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unprocrastinated repentance applied to the sin of slavery, «. 

know not by what rule of the gospel men are authorized to Jeg, 
off their sins by a slow process,” Garrison argued." He berat,: 

the Reverend Lyman Beecher for supporting colonization wh. 
denying his congregation the luxury of gradually leaving of a 
cohol, adultery, and stealing.” , 

Abolitionists preached immediate, not gradual, repentance ay, 

emancipation in an effort to persuade the American people &é 

their duty and ability to abolish slavery immediately. They call. 
for immediate repentance of the sin of slavery, believing that 1. 
pentance would ultimately result in total abolition. Because aby. 

litionists were willing to admit that immediate emancipatio; 

might in fact be gradually accomplished, their program appeare: 
deceptively moderate. Actually, its purpose was a reform of sv. 

ciety and individuals far more radical and thoroughgoing the: 

has been imputed even to Garrison—not turning the slaves loos: 

without any restriction whatever, regardless of consequences. 
but raising the moral tenor-of a nation and changing the mind 
and hearts of white Americans with regard to the Negro, slaven 

and abolition. It did not propose to use the method of judicial 0: 

legislative decree, but to effect the wholesale regeneration of the 

American people. In this respect the immediatist solution to th: 

problem of slavery was typically evangelical. Confronted with « 

frustrating and burdensome evil, abolitionists approached i: 

through the familiar experience of heart-searching, repentance. 

and conversion. They proposed to dispel human wickedness an¢ 

moral evil by individual regeneration, and they believed that re- 

pentant sinners would turn from selfishness to active benevolence 

on behalf of the slaves. Preached in evangelical terms, “immed: 

ate emancipation” was very often indistinguishable from “im- 

mediate repentance.” 

6° Liberator, August 17, 1833, p. 129; see also Wright, Sin of Slavery, 20-21 

“Immediate Abolition,” Liberator, January 7, 1832, p. 2; Garrison, Thoughts, 

Atlee, Address to the Citizens of Philadelphia, 10-11. 

61 “Strange Obliquity of Moral Vision,” Liberator, November 12, 1831, p: 183 

62 Ibid., July 9, 1831, p. 111, 
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“Radicals” and Economic Policies: 

The Senate, 1861-1873 

By GLENN M. LINDEN 

[yn A VOLUME PUBLISHED IN 1963 WITH THE TITLE Generalization 

in the Writing of History, Professor David M. Potter quoted a 

aeneralization concerning the “Radical Republicans”; “ “The 

Radical Republicans defeated Lincoln’s mild program and in- 

augurated the era of drastic reconstruction.” In analyzing that 

generalization, Professor Potter expressed the conclusion that 
fe) 

This relatively simple sentence, though apparently devoid of theory, 

contains at least three very broad generalizations, each one treacher- 

ous in the extreme. First is a generalization which ascribes to an un- 

stated number of individuals a common identity strong enough to 

justify classifying them as a group—namely, the Radical Republicans 

—and ascribes to this group a crucial role in defeating one policy and 

implementing another. Yet, in terms of analysis historians have had 

great difficulty either in defining what constituted a Radical or in 

proving that any given aggregate of individuals formed a truly co- 

hesive Radical bloc.t 

Historians have indeed had “great difficulty either in defining 

what constituted a Radical or in proving that any given aggre- 

gate of individuals formed a truly cohesive Radical bloc.” One 

example of this difficulty may be seen in the continuing exchange 

of views on the subject between Professors T. Harry Williams 

and David Donald; and their dialogue may suggest one possibly 

fruitful way of approaching the complex problem posed by Pro- 
fessor Potter.2 Professors Williams and Donald, in their most re- 

cently published essays on the subject, present contrasting 

_ David M. Potter, “Explicit Data and Implicit Assumptions in Historical Study,” 
oe Gottschalk (ed.), Generalization in the Writing of History (Chicago, 

3), 184. 
®T. Harry Williams, Lincoln and the Radicals ([Madison], 1941) and “Lincoln 

and the Radicals; An Essay in Civil War History and Historiography,” in Grady 
McWhiney (ed.), Grant, Lee, Lincoln and the Radicals (Evanston, 1964), 92-117; 

