in the 1880's in Brazil. should remind us again of the dangers of 
subversive ideas among the slave population, and the reality of southern 
fears that the very existence of a hostile central government was a threat 
to the stability of their peculiar institution."! 

Having previously called on political historians to pay more atten- 
tion to social history, I would like to conclude by reversing this cqua- 
tion. Of course, our knowledge of the social history of ante-bellum 
America is still in some ways in its infancy. One of the striking features 
of the writing of the past fifteen years is the curious disjunction between 
a growing body of knowledge about nineteenth century American so- 
ciety, and the reluctance or inability of social historians to relate this 
information either to the politics of the period or the question of Civil 
War causation.’ As one of our most creative social historians, Rowland 
Berthoff, reminds us, “any basic interpretation of American history will 
have to account for... the coming of the Civil War.” And no such in- 
terpretation can be complete which does not encompass the course of 
American political development. “Politics bears critical importance to 

41 Engerman and Fogel, Time on the Cross, pp. 39-40. My analysis of the situa- 
tion in the British West Indies is derived from a dissertation in progress at Columbia 
University by George Tyson. Robert Brent Toplin shows how Brazilian slaveholders 
actually experienced in the 1880's what southerners may have feared in 1861— 
the emergence of abolitionism near plantations, slaves running away in large num- 
bers, and the gradual disintegration of control over the black population. Toplin, 
“The Spectre of Crisis: Slaveholder Reactions to Abolitionism in the United States 
and Brazil,’ Civil War History, XVII (June, 1973), 129-38. 

42 Tt is perhaps appropriate to add that this disjunction exists for other periods 
of American history as well. Writings on the origins of the American Revolution 
seem to be as devoid of a clear linkage between social and political history as does 
Civil War historiography. For a speculative attempt to remedy this situation, see 
Kenneth A. Lockridge, “Social Change and the Meaning of the American Revolu- 
tion,’ Journal of Social History, VI (Summer, 1973), 403-39. Cf. Jack P. Greene, 
“The Social Origins of the American Revolution: An Evaluation and an Interpreta- 
tion,” Political Science Quarterly, LXXXVIIW (March, 1973), 1-22. 
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the history of society, for politics affects the social structure, the econ 
omy, and the life of a people.” : 

In other words, the social cleavages that existed in ante-bellum Amey. 
ica werc bound to be reflected in politics. This was an era when the mas 
political party galvanized voter partécipation to an unprecedented de. 
grec, and in which politics formed an essential component of Ameri. 
can mass culture. Politics became the stage on which the sectional con. 
flict was played out, and it was not an accident that the break-up uj 
the nation succeeded by less than one year the break-up of the Jas: 
major national party, or that it was a presidential election, not ani 
‘overt act” which precipitated the final crisis.4 
Lawrence Stone has identified as an essential prerequisite to any rev- 

olution the “polarization into two coherent groups or alliances of whut 
are naturally and normally a series of fractional and shifting tensions 
and conflicts within a society.”4* For most of the ante-bellum period 
the political system served to prevent such a polarization. The existenc: 
of national political parties necessitated both the creation of linkages 
and alliances between elites in various parts of the country, and the ea 
scious suppression of disruptive sectional issues. We can, in fact, view 
the political history of the coming of the Civil War as an accelerating 
struggle between the demands of party and those of sectional idealogy: 
in which the latter slowly gained the upper hand. But the triumph was 
late and never complete. As late as 1860 major political leaders like 
Stephen A. Douglas hoped to curtail sectional controversy by restor- 
ing the political system to its traditional basis, with slavery carefully 
excluded from partisan debate. : 

Changes in the political system itself, changes related in ways still 
obscure to changes in the structure of American society, doomed the old 
basis of sectional political balance. If the anti-slavery crusade could 
not have emerged without the transformation of northern society, it 
could not have entered politics until the instruments of mass democracy 
had developed. It was no accident that the same decade witnessed the 
rise of the anti-slavery movement and the height of “Jacksonian de- 
mocracy.” The same institutions which created mass participation in 
politics also made possible the emergence of the sectional agitator- 
the radical, North and South, who consciously strove to influence pub- 
lic opinion through speeches, newspapers, Jectures and postal cam: 
paigns. This was now an efficacious way both to affect political de- 

1 Bertholl, An Unsettled People, p. 510; Michael Kammen, “Politics, sama, 
anc Society in Colonial America,” Journal of Social History, WI (Fall, 1969), 63. 

44 The paragraphs which follow are based on my essay, “Politics, Ideology, and 
the Origins of the American Civil War,” which will appear in George M. Fredrick- 
som ea A Nation Divided: Essays on the Civil War and Reconstruction (forth- 
coming). 

0. Lawrence Stone, The Causes of the English Revolution 1529-1642 (1972), P- 
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cision-making and, if Richards is right, to challenge 

political dominance of older entrenched clites. 

Just as the abolitionist assault emerged in the 1550's. so tub, spurres 

by it, did the coherent southern defense of slavery. The process ot 

ideological response and counter-response, once set in motion. pov d 

extremely difficult to curtail. In the next two decades. these sectional 

ideologies became more and more sophisticated. As each came to focus 

on its lowest common denominator, with the widest possible base of 

support in its society, the political system proved incapable of prevent- 

ing first the intrusion, then the triumph of sectional ideology as the or- 

ganizing principle of political combat. 
The Civil War was, at base, a struggle for the future of the nation. 

