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Foreword

Edward H. Carr has written that history is “a continuous process
of interaction between the historian and his facts, an unending dialogue
between the present and the past.” Modern social studies educators
might well contemplate and apply to the present Carr’s further state-
ment that: “I hope I am sufficiently up-to-date to recognize that anything
written in the 1890’s must be nonsense. But 1 am: not yet advanced
enough to be committed to the view that anything written in the 1950's
necessarily makes sense.”

Certainly the best history is that which is interpretative, and history
does not need to be mere description, narration, or exposition. In fact,
historians have always recognized that their chief purpose has been to
interpret the past to their own generation. This is why each generation
writes its own history anew. The past must be used to serve the present.
Just as the progressive role of the Supreme Court has been to interpret
the Constitution to fit the changing conditions of modern times, so can
history relate the past to future hopes.

This is the role that history has to play in a contemporary social issues
social studies program. Every modern problem has its roots, and history
provides the necessary perspective. As has often been said, it is difficult
to know where we are without some understanding of how we got there
and where we have been. A knowledge of history can also alert one to
the logically weak and sometimes dangerous use of historical analogies.

Many understandings related to contemporary society require more
than quantitative analysis (although historians today are making use of
empirical studies, including psychology and psychiatry), since they deal
with man, his motives, his capacity to change, and even the part played
by historical accident. The point is often missed that there are various
levels of generalizations and that while some may be less definitive than
others, they can, nevertheless, provide the student with some meaningful
insights.

Alan Griffin, one of the architects of the “new” social studies, often
used illustrations from history to put the student in an intellectual jam
and to stimulate reflective thinking. Thus, he not only developed a very
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useful teaching strategy, but the generalizations which finally emerged
were those that had a universal application.

Since historical scholarship is continually arrivit.g at new conclusions
and since each generation is rewriting history in the light of current
emphases, it is necessary to take stock periodically of areas of agreement
and disagreement and to be aware of the discoveries of new historical
knowledge. Thus, for example, there have been significant new changes
in interpretation related to the colonial period, the American Revolution
and the Constitution that are the result of meticulous scholarship. Again,
the pendulum of revision has swung back and forth in several areas since
the end of World War II. In the late forties and fifties the views of the
neo-revisionist consensus historians were prominent. Under the impact
of the great social upheavals of the sixties their conclusions are being
rewritten and more history is being written from the bottom up. Thus,
the influence of the Civil Rights movement has taken a more positive
view of the work of Radical Reconstruction and the leaders of this
period are given credit for the Fourteenth Amendment, which stands as
the basis for much of our current struggle for equality.

It might seem that to present to students changing historical inter-
pretations might only confuse them and cause them to lose faith. On the
contrary, such teaching of history would probably be the most effective
way to learn. By studying various sources and divergent conclusions the
student can come to understand that most great issues are complex and
that there are no simple causes or solutions.

Furthermore, in many classes the old legends persist. There is often a
considerable gap between the most recent historical scholarship and
what is found in textbooks and in the classroom. The classical example
of a piece of historical research which took years to change the textbooks
was that published by A. H. Lybyer in 1914 entitled “The Influence of
the Rise of the Ottoman Turks upon the Roots of Oriental Trade.” He
showed that [talian trade with the Orient did not decrease following the
fall of Constantinople in 1453 but only after 1500 when the Portuguese
had established an ail-water route to the East. Despite Lybyer's conclu-
sion, the old story—that Columbus had sailed west because the Turks had
captured Constantinorle and had cut off the trade routes—was still to be
found in some textbooks and in the thinking of many teachers and
students fifty years later. Many more significant illustrations could be
given of the need for historical accuracy and the importance for teachers
to keep abreast of historical scholarship.

It is for the reasons noted above that the National Council for the
Social Studies has periodically issued significant volumes designed pri-
marily to reinterpret United States history. The 17th Yearbook, pub-
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lished in 1946 and edited by Richard E. Thursfield, was entitled The
Study and Teaching of American History. This was followed by the 31st
Yearbook in 1961, Interpreting and Teaching American History, co-
edited by William H. Cartwright and Richard L. Watson, Jr. The same
editors have cooperated again in making this current volume possible.
In both the 1961 and the 1973 books the editors have been successful
in bringing together a group of distinguished historians to write the
various chapters. This latest study not only has chapters dealing with the
various periods of American history, but it has added chapters on ethnic
and minority groups and on such topics as urban history, war, and intel-
lectual history. Any teacher of the social studies should find the substan-
tive content and the extensive bibliographies provided by the authors
to be extremely useful. The National Council for the Social Studies is
once again indebted to William H. Cartwright and Richard L. Watson,
Jr. and is grateful to the professional historians for their significant
contributions.

HaRRIS L. DANTE, President
National Council for the Social Studies
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- Introduction -

Historical Study
iIn a Changing Curriculum

William H. Cartwright and Richard L. Watson, Jr.

ANALYSIS of representative literature treating the social studies
curriculum and of speeches delivered at conferences devoted to the
social studies during the 1960’s indicates that the study of history was
being de-emphasized. Large proportions of the books, articles, and
speeches relating to social studies dealt with the contemporary social
sciences, with current problems and issues, with processes of contem-
porary inquiry, and with current value systems. Some pointed to history
courses in the schools as an evil force that had perpetuated false and
damaging mythology and prevented the learning of matters relevant
to contemporary youth and society.?

Such developments were not necessarily bad. The contemporary social
sciences have much to offer that is necessary to understanding our
society and to developing ways of resolving its problems. Most learning
will come about through inquiry; therefore the means of inquiry must be
learsied. And it is past time that the social studies could ignore values
and value systems, gloss over either past or present evil, or confuse
careful scholarship with neutrality about fundamental values. Both
through commission and omission, school history has perpetuated myths,
and too much of it has been irrelevant to matters of enduring value,
which is a more serious charge than that it has been irrelevant to con-
temporary youth and society.

All these statements may be granted. And far more must be done to
meet their implications for improving the social studies. But none of
the criticisms justifies the removal of history from an important place
in the curriculum. Too frequently critics have confused the misuse of
something with the thing itself and called for the abolition of the sub-
stance as a remedy for its misuse. The error can be observed with
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4 REINTERPRETATION OF AMERICAN HISTORY AND CULTURE

regard to a host of things, including medicines, religion, government,
and formal education as a whole. Further, and incongruously, the critics—
even the critics of history—turn to history as their chief aid in sustaining
their charges. Yet, such must be the case, for most of what we know
or claim to know comes from a study of history.

Before we decide to dispense with history in the curriculum, we might
well give serious consideration to the values that have been claimed for
it through the generations during which it developed into what was
deemed to be an essential school subject. For the most part, the his-
torical profession did not assert itself with regard to these matters during
the generation following World War II although both the American His-
torical Association and the Organization of American Historians estab-
lished committees to improve the teaching of history in the schools. Under
the aegis of these committees, conferences of historians and schoolteach-
ers were held in many parts of the nation and scores of pamphlets were
published to provide teachers with fresh interpretations and bibliogra-
phies. Beginning in 1969, the History Education Project of the Ameri-
can Historical Association organized teams of historians, social studies
educators, and teachers, who worked with varying effectiveness with
several school systems to develop materials and methods for the im-
provement of the teaching of history. However, unlike learned societies
in the contemporary social sciences, neither of the historical societies
sponsored major curriculum projects for the purpose of developing
school programs in history that would have the support of the organized
profession. On the contrary, although individual historians supplied
many useful essays, addressed many meetings of teachers, and served as
consultants to many curriculum projects, the organized historical pro-
fession seemed to assume that the values of historical study were weli
known and its place in the curriculum assured. Of all scholars, historians
should have known that people tend to forget that of which they are
not frequently reminded.