David Donald, “Devils Facing Zionward,” ibid., 72-91, and “The Radicals and 
Lincoln,” in Donald, Lincoln Reconsidered (New York, 1956), 103-27. — 

Mr. Luvpen is assistant professor of history at New Mexico State Uni- 
versity, 
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descriptions and interpretations of Radical Republicans. In so qo. 
ing, they point up the problems involved in classifying indiyig. 
uals as members of the group.* Moreover, Professor Donald sug. 

gests one way of identifying the political position of individual, 
in his statement that “Too many historians have failed to look a 
the voting patterns of the Civil War Congresses.”* The identif. 
cation of individual Radicals by name through analysis of votes 

and the identification of specific policies or actions as “Radical” 
seems to be one of the most fruitful avenues for future studies of 
Radicalism. 

This article attempts to use quantitative methods to test certain 

historical generalizations—particularly that there was a group of 
“Radical Republicans” in the Civil War and Reconstruction pe- 
riod and that these Radicals tended to support economic meas- 

ures favorable to big business. Although the word “Radical” has 
had many different meanings, it is safe to say that most historians 
have equated it with severity towards former Confederates and 

support for Negroes in the political area and with support of 
dominant Republican industrial and business interests in the eco- 
nomic area. The present author has collected records of the vot- 
ing behavior of congressmen from July 1861 to March 1873 (the 
Thirty-seventh through the Forty-second Congress) and _ has 
sought to identify “Radicals” by name. Evidence drawn from 
only one source, the votes in Congress, and reflecting the views 
of only the senators and congressmen, obviously cannot provide 
a picture of the entire society and of the entire range of behavior. 
Such evidence may, however, throw at least some light on the so- 
ciety and on the range of behavior by providing as precise an 
identification and description as possible of the particular group 
based on the one type of evidence. 

8 Although neither author was attempting to provide a complete listing of the 
Radicals and they did not restrict themselves to scnators and congressmen, eac 
mentioned Zachariah Chandler, James A. Garfield, George W. Julian, Wendell 
Phillips, Thaddeus Stevens, Charles Summer, and Benjamin F, Wade as Radicals. 
Donald also named John A. Andrew, Benjamin F. Butler, Salmon P. Chase, Henry 
Winter Davis, James W. Grimes, and Horace Greeley; Williams referred to Lydia 

Maria Child, Joshua Giddings, Owen Lovejoy, and Henry Wilson. 
* Donald, “Devils Facing Zionward,” 79. 
5Sce Glenn M. Linden, “Congressmen, ‘Radicalism,’ and Economic Issues, 

1861-1873” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Washington, 4963). 
This study includes both senators and representatives, and it reaches essentially 
the same conclusions for both houses, suggesting that any differences in te 
rules and procedures of the Senate and the House of Representatives did not 
reflect themselves in the roll-call vote, The present article restricts itself to 4 
consideration of senators because of the limitations of space. 
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In seeking to identify “Radicals” in Congress by name during 

the era of Civil War and Reconstruction, the writer analyze 

yohty-two roll-call votes in the Senate from the Confiscation Act 

ir 1862 through the resolutions on Arkansas and Louisiana in 

1873. These votes constituted the writer’s test of “Radicalism in 

Congress from 1861 to 1873. On this total of eighty-two votes 

thirty-two final votes and fifty votes on amendments), the sev. 

ators were classified as supporters or opponents of Ra ical 

measures. A list was compiled of thirty-two Republican senators 

and one Democratic senator who supported Radical measures 

(1) in at least 75 per cent of the votes they cast on the eighty two 

yoll-call votes described above and (2) for all the terms they 

served in the Senate from 1861 to 1873. These thirty-three sena- 

tors, who constitute the writer’s list of Radical senators as de- 

termined by roll-call votes for the period from 1861 to 1878, are 

presented in Table 1. 

