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Abstract

“FRAMING FREEDOM: HOOSIER REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRATIC
NEWSPAPER EDITORS FRAME LINCOLN’S EMANCIPATION
PROCLAMATION”

In the fall of 1862, President Abraham Lincoln declared to his fragmented nation
that slaves in the seceded states would be considered free on Jan. 1, 1863. The
Emancipation Proclamation changed the reason for fighting the war. No longer
was the North fighting only to reunite with the South; now it was also fighting for
the freedom of black men. What follows is an examination of how both
Republican and Democratic newspaper editors in Indiana chose to frame

emanc1patlon
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Introduction

A little bit of daylight is all that President Abraham Lincoln wanted to see.
Something, anything to give him a new, perhaps more powerful reason to fight the United
States’ most bitter war. The news he needed came on Sept. 17, 1862, half a year from the
midpoint of the Civil War. The cost of that news, though, was extreme, for on that late
summer day the U.S. experienced its bloodiest day in history. The U.S. saw eight times
the number of casualties that September day than it would experience in the terrorist
attacks on New York City and Washington, D.C., on Sept. 11, 2001.

The carnage in 1862 occurred near a small town in western Maryland called
Sharpsburg, along Antietam Creek. Approximately 6,500 of the 26,134 men wounded in
the battle died; another 15,000 lost limbs.! The death toll was unprecedented. More men
died that day than in all the other 19‘h-century U.S. wars — the War of 1812, Mexican,
Spanish-American and the Indian — combined.? The Union posted a nominal victory,
although it had almost as many casualties as the Confederacy.’ Yet it turned out to be
almost as pivotal a triumph as the one at Gettysburg, Pennsylvania, the following July
when Union General George G. Meade gained victory over Confederate General Robert
E. Lee. In the late summer of 1862, the Union had the upper hand in the western theater,

but it had not faired as well in Virginia. Under Lee’s leadership, the Confederate army

had scored a series of victories that had left the North somber and morose with prospects

' James M. McPherson. Crossroads of Freedom: Antietam, The Battle That Changed the Course
of the War. OxFord University Press. New York, New York. 2002, 3.

2 McPherson, 2002, 3.

3 Gil Hinshaw. From 10,500 Battles: A Handbook of Civil War Engagements. Superior Printing
Company. Hobbs, New Mexico. 1996, 27. The Union suffered 12,410 casualties; the
Confederacy, 13,724.

(91
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of eventual defeat. The South was outnumbered, but Lee had kept his army aggressive
and mobile, and that proved a difficult strategy for Lincoln’s Union military to counter.
Lincoln needed any piece of good news that he could lay his hands on to change the
mood of his fractured country, and the battle at Antietam turned out to be the just such
news. The U.S. president already had decided that he would free the slaves, primarily so
that they could serve in the Union military and secondarily because he thought slavery to
be immoral. This victory, however small gave, him the impetus to make perhaps the most
significant presidential decree in U.S. history.

Indeed, no policy decision in the entire war caused greater reaction than Lincoln’s
edict of Sept. 22, 1862. The Emancipation Proclamation, which would take effect on Jan.
1, 1863, ended slavery in the conquered lands in the South. Although it had no effect on
slavery in the loyal slave states (Delaware, Maryland, West Virginia, Kentucky and
Missouri), it set the stage for the 13" Amendment, which after the war outlawed the
institution permanently throughout the U.S. More importantly, it set into motion the
integration of the Union army, for more than 189,000 African Americans would serve in
Lincoln’s military and form roughly a third of the entire military machine.* This
enlistment of black men helped give the North a decisive manpower advantage,
something that went a long way toward guaranteeing eventual Union victory in a war that

would take more than four excruciating years to fight.

4 James M. McPherson. Ordeal by Fire: The Civil War and Reconstruction. McGraw Hill. Boston,
Massachusetts. 2001, 383. McPherson, in footnote 42 on 306, says that 2.1 million served in the
Union Army and Navy. The 189,000 black soldiers and sailors made up 9 percent of the total —
but that would have been 22 percent of the CSA military force.
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Viewed from the distance of the 21% century, the Emancipation Proclamation
seems like a just, benign, and righteous executive order. Clearly, Lincoln took the high
moral road, and he also added another two hundred thousand men to his military
machine. However, it was not a popular decision when Lincoln made it public. In fact,
few presidential orders have caused as much animosity as the Emancipation Proclamation
did. Only Prohibition comes close to equaling its unpopularity at the time of enactment.

Why was Lincoln’s edict so unpopular? Because white men North and South
wanted no part of the social, economic, and cultural implications of black equality. The
edict so upset Northern Democrats — and even some moderate Republicans — that the
Democrats staged significant off-year election victories in the months after the bloody
battle at Antietam. The greatest gains came in Indiana, Ohio and Illinois. A Republican
majority of 64 seats in the House of Representatives from the 37" Congress would
narrow to only 23 seats in the 3g™h Congress.5 Indiana, for example, went from having a
Republican majority in its congressional delegation to an overwhelming Democratic
majority.

Meanwhile, the major cities of the North, responding to both conscription and
emancipation, erupted into violence that would not be equaled again until the 1960s. In
July, as the battle at Gettysburg came to a dramatic and decisive close, the streets of New
York had their own civil war, as mainly Irish immigrants took out their displeasure with

both emancipation and the draft on the city’s free blacks. Similar riots occurred in

® Infoplease.com. “Composition of Congress by Political Party.” URL:
http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0774721.html; Also see James G. Randall and Herbert David
Donald. The Civil War and Reconstruction, Second Edition. D.C. Heath and Company. Lexington,
Massachusetts. 1969, 458. Randall and Donald say the Republican majority went from 64 to 27.
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Chicago and Detroit. Even smaller cities like Indianapolis and Fort Wayne, Indiana, had
civil unrest. The newly arrived Irish feared that the freed blacks would take their low-
paying jobs, as had already happened along the docks of the Ohio River in Cincinnati.®
Freed men used to getting no pay would accept very low pay from employers and would
force out those men who were used to slightly higher wages. Why the immigrants took
out their frustrations on the newly freed slaves and not the owners speaks volumes about
the nature of racism in the U.S., and race was a central issue of the war.

The newspaper editors of the North played a major role in the politics of the war,
which were inextricable linked to its military facets. The journalism of the day was based
more on party than commercial interest. Most newspapers were small and had
circulations of less than a thousand. Editors who subscribed to the philosophies of
Edmund Burke, Thomas Jefferson, and Andrew Jackson sided with the Democrats;
editors who were fond of the defunct Whigs, free soil, free labor, and capitalism favored
the Republicans. It was still a frontier country, and agriculture was in its twilight years as
the nation’s primary industry. The spoils of political victory went to the newspaper
editors who supported the winning party. State and federal printing contracts helped
underwrite the cost of printing and distributing daily and weekly newspapers — as well as
one-page daily telegraphic sheets. Advertising was primitive, and except for in major
cities the commercial press that would become the hallmark of 20™-century journalism

had not yet matured.