One of the most recent studies of American history in the curriculum
to be sponsored by the organized profession was made in 1944 by the
Committee on American History in Schools and Colleges.* The Com-
mittee reported the status of the subject, set forth a rationale for its
study, related it to other subjects and activities both within and without
the school, and recommended content for the curriculum. Of the
purposes for studying American history, the Committee said,

Laymen and educators are generally agreed that knowledge of our
own history is essential in the making of Americans. The reasons for this
belief may be summed up under four main heads. History makes loyal
citizeas because memories of common experiences and common aspira-
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tions are essential ingredients in patriotism. History makes intelligent
voters because sound decisions about present problems must be based
on knowledge of the past. History makes good neighbors because it
teaches tolerance of individual differences and appreciation of varied abil-
ities and interests. History makes stable, well-rounded individuals because
it gives them a start toward understanding the pattern of society and
toward enjoying the artistic and intellectual productions of the past. It
gives long views a perspective, a measure of what is permanent in a
nation’s life. To a people it is what memory is to the individual; and
memory, expressed or unconscious, guides the acts of every sentient
being.3

The Committee did not rest with these assertions. [t said that while
history is essential to achieving these purposes, many other subjects also
contribute to them. It called for a broad approach to the study of his-
tory, emphasizing that all human activities are interrelated. It recognized
that the purposes of history could be abused by twisting the data and
condemned chauvinism in history teaching. It placed stress on interpre-
tation as well as fact.

In the twentieth century a number of scholars have studied the history
of the teaching of the social studies in the schools, and have been par-
ticularly interested in the purposes and values of history in the cur-
riculum. Social studies entered the curriculum of American schools
almost with the birth of the nation, as geography and history, with
considerable attention to government. Economics, psychology, sociology,
and anthropology had not yet emerged as subjects for formal study.
During most of the national period, most writing on history as a school
subject was strongly in its support. Three studies, by William F. Russell,
Rolla M. Tryon, and Agnew O. Roorbach, dealt with pre-Civil War
conceptions of the purposes of history teaching.

In 1914, Russell wrote,

In general, history came into the curriculum for the purpose of moral
training, to provide for the leisure period, to give religious training, to in-
spire patriotism, to obviate international prejudice, to train for citizen-
ship, and to provide discipline for the mind.?

Twenty years later, Tryon listed the same purposes except that he
omitted the obviation of international prejudice.® Russell’s sole source
for asserting that this had been an early purpose was one textbool-
on the history of New York. Roorbach, writing in 1936, reiterated the
same six purposes and added two others, “to prepare for more extensive
reading” and “to equip with practical knowledge.”®

In 1949 and 1950, William H. Cartwright discussed twelve purposes
that had been claimed for American history as a subject of instruction
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6 REINTERPRETATION OF AMERICAN HISTORY AND CULTURE

in the previous two hundred years. The research was based on analysés
of hundreds of textbooks and on the writings of scores of persons con-
cerned with the teaching of history. He classified the purposes into three
categories. The first category included five purposes that were set forth
very early and had endured. They were to inspire patriotism, to train for
citizenship, to develop moral standards, to train for the use of leisure
time, and to broaden the cultural background. Two purposes were
claimed earlier, but did not endure in public education. One of these
was the training of the mind, which disappeared early in the twentieth
century as the theory of mental discipline fell into disrepute. The other
was religious training, which has continued in sectarian schools. Four
purposes were set forth later than the others. These were the achieve-
ment of international understanding, the elimination of prejudice, the
attainment of certain intellectual skills, and the understanding of
society.”

In 1969, Richard S. Craddock reported the views of American profes-
sional historians on the purposes and values of historical study based on
a massive study of writings published since 1880. He grouped the many
values which he identified into several categories which included develop-
ment of citizenship and patriotism, preparation for life, development of
historical method and perspective, a guide to action, and development
of better persons.® He found that the purposes and values asserted by
the professional historians included all those asserted also by persons
primarily concerned with the teaching of history and other social studies.

Such are the values and purposes that have been ascribed to the
study of history in the United States. It may be argued against them
that they are unworthy or that they may be achieved better through
some means other than history. Let us look at them from these points
of view.

Certainly wise use of leisure time and broadening the cultural back-
ground are worthy purposes. The study of history can contribute much
toward the achievement of both, but it is no more essential for these
purposes than are many other activities. One need know nothing of the
history of art, music, horticulture, or sports to enjoy passive or active
participation in them. Yet the testimony of those who have some
knowledge of their history is that such knowledge often brings greater
appreciation. Many a boy who is thought by his teacher to be a poor
student of history prides himself on being able to identify athletic
record-holders. And both history as a body of knowledge and history
as method are necessary to sound interpretation of much that comes
to us via the communications media and the fields of popular entertain-
ment.
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History can be and has been misused, both to teach moral standards
and behavior for which there is only a local or provincial standard and
to teach that evil people are always punished and good people always
rewarded. Careful study of history will not support either purpose.
History is not the best vehicle for teaching what are commonly thought
of as standards of conduct. Mythology is probably more effective. And
yet history can help. In thoughtful study of history, as Henry Johnson
said,

Man will be seen at the lowest and worst, as he is already seen in any
serious study of history. The reaction to that, if healthy, may, as the
eighteenth century so firmly believed, be intense hatred of the lowest and
worst and a stimulus to conduct more becoming to the dignity of human
nature. Man will also be seen at his best and highest. There will be ex-
amples of heroism, of patience under suffering, of loving service, of elo-
quence moving men to better things, of passionate pursuit of the good,
the beautiful and the true, moments which, if properly presented, will
make children at any stage of school instruction feel that they are stand-
ing on holy ground. Experience has shown that emotional appeals of any
kind, instead of being minified. are greatly enhanced by a sense of his-
torical trueness.?

These sentiments should meet with a sympathetic reception from those
designers of curriculum who emphasize consideration of values and those
who are popularizing the term “the affective domain.”

History has been misused to inspire a blind patriotism, even a vicious
chauvinism. It has been misused to lead the adherents of national,
ethnic, racial, and religious groups to believe that they were the best, and
others the worst, of their kind. Thus history has been Americanized,
Germanized, Italianized, Japanized, Chinaized, Sovietized, Celticized,
Nordicized, Caucasianized, Africanized, Judaized, Christianized, Moslem-
ized, Catholicized, and Protestantized. Mere persons, not all of them
good, have been made into heroes and demi-gods. But the fact that
loyalty has been perverted does not justify the condemnation of loyalty
itself. Nor does the fact that history has been perverted to help develop
a vicious loyalty justify the condemnation of history itself.

Enlightened loyalty is an honorable trait. Loyalty is necessary to the
survival of any cultural institution or group, be it family, nation, religion,
or the totality of humankind. And history is essential to the development
of loyalty. One cannot conceive of any organized group of people
enduring long without knowledge of a common past. Such knowledge is
one of the strongest bonds of social cohesion.