Senator John B. Henderson, Democrat from Missouri, vote im 

support of all “Radical” measures under consideration here “a 

ing the period May 1865 to November 1866. During the perio 

December 1866 to March 1873 Henderson voted in favor of 

“Radical” measures in 78 per cent of the votes he cast, but he 

voted in only nine of the sixty-five roll calls under consideration 

during this period and for this reason he is not identified by the 

writer as a “Radical.”* 

®The writer compiled his list of test measures from those mentioned in fifteen 

standard histories of the period. A complete list of the eighty-two roll seals is 

given in Linden, “Congressmen, ‘Radicalism,’ and Economic Issues, ; 119-26. For 

charts showing the vote of each senator on each of the roll calls, see ibid., 127-53. 

Among the key measures used were: Confiscation Act, Congressional Globe, 37 

Cong., 2 Sess., 3276 (July 12, 1862); Thirteenth Amendment, ibid., 1490 (Apri 

8, 1864); Wade-Davis Bill, ibid., 38 Cong. 1 Sess., 3461 (July 1, seer 

Freedmen’s Bureau Bill, ibid., 39 Cong., 1 Sess., 421 (January 25, 1866); Civ 

Rights Bill, ibid., 606-607 (February 2, 1866); Fourteenth Amendment, ibid., 

3041 (June 8, 1866); Reconstruction ‘Act over veto, ibid., 2 Sess., 1976 (March 5. 

1867): Omnibus Bill over veto, ibid., 40 Cong., 2 Sess., 3466 (June 25, 1868); 

Fifteenth Amendment, ibid., 3 Sess., 1641 (February 26, 1869); bill to admit 

Virginia, Mississippi, and Texas, ibid., 41 Cong., 1 Sess., 656 (April 9, 1869); 

bill'to admit Georgia, ibid., 2 Sess., 2829 (April 19, 1870); Enforcement Act, 

ibid, 3 Sess., 1655 (February 24, 1871); Ku Klux Klan Act. ibid., 42 Cong., 
1 Sess., '709 (April 14, 1871). > im 

TLinden, “Congressmen, ‘Radicalism,’ and Economic Issues,” 131. In addition 

many senators did not vote on enough measures to be classified in any one of the 

ee categories during a given period. If they did not participate in one-third of 

the votes of a period, they were not included in that period, Several senators voted 

2 enough economic measures to be included in Table 4 but not on enough politi- 

cal measures to be included in Tables 1, 2, or 3. They are S. G. Arnold, J. F, 

Simmons, P, King, A. Kennedy, and M. S, Latham. 
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TABLE 1* TABLE 2* 

“Rapicau” SENATORS 
“Non-RapicaL”” SENATORS 

July 1861- May 1865- 
July 1861- May 1865- Dec. 1866- 

State April 1865 Now. 1866 awe State April 1865. Nov. 1866 = March 1873 

Republicans: 7: Republicans: 

Buckingham, W. A. Conn. x Cowan, E. Pa. a * = 

Cameron, 8. Pa. x Dixon, J. os = xX 

Carpenter, M. TI. Wis. x Doolittle, J, : Mi . 
Cattell, A. G. N.J. Xx Bitehoock, P. W. aie * 
Chandler, Z. Mich. x x x rats: 
Conness, J. Calif. xX x be — ard, J. A. Del. x 

Corbett, HW. W. Ore. x ‘el F P M x 

Cragin, A. HT N.H ¢ Bee ie, | Pa. ‘ agin, A. 1. ; x x Buckalew, C. R. Pa. x x x 

Creswell, J. A. J. Md. xX x Casserly, Li. Calif. x 

Edmunds, G. FP. Vt. xX x Davis G Ky. x 

Ferry, T. W. Mich. xX avis, H. G. W. Va. x 

Fogg, G. G. N.II. x Guthrie, J. Ky. x 
Frelinghuysen, I. T. N. J. xX Hamilton, W. T. Md. x 
Eel. JP. N.I. Xx Hendricks, T. A. Ind. x x x 

amlin, IT. Me. x Johnson, I. Md. x x 

Harlan, J. Towa x x Johnston, J. W Va. x 
Kirkwood, 8. J. Towa x x Kelly, J.K. Ore. x 
Lane, J. TI. Kan. xX x Machen, W.B. Ky. x 
Mori, J. 5. a Fs xX McCreery, T. C. Ky. x 

Seek Ee” oe x McDougall, J. A. Calif x x 
Patterson, J. W. NU x Nesmith, J. W. Ore. x Xx 

