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This dissertation examines the 19th century legacy of white supremacy in United States
History high school textbooks authored by six early 20th century white academics subject to the
societal and professional influences of Civil War reconciliationism and the constraints and
opportunities of their newly professionalized field. Employing a case study approach, it focuses
on textbook content in four areas: slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and Reconstruction
within the context of five parameters: contemporaneous historiography, accepted professional
practices for researching and writing history, continuity – or lack thereof – across multiple
revisions, and between textbook content and the individual academic scholarship of the authors.
It also considers influences potentially attributable to the authors’ educational, professional, and
personal backgrounds.
The ubiquitous presence of toxic white supremacy in history textbooks of this period is a
given, and the goal of this study is certainly not to exonerate their authors. But it does question
the pat assumption that a highly racist society simply produced highly racist textbooks. It seeks,
then, to determine if academic textbook authors were working within the accepted professional

practices of their time or if white supremacy was advanced through deliberate abuse of the
historical record.
Answering this question creates a three-pronged objective. First, to determine if the
treatment of slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation and Reconstruction differed appreciably
from title to title, and, if so, to what might the differences be attributed. Second, to evaluate the
usefulness of Dutch ethicist Antoon de Baets’ “Theory of the Abuse of History” in identifying
and categorizing irresponsible and abusive history in secondary source-based textbooks. And,
finally, to determine if works by diverse authors demonstrate common, overarching history abuse
intended specifically to advance white supremacy.
The long-term legacy of these textbooks speaks to the obligation of assigning
responsibility to all those who have worked against racial equality. Overall, this case study seeks
to broaden the historiography for deeper, more critical understanding of early 20th century
history education, the legacy of which endures within systemic contemporary racism.
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INTRODUCTION

For almost as long as American students have used textbooks, American adults have been
arguing about their form and content. Textbooks are a repository of evolving memory, a conduit
for storytelling, and a reflection of the American self. While there have been minor squabbles
over grammar and math, and substantive altercations over literature and science (especially
arguments over evolution versus creationism), American History textbooks seem to have
provoked the loudest and most emotional confrontations. We seem to care little how foreign
history is portrayed, except when it intersects with our own. Outraged parents do not storm
Board of Education meetings demanding more sympathetic accounting of the Russian
Revolution or insisting that Robespierre was just misunderstood. But American History?
Everyone has an opinion on what should be included and how it should be taught. Our past is the
yardstick against which we measure our successes and failures; it is the mirror that reflects our
collective identity. Or lack thereof. American History is not just business: it is a personal
affirmation or denial of that which the United States of America represents. Surely, the most
contentious subject within our past and present is the history of race.
The role played by history textbooks in shaping adult opinions and values is not without
controversy. Ethicist and historian Antoon de Baets argued that “consulting a racist textbook
does not necessarily transform the pupil into a would-be racist.”1 While this is no doubt true on
an individual level, I would argue that, over the course of more than five decades, the reading of
racist textbooks by every eleventh grader in America made a substantial contribution to a racist
society. Simply put, white supremacy in America today owes a great deal to U.S. History

Antoon de Baets, “Profile of the History Textbook Author as a Mediator between Historiography and Society,”
Internationale Schulbuchforschung 16, no.4 (1994): 531.
1
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textbooks used in the first half of the 20th century. As Donald Yacavone noted in the Chronicle
of Higher Education, “the assumptions of white priority, white domination, and white
importance underlie every chapter and every theme of the thousands of textbooks that blanketed
the country.” Titling his article, “Textbook Racism: How Scholars Sustained White Supremacy,”
Yacavone concluded that the underlying racism in history textbooks “is the vast tectonic plate
that underlies American culture. And while the worst features of our textbook legacy may have
ended, the themes, facts, and attitudes of supremacist ideologies are deeply embedded in what
we teach and how we teach it.”2
The racial legacy of these early books is rooted in sins of both commission and omission
in relation to how authors portrayed the stories of slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and
Reconstruction. As this study will show, authors routinely ignored the well-documented horrors
of the transatlantic slave trade. They blamed abolitionists for the Civil War and justified Ku Klux
Klan terrorism. Newly freed slaves were held responsible for the failures of Reconstruction.
Ultimately, African American history leading up to the 20th century functioned solely as
explanation for that which contemporaneous white America perceived as the “Negro Problem,”
as presented on the pages of The Atlantic in 1884:
Here, on one hand, [were white] people, whose written history shows that the way
to self-government . . . is through slowly and toilfully gained lessons, handed
from father to son. . . Such a national character as theirs could be formed only by
marvelous toil of generations after generations, and an almost equally good
fortune that brought fruit to their labor. . . On the other hand [were Negroes] bred
first in a savagery that had never been broken by the least effort towards a higher
state, and then, in a slavery that tended almost as little to fit them for a place in the
structure of a self-controlling society.3