We can recognize the essential unity of humanity, and we can strive
toward a history that will contribute to general recognition of that unity.
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But even if that history and that general recognition are achieved, group
loyalties will continue to exist and will seem desirable. In our own coun-
try, both social studies educators and society as a whole have discarded
the idea of the “melting pot” and strive to keep alive the identity and
pride of the various groups of which the country is comprised. And
those groups, Irish and Italian, Afro-American and Chicano, insist that
their part in history must be taught and recognized in order for that
identity and that pride to exist. The kind of patriotism advocated by
most twentieth-century historians and teachers was an enlightened
patriotism faithful to the best traditions of a people. Indeed, international
and intercultural understanding have become major purposes of history.
Such understanding cannot be brought about without history. The study
of history can support both group loyalty and human unity. Some
members of various groups will continue to pervert history in the in-
terest of misguided loyalty, but we can strive toward an ideal history.
And we can try to make local, state, parochial, ethnic, and national his-
tory parts of that ideal history rather than subversive of it.

Citizenship is closely related to loyalty and is subject to similar per-
versions. It can, and sometimes has, come to mean a blind subservience
to the will of the state. And, as has been demonstrated in totalitarian
societies, history can be perverted to help bring about such a condition.
But that kind of citizenship and that perverted history are not in the
best traditions of an enlightened society. Thomas Jefferson, in explaining
the statute that he proposed in 1781 and 1782 for establishing public
education in Virginia, said,

But of the views of this law none is more important, none more legit-
imate, than that of rendering the people the safe, as they are the ulti-
mate, guardians of their own liberty. For this purpose the reading in the
first stage, where rthey will receive their whole education, is proposed, as
has been said, to be chiefly historical. History by apprising them of the
past will enable them to judge of the future; it will avail them of the ex-
perience of other times and other nations; it will qualify them as judges of
the actions and designs of men: it will enable them to know ambition
under every disguise it may assume; and knowing it, to defeat its views.!?

In our best tradition we want citizens to make up their own minds on
issues on the basis of the best information available, to take action and
join with others in action designed to bring about the best situations
possible and to defend their own rights and those of others. History
is not sufficient for the task of developing such citizens, but history is
essential to that task. If, as is reporied, a large proportion of our popula-
tion would support action subversive of the Bill of Rights and oppose
action supportive of it, a major reason may well be that they did not
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learn enough history well enough to appreciate the struggles against
tyranny that brought that Bill into existence, that brought about its
subsequent extension, and that are and ought to be going on for its
further extension.

International and intercultural understanding have been alluded to
as being among the purposes of history. History is not sufficient for
achieving these purposes, but it is ¢ssential. to them. One cannot under-
stand peoples of other nations and other cultures without some knowl-
edge of their history. He cannot understand them well unless he knows
much of their history. These statements are part of the larger generaliza-
tion that knowledge of history is necessary to an understanding of
society.

No social institution, development, or event can be understood without
consideration of history. The crises of the Middle East have little mean-
ing unless long-standirg associations and values of Arabs, Jews, and
great powers are com; -chended. The problems of minority groups are
not likely to be solved without serious attention to the long history of the
oppression of subject peoples by dominant ones.

History offers a means of studying peoples and persons. Through it,
the student should see people at work on matters of universal and
enduring importance in different times and settings. Thus, he should
come to a sympathetic underst: nding of peoples different from his own
and persons different from him. And he should gain an appreciation
of the essential unity of humankind.

In its capacity to sift out of the mass of knowledge those elements
which have enduring value, history has unique importance in the social
studies. In times of troubles, the concept of stability that can come only
from history is especially important. The knowledge that people in other
times and places have endured similar trials should help establish a sense
of stability. As the Committee on American History said, history is for
a society like memory for a person, and without it stability cannot be
achieved.

If a sense of stability and of continuity is necessary to an understand-
ing of society, a sense of change and of development is also essential.
And that sense cannot come except through the study of history. “Educa-
tion for a Changing World” has long been a slogan of progressive
educators. Since the study of such a topic requires the historical
approach, it is almost incredible that the slogan has been employed in
advocacy of lessening the attention given to history as a school subject.
The content of history is the story of change. The substance of history
is social development. Properly taught or learned, history tries to tell
how things were becoming more than how things were. This feature is
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unique to history. To the extent that any other subject presents social
development in an organized fashion, that subject becomes history. If the
concept of social development were the only contribution that history
had to offer, the study of history would be justified as being necessary
for anyone secking to understand society.

There remains for consideration as a purpose of history the develop-
ment of certain intellectual skills. This purpose is shared with many
other subjects, but the historical method has much to ofter. It is used
by scholars in other disciplines, but it was first systematized by his-
torians. It has been employed in an unsystematic way since the begin-
ning of iitne. The word “history” comes from the Greek word meaning

~ “inquiry.” Insofar as anyone makes thoughtful decisions about social

issues, it is the historical method he uses, whether or not he is conscious
of it. But, unless it is employed consciously, the resultant decisions are
not likely to be as sound as would otherwise be the case.

The historical method requires that the available evidence be gathered.
It requires a determination as to whether the evidence is what it is
claimed to be. If evidence is spurious, it must be rejected. If it is
authentic, many tests must be applied to it. If it is an original source,
what meaning may be derived from it? How does that meaning hold up
when compared with that derived from other original sources? If it
consists of firsthand observation, was the observer in a position to know
what he observed? Was he in a position to understand and interpret
what he observed? How do his observations hold up when compared
with those of others and with available original evidence? If the evidence
consists of opinions and interpretations of those removed from the
scene, what is the degree of their expertness? What purpose did they
have in making their study and interpretations? What were their biases
and fundamental assumptions? To what extent were they influenced by
the biases and fundamental assumptions of the time and place in which
they did their study? What generalizations and inferences can be arrived
at from these kinds of considerations of the evidence? What meaning
can be derived for the time and place from which the evidence comes,
for us here and now, for the future?

It is a joy to watch classes in which siudents are engaged in these
kinds of activities. (These classes may well show that one of the pur-
poses of studying history can be pure enjoyment.) Such classes, however,
are all too few. When they are found, it usually does not take much
investigation to discover that the students’ habits of demanding and
c-iticizing evidence, of making and challenging interpretations, of deriv-
g, agreeing, and disagreeing on meaning with regard to assertions of
their peers, their teacher, and the media, are traceable to the purposeful
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and skillful instruction of a teacher, or of teachers, who brought them
to realize the importance of these activities.

That too few teachers of history exploit the subject as method does
not justify abolishing the subject any more than does the fact that too
few teachers teach the substance of history as continuity and change.
These conditions only requirc continued and intense efforts to improve
the teaching of history. Perhaps the newly intensified emphasis placed
on method by many of the current leaders and projects in the social
studies will have the desired effects.

A cry of the critics of school history today is for relevance. And
they seem to mean relevance to the present. A study of history would
show that this cry is not new. Only the name changes. Henry Johnson,
who devoted much study to the history of history teaching, said of the
idea a generation ago,

It was certainly an old idea in the fifth century B.C. when the Father
of History discovered it, and he simply took it for granted. It was still old
when Jacob Wimpheling wrote the first known textbook in history for
schools, and he simply took it for granted. In this book, published in
1505, every page is plainly inspired by the present in which Wimpheling
lived. . . . The idea began to be new when Christ'~. Weise discovered it
in 1676, became generally new in the eighteenth century, and since then
has always been as new as it was to the Committee on Social Studies in
1916 and still is to its youngest discoverer. . . .