8 Frank L. Klement. Lincoin’s Critics: The Copperheads of the North. White Mane Books.
Shippensburg, Pennsylvania. 1999, 95-96.
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Although Lincoln clearly did not have public opinion on his side when he
announced the proclamation, he needed as many newspaper editors on his side as he
could muster. He needed to sell all of his war policies to the voting public, and none — not
even the new income tax or conscription — was less popular than emancipation.
Republican editors generally were loyal to Lincoln and tended to support the edict;
Democratic editors, who faced suppression and intimidation at the hands of the
Administration, military, and Republican activists at a time when the interpretation of the
First Amendment was not as universally libertarian as it would become in the 20™
century, screamed that the emancipation was unconstitutional since the original document
allowed Southerners to hold men and women in bondage while counting each slave as
three-fifths human for the purpose of determining proportional congressional
representation. Democrats thought anything dealing with slavery had to be changed by a
constitutional amendment, and, of course, they knew Republicans did not have the votes
in enough of the states to make changes in that fashion. Many War Democrats and some
moderate Republicans also opposed emancipation. The majority in the North felt the war
was about saving the union and only saving the union. Lincoln’s decision to add the
freeing of blacks as a major casus belli came dangerously close to alienating key swing
voting groups.7 For this reason, the framing of the Emancipation Proclamation is a
relevant public opinion case study, and the reason that this paper examines its framing in
Indiana is because the war of words over it in the Hoosier State was particularly bitter

and would lead directly to a major episode of press suppression during the war.

7 Jon R. Stone. Latin for the Iliiterati. Routledge. New York, New York. 1996, 18. The term casus
belli means “the cause of the war.”
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Civil War journalism

The party press meant that a significant amount of text in newspapers of the
Midwest — and Indiana in particular — was written with a particular political bent, and that
events and issues framing emancipation were written with this bias in mind. Indeed, the
party press editors were often major players in the political process, and their editorial
content amounted to propaganda. Such major political figures as Clement Laird
Vallandigham_ and Samuel Medary, both of Ohio, had editorial backgrounds. What the
editors wrote was largely analytical and interpretive, and their editorials did not exist in
an era of objective, neutral, and unbiased reporting. The U.S. had operated in a free-
expression environment that had pretty much allowed a diversity of political opinion
since Thomas Jefferson failed to renew the Alien and Sedition Acts when he became
president. Journalists operated as leading political operatives, and, until the war, spouted
their beliefs and their political venom without threat of official censorship. Their
newspapers were aimed at audiences who shared their political point of view. These
editors did not merely set agenda; they also framed what they wanted their readers to
think — and urged them to vote a particular way. For the most part, the editors reinforced
previously held positions. However, mid-century U.S. political history was dynamic, and
both Republicans and Democrats would undergo dramatic changes in the 1850s and ’60s.
The Democrats would be divided in half by the election of 1860. The Southern
Democrats would lead the move to secede, while the Northern Democrats themselves

divide into pro-war and pro-peace factions.

I
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What follows is a study in how newspaper editors in a key Midwestern state
framed Lincoln’s announcement to free the slaves — a proclamation that in effect changed
the nature of the war from one primarily of reunion to one of freedom. This study
examines how Republican and Democratic editors in Indiana framed the Emancipation
Proclamation. Indiana serves as a case study because it was one of those states where the
balance of power between Republicans and Democrats was very close: the governor,
Oliver P. Morton, was a Republican; the legislature had a Democratic majority; the
congressional delegation was majority Democrat; and the shadow federal military
government under was Republican. A dramatic power struggle was at hand in the Hoosier
State during the spring after the Emancipation Proclamation took effect. Even the
Republicans were not totally united. Governor Morton did not agree with Lincoln
Administration decisions about military personnel who served in the state’s shadow
federal government.

Awful riots broke out in Fort Wayne and Indianapolis during mass political rallies
in the spring of 1863. In March, a group of Union soldiers riding through Richmond,
Indiana, on a transport train disembarked and destroyed the local Democratic newspaper.
In May, Brigadier General Milo Smith Hascall, the commander of the District of Indiana
and head of its shadow federal government, would suspend publication of 10 Democratic
newspapers in the state. For the entire war, one scholar has found evidence for 29 cases
of suppression or intimidation of Democratic editors in the Hoosier State.® Since Hascall

was responsible for a third of these in only six weeks during the spring of 1863, Morton

8 Jon Paul Dilts. “Testing Siebert's Proposition in Civil War Indiana.” Journalism Quarterly. Vol.
63, No. 1. Spring 1986, 366.

11
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lost patience with the Union officer whom he thought was unnecessarily upsetting Peace
Democrats, a large voting bloc at the time. Morton eventually would petition Secretary of
War Edwin M. Stanton for Hascall’s removal because the governor was afraid the Union
military officer was over-agitating the Peace Democrats in the Hoosier State.’ Indeed,
Morton had never been thrilled with Hascall as federal military leader of the state. Even
though Hascall was a volunteer from Goshen in the northemn part of the state, Morton had
seen a personal friend, Henry B. Carrington, supplanted by Hascall in April. The
governor covertly worked to have Hascall, whom he considered less organized and
effective than Carrington, removed. '’

The level of suppression of the Democratic press reached its apex during 1863.
There were 13 cases of press suppression and intimidation in Indiana during 1863, tﬁe
highest single-year total of the war;'! and the overwhelming majority of those cases came
while Hascall was in office and Democrats were rallying against what they considered an
abolitionist war. When Morton effectively closed down the general assembly because it
wanted to introduce entreaties to the South for a peace conference and raised money
privately to run the state government, the role of the federal military shadow government
increased dramatically. Indiana was a state in turmoil. Hascall, working as Department of
the Ohio Commander Ambrose E. Burnside’s proxy, worked to stifle the Democrats as

the war news took a turn for the worse. Starting with Shiloh in the spring of 1862,

® Stephen E. Towne. “Killing the Serpent Speedily: Governor Morton, Generai Hascall, and the
Suppression of the Democratic Press in Indiana, 1863.” UTC Conference Paper. Fall 2002, 7 and
10.

'* Towne, 2002, 11.

" Dilts, 368.