Poland, L. P. Vt x x Powell, L. W. Ky: x 
Pomeroy, &. C. Kan, Xx Xx x Riddle, GR. Del. x x 
Pratt, D. D. Ind. ; . x Saulsbury, W. Del. x xX x 

Ramsey, A. Minn. X xX x Stevenson, J. W. Ky. ps 

Sherman, J. Ohio xX X x Stockton 7 P N.J x xX 
2 = ? . . . tam 

Sumner, C. Mass. - xX x Thurman, A. G. Ohio x 

Cg J. M. Neb. xX Vickers, G Md xX 

Wade, B. F. Ohio Xx x x Ww. : ‘ 
Wilkinson, M.S. Minn. XxX Whyte, ‘W. P. Ma. * 
Wilson, H. Mase. x x x *X indicates the period in which the senator was in office and 

Windom, W. Minn. x voted sufficiently to be classified 

Democrals: TABLE 3 

Brown, B. G. Mo. xX x x “UNALIGNED’? SENATORS 

* X indicates the period in which the senator was in office and SENATOR Strate SENATOR SraTE SENATOR Stave 

voted suiliciently to be classified Anthony, H. B. RI. Toster, L.S. Conn. Schurz, C. Mo. 

Al : Boreman, A.I. W.Va. Grimes, J. W. Towa Scott, J. Pa. 

ist of “Non-Radical” senators was also compiled—those who rowning, OQ. W. Ill. Harris, I. N.¥. Sprague, W. BoE 
: “Da dinal” : Caldwell, A. : rard, J. Lich 

voted in favor of “Radical” measures on the eighty-two roll-c Carlile, Ls. <a ae Wis ‘ poe tl 6. re 
xotes ress than 50 per cent of the time during their terms in a oe D N.H. = Howell, J.B. Iowa — Tipton, T. W. Neb. 

enate from 1861 through 1873. This “Non-Radical” list include ole, C. Calif, Lane, H.8. 9 Ind. Trumbull, L. Mi. 
Tho ngenccutonateeei 6 (3. 4 al list Conkling, R N.Y. Logan, J. A. Il. Van Winkle, P.G. W.Va. 

names of twenty-eight senators shown in Table 2. » Drake, C.D Mo. Morgan, E.D. N.Y. Willey, W. ‘T. W. Va. 
Those senators whose voting records were neither “Radical oo he i N.Y. 9 Morrill, L.M. Me. Williams, G.H. Ore. 

nor “Non-Radical” (as defined above) were classified as “Un ney, 0. 8. Conn, Norton, D.S. Minn, Wilson, R. Blo. 
alioned.” These thir fas SALAS ¢ ) | e ie b! ed jessenden, W.P. Me. Nye, J. W. Nev. Wright, G. G. lowa 

x 5‘ y nators are shown in Lab:c ou. oot, S. Vt. Ross, E. G. Kan. Yates, R. Tl. 
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Analysis of the voting records thus provides one basis for gla. 
sifying senators. It is not maintained here that this is the only basi, 
on which senators can or should be classified—instead, this clas. 
fication is seen as a supplement to existing studies—a supplemey 
it is hoped, which supports efforts for a more specific and a mon, 
comprehensive identification of individuals by name as “Raqj. 
cal,” “Non-Radical,” or “Unaligned.”® 

Once the senators have been identified in the manner described 
above, it is possible to use the identifications to examine one of 
the major disagreements in the descriptions and interpretations 
of “Radicals” by historians—the disagreement concerning the 
economic policies and programs advocated and supported by 
“Radicals.” ‘ 

Historians have presented varied descriptions and interpreta- 

tions of the economic policies and programs of “Radicals” during 
the years of Civil War and Reconstruction. Some have pictured 
the “Radicals” as a group of individuals in general agreement on 
economic policies, policies which were designed to benefit in- 
dustrial and business interests (with the implication that most 