How can any.idea so old be regarded as new? An explanation is not
far to seek. The conditions which educational reformers strive to meet
are actually new. There is always an old education to attack. There is
always a new education implying a break with the past, inviting us to be-
gin at the beginning as if nothing had ever been begun before, and leaving
an impression that any principle called into play by new conditions must
be as new as the conditions themselves. With here and there an unnoticeu
exception, the sccond generation of history teachers, and their critics and
advisers, thus forgot the first, the third generation forgot the second, and
the process of forgetting continued down to the present.!

The present is important; we live in it. And much of a sound social
studies program must be relevant to it. But whole curricula based on it
have never worked and will not work. The present is fleeting, and any
program based on it will also be fleeting. In fact any such program will
be out of date before it can be put into operation. The “new” social
studies promulgated by the critics of a decade ago are already under
attack by younger critics who seek curricula relevant to a new present.

At the Annual Meeting of the American Historical Association in
1966, one of the editors of this volume presented a paper entitled, “Can
History Mainiain its Place in the Curriculum?” His answer was that it
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could, but only if it was taught in such a way that it seemed significant
to society and students. The New York 1imes reported the remarks on
the obituary page.’* The speaker did not mean to be announcing the
death of history. A social studies program, to endure, must be relevant
to enduring values. In such a program there will be an important place
for history.

There are movements to de-emphasize history in the curriculum.
They are finding some success, and a relative de-emphasis on history
is necessary in order to make room for other social studies that are
needed by individuals and society. In part, however, the de-emphasis is
the fault of historians who have not come to a vigorous defense of their
subject, of teachers who have not developed skills in relating the present
to the past and both to the future, and new *“new curriculum” makers
who have fallen victim to a recurrence of presentism. But the values
of history will be maintained by some and will be rediscovered by others.
Enduring purposes that have been asserted for history cannot be
achieved without it. Jts fundamental subject matter of development is
necessary to sound social thought. Its method is necessary to sound
social action.

Reasons for New Interpretations

It has been twelve years since the publication of Interpreting and
Teaching American History, the Thirty-First Yearbook of the National
Council for the Social Studies. The fact that that volume was kept in
print for more than a decade may indicate that many readers found a
volume of 'nterpretations of American history to be useful. But the
Thirty-First Yearbook is out-of-date in several ways. It is in the nature
of historical interpretations that they require frequent revision. Historical
interpretations change in part because of the discovery of new evidence.
They change also becausc social development continues, bringing new
problems and shifts in the seeming relative importance of old ones.
Further, interpretations change because of changes in the fundamental
assumptions of historians and the society of which they are a part.

Social change in the United States was dramatic in the 1960’s as its
society was affected by a remarkable number of developments. These
included spectacular refinements in the technology of communication,
aimost incredible exploration of space, the Vietnam War, struggles of
minority groups against oppression and increasing recognition of them,
the women’s liberation movement, the population explosion, a continued
shift of population to the cities with an accompanying intensification of
urban problems, a startling growth of the drug problem, increasing fear
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of pollution of the environment, a dramatic increase in cnrollments at
institutions of higher learning, an increase in the relative numbers of the
young and the aged, the youth movement, tremendous advances in
knowledge of medicine and surgery accompanied by grcat increascs in
health costs, and continuing inflation along with high rates of unem-
ployment.

Amid the welter of successes and failures, many people saw more
decline than advance of the cause of humanity. As a consequence, many
assumptions that had been held almost without question were challenged.
Once ncarly sacred social, political, and economic institutions were
called into question.

Historians were not immune to these shifts in thought, On the con-
trary, they were often leaders in the movements. There had been
revisionist historians in earlier gencrations, but they did not create so
great a stir as those of the present gencration are creating. The study
and writing of history cannot remain unaffected by the course of events.
David Potter put the situation well in the Thirty-First Yearbook. Having
described the controversial nature of the literature on the background
of the Civil War and having emphasized the disagreement among his-
torians on “the interpretation of every link in the chain of sectional
clashes which preceded the final crisis,” he wrote,

The irony of this disagreement lies in the fact that it persists in the face
of vastly increased factual knowledge and constantly intensified scholarly
rescarch. The discrepancy, indeed, is great enough to make apparent a
reality about history which is scldom so self-evident as it is here: namely
that factual mastery of the data alone does not necessarily lead to agree-
ment upon broad questions of nistorical truth. It certainly narrows the
alternatives between which controversy continues to rage, and this nar-
rowing of alternatives is itself an important proof of objective progress.
But within the alternatives the determination of truth depends more per-
haps upon basic fundamental assumptions which are applied in inter-
preting the data, than upon the data themselves. Data, in this sense, are
but the raw materials for historical interpretations and not the determi-
nants of the interpretive process.!?

It often comes as a shock to beginning students of history and it too
often comes as a shock to history tcachers to discover the truth of
Potter’s statement. Yet, unless that truth is recognized, the study of
history is woefully incomplete and its teaching is likely to be rank
indoctrination. The essays in this volume should aid in this recognition.

It should be added that as one means of insuring that this volume
would be more than a revision of the Thirty-First Yearbook, the
editors turned to a completely different list of authors as contributors.
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Only one author contributed to both volumes, and his contributions are
on two fundamentally different topis. Only a very few of the historians
who were invited to contribute declined, and their refusals without
exception were regretfully made on the basis of previous scholarly com-
mitments. Those who accepted did so in spite of heavy commitments
and made their contribution without compensation.

Organization of the Volume

The editors hold to the value of a chronological organization as one
that lends itself to disclosing continuity and change and to showing that
people confront many problems at the same time. Accordingly, two-
thirds of the chapters in this book are arranged chronologically.

Recognition of the values of the order of development does not
preclude recognition of the tenor of the times in which history is written.
It seemed especially important to recognize pressing current problems
and developments in a volume written for teachers and designed to help
them keep their teaching up-to-date. So much more history had been
written since 1960 that the ecditors asked a distinguished American
historian to introduce this work with a chapter on the historiography
of the period. They also asked specialists in nine particular topics to
contribute chapters on those topics. Those chapters shouid help teachers
to learn about, to “brush up” on, to gain further leads to understanding
the background of matters of current importance to Americans growing
up in the 1970's.

The combining of topical and chronological chapters necessarily leads
to overlapping among the chapters. For example, while a separate chap-
ter is devoted to the history of women in American life, it is recognized
that women contributed to social development in all periods, they par-
ticipated in all cultural groups, they lived in cities, they thought and
wrote about matters of deep import, and they were involved in wars.
The editors hope that the unavoidable overlapping among chapters will
have value in reinforcement rather than bringing redundancy.

The editors and authors also faced the knotty problem of combining
interpretive and bibliographical material. The authors were asked to
employ both approaches but to emphasize interpretation and writings
published since 1961. The chapters vary in relative emphasis on bibliog-
raphy and interpretation, but both approaches are used in all of them.
Many of the references will not be readily available to most teachers,
but to give interpretation without evidence would violate principles of
scholarship by which both writers and teachers of history should be
bound. Moreover the fact that a book may not be readily available does
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not mean that a teacher will not profit from knowing that the book
exists. Indeed, many of the citations shouid aid teachers in building both
institutional and personal libraries.