11/ Framing freedom

Hoosier Democrats began to see the war negatively. Approximately one-tenth of the
13,047 Union casualties at Shiloh were Hoosiers. After Antietam, Burnside would
replace George McClellan as commander of the Army of the Potomac. Burnside, a native
of Liberty, Indiana, would oversee the disastrous Union loss at Fredericksburg, Virginia,
in December of 1862, and he was reassigned to a post in Cincinnati overseeing the
federal shadow governments in the Midwestern states. When Hascall took office in
Indianapolis in the spring of 1863, the Union, now under the direction of Joseph Hooker,
was about to suffer another loss, this time at Chancellorsville, Virginia. The Democratic
editors, already tired of the overall carnage of the war as well as the draft, income tax,
and emancipation, became even more critical of Lincoln, the military, and the
Republicans and their editors, who argued for suppression of disloyal editors. The whole
situation was a remarkable communications mess, but more importantly it was, like the
war, a contest for power, and framing supplied the way to power. Words like loyalty and
disloyalty indicate how entrenched political positions were, but because the war itself
was so lengthy and so dynamic, the molding of public opinion was not insignificant.
Every military event had a political consequence. A long-standing professional army did
not exist North or South. While most Northern soldiers, for example, certainly favored
the war effort, many of their brethren back home had somewhat different views of the
war. The interpersonal communication between father and son, brother and brother, and
friend and friend had major political significance. While the soldiers’ views tended to be
affected most heavily by their personal experience, the views of the men back home were

affected by the editorials and news in their hometown papers. What the editors wrote and

13



12/ Framing freedom

how they wrote their words molded public opinion. The very existence of the U.S. as a
one-nation entity hung in the balance, and the editors played a central role in the opinion-

making dynamic of the period.
Methodology

This study is a frame analysis that relies on textual analysis.'? A textual analysis
attempts to describe the structural and rhetorical elements related to emancipation, with
an emphasis c;n the relationship between freedom and power."® This study also places the
framed issue into a specific historical context. That is, this research will show how
Republican and Democratic editors came to develop the prevalent frames that arose in the
aftermath of the Emancipation Proclamation’s announcement in September and October
of 1862 and its taking effect in January of 1863. The analysis looks at what editors
emphasized, excluded, and elaborated upon in their editorials on emancipation. It also
discusses such relevant framing techniques as headlines, type of article, and placement on
the page.

The definition of framing that informs this study comes from scholar Robert M.
Entman. He defines framing as follows: “To frame is to select some aspects (attributes)
of perceived reality and make them more salient in a communicating text,” with the goals

of framing including (a) defining or describing a problem, (b) providing a causal

'2 Donna Lee Dickerson. The Course of Tolerance: Freedom of the Press in Nineteenth-Century
America. Greenwood. Westport, Connecticut. 1990, 166. Chris A. Paterson. “Transference of
Frames in Global Television.” In Framing Public Life. Stephen D. Reese et al. Elbaum. Mahwah,
New Jersey. 2001, 341.

'3 Dickerson, 1990, 166.

14
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interpretation, (c) evaluating a problem and (d) providing a treatment or solution.'* In
essence, as Entman notes, “Frames call attention to some aspects of reality while
obscuring other elements, which might lead audiences to have different reactions.”"”
Republican editors tended to frame emancipation in terms of how it would help the Union
gain military victory while avoiding the agitation of Democrats with appeals to the
morality of abolition — or the immorality of slavery. On the other hand, Democratic
editors emphasized legal ramifications of emancipation, suggesting that what Lincoln
was doing was revolutionary and added more chaos to an already chaotic situation.
Another way to look at framing is through vocabulary, content choice, and sentence
complexity. The buzzwords and phrases the editors employed cued readers, and the level
of sentence complexity corresponded to how the two sides’ framed their arguments —
Republicans focusing on loyalty, and the Democrats on constitutionality.

Framing ultimately is about editorial selection and prominence — or salience. As
scholar Charlotte Ryan has noted, media framing is “a central political activity.”'® In the
journalism of the Civil War, frames were developed by editors who were central
members of political parties who were wrestling for control of the country in the hour of
its deepest crisis. The framing contest was undiluted; the gatekeepers were party hacks,
not neutral editors. In a sense, there was no traditional framing dialogue because editors

were preaching to the choir. Still, the Democratic and Republican editors performed a

'* Robert M. Entman. “Framing: Toward Clarification of a Fractured Paradigm.” Journal of
Communication. Vol. 43, No. 4, 52.

15
Entman, 55.
'8 Charlotte Ryan. Prime Time Activism: Media Strategies for Grassroots Organizing. South End

Press. Boston, Massachusetts. 1991, 73.
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key role in ordering information about emancipation, and they shaped their readers’ view
of this significant presidential order when the political order of the country — and, in
particular, Indiana — underwent unremitting change.

The Emancipation Proclamation has been chosen for this study because it was a
key political action taken at a critical juncture in the war. Lincoln had seen a war that he
thought would take only 75,000 men and three months to execute become a 2-year-old
conflict involving hundreds of thousands of men that tested the political will of the states
that had remained in the Union. His generals proved ineffective, and the South, needing
only to defend itself against Northern “invasion,” was holding its own on the battlefield.
Among Northern resource advantages were superior manpower, industrial capacity, and
communication and transportation lines. However, the less-than-expeditious prosecution
of the war left many in the North ambivalent about fighting it any longer. Peace advocacy
grew in the fall of 1862 and the first half of 1863.

In Indiana, the growing disaffection for the war was largely due to its length. It
was also due to the fact that many in the state had Southern and Jeffersonian roots, and
the majority of Hoosiers were not interested in fighting a war of abolition. The pragmatic
Lincoln, who was never a friend of slavery, though he was not an avowed abolitionist
either, was having problems increasing enrollments of soldiers. Thus, he hit on a policy
that would help increase enlistments while ameliorating some of the political heat from
the vociferous abolitionist wing of the Republican Party that was centered in New
England. He decided to free the slaves in the Confederate states, though not in the slave

states that remained in the Union. His hope was that the slaves would leave the

16
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plantations and join the Union Army. He knew it was a gambit, but he was nearing
desperation after the Union suffered almost twice as many casualties as the Confederacy
in the Second Battle of Manassas in late August 1862."7

The Proclamation, though, alarmed many Northerners, especially Democrats in
the Midwest and Irish and German Catholic immigrants in major Northern cities, both of
whom were sizable political groups. The Midwest Democrats wanted reunion, but they
had little use for abolition because they feared that freed blacks would compete for jobs
at a time of economic recession. The Peace Democrats, as they came to be called, wanted
to go back to the status quo ante. The immigrants, who distrusted the many anti-
immigrant Know-Nothings who joined the Republican Party in large numbers in the late
1850s, also feared free blacks would take their low-level manual labor jobs. For example,
Irish and Germans immigrants rioted in Cincinnati in 1863 after they were laid off from
their jobs on the docks of the Ohio River only to Be replaced by freed blacks who
received lower wages.'® These two groups of Northerners believed Lincoln was changing
the objective of the war from reunion to abolition.
Indiana editors

This study analyzes Republican and Democratic newspapers in a few select
Hoosier cities in September and October of 1862 and in January of 1863. It will isolate
and interpret frameworks in the text. The study will include newspapers from the

following Indiana cities: Indianapolis, Fort Wayne, Richmond, South Bend, Delphi,

'" Hinshaw, 26.
'8 Erank L. Klement. “Catholics as Copperheads during the Civil War.” Catholic Historical Review.