8 An article by Edward L. Gambill, “Who Were the Senate Radicals?” Civi! 
War History, XI (September 1965), 237-44, seeks to identify Radicals in the 
Thirty-ninth Congress, March 4, 1865, to March 3, 1867. His findings are similar 
to those stated above, though the selection of a shorter period and the establish- 
ing of a minimum percentage of 83.3 for “Radicalism” results in some significant 
differences. He includes parts of moderate and Radical Reconstruction together— 
December 1865 to November 1866 and December 1866 to March 1867—while the 
present writer has divided them at the clection of 1866, Also he has focused on 
political Radicalism, whereas the present article is concerned with both political 

and economic Radicalism. The differences are as follows: (1) Anthony of Rhode 
Island, Howard of Michigan, and Yates of Illinois appear as “Radical” in Gambill’s 

findings, whereas this writer considers them “Unaligned,” since their voting 

records in the July 1861 to April 1865 and December 1866 to March 1873 periods 
were less than 75 per cent in support of “Radical” measures. (2) Brown of 

Missouri, Conness of California, Cragin of New Hampshire, and Poland of 

Vermont are classified as Moderate Republicans by Gambill; this writer classified 

them as “Radical,” since cach supported “Radical” measures in at least 75 ptt 

cent of the votes they cast. (The dividing line between “Radicals” and Moderate 

Republicans is not easy to determine, but 75 per cent scems more realistic that: 

§3.3 per cent.) (3) Creswell of Maryland, Kirkwood of Iowa, Lane of Kansas, 

and Sherman of Ohio are considered Moderate Republicans by Gambill in his 
findings; this writer considers them “Radicals” because of their 80 per cent oF 

higher support of “Radical” measures during all of their terms in the Senate from 

1861 to 1873. (4) Norton of Minnesota and Van Winkle of West Virginia are 

classified as Conservative Republicans by Gambill, whereas this writer considers 

them “Unaligned.” Cowan of Pennsylvania, Dixon of Connecticut, and Doolittle 

of Wisconsin are also classified as Conservative Republicans by Gambill and a 
“Non-Radical” by this writer. These differences may be largely semantic am ¢ 

doubtful importance. It might be mentioned that it is difficult to determine W’ ” 

specific measures Gambill used in his scales and whether they do effectivel) 
measure Radicalism. . 

4 
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industrial and business interests favored similar economic poli- 

es). Two historians who have made influential interpretations 

"¢ this sort are Professor T. Harry Williams and the late Howard 

K Beale. According to Professor Beale, in a volume published in 

1930 and reprinted in 1958, “.. . in general, the Radical Party 

represented Big Business, railroads, manufacturers, and monop- 

lists. +++ Professor David Donald, some of his former students, 

and Professor Robert P. Sharkey have expressed a different con- 

clusion. “The charge,” Professor Donald has written, “that they 

[the Radicals] were spokesmen for the business interests of the 

North presupposes a degree of unity among these antislavery 

leaders which did not, in fact, exist.”1° Professor Sharkey, re- 

ferring to his book, Money, Class, and Party, has stated, “Among 

the more important results of this study is the conclusion that 

among the so-called Radical Republicans there were serious 

cleavages on financial questions Jit 

In analyzing these two contrasting descriptions of the eco- 

nomic policies of “Radicals,” the previous identification of sen- 

ators as “Radical,” “Non-Radical,” or “Unaligned” can be used. 

Did, for example, the senators identified in Table 1 as “Radical” 

vote alike on economic issues in the Senate during the years from 

1861 through March 1873? In order to determine which eco- 

nomic issues in the Senate should be considered in answering 

that question, the writer analyzed ninety-five roll-call votes 

(nineteen final votes and seventy-six votes on amendments ) 

ranging from the Legal Tender Act of 1862 to the Supplementary 

National Currency Bill of 1873.” 

® Howard K. Beale, The Critical Year: A Study of Andrew Johnson and Recon- 

struction (New York, 1930), 263; see also Beale, “The Tariff and Reconstruction,” 

American Historical Review, XXXV (January 1930), 276-94, and Williams, 

Lincoln and the Radicals. A possible modification of Williams’ views is presented 
in his essay, “Lincoln and the Radicals: An Essay in Civil War History and 
Historiography,” which discusses Radical economic views on pages 99-100 and in 

note 10, page 115. 
Donald, Lincoln Reconsidered, 110; Stanley Coben, “Northeastern Business 

and Radical Reconstruction: A Re-examination,” Mississippi Valley Historical 
Review, XLVI (June 1959), 67-90; Irwin Unger, “Business and Currency in the 

Ohio Gubernatorial Campaign of 1875,” Mid-America, XLI (January 1959), 27-39, 

and “Business Men and Specie Resumption,” Political Science Quarterly, LXXIV 
(March 1959), 46-70. 