Purpose of the Volume

The purpose of this book is to make available as authoritative and
up-to-date an account of the state of scholarship in American history
as the editors and authors were able to present in a volume of reasonable
size. This volume was not commissioned as a work on pedagogy. Hence,
it does not treat the great changes in the teaching of history that took
place in the last decade.

New textbooks and courses of study, and revisions of earlier ones,
called into question perspectives of the past that had seemed settled.
They gave much more attention to the contributions and abuses of
minority groups. A flood of teaching materials in media other than
print came into use. Materials and methods previously considered to be
in the domain of other social sciences were employed increasingly in the
teaching of history. Coverage of the subject through narrative yielded
more and more to emphasis on the development of concepts and of skills
of inquiry. These changes were hastened by a host of curriculum projects
financed in large part by the Federal Government and carried out by
consortia of institutions of higher education and schools. Thus, the
knowledge and experience of scholars in the social sciences and pedagogy
were combined with those of school personnel. The results of many of
the projects were on the commercial market in 1972,

Although this book does not deal with the pedagogy of history,
readers will see that many of the concerns that affected curriculum
makers were shared by professional historians. Thus, this volume reflects
new perspectives of past developments and new emphases on minority
groups, on conceptual approaches, and on use of the methods of the
social sciences. Because the labors of most historians along these lines
are of recent origin, it should not be surprising if their results scem
less certain and less satisfying than those of the traditional historians
once seemed. Curriculum making and scholarship are different enter-
prises, yet in matters of knowledge and understanding of a subiject it is
difficult for sound curricula to be very far ahead of sound scholarship.
Teachers and other curriculum makers who seek to create new, challeng-
ing, and useful school programs should find assistance from the new
scholarship reflected in this book. And they will want to follow further
developments in that scholarship.
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The Reinterpretation of American History and Culture is not expected
to serve as a textbook for the instruction of students in the schools.
Rather, it is designed as a resource for teachers and students of American
history as they struggle with the task of making every person his own
historian.
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WHY," asked Sydney E. Ahlstrom, a historian of American reli-
gion, “did the fair weather, the complacency, moral composure, national
self-confidence, and optimism of the fiftics, of the Eisenhower years and
even of Kennedy's early New Frontier days become so quickly clouded?
... Why . . . have so many long-term processes dropped their bomb
load on the sixties?” In seeking an explanation, Ahlstrom concludes,
“we touch upon an edge of the mysterium tremendum.!

The historiography of the 1960's reflected some of this awesome
crisis but not the full intensity of it. There was, of course, anxiety and
despair among historians as there was among everyone else. Historians,
however, had the benefit of the long view, which is to say that from the
beginnings of American history there had always been anxiety and
despair. So the mood of the 1960’s represented an extension and in-
tensification of what had been previously. Did intellectuals who were not
historians have more fun with the sense of doom that haunted the
i960's?

The historian’s long view, too, ameliorated his sense of crisis. In the
decade of the 1960’s, poverty, racism, and various urban problems were
inescapable for the historian as they were for everyone else. While
radical historians focused their researches on these and related problems
looking toward social change, it was at least possible for conservatives
in the historical guild to conclude that the republic, in the past, had
survived with these ills and the mere highlighting of them in the 1960's
did not mean that radical change was csseatial to the survival of the
nation. What had existed for so long could conceivably go on forever.”

17
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Nevertheless, the most sensitive historiographic barometer—reported
in the American Historical Review as well as in the Wall Street Journal
—was the group of historians clustered under the vague rubric, New
Left.* To anyone who had lived through the Old Left of the 1930’s and
was familiar with the New History earlier in the twentieth century—the
writings of Frederick Jackson Turner, Charles A. Beard, James Harvey
Robinson, Carl L. Becker, Arthur Meier Schlesinger, and Vernon L.
Parrington—the New Left was not very new. In his introduction to an
uneven collection of historical essays that could pass as a sort of
Swnma of New Left historiography, the editor of the collection, Barton
J. Bernstein, acknowledges an indebtedness to the New History. Bern-
stein quotes Turner saying in 1910 that “a comprehension of the United
States today, an understanding of the rise and progress of the forces
which have made it what it is, demands that we should rework our
history from the new points of view afforded by the present.” Bernstein
then quotes Arthur Meier Schlesinger who said about the same thing
in 1923 and gives less attention than he should to what Beard was
trying to do when he published An Economic Interpretation of the
Constitution in 1913. Vernon L. Parrington’s Main Currents in American
Thought {1927-30) and Charles and Mary Beard’s The Rise of Ameri-
can Civilization (1927) mark for Bernstein “the triumph of the pro-
gressive synthesis. In broad outlines, it viewed much of American history
as a struggle between the privileged and the less privileged: sometimes,
as in the lingering influence of Turner, between sections; at other times,
as in the works of Beard, Schlesinger and Becker, between class or
economic interests.” This history, according to Bernstein, “was marked
by emphasis upon upheaval and ‘revolutions,” upon conflicts between
rival ideologies.”* .

The New Left borrowed another leaf from the book of ths New
History: the latter’s conception of history’s role in pointing the way
toward social reform, which was an aspect of the allied themes of
relevarce and presentism. Many of the issues of presentism and rele-
vance in today’s historiography were present in Schlesinger’s New View-
points in American History. On the other hand, Turner and Beard wrote
very little about blacks and ethnics—indeed, a case for racism could be
made against them. Relevancy, it would seem, is a sometimes thing.5

An additional element of continuity between the New History and the
New Left is the tendency of both to confuse Marxism, the economic
interpretation of history, and economic determinism. Beard was an
economic determinist to the extent that Marx never was, and Beard
also gave less scope to the force of ideas in history than Marx did.
Beard, if he knew and understood Marxist dialectic and the meaning
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of Marxist historical materialism, was unimpressed by them. Historical
materialism, not economic determinism, is central to Marxism. Parring-
ton, too, was no Marxist insofar as his Main Currents in American
Thought postulated a closer relationship between ideas and economic
forces than did Marx. There were in the era of the New History tracts
on American history written from the Marxist viewpoint—mindful that
it is hard to establish with any degree of definity what precisely is the
Marxist viewpoint—by Algie M. Simons, who had been a student of
Frederick Jackson Turner, and by Herman Schluter.® Between 1917 and
1919, there appeared A. W. Calhoun, 4-Social History of the American
Family, vaguely Marxian in orientation and wrongheaded in its assump-
tion of a direct relationship between family structure and stages of
capitalist development.?

During the depression decade of the 1930’s, Beard and Parrington
were very popular among left-thinking historians. Again the category
is difficult to define, even as there was continued confusion among the
latter between Marxism and mere recognition of the significance of
economic forces. Around 1935, there was an effort by the Stalinist Com-
munists in America to sway historiography by bending it to the purposes
of their slogan that Communism was twentieth-century Americanism—
devised after the Party adopted the united front tactic. This envisioned a
proletarian view of American history designed to rescue the American
heritage from “bourgeois” historians, the word “elitist” being not yet
popular. Yet, despite all the talk and ideological ferment caused by the
impact of Marxism upon young historians of the 1930’s, there was no
significant Marxist historiography.