Vol. 80, No. 1. January 1994, 37.
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Logansport, Plymouth, Goshen, and Evansville. These cities have been chosen because
they had robust newspaper traditions at the time and because copies of both a Democratic
and Republican paper in these towns exist in the Indiana State Library in Indianapolis.
This study focuses more on how the content producers utilized framing than it does on
what effect the content frames had on audiences, although clearly something happened to
the white male voters of Indiana after Lincoln announced the Proclamation in September
of 1862. Republicans saw a major reversal in fortune after the fall elections of that year —
so much so that the Lincoln Administration used desperate and unconstitutional measures
to hold the North together politically in the remaining years of the war — especially
universalizing the suspension of the writ of habeas corpus.

The journalism of the Civil War era was almost entirely of a partisan nature. Very
few newspapers in the North were neutral or independent. A few in the larger cities had
been moving in that direction just before the war, but the conflict so divided the country
that staying on the sidelines wasn’t an option. The party press meant that a significant
amount of text in newspapers of the Midwest — and Indiana in particular — was written
with a particular political bent; events and issues were written from a specific point of
view. Indeed, the party press editors were often major players in the political process, and
their editorial content amounted to propaganda. What the editors wrote was largely
analytical and interpretive, and their editorial content did not exist in an era of objective,
neutral, independent, and unbiased reporting. Instead, journalists operated as leading
political operatives, and their newspapers were aimed at audiences who shared their

political point of view. These editors did not merely set the agenda; they also framed

18



17/ Framing freedom

what they wanted their readers to think. Indeed, framing was a central activity of these
party journalists. Placement, positioning, word order, and word choice were as important
as issue choice. Ultimately, framing is about inclusion and exclusion, and whatever
frames the editors on both side chose to use had as much to do with including the
arguments that would reinforce their opinions and exclude the arguments that would
reinforce their opponents’ arguments.

The study also examines a period of time that was crucial in the development of
journalism in the Hoosier State. In the spring of 1863, Hoosier newspaper editors would
live under two unique government orders that directly impacted the practice of
journalism. First, Major General Ambrose Everts Burnside, the commander of the
Department of the Ohio, promulgated General Orders 38 in April of 1863. It stated that
anyone encouraging men not to enlist or making oral or written critical or derogatory
comments about the war effort of the Lincoln Administration would be subject to arrest
and a military commission (trial) without benefit of a writ of habeas corpus. A few weeks
later, Brigadier General Hascall, the commander of the District of Indiana and Burnside’s
subordinate, sent out General Orders No. 9, which stated he intended to enforce No. 338,
especially for those recalcitrant newspaper editors who were carping at the President.

Burnside would make the most famous arrest of the war, nabbing former Ohio
Congressman Clement Laird Vallandigham, who was tried, convicted and exiled to the
South for calling Lincoln a dictator in a speech. Hascall would suspend 10 newspapers in
Indiana before Gov. Morton and Secretary of War Stanton decided Hascall was doing

more political harm than good and relieved him of command in Indianapolis in June of
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1863. Then Burnside suspended a Democratic newspaper in Chicago. Editor Wilbur F.
Storey raised a ruckus, and the Democratic-majority Illinois legislature censured
Burnside. Lincoln waffled and eventually had Burnside rescind the suspension order.
Meanwhile, Democratic editors attacked Lincoln and the military, claiming
violations of their rights under the First Amendment. They also continued their attack on
emancipation, saying it made the Fugitive Slave Law moribund, as well as
complementary issues like the new federal income tax and the draft. Ultimately, the war
of words would focus on the reason for the war: union or emancipation. Whether or not
the war could have two causes was a central part of the framing. The Democrats tended
to avoid such complexity, while the Republican editors championed it. In the subtext
existed a darker reality, a diabolical ideology: racism. Another study is needed to

examine this subtext in terms of the Indiana press and emancipation.
Framing emancipation

Republican and Democratic newspapers from nine Hoosier cities were closely
read looking for evidence of framing. Although frame analysis informed these readings,
the approach here is primarily textual analysis. This study looks at how the problem that
emancipation attempted to solve was defined or described; how emancipation was
interpreted causally; how it was evaluated as a solution to the problem; and looks at what
word choices that were made by the editors. Attention was given to what the editors
emphasized, excluded and elaborated upon. Similarly, this study looks at how the editors

developed the context of emancipation.
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Headlines helped frame the discussion. Typical Democratic headlines included
“Lincoln’s Infamous Proclamation,” “The Present Crisis,” and “Lincoln’s Proclamation”;
typical Republican headlines included “The President’s Proclamation,” “The President’s
Emancipation Proclamation,” “The Proclamation” and “The Emancipation
Proclamation.” Democratic editors either were negative or personal, while Republican
editors tended to be more neutral, formal or deferential.

Almost all of the articles occurred on the second page of either daily or weekly
newspapers that were generally four pages in length. The second page was generally
reserved for editorial comment with news and commercial advertising often appearing on
the front page. There were two types of editorials dealing with emancipation: (1) those
that dealt with the iésue entirely and (2) those that dealt with the issue in passing. The
majority of the cases were single-issue editorials. In terms of placement, editorials on
emancipation tended to come on the top half of the page — above the fold. Ten of 15
Republican editorials were above the fold; 10 of 13 Democratic editorials were above the
fold.

Almost all of the newspapers, Republican and Democrat, printed the proclamation
in its entirety after Sept. 22 when Lincoln first made it public. In a few cases, both
Republican and Democratic editors chose to print only key excerpts of the document. The
proclamation was generally printed on either page one or page two, usually near the top
of the page. Complementary commentary was provided, in all cases on page two. When
the proclamation took effect on Jan. 1, 1863, most of the newspapers reprinted Lincoln’s

edict.
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Several major themes emerge in examining the words about emancipation from
both Republican and Democratic editors in Indiana. These include power,
constitutionality, loyalty, freedom, race, and revolution. Here the frames worked along
dichotomous lines. For example, the theme of disloyalty from Republican editors was
countered by the theme of loyalty from the Democratic editors. Republican editors
hammered away at how Democrats, especially the Peace wing of the party (called
Copperheads), were being essentially disloyal in not supporting the President’s war
measures. On the other hand, Democratic editors claimed that Democrats had loyally
fought for the war and reserved the right to criticize its prosecution and policies, and even
the right to offer another way through the conflict — namely, diplomacy.

Another major frame dealt with the legality of the edict. Democrats questioned its
constitutionality, while Republicans defended its constitutionality. Democrats claimed
that slavery was directly dealt with in the Constitution and assumed its prohibition would
require constitutional measures like an amendment — which history affirmed with the
passing of the 13" Amendment after the war. However, an amendment was difficult to
achieve, and the nation had been too divided to get anywhere close to the three-fourths
hurdle necessary to make a change to the Constitution. On the other hand, the
Republicans claimed that an act of rebellion was unconstitutional and any measure
designed to end it was appropriate.