1 Robert P. Sharkey, Money, Class, and Party: An Economic Study of Civil War 
and Reconstruction (Baltimore, 1959), 279. 

12.4 list of the measures considered and the issues involved in the ninety-five 

To calls may be found in Linden, “Congressmen, ‘Radicalism,’ and Economic 

Ssues,” 142-44, 149, 152-56; charts showing the vote of each senator on each of 

the roll calls appear on pages 145-48, 150-51, 157-59, Among the measures con- 

sidered were the following: Legal Tender Act, Cong. Globe, 37 Cong., 2 Sess., 
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To see if the “Radical” senators voted alike on these ninety-fiy,. 
roll calls on economic issues, the vote of the majority of “Radical’ 

senators on each roll call was computed and designated “yea” o, 
“nay” as the “majority Radical vote” for that particular rol] ¢qjj 
Then the voting record of each senator in the ninety-five ro}] calls 
was compared with the “majority Radical vote.” Earlier, thirty. 
three “Radical” senators were identified on the basis that 6, 
eighty-two roll-call votes they had voted the “Radical” positio, 
on at least 75 per cent of the votes they cast and for all the terms 
they served in the Senate from 1861 through March 1873, Ap. 
plying the same standard to the ninety-five roll calls on economic 
issues, only ten of the thirty-three “Radical” senators voted jy 
accord with the “majority Radical vote” on at least 75 per cent of 

the roll calls and for all the terms they served in the Senate from 
1861 through March 1873."* Thus the evidence from the total of 
177 roll-call votes seems to indicate that the “Radical” senators 
who voted together on noneconomic issues did not vote together 

to any marked extent on economic issues.”* 

In order to see if there were some more pronounced pattern in 
the voting on economic issues, the same ninety-five votes on 
economic issues were rearran ged according to the geographic Sec- 

tion represented by the senators. On this basis fifty-seven sena- 
tors voted in agreement with the other senators from their ge- 
ographic section on at least 75 per cent of the votes they cast on 
the ninety-five roll-call votes described above and for all the 
terms they served in the Senate from 1861 to 1873. In the first 

period, from 1861 to 1865, thirty-five of fifty-seven senators had a 
voting position 75 per cent or more in agreement with members of 
their own geographic section. In the second period, from May 
1865 to November 1866, thirty-one out of forty senators, and in 
the third period, from December 1866 to March 1873, forty- 

804 (February 13, 1862); Homestead Bill, ibid., 1951 (May 6, 1862); National 

Currency Bill, ibid., 3 Sess., 897 (February 13 [12?], 1863); Internal Revenue Bill, 
ibid., 388 Cong., 1 Sess., 2770 (June 6, 1864); Loan Bill, ibid., 39 Cong., 1 Sess., 

1854 (April 9, 1866); Contraction Bill, ibid., 40 Cong., 2 Sess., 537 (January 1d, 
1868); Tax on Manufacturers, ibid., 1992 (March 19, 1868); Supplementary Cur- 
rency Bill, ibid., 3223 (June 17, 1868); Bill to Strengthen Public Credit, tat 
41 Cong., 1 Sess., 70 (March 15, 1869); Funding Bill, ibid., 2 Sess., 1884 Nan 
11, 1870); Coinage Bill, ibid., 3 Sess., 399 (January 10, 1871); Tax and Tariff Bi : 
ibid., 42 Cong., 2 Sess., 4088 (May 30, 1872); Supplementary National Curren‘ 

Bill, ibid., 3 Sess., 1107 (February 5, 1873), F 
13 The ten senators were Conness of California, Cragin of New Hampshire, 

Ferry of Michigan, Hale of New Hampshire, Hamlin of Maine, Kirkwood of Iowa. 
Lane of Kansas, Thayer of Nebraska, Wade of Ohio, and Wilkinson of Minnesot. 