What we today call the “Old Left” produced only two professional
historians: Herbert Aptheker and Philip S. Foner. Their doctoral dis-
sertations, Aptheker’s American Negro Slave Revolts (1943) and Foner’s
Business and Slavery (1941), were not Marxist tracts. Foner was more
of a Beardian than a Marxist, and Aptheker, busily counting slave
“revolts,” tended to confuse “revolt” and minor incident, but without
ideological overtones. W.E.B. Du Bois’ Black Reconstruction appeared
in 1935, but its central theme reached back to earlier work by the author
around 1900. Where to place this volume in the Marxist spectrum is
difficult to say.

Falling more clearly within the Marxist-Stalinist orbit was James S.
Allen’s tract on the Reconstruction era which was far inferior to Du
Bois’ work. Science and Society, which began publication in 1936 and
continues to publish, provided an outlet for Marxist historiography.
There was, too, the abortive Marxist Quarterly which represented, in its
brief career, a dissident Marxist viewpoint. It contained one notable
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article by Louis M. Hacker, “American Revolution: Economic Aspects,”
which is still worth reading.®

The New Left is heir to the confusions of the Old. There is no little
disagreement as to what Marxism is and where Marxism parted company
with mere reformism. The Marxism or Marxiodism of Eugene Genovese
is different from that of Staughton Lynd, and they had differences with
historians of the Old Left, Philip Foner and Herbert Aptheker.? Is Lynd
a Marxist when he writes: “I believe Marxism is correct in its under-
standing of where humanity has been and is going. Think of it as a
backdrop to the stage on which historical protagonists play their self-
determined parts. It is nonctheless an essential clement in the drama.”?
Convinced Communists would want a doctrine more stringent than this
blend of “soft” Marxism and existentialism. Moreover, Lynd has a habit
of talking ideology one way and writing history another. His historical
writing is geared more to Beard than to Marx. Lynd, one feels, would
have a rather short life span in the Marxist paradises of Brezhnev and
Mao.

Lynd, however, is a man secking direction and asking that history
provide it, which, of course, asks too much. The past, he asserts, is to be
ransacked “not for its own sake, but as a source of alternative models
of what the future might become.” Similarly, Arnold Waskow at the
meeting of the American Historical Association in December 1969
demanded that politics and scholarship be brought together and that
historians “rebuild themselves; to reconnect body and mind, morals and
information; to do that precisely in resistance to a dehumanizing social
system.” Thus, Waskow concluded, ‘“‘the urge is no mere idiosyncratic
hang-up: it is the most political of events, and the radical historians,
like other newly radical intellectuals, are questioning the whole bureau-
cratic-‘rational’ assumption of the split in roles between citizen and
scholar.”!! Most of Waskow's hearers did not agree with his point of
view and some, recalling the 1930's, had a sensc of déja vu.

Still, the New Left, interacting with the events of the decade, provided
direction for hisiorical rescarch. Black history was a key area as were
the slave system, slavery, abolitionism and abolitionists who were New
Left herocs, foreign policy and expansion, labor history, protest groups
like the Populists, the IWW and non-elitist, including inarticulate groups
in the American population. Yet, even as all historians who addressed
themsclves to these themes were not of the New Left, not all New Left
historians were agreed as to how these themes should be handled.
Staughton Lynd, for example, disagreed with Jessc Lemisch over the
possibility and practicability of writing the history of the inarticulate.1?
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Despite the interest in radical historiography, the radicals hardly
dominated American historiography. Most historians are not radicals
and this is a reflection of a certain amount of conservatism that has
always characterized American historians and, more importantly, the
profession’s indifference to ideology and theory in history generally.
There is ample indication that the “consensus” school of historical writ-
ing which attracted so much attention in the fiftics was not cclipsed
during the sixties."®

Despite concern with the issues of reievance and reform, the New
Left fziled to establish a historical background for a major Amcrican
tradition of poftical dissent. This failure is a reflection of the ielationship
between ideology and politics in America which is not a problem of the
New Left alone. Late in 1950, Samuel Eliot Morison, in his presidential
address to the American Historical Association, spoke of history written
in the Jefferson-Jackson-Franklin Delano Roosevelt tradition and the
need to formulate an opposing Federalist-Whig-Republican tradition in
American historiography. “We nced,” he said, “a United States history
written from a sanely conservative point of view. . . .”!

Morison’s hepe went unfulfilled. One 1cason was Louis Hartz’s argu-
ment in 1955 that owing to the absence of a feudal pattern in the
United States, it was questionable whether there were separate liberal
and conscrvative traditions. It was all liberalism, Hartz concluded, more
or less. Or it was all non-ideological pragmatism, as Danici Doorstin had
claimed in 1953. When Clinton Rossiter tried to put together a con-
servative synthesis in {955, it went nowhere.?

Morcover, it is questionable whether there was, as Morison said, a
liberal synthesis in American historiography except for Arthur Schle-
singer, Jr.’s enormously popular Age of Jackson and its rather simplistic
final chapter which presents American history in terms of capitalism
being rescued from its worst tendencies by liberal leaders like Jackson
and Franklin Roosevelt. No historian followed through in terms of this
perspective. On the other hand, there were many Jjacksonian scholars,
none with ihe audience that Schlesinger reached, however, who faulted
Schlesinger’s scholarship and his conclusions.

As for the fate of liberalism as an ideology in the 1960’s, Schiesinger
is himself an indicator. He began the decade in the service of President
John F. Kennedy and Schlesinger's Politics of Hope, which was pub-
lished in 1962, was strong in the liberal faith. His 1969 volume, The
Crisis of Confidence: ldeas, Power and Violence in America, manifested
less faith in liberal solutions.!®

There were other efforts, apart from politics, in terms of which at-
tempts were made to forge a core historical tradition. Carl Bridenbaugh,

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

22 REINTERPRETATION OF AMERICAN HISTORY AND CULTURE

in his presidential address to the American Historical Association in
December 1962, spoke of a synthesis separate from the liberal-conserva-
tive dichotomy which, in the 1950’s, as John Higham said, seemed to be
less of a dichotormiy than a consensus. Ignoring politics, Bridenbaugh
pointed to the loss of a “shared culture.” This was caused in part by
the fact that “many of the younger practitioners of our craft, and those
who are still apprentices, are products of lower middle-class or foreign
origins, and their emotions not infrequently get in the way of historical
reconstruction.” Origins such as these, according to Bridenbaugh, in-
fluenced the capacity of historians_*“to recapture enough of a sense of
the past to enable them to feel and understand it and to convey to their
readers what the past was cven remotely like.”

Bridenbaugh’s address was entitled, meaningfully, “The Great Muta-
tion,” and it raised eyebrows and hackles ameng his fellow professionals.
Bridenbaugh was reflecting a style in terms of which the historical pro-
fession had long operated; in which he matured as a scholar; and which
was waning in the 1960’s. That is, there were significant overtones of
WASPishness in the profession which did not really fade until after
World War 11 and about which not much has been said. Moreover,
Bridenbaugh’s idea of the relationship between the historian’s origins
and the capacity to feel history, while labelled reactionary and moss-
backed when it was advanced, takes on a diffcrent coloration in the
light of wiiat was said at the end of the decade concerning the relation-
ship between being black and the teaching of black history. Briden-
baugh’s stress upon history as identity—and it was a relatively restrained
emphasis compared to what was said later in the decade on this theme—
was simply a bad idea that was ahead of its time.