Imagery also helped frame the debate over emancipation. For example,
Republican editors sometimes referred to the rebellion as a monster that had to be tamed.

One editor referred to slavery as the cornerstone of Confederacy. Tear down slavery, the
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editor implored, and you destroy the Confederacy. A Democratic editor called the
proclamation “harmless thunder” because he thought it was more verbal than practical.
What stands out in analyzing the commentary of the partisan editors in these nine
cities is how both sides tended to use power and its relationship to freedom as the
organizing principle of emancipation. The contrast comes when the editors developed
their frames for each. Republican editors saw power as a necessary and inevitable tool in
ensuring the freedom of the Union from rebellion and the ultimate freedom — equality —
of black men as seemed the logical consequences of the words written in the Declaration
of Independence. The Democratic editors saw emancipation as going against the grain of
the Constitution and the nation’s history. In forcing emancipation down the throats of the
Southerners, the Lincoln Administration was quite literally destroying the economic
liberty of Southern white male slaveholders. In the opinion of the Democratic newspaper
editors, this opposed everything that the American Revolution stood for. Likewise, the
Democrats saw emancipation of the black man in terms of a new, unwanted revolution.
What’s interesting is that none of the Democratic editors claimed the secession
movement itself was legitimate. They hesitated to use the 18™-Century independence
movement as an analog because they did not want to see the country divided. They
believed a diplomatic solution could be reached, and that Northern radical abolitionists

were as dangerous to the nation as fire-breathing Southern slaveholders.
The Republican response

George D. Copeland, editor of the Republican newspaper in Goshen, saw the

proclamation in terms of military power. To Copeland, it was merely a war measure
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“which we believe calculated to weaken and finally compel a surrender of the enemy.”’9

He said the Constitution gave Lincoln the power to “use and every means known to
civilized warfare in the suppression of the rebellion,” including killing rebels, freeing
their slaves and/or destroying their property.zo Copeland also said the Confederates had
forfeited their constitutional rights when they started the rebellion. He added that the
Rebels could avoid emancipation by laying down their arms.?' Strictly speaking this was
true, for Lincoln did give the Southerners 100 days to end the rebellion without loss of
their slaves. Copeland also hit on the disloyalty theme. He warned that no Northerners
should interfere in behalf of the Confederacy, directing this warning at the Copperheads.
“Let all good citizens rally to the support of the President in his efforts to crush out this
monster insurrection and cease finding so much fault and all will be well,” Copeland
writes.?

I. Mattingly and John D. Devor, the editors of the Republican newspaper in
Plymouth, framed the debate this way: “If we have a right to take the rebels horses and
mules, and guns and powder, why not their slaves.”?® Mattingly and Devor saw it as a
matter of presidential prerogative, and they had no doubt Lincoln had the right to free the
Southerners’ slaves. They also focused on the religious and moral dimensions of the
issue. They wrote that opponents of the proclamation would “provoke the wrath of God

upon the nation for our injustice and oppression of the colored race ... No man who has

'® Goshen, Indiana, Times, Oct. 2, 1862.
2 Goshen, Indiana, Times, Jan. 8, 1863.
2! Goshen, Indiana, Times, Oct. 2, 1862,
2 Goshen, Indiana, Times, Oct. 2, 1862.
2 Marshall County, Indiana, Republican, Jan. 8, 1863.
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any justice or mercy in his heart can justify American slavery.”24 Hence, opposing
abolition was tantamount to supporting injustice.

Alfred Wheeler, the editor of the Republican paper in South Bend, saw the
proclamation in terms of Northern good fortune. Writing in the first week of January
1863, Wheeler lumped emancipation’s taking effect with a Union victory at
Murfreesboro, Tennessee, and small victories elsewhere in the Volunteer State, in
Kentucky and an attack on Vicksburg. Wheeler wrote: “We have no rebel successes in
any quarter to reports to offset any of the above.”® Northern victories and stalemates put
the Union ahead, in Wheeler’s mind. The proclamation would continue that momentum.
Of course, Wheeler failed to mention the Democratic gains at the pou in the fall of 1862,
but that was another matter.

Appealing to a sense of history in their readers, Republican editors Thomas H.
Bringhurst and Joseph Dague in Logansport alluded to past American documents. This
was central to developing a sense of patriotism and loyalty. They wrote that the
Emancipation Proclamation was similar in stature to the Declaration of Independence
because it divorced the nation from an awful institution — in this case, slavery. The Cass
County editors, whose paper had favored the Whigs in the 1850s, called slavery the
226

cornerstone of the Confederacy. When it “is removed, the whole fabric will crumble.

Bringhurst and Dague also wrote that neither Lincoln nor the North could be held

2 plymouth, Indiana, Republican, Jan. 15, 1863.
2 st Joseph Valley (Indiana) Register, Jan. 8, 1863.

% | ogansport, Indiana, Journal, Sept. 27, 1862.
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responsible for the death of slavery. Rather, the responsibility belonged to the Southern
slaveholders who forced the war on the nation with secession and Fort Sumter. If the
Southerners had not forced the issue, emancipation “would never have been
necessitated.”?’ Furthermore, “Constitutional Liberty” could only be saved through
emancipation.’® They observed that emancipation promised “the dawn of a glorious
morning, which promises to reunite and establish our national institutions upon a firmer
basis than ever.”?’ The moment for a new reunited nation was at hand, and Democrats
better support it or keep quiet and allow it to happen.

Meanwhile, the Indianapolis /ndiana Journal was perhaps the most modern
Republican newspaper in the state. The Indiana Journal was owned by the Journal
Company, which included Ovid Butler, Joseph M. Tilford, James M. Matthews, and
Rawson Vaile.* They hired a veteran journalist, Berry R. Sulgrove, to edit the paper. The
Journal Company provided the money for the enterprise and Sulgrove handled the
editorial content.>’ On Jan. 3, 1863, Sulgrove chose not to provide commentary, but
rather he simply reported what the Emancipation Proclamation said. It was placed
between a paragraph on Governor Horatio Seymour, a Democrat, being inaugurated in
New York and a report about the Chicago Board of Trade excluding the Democratic

Chicago Times from its reading room.

%7 | ogansport, Indiana, Journal, Sept. 27, 1862.

% | ogansport, Indiana, Journal, Sept. 27, 1862.

2| ogansport, Indiana, Journal, Sept. 27, 1862.

% John W. Miller. Indiana Newspaper Bibliography. Indiana Historical Society. Indianapolis,
Indiana. 1982, 276.

3! Miller, 276.