14 Charles Sumner voted in agreement with the “majority Radical vote” 60 P* 
cent of the time from December 1866 to March 1873. 

idl 
Roe unity. These results are shown in Table 4. ating 

TABLE 4* 
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xt out of eighty-two senators possessed this same degree of 

SpnaTors ALIGNED GEOGRAPHICALLY ON Economic IssuES 

Ew ENGLAND STATES 

Ms publicans: 

Anthony, H. B. 
rnold, 8. G. 
Buckingham, W. A. 
Clark, D. 
Dixon, J. 
Edmunds, G. F. 
Ferry, O. S. 
fale, J. P. 
Hamlin, HH. 
Patterson, J. W. 
Poland, L. P. 
Simmons, J. F. 

“iD-ATLANTIC STATES 

iepublicans: 

Cameron, 8. 
Conkling, R. 
Cowan, E. 
Fenton, R. E. 
Frelinghuysen, I*. T. 
King, P. 
Seott, J. 
Ten Eyck, J. C. 

Classi- 
fication 

(U) 

(R) 
(U) 
(NR) 
(R) 
(U) 
(R) 
(R) 
(R) 
(R) 

(R) 
(U) 

(NR) 
(U) 
(R) 

(U) 
(U) 

“IDDLE WESTERN STATES 

Democrats: 

Norton, D. S. 
Tipton, T. W. 
Wright, G. G. 

Kepublicans: 

Harlan, J. 
Hitchcock, P. W. 
Howell, J. B. 
Lane, H. 8. 
Lane, J. H. 
Logan, J. A. 
Morton, O. H. P. T, 
Pratt, D. D, 
Ramsey, A. 
herman, J. 

Thayer, J, M. 
ade, B. BF, 

Windom, W. 
Yates, R. 

(U) 
(U) 
(U) 

(R) 
(NR) 

(U) 
(U) 
(R) 
(U) 
(R) 
(R) 
(R) 
(R) 
(R) 
(R) 
(R) 
(U) 

July 1861- 

State April 1865 

Z is 

ro
rs
 

Pa
s 

- lo
ml

 

2 is ta 

Minn. 
Neb. 
Towa. 

mM Towa 
Neb. 
lowa 
Ind. 

Kan. 
Til. 
Ind. 
Ind. 
Minn, 
Ohio 
Neb. 
Ohio 
Minn. 
ill. 

w
r
 

rr
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Noy. 1866 March 1873 
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x x 
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x x 

x 
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x 
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The evidence described above from the 177 roll-call votes in 

the Senate and the analysis of that evidence provide the basis 
for the following conclusions: 

1, Thirty-three senators have been identified as “Radicals,” 
twenty-eight as “Non-Radical,” and thirty-nine as “Unaligned” 

for the period from July 1861 through March 1873, in terms of 
their voting records in eighty-two roll-call votes on measures per- 

taining to the reconstruction of the Southern States and to Ne- 
aroes.” Those eighty-two roll-call votes provide one definition of 

“Radicalism” in specific terms, with the generalized definition 

being that “Radicalism” consisted in support for Negroes and for 

restrictions on former Confederates. 
9, “Radical” senators, as defined above, did not vote alike in 

ninety-five roll-call votes on such economic issues as the tariff, 

currency, and banking, nor did “Non-Radical” senators vote 

alike. Instead, when these economic issues came before the Con- 

gress for decision, senators (“Radical” or “Non-Radical,” Dem- 

ocrat or Republican) tended to vote with other senators from 

the same geographic section. This suggests that the definition of 

“Radicalism” in the Civil War and Reconstruction years should 

not specify a particular stand on economic questions so far as the 
voting of “Radical” senators is concerned. 
The identification of individual “Radicals” by name, and of 

specific measures as “Radical,” may provide a fruitful method for 
tackling the difficult problem described by Professor Potter at 
the beginning of this article. 

18 This quantitative voting analysis sustains Professors Donald and Williams in 
classifying Senators Zachariah Chandler, Charles Sumner, and Benjamin F. Wade 
as “Radicals,” but it does not sustain the classification by Donald of James W. 
Grimes as a “Radical,” since his voting record in the period from December 1866 to 
March 1873 was only 58 per cent “Radical.” See note 3 above. 