In addition, Bridenbaugh did not want the scamlessness of the
American past cut into by considerations of relevance and social science
analysis especially “that Bitch-goddess, QUANTIFICATION.”!? Since the
historiography of the 1960’s went in the very directions that Briden-
baugh opposed, he must have been increasingly unhappy as the decade
progressed. However, Bridenbaugh did produce in the decade Mitre and
Sceptre'® and Vexed and Troubled Englishmen,** two good books which
reflected his conception of the grass-roots history of the English-speak-
ing peoples.

It is ironic that at the end of the decade of the 1960’s Oscar Handlin
in his article “History: A Discipline in Crisis?”” adopted a position very
similar to aspects of Bridenbaugh’s argument at the beginning of the
sixties. Handlin, whose background included elements of urbanism and
foreignism to which Bridenbaugh objected, complained about the inroads
of quantification and relevance even as he lamented the absence of a
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community of scholars in a profission grown outsize. There are some
remarkable similarities of viewpoint despite the diverse backgrounds of
the two historians.*

Along with the historians of the New Left, Bridenbaugh and Handlin,
in their individual ways, were seeking unity and synthesis in the pro-
fession and data of history. So were many other historians during the
sixties since an instinct for synthesis seems to be implicit in historical
writing. The two previous decades, the 1940's and 1950’s, witnessed an
assault upon the so-called Progressive synthesis of Turner, Parrington
and Beard, the beginnings of which went back to even before the
1940's. During the 1960’s, areas of explanation narrowed still further.
In the field of Puritan studies, for example, there was a significant attack
upon the work of Perry Miller as too “monolithic” and as failing to take
into account the “pluralistic” character of Puritan culture !

Instead of synthesis, there was what Professor Rotenstreich has de-
scribed as ‘‘a multiplicity of particular contents as partial and piecemcal
as the particular portion of time to which particular men direct them-
selves.”™* Synthesis was hard to come by, not alone in the realms of grand
theory and covering law but even if sights were lowered to the hazy
and indefinitc middle level of generalization. A historian of American
science complained of the “aggressively athcoretical tradition™ in this
field leading to “'a bland and unquestioning eclecticism. . . ."*? Professor
Harold D. Woodman called for direction and synthesis in American
agricultural history, a tentative synthesis even, between grand theory and
minute detail. But there was none, Woodman complained. Instead, there
were only insights: a rivalry of insights that stood each other off without
explaining social change. The latter was an unsighted goal .24

The theme of the historian’s relationship to public policy provided a
focus for attempts at historical synthesis.*> John F. Fairbank, in his
presidential address before the American Historical Association, drew
upon the ancient and dubious theme of historical didacticism——the so-
called lessons of history. Fairbank admitted that this idea had been
frequently voiced in presidential addresses before the American His-
torical Association since 1885. He nevertheless proposed “a Sinified
updating of the familiar theme of history for use, history the handmaiden

of statesmanship. . . . I would not deny its applicability here. . . .”
Our inadvertent war in Vietnam . . . [is] an object lesson in historical
nonthinking. . . . Suppose that our leaders in the Congress and the ex-

ecutive branch had all been aware that North Vietnam is a country older
than France with a thousand-year history of southward expansion and
militant independence maintained by using guerrilla warfare to expel in-
vaders from China, for example, threc times in the thirteenth century,
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again in the fifteenth century, and again in the late eighteenth century, to
say nothing of the French in the 1950's. With this perspective, would we
have sent our troops into Vietnam so casually in 1965?26

Fairbank expected “no” as an answer to his rhetorical question.
Hannah Arendt, instead, replied, in effect, “yes.” The Pentagon Papers
and other sources, she said, reveal that the history of Southeast Asia
was known to the policymakers who, having elected for war, pursued a
policy of deliberate defactualization in order to reach a predetermined
conclusion.®”

Further on the subject of the relationship between policy and history,
Professor Louis Morton did not deny the value of the historian’s training
in the shaping of decision and policy but assigned limits to its utility.
History is not predictive; it has a limited capacity for generalization
and is not repetitive: there are “wrong” as well as “right” lessons that
the past can teach us. Writes Morton:

Whether the historian, qua historian, should play a direct role in the
formulation of policy is another matter. By instinct and training, the his-
torian avoids the present. . . . It is in dealing with the contemporary world
that he is most vulnerable professionally, since it is in precisely this area
that the qualities for which he is most valued and from which he draws
his strength—perspective, objectivity, accuracy, and completeness—are
least evident.28

Richard C. Wade has suggested that understanding the urban crisis of
of the 1960’s required “the patient reconstruction of our entice urban
past,” even as he warned against “panic history.”*® Robert H. Bremner
pointed out that the historical background of the social welfare problem
had only limited policy-making utility. “My own feeling,” wrote
Bremner, “is that what the historian can offer those who contend with
current social issues is not historical precedents or information about
right or wrong turns in the road map to the present—not knowledge, -
not solutions—but method, openness, and sensitivity.”3?

The impact of the social sciences upon American historiography, a
major development of the 1960’s, brought the historian closer to matters
of public policy because of the interrelationship between the so-called
policy sciences and the social sciences. This was particularly true of the
historian’s study of voting behavior, economic growth, and the socio-
psychological elements of status and motivation, with the social science
concepts serving to lock the past into the present.

Among the social science oriented historians, there were quantifiers
and non-quantifiers. The lacter had their day during the 1950’s and on
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into the following decade with the application of such concepts as
career line, intergroup conflict, status anxiety, reference group, class,
mobility, social structure, leadership, power, public opinion, image, type,
roie, conscious and subconscious motivation, microanalysis—and many
others, depending upon how onc wanted to define concept and, par-
ticularly, social science concept as distinguished—if there is a distinc-
tion—from the historian's traditional process of conceptualization.?!

Non-quantitative social science concepts served as a framework for
historical generalization and synthesis. Richard Hofstadter’s The Age of
Reform, for example, made the concept of status anxiety a central theme.
There were other volumes and articles written along similar lines. Yet,
however popular and convincing certain of these volumes were, especially
Hofstadter's The Age of Reform, critical reviews as distinct from
appreciative blurbs steadily eroded the utility of the concept as covering
explanation.?* The closer the scholarly examination, the less the concept
explained.?”

One reason fo: the inexactitude of non-quantitative social science
concepts as cover.ig explanations centers in the problem of defining
group structural outlines and relating group structure to behavior.?
There was need for greater exactitude in establishing group definition.
Toward the middle of the 1960’s, quantitative social science concepts
seemed to offer this possibility. Quantification involved the isolation of
variables pertaining to group definition that were capable of bcing
measured statistically. These variables lent themselves to tabulation,
machine processing, and evaluation in terms of rather complex statistical
procedures which the traditionally-trained historian had difficulty in
mastering. The technique offered at least the possibility of concepts
being more rigidly defined than were non-quantitative concepts, and
capable of statistical illustration in terms other than impressionistic
data.