26



25/ Framing freedom

Sulgrove provided commentary two days later. It is more matter of fact than most
of the editorials written about the Emancipation Proclamation. It claims that Lincoln had
the right to free the slaves under the war powers of the executive branch. The Journal
editor affirms the right a president has to suppress a rebellion and to use whatever means
necessary to end the rebellion. Then Sulgrove’s piece puts the edict in perspective by
pointing to the heroic situation Lincoln found himself in: “An act of graver responsibility
it has rarely fallen to the last of man to perform.”z'2 He ends in a religious tone, hoping the
Emancipation Proclamation will have “the gracious favor of Almighty God.”?

The Goshen Times’ Copeland also saw Lincoln in heroic terms, as savior of the
country, and the proclamation was the instrument of salvation. He wrote in a January
1863 editorial that the president would be best remembered for freeing the slaves
precisely because the proclamation was a “great declaration of Freedom.”** Again
invoking the Declaration of Independence, an editor emphasizes freedom.

Delphi Journal editor James Scott chose not to print his own commentary about
the proclamation in his Republican newspaper. Instead, it ran what Governor Morton had
to say about emancipation. Morton, always loyal to Lincoln, favored the edict. In the
party press era, it was not unusual for a newspaper editor of a party organ to defer to the
words of a congressman, senator, governor, or another party leader. Likewise, John H.
Scott, the editor of the Democratic newspaper in Evansville, chose not to print his own

views after the initial September announcement. Instead, he ran a series of views from

%2 |ndianapolis, Indiana, Indiana Journal, Jan. 5, 1863.
* |ndianapolis, Indiana, Indiana Journal, Jan. 5, 1863.
¥ Goshen, Indiana, Times, Jan. 8, 1863.



26/ Framing freedom

newspapers in Philadelphia and New York. This, too, was a frequent practice in mid-
century journalism. Scott attempted to have balance with some of the papers supporting
emancipation and some against it. Perhaps the most revealing of those editorials was
from the New York Journal of Commerce. Its editor observed that the Emancipation
Proclamation would distinctly draw the lines between supporters and opponents of the

Lincoln Administration.™
The Democratic response

The Democratic editors viewed the proclamation with antipathy. They were
mainly concerned the abuse of power and saw this as a constitutional issue and a limit on
freedom. They held that the chief executive did not possess the authority to end an
economic practice that was allowed by the Constitution. Doing so amounted to the type
of usurpation reserved for a dictator or monarch, and they added that this went along with
the general tenor of trampling civil liberties that began with the suspension of habeas
corpus.*®

Daniel E. VanValkenburgh, editor of the Plymouth Democrat in Marshall County,
had similar concerns about Lincoln’s abuse of power. He observed, “It may be that our
liberties are ‘clean gone forever.” ”*’ VanValkenburgh, who would see his paper

suspended by Hascall in May of 1863, felt Lincoln had gone too far in dealing with the

so-called “fire in the rear,” the dissent of Peace Democrats in the North. The Plymouth

% Evansville, Indiana, Weekly Gazette, Oct. 4, 1862.

% Jeffrey A. Smith. War and Press Freedom: The Problem of Prerogative Power. Oxford
University Press. Cary, North Carolina. 1999, 115. Congress went along with Lincoln and passed
the Habeas Corpus Act in March of 1863.

37 plymouth, Indiana, Democrat, Oct. 2, 1862.
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Democrat editor thought that the loyal people of Indiana deserved better than martial law.
Hoosiers had been loyal to Lincoln and fought for the war. VanValkenburgh believed that
Democrats who had come to favor a negotiated settlement of the conflict were being
treated with the heavy hand of the federal government.

He was also skeptical about how emancipation would aid the North in winning
the war. VanValkenburgh feared Lincoln was being misled by the abolitionists. Ever
skeptical, VanValkenburgh referred to comments Lincoln made to the so-called Chicago
Committee before he announced the Emancipation Proclamation. Lincoln had told that
pro-abolition group in August that he had his own misgiving about emancipation. “Is
there a single Court or magistrate or individual that would be influenced by it there [in
the South] ... And suppose they could be induced by a proclamation of freedom from me,
to throw themselves upon us, what should we do with them [the blacks],” he asked
rhetorically.*® The Plymouth editor himself asked: “Could the President himself
successfully answer his own objections to the emancipation policy.”39 VanValkenburgh
thought he could not.

Goshen Democrat editor William H. Norton was equally skeptical. Norton asked
rhetorically, “What good is to be accomplished by this, we are unable to say.””*® He also
observed that abolitionists had howled for this edict since the day the war began. Norton

wonders aloud why Lincoln worried about how to feed and clothe the freed slaves, but

% plymouth, Indiana, Democrat, Oct. 2, 1862. “Would my word free the slaves when | cannot
even enforce the Constitution in the rebel States,” Lincoln asked. Lincoln also worried about the
fate of freed blacks in the South after the war.

% Plymouth, Indiana, Democrat, Oct. 2, 1862.

0 Goshen, Indiana, Democrat, Sept. 24, 1862.
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decided to go ahead with the order. “Why so sudden a change,” Norton asked.*' The
editor thought the president was not being forthright.

Lincoln had told the Chicago group in August that he even feared some blacks
would give their guns to Confederate soldiers and that border state soldiers would go over
to the South, but Norton had no illusion. Here Norton interjected race into the argument.
He thought the Emancipation Proclamation changed the war objective from that of re-
union to “the extermination of the white population in the South” (Goshen, Indiana,
Democrat, Jan. 7, 1863). The race theme informed VanValkenburgh’s writing in the
Plymouth Democrat. VanValkenburgh said emancipation was based on a “hateful dogma
of political equality of the races” (Plymouth, Indiana, Democrat, Oct. 30, 1862). Clearly,
race was a central issue to many Democrats.

Thomas Tigar, the editor of the Fort Wayne Sentinel in heavily Democratic Allen
County, ran an editorial by Wilbur F. Storey of the Chicago Times. Storey, who would be
suppressed by Burnside in June, focused his September editorial on the constitutional
issue. Storey said Lincoln could not derive any power from the Constitution that allowed
him to free the slaves. He added that military necessity served the Constitution, not the
other way around. Storey called the proclamation “brutum fulmen,” harmless thunder,
since it was practically unenforceable.*? Sarcastically, Storey took aim at abolitionists
who claimed emancipation would end the war within 30 days of its taking effect: “We are

anxious to behold the stupendous and magnificent results which were to flow, like a

“! Goshen, Indiana, Democrat, Oct. 24, 1862.
“2 Fort Wayne, Indiana, Sentinel, Sept. 23, 1862.
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mighty stream, from the proclamation.”*® Many Democratic editors in Indiana read
Storey closely and framed the issue similarly to the way he did.