Within the context of modernization, one can agree with Luraghi that 

it became part of the process of “building a modern, centralized nation- 

state based on a national market, totally and unopposedly controlled 

by an industrial capitalistic class."*" But is not there a danger here of 

transposing consequences and causes? It might be more accurate to 

say that each side fought to preserve a society it believed was threat- 

ened. Southerners fought to preserve the world the slaveholders made. 

As for the North, Lincoln expressed the hopes of his section, when he 

defined the union cause as a struggle tu preserve a system in which 

every man, whatever his station at birth, could achieve social advance- 

ment and economic independence. Lincoln's Union was one of self- 

made men. The society he was attempting to preserve was, in this re- 

spect, also pre-modern—the world of the small shop, the independent 

farm and the village artisan. Republicans certainly condemned slavery 

as an obstacle to national economic development and as a “relic of bar- 

barism” out of touch with the modern spirit of the nineteenth century. 

They exalted the virtues of economic growth, but only within the con- 

text of a familar social order. If modernization means the growth of 

large-scale industry, large cities and the leviathan state, northerners 
were no more fighting to create it than were southerners. 

Yet modern, total war, against the intentions of those who fought, 

was a powerful modernizing force.‘? In the South, the war experience 

not only destroyed slavery, but created the opportunity for the two 

subordinate pre-modern classes, the poor whites and the slaves, to or- 

ganize and express their resentment of planter control. In the North, 

the war gave a tremendous impetus to the rationalization of capitalist 

enterprise, the centralization of national institutions, and, in certain in- 

46 Luraghi, “Civil War and Modernization,” 249. To be fair, Luraghi elsewhere 

observes that the Civil War “had not so much the task of making free a complete 

capitalistic structure yet existing, but mainly that of creating the conditions for such 

a structure to grow.” (241). 

47 For the South, see Emory Thomas, The Confederacy as a Revolutionary £xpe- 

rience (1971); for the North, Allan Nevins, The War for the Union: The Organized 

War 18€3-64 (1971), and The War for the Union: From Organized War to Vic- 

tory, 1864-65 (1971). 
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dustries, mechanization and factory production. The foundations of the 
industrial capitalist state of the late nineteenth century, so similar jy 
individualist rhetoric yet so different in social reality from Lincoln's 
America, were a Jarge extent laid dyring the Civil War. Here, indeed, js 
the tragic irony of that conflict. fh side fought to defend a distinc 
vision of the good society, but each vision was destroyed by the very: 
struggle to preserve it. , 
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THE CIVIL WAR AND RECONSTRUCTION, 

1861-1877: A Critical Overview of Recent Trends 

and Interpretations 

Richard O. Curry 

Proressor FONE, IN His PAPER, has concentrated primarily on the poli- 
tics of the 1850s, the secession crisis, and that historical perennial, the 
causes of the Civil War.! 

The major themes I have chosen to deal with are: an evaluation of 
Civil War party struggles in the North; an assessment of Lincoln’s role 
as war leader; the aims, objectives and ideological commitments of 

Congressional Republicans; the impeachment of Andrew Johnson; the 
role of the Supreme Court in the Reconstruction and post-Reconstruc- 
tion periods; an analysis of Congressional Reconstruction in the 
South—with particular emphasis upon the role of blacks; the identity, 
location and motives of “Scalawags” and a brief evaluation of the recent 
exchange between Professors Woodward and Peskin as to the reality 
and significance of the Compromise of 1877. In addition, we need to 
consider the implications of recent studies which have extended the 
scope of Reconstruction historiography to embrace both border and 
northern states. Recent methodological innovations. especially in the 
behavioral and quantitative realms also demand attention, as well as 
important new research currently in the planning or writing stages. 

First, let me say that the politics of the Civil War and Reconstruction 
era ought to be considered as a unit. In recent years Harold Hyman, 
Herman Belz, Hans Trefousse, Peyton McCrary and others, have 
emphasized that the analysis of Reconstruction historiography properly 
begins with 1861, with greater emphasis upon the wartime origins of 

1An abbreviated version of this paper was read in the Civil War and Recon- 
construction Overview Session at the meetings of the Organization of American 
Historians in Denver, April 19, 1974. No one, of course, is aware of everything 
going on in any field; but during the planning stages for this paper a number of 
scholars were considerate enough tu share with me their own thoughts about the 
period, and in Several instances provided extended written commentaries on their 
current projects. Especially helpful were: Thomas B. Alexander, Steven Channing, 
joanna ‘Cowden, Robert Cruden, Leonard Curry, Carl Devler, Charles Dew, Robert 
Dykstra, Eric Foner, William Harris, W» D. Jones, Frank Klement, Stanley Kutler, 
Peyton McCrary, James Mohr, John Niven, Walter Nugent, William Parrish, J. RB. 
Pole, Thomas Pressly, James Roark, Loren Schweninver, Joel Silbey, Russell Weig- 
Jey, Robin Winks and Bertram Wyatt-Brown. 
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