Again, there was talk of a “new” history, this time centered in quan-
tifiable data and quantitative techniques: “new” political history; “new”
economic history; and “new” social history. The focus—but not the
exclusive focus—was upon group behavior with the group outline
defined by the kind of variables that could be quantified or that lent
themselves to statistical expression.*® However, not all group behavior
could be expressed statistically.?® It is impossible, for example, to quantify
so significant a variable as motivation. That motivation cannot be quanti-
fied, comments Professor Woodman, does not mean that it should be
committed to a secondary role in accounting for economic growth.
Similarly, Professor Allan Bogue suggests that the emphasis of behavioral
historians upon ethno-cultural factors might reflect tke visibility of these
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variables, that they are capable of being measured, rather than their
true significance in influencing voting patterns.37

There was a considerable range of opinion within the historical pro-
fession concerning cliometrics, the name by which quantitative techniques
applied to history came to be known. The traditionally-trained historian
tended to find quantitative studies microcosmic and limited in scope;
tedious to execute and difficult to read. Less and less of the past
scemed to be explained by more and more effort, and the historian’s
fascination with technique and computer hardware had the potential of
outstripping love for history. Certain historical themes considered
important by the cliometricians were seen as less significant by tradi-
tionally-trained historians to whom history conceived as *“‘problem” was
less intriguing. Even after prodigious efforts, the results of small-scale
inquiry were not always conclusive insofar as there was frequently some
variable, either overlooked or incapable of quantification, that put the
whole inquiry in doubt.3®

On the other hand, there were historians who expected a great deal
of cliometrics, perhaps more than it was capable of yielding. Lee Benson,
for example, expressed the belief that quantification had the potential of
making history the kind of science that Henry Buckle envisioned in
18573 Robert F. Berkhofer’s book entitled A Behavioral Approach to
Historical Analysis*® and an article by Mario S. De Pillis*! were stronger
in developing the theory of the relationship between history and
behavioralism than in its actual practice and application. Perhaps clio-
metrics can be most sensibly evaluated as one of many techniques and
methods available to the historian, to be used where relevant and without
reference to the extravagant hopes for the method held out by some
historians and the equally extravagant dislikes expressed by others.

The social science approach, quantitative and non-quantitative, as it
developed in the 1960’s, was essentially value neutral. These techniques
could have been used by the historians of the New Left, without
ideological sacrifice, but were not used by them to any great extent.
Why, it is difficult to say. Their suspicions of the technique could
conceivably have been aroused by Professor Samuel P. Hays, a leading
quantifier, who spoke of the need for social history to develop categories
of structure and change as its proper mode of organization; of the
dangers of social history being influenced by forces of relevance in
American society; of social history absorbing a problem-policy approach
and, therefore, a bias. Hays would put aside the reformist orientation of
social history—a heritage from the New History which included the use
of social science as a tool of social change. Hays warned, for example,
the historian against being captured by ideology and urged that the
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black problem be approached not as a moral issue but as an aspect of the
concept of social mobility.*?

Nor could the New Left, in the light of its commitment, be expected
to embrace Professor David Donald’s de-emphasis of moral judgments
and moral issues in dealing with the issues of Reconstruction, and
Donald’s assertion that the process whereby Congress passed the Recon-~
struction Act of 1867 “can best be described in quasimechanical terms
as an equilibrium achieved by a resolution of quantitatively measurable
forces.”** Donald’s detachment, geared to his method, led to an alto-
gether different historiographic orientation than the late Robert Staro-
bin’s insistence upon ‘“the centrality of the Negro, the South and of
racism to American development. . . .4

The social science approach to history represented an effort to get at
basic units of analysis; to uncover the *“grass roots” of history. The
search for “grass roots” did not begin with the decade of the sixties,
Professor Bridenbaugh was interested in the grass roots of the English
people in America; Professor Hays believed that in compiling voting
statistics and studying voting behavior he was getting at grass roots.
Black history and the history of white ethnic groups were also supposed
to reveal grass roots. So, too, was the emphasis in the 1960’s upon
“organizational” history; the history of organizations and administrative
systems by means of which the historians hoped to approach closer to
people and their behavior than would have been the case in conventional
historiography's concern with the traditional categories of political, social
and economic history.*

This was part of the search for smaller and, presumably, more viable
units of analysis; of the trend from macro-units to micro-units dictated
by the assurmption that the latter were less complex than the former—
an assumption which the late David Potter, for one, questioned. Accord-
ing to Potter, “a microcosm is just as cosmic as a macrocosm. Moreover,
relationships between the factors in a microcosm are just as subtle and
the generalizations involved in stating these relationships are just as
broad as the generalizations concerning the relation between factors in
a situation of larger scale.”4?

Potter’s reservations did not inhibit the microanalytic trend. This is
manifest in the shift in emphasis by some historians from group and
class with their numerous variables to the microunit of family. The
family, long neglected by historians as an area for research,*® began to
receive attention in the 1960’s because there was interest in it for itself
and partly because, as John Demos noted, “as the smallest and most
intimate of all social environments” it offered the hope of providing
insight into behavior in politics, society and economics. In mid-decade,
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three very capable young historians, Demos, Philip Greven, Jr., and
Kenneth Lockridge, enhanced our knowledge of the colonial family. Also,
since their research techniques are demographically oriented, they have
increased understanding of social structure and social process in colonial
America. "

Yet, the family microunit as a determinant of behavior has limita-
tions, with Professor Demos saying that what has been done in the area
of family research “has not been enough to stake out a definite area of
study, with its own boundaries, internal structure, and guiding themes
and questions. There is as yet no sense of the major outlines of the
story and little agreement even about research procedures, source ma-
terials, and terminology.”* Beyond the colonial period, family history
and the use of family as a determinant of behavior is even more of a
wilderness for the investigator.

“In the face of so many uncertainties” in family history, continues
Professor Demos, “one response, more instinctive than reasoned, has
been to descend to the level of local, almost personal history.” This in-
volves reductionism beyond the family to the individual and his im-
mediate environment. During the decade of the sixties there was much
interest in psychohistory. In 1965 Erik Erikson and Robert Jay Lifton
along with Kenneth Keniston, Bruce Mazlish and Philip Rieff formed
the Group for the Study of Psychohistorical Process sponsored by the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences. Of the founders Erik Erikson
loomed particularly large. There was no one of equal prominence among
those who applied psychoanalytical methods to the study of American
history, although the names of William B. Willcox, who wrote a biography
of Sir Henry Clinton, and David Donald, biographer of Charles Sumner,
come readily to mind.?!

Yet, the analysis of the individual in history, the analysis of his
motivation, conscious and subconscious—despite some good theory on
the subject by Robert Jay Lifton among others—has its own inherent
limitations.*® Far more frequently than not, the historian has an inade-
quate grasp of personality, especially the role played by early childhood
experience. Despite parallels, some of them valid, between biographical
and psychoanalytical methods, a major and probably insurmountable
difficulty is the absence of personal data available to the historical
biographer. No amount of theory, regardless of how original, can tran-
scend the lack of hard data about individual development.

The limitations of analytical hisiory have bred a certain amount of
despair among professional historians about their ability to describe what
happened in the past. Such despair is not new and not unique to the
decade of the sixties. Historians have long pondered whether they are
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dealing with the absolute and inherent meaning of events or whether, on
the other hand, knowledge of them is considered by th