Samuel A. Hall, editor of the Logansport Democratic Pharos, continued the
power theme. He fretted that emancipation would be a powerful tool for the Confederacy,
not the Union. Hall thought Lincoln’s order would backfire: “Its only effect is to place in
the hands of the rebel leaders a most effective argument to rally the entire strength of the
South against the government, as indicating a determination to adopt abolition measures
so far as it lies in the power of the Administration to do s0.”* Hall, who called the order
unwise, impolitic, and unjust, also observed that there had been a few small public
demonstrations in Logansport in support of the Emancipation Proclamation, but that they
were small. He writes: “The demonstrations were decidedly unpopular among all
Democrats, and also a large portion of the Republicans who are for the Government but
not for crazy abolitionism — are for the Union but do no believe a negro is as good as a
white man.”* Hall, like so many of the Democratic wordsmiths, could not avoid bringing
race into his emancipation framework. Indeed, they assumed their audience preferred
such framing.

Earlier, Hall had run an editorial from the Newburyport Herald, a Republican
paper, that held that causing a revolution among the slaves was uncivilized and improper
for a Christian nation. The Newburyport editor worried that a slave uprising would be

primarily directed against white women and children since the men were off fighting the

* Fort Wayne, Indiana, Sentinel, Sept. 23, 1862.
* Logansport, Indiana, Democratic Pharos, Jan. 7, 1863.
* Logansport, Indiana, Democratic Pharos, Jan. 7, 1863.
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war. Hall worried about atrocities committed against females. He also returned to the
constitutional frame, saying that breaking its spirit would make the Union no better than
the Confederacy. By any means necessary “is the doctrine of revolutionists.””*¢ Hall
alluded to the French Revolution, writing ‘“no man’s life would be safe and all property
worthless.”*’ This appeal to the brutal horror of the French Revolution was a common
frame among Democratic editors. Hall also said that the abolitionists had somehow
tricked the President into emancipation: “This proclamation was issued against the will
and better judgment of the President.”*® Hall was suggesting that Lincoln was too weak
to stand up to the radicals in his own party. Ultimately, Hall concluded that emancipation
made secession just and necessary as a self-defensive measure by the Southerners
because it put the freedom of black men ahead of union as the primary reason for the war.
Milton R. Graham, editor of the Delphi Weekly Times, also used the power frame.
Echoing the arguments of the Indiana State Sentinel in Indianapolis, Graham questioned
whether Lincoln had the constitutional power to free the slaves. In fact, Graham did a
little homework. He had a copy of the daily minutes of the U.S. House of Representatives
from Feb. 11, 1861. In it he found that the House overwhelmingly (116 to 4) adopted a
resolution that stated the federal government nor the people of the non-slaveholding
states had the constitutional right to interfere with slavery in any states of the Union. Of
course, Graham failed to tell his readers that this resolution was made by the Democratic-

majority 36™ House before Lincoln took office in March of 1861, although it is true that

% Logansport, Indiana, Democratic Pharos, Oct. 8, 1862.
*T Logansport, Indiana, Democratic Pharos, Oct. 8, 1862.
“8 Logansport, Indiana, Democratic Pharos, Jan. 16, 1863.
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in the days before he became President he did agree with its sentiment. Lincoln also
thought in those days that the majority of Southerners would oppose secession and
thought the war chatter to be a bluff.

Graham, who also wondered why the President caved into the abolitionist, saved
his strongest attack for Lincoln’s proposal to financially compensate Southern
slaveholders who gave into emancipation. The Delphi Democrat wondered where
Lincoln would get the money for such compensation: “Do the people of Indiana feel
included to be taxed to pay for the slaves of even the loyal men of the South.”*® Hall also
said any colonization plan of the freed slaves was “visionary and impracticable.”so
Ultimately, Lincoln agreed with that assessment.

Political power was also centermost in the thoughts of John R. Elder and John
Harkness, editors of the Indiana State Sentinel, whose paper was intimidated twice by the
Union military during the war. Elder and Harkness wondered about what effect
emancipation would have on the fall elections in 1862 — and they would prove prophetic
since Democrats scored a major victory in the 19" State in October. Elder and Harkness
also framed the matter in terms of manliness, claiming that freeing the slaves to get them
to fight against their masters was embarrassing to the white men of the North: “It isa
confession of weakness — an acknowledgement that twenty millions of white people, with

every advantage on their side, can not conquer six millions of whites, shut out from the

world, and entirely reliant upon their own resources to carry out the war.”*! Elder and

“ Delphi, Indiana, Weekly Times, Oct. 4, 1862.
% Delphi, Indiana, Weekly Times, Oct. 4, 1862.
5! Indianapolis, Indiana, Indiana State Sentinel, Sept. 24, 1862.
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Harkness also worried what the proclamation would do to those in the Union military

who did not want to fight a war for abolition.
Conclusion

The Democrats framed emancipation in terms of constitutional power. They
believed Lincoln was misusing his power based on their interpretation of constitutional
law, especially after he suspended the writ of habeas corpus. They were outraged and
thought they ;nce-moderate President was turning into a revolutionary. This new attitude
of the President flew in the face of their Burkean conservative mindset. On the other
hand, Republicans saw emancipation primarily as a war measure, but one that took the
high moral road. The Republican editors wanted good news from the war front, and the
freeing of black men to help fight it was a matter of pragmatism to them.

The editors of Civil War Indiana did not try to hide or imbed frames in inverted
pyramid news stories. Their persuasive pieces did that work directly. Reporting was
limited for these very small operations that generally had circulations of 1,000 or less
readers. The editors provided the content for their papers. Information came from the
telegraph, other newspapers, and gossip. There was a need for patronage, so they were
often dependent on political parties to maintain financial solvency. The majority of their
readers already held strong political positions. Yet it was a time of major political
dynamics in U.S. history. After all, the Republican Party had only been around for a

decade. The framing contest was particularly important in 1863 as Democrats gained

more and more at the polls.
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The Republicans also showed that negative terms could isolate the opposition and
diminish their political arguments. The Republican editors referred to the Democrats as
Copperheads, the venomous snakes. Supporting the Democrats was hazardous and could
ruin the nation. This negative framing word reinforced the idea that disloyalty would
harm the Union, and at the same time reinforced nationalism. Political discourse had
limitations in time of war, the Republicans held. They would also defend the military’s
suppression and intimidation of Democratic editors in the Hoosier State in May and June
of 1863. The words of the Republican editors would contribute to an atmosphere that
allowed pro-union mobs to destroy several Democratic newspapers in the state.

Framing emancipation would prove crucial with the more favorable war news that
would come in the summer of 1863. The military victories caused Copperhead criticisms
of the policy to lose much of their sting, and the more positive Republican frames
ultimately won the day. When General George McClellan lost the presidential election to
Lincoln in 1864, he showed how quickly public opinion could change. Known as a
soldier-friendly general, McClellan polled only 22 percent of the vote — this with a high
percentage of soldiers and ex-soldiers voting. Lincoln had benefited from victories at
Gettysburg, Vicksburg, and Chattanooga. Yet the war bogged down again in 1864, and
Lincoln himself felt he was ripe for an upset. However, Union soldiers and sailors
appeared to accept emancipation and fighting the war for freedom, even if many
Democratic and some Republican civilians did not.

The war-measure frame won the contest of public opinion. This chapter in U.S.

journalism history shows just how dependent frames can be on outside factors such as
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military and diplomatic news — the fact that England and France never recognized the
South was a critical factor in the war’s outcome. The Republican editors succeeded at
defining and evaluating the Union’s problem in the second year of the war as being one
of insufficient manpower to fight a war of attrition with the South. The Republican
editors avoided making it a war about racial or economic reality; rather, they made it
about freedom and equality and alluded to the Declaration of Independence. Instead, it
became a war for reunion with newly freed men making the difference. Their newfound
freedom would make them highly motivated fighters. Freeing black men and having them
fight in the war was the solution Lincoln and the North needed to gain the upper hand.
The Democratic editors countered with frames that painted Lincoln as a dictator and a
monster. They settled on constitutionality as their main frame. Chicago’s Storey was
particularly brilliant at this tactic. He and his allies also thought emancipation would rally
Democrats North and South. It did, but in the long run the Democratic frames were not
enough to unite the party nationally, and Lincoln prevailed in the fall of 1864. He made
the war a revolution for freedom. African Americans’ service in the Union military
proved decisive, and they became a pivotal voting bloc for the Republicans during
Reconstruction. There is no greater symbol of this sea change in American politics than
the fact that CSA President Jefferson Davis’ seat in the U.S. Senate before the war went
to a black Republican from Mississippi after the war.

The Democrats’ constitutional frame may have had greater legal merit, but the
Republicans’ pragmatic war-measure frame became a sort of national philosophy. If it

works, it must be right. Emancipation worked. It won the war, and it gave a new meaning
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to Thomas Jefferson’s words about all men created equal from the Declaration of
Independence. Ironically, Robert E. Lee proposed emancipation for the heavily-
Democratic Confederacy in the waning days of the war. It was too late. Lincoln’s ploy
had already made the difference in the war’s outcome and the future of the United States.

The press faced more intrusions on its freedom in the Civil War than in any other
U.S. conflict, and perhaps no state’s editors faced more official limitations on its freedom
to print words than the Democratic editors of Indiana. The bitter political and military
conflict was much more important than the civil rights of newspaper editors. As William
J. Small has noted about the wartime press, “a troubled electorate at such times is willing
to look the other way.” 2 Retrospectively, the Republicans’ frames had the advantage of
the changing military fortunes. The conflict hung in the balance, and the words of both
the Republican and Democratic editors were powerful instruments in helping to
determine the outcome.

Those words were framed in four major ways: in terms of power, freedom,
constitutionality, and loyalty. Free labor was the way in the North, even if the Yankees,
except the abolitionists, were not open to black social freedom. The freedom to fight for
the Union was the ultimate expression of black power at a time when almost all African
Americans were powerless. The Republican editors, taking their cue from their president,
tapped into that expression with their war-measure frame. Blacks’ fighting for Union and
their own freedom was one of several decisive factors in the war, though ultimately

manpower, gun power, and technological power proved the difference. Lincoln’s

52 william J. Small. Political Power and the Press. W.W. Norton & Company. New York, New
York. 1972, 71.
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Emancipation was a gambit, but it worked. Manpower was the North’s biggest
advantage. The Union had at least at 2-to-1 advantage in men over the Confederacy.

The Democrats’ legal frame may have been more rational, more logical, and even
more faithful to the Constitution. However, states’ rights and a strict interpretation of the
founding fathers’ words have not been seen as pragmatic in the 138 years since the war
ended in the spring of 1865. This was a moment in the nation’s history when a flexible
interpretation of the Constitution was needed.

Editors on both sides ultimately realized that frames made complex political,
social, and military issues easier to grasp. The frames selected what information needed
to be made more salient to readers. Thus, Republican and Democratic editors defined the
problem inherent in emancipation in simple ways — Republicans in terms of manpower
for the Union military to achieve the goal of reunion, and Democrats in terms of an
erosion of political liberty due to presidential abuse of power. They interpreted the issue
in terms of power, with freedom as complementary issue, and each offered a solution that
would save the country within a context — that is, in a way that was consistent with their
view of the nation and the ideology that served as its theoretical basis. They included
some aspects of the issue while avoiding others. For example, the Republicans focused
on the practical manpower issue, meaning that they avoided the legal issue of whether the
president had the authority to free the slaves; the Democrats focused on the erosion of
freedom caused by a president who was overstepping his constitutional power, meaning
they avoided the immorality of slavery. Editors on both sides did this because they were

seeking specific reactions from their audiences. This is the essence of framing.
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QUANTIFYING NEWSPAPER QUALITY

ABSTRACT

The bottom-line benefits of reducing newspaper quality are immediate and
visible. The long-term costs in reduced reader loyalty are slower to materialize. We are
taking the first small steps toward making those costs more visible.

We survey current editors to get their collective judgment on valid indicators of
newspaper quality. Then we use factor analysis to reduce their fine-grained rankings to
five operable indicators: ease of use, localism, editorial vigor, news quantity, and

interpretation.




QUANTIFYING NEWSPAPER QUALITY:
“] KNOW IT WHEN I SEE IT”

The connection between journalism quality and business success has long been a
concern of media scholars (Giles, 1987; Udell, 1978). For the newspaper industry, as it
faces competition from disruptive new technologies, the issue has taken on new urgency.
Profitability is not as certain as it used to be. Investors and their advisors tend to focus on
short-term financial results, and this puts pressure on newspaper managers to cut back on
resources in order to maintain steady earnings growth from year to year.

Jack Fuller (2002), head of the Tribune Company, identified the problem at a
meeting at the Poynter Institute when he argued that, “those of us who put out
newspapers are important ... participants in the system of public governance. If we take
that seriously, as we should, our jobs as leaders of newspaper enterprises is to find the
sweet spot where we can fulfill both our fiduciary obligation to the shareholders and our
social obligation to provide communities the kind of information they need in order for
people to make their sovereign choices wisely.”

The problem has also been called the profit controversy, the apparent conflict
between managing high quality and making a profit (Udell, 1978). A numbers of studies
argue that high quality is related to readership (Blankenburg, 1989; Cole, 1995; Lacy &
Fico, 1991; Stone, Stone, & Trotter, 1981). The assumption of such studies is that
readership is related to profitability. This is true most of the time, although some

newspaper companies have begun to tailor their products to more specific audiences and
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increase profitability by reducing readership and circulation to customers less desired by
advertisers.

The concept of the “sweet spot” suggests that the relationship between jourﬁalistic
quality and business success is not linear. It probably follows a bell curve where quality
is measured on the horizontal axis, profitability on the vertical. Increasing quality
improves profitability up to the peak of the curve. Beyond that p