Donald Yacavone, “Textbook Racism: How Scholars Sustained White Supremacy,” The Chronical of Higher
Education (2018). https://www.chronicle.com/article/How-Scholars-Sustained-White/243053.
3
N.S. Shaler, “The Negro Problem,” The Atlantic, November 1884.
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/1884/11/the-negro-problem/531366/.
2
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Academic authors disregarded or discredited research that did not fit these narratives, as
evidenced in Avery Craven’s scathing review of W.E.B. DuBois’ 1935 work Black
Reconstruction.
It is . . . in large part, only the expression of the Negro’s bitterness against the
injustice of slavery and racial prejudice. . . [It is] not history but only a half-baked
Marxian interpretation of the labor side of Reconstruction and a badly distorted
picture of the Negroes’ part in Southern life.4
Textbook authors willingly relied on narratives authored by 19th century white “gentlemen
historians” when it suited them, for example, to attribute Civil War causation to slavery, but also
“cherry picked” evidence from the works of their contemporaries. This can be seen in authors’
reliance on William Dunning’s work to blame the freed slaves for the failure of Reconstruction
while rejecting his argument that the War was avoidable. Or promotion of Ulrich B. Phillips’
“happy, contented slave” narrative in contrast to their tacit rejection of his argument that the
Civil War was an unnecessary result of bungling politicians, interfering activists, and chance and
his most essential and enduring premise: slavery was a necessary and positive agent of social
control.5 This begs the question: if they considered Phillips’ overarching premises faulty, why
would they unquestioningly advance his supporting “evidence?” In the ultimate abdication of
ethical responsibility, when their textbooks proved too “liberal” for adoption in the South, these
academics “revised” history to encourage sales in the former Confederacy. “The Civil War”
caused by slavery became “The War Between The States” fought over States’ Rights or personal
property or economic priorities. Images of famous slaveholders replaced pictures of the Lincoln
Memorial.

4

Avery Craven, [untitled review], American Journal of Sociology, 41, no. 4 (1936): 535.
John David Smith, “The Historiographic Rise, Fall, and Resurrection of Ulrich Bonnell Phillips,” The Georgia
Historical Quarterly, 65, no.2 (1981): 139-40.
5
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The highly successful textbooks documented to have been popular in New England
during the first half of the twentieth century were also used in the West. Over the course of
decades, they “educated” millions of students and teachers about the history of race, largely
dismissing the realities of slavery and its legacy, and instead “whitewashed” into place a much
more Caucasian-centric narrative that steered readers into a cul-de-sac of white memory.
This case study focuses on six professional historians who wrote or co-authored
secondary school U.S. History textbooks during the first half of the twentieth century. They
include:
David Saville Muzzey, PhD
An American History (Boston: Ginn, 1911)
History of the American People / The American People (Boston: Ginn, 1927)
A History of Our Country (Boston: Ginn, 1936)

William Backus Guitteau, PhD
Our United States (New York: Silver Burdett, 1919)
The History of the United States: A Textbook for Secondary Schools (New York:
Houghton Mifflin, 1924)

Ralph Volney Harlow, PhD
Story of America (1937)
Eugene C. Barker, PhD
Walter P. Webb, PhD
William E. Dodd, PhD
The Growth of A Nation: The United States of America (New York: Row
Peterson, 1928)

5
The professionalization of history had become inextricably grounded in the necessity of
the terminal degree, appending the PhD to textbooks conferred ultimate accountability for
content upon the academic.6 These early 20th century scholars represented the second and third
generations of professional historians, whose expertise endowed them with the responsibility of
continuing research in their respective fields and training future academic historians. They were
not required to author textbooks, but their choice to do so then conveyed additional responsibility
for ethically synthesizing scholarly content for audiences unlikely to question it. If we accept
textbooks as a dominant force in “historical popularization,” bridging the gap between The
American Historical Review and The History Channel, then their academic authors must assume
the role of “mediator between historiography and society.”7 How should scholars today think
about the academics who authored these early works, and in doing so, crafted a masterclass
narrative?
In attempting to answer such essential questions, we must also note that exclusion of lesspowerful voices did not go unchallenged. In 1935, W.E.B. DuBois decried history textbooks for
advancing the beliefs that “all Negroes were ignorant, all Negroes were lazy, dishonest and
arrogant, and Negroes were responsible for bad government during Reconstruction.”8 In 1941,
Marie Elizabeth Carpenter published The Treatment of the Negro in American History School
Textbooks (Menasha, WI: George Banta), shining a spotlight on the problematic narratives

6

It has also long been argued (often convincingly) that the ultimate form and content of history textbooks was, and
continues to be, the product of publishers, editors or even copywriters. See, for example, Frances Fitzgerald,
America Revised: History Textbooks in the Twentieth Century (Boston: Little Brown, 1979) and Gerard Giordano,
Twentieth Century Textbook Wars: A History of Advocacy and Opposition, (New York: Peter Lang, 2003).
Regardless of the degree to which this may be true, just as these anonymous non-scholars are not credited with
exemplary textbook content, neither can they be held at fault for poor scholarship, whether deliberate or accidental.
Proofreading and approval of all content is the ethical responsibility of the academic whose PhD bestows credibility
on the title and lends itself to adoption of the book by school systems.
7
De Baets, “Profile,” 515.
8
W.E.B. DuBois, Black Reconstruction: An Essay toward a History of the part which Black Folk Played in the
Attempt to Reconstruct Democracy in America, 1860 – 1880 (New York: Harcourt, 1935), 711–721.
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offered by these elite white academics. Thus, the focus of this dissertation is not merely a matter
of acknowledging later, fuller interpretations of America’s racial history. It is a comparison of
how six successful and highly regarded professional historians chose to portray a white,
beneficent version of a much darker truth. In these analyses I also offer opinion regarding how
this textbook content might have been interpreted by white students. I offer no such commentary
on how the material would be received by black students for two reasons. First, because I am
white, it would be presumptuous. That is not my story to tell. And second, because I cannot
begin to fathom being a black child required to read these textbooks. That, perhaps, is material
for future study. Overall, this case study seeks to broaden the historiography for deeper, more
critical understanding of early 20th century history education, the legacy of which endures within
systemic contemporary racism.
The long-term legacy of these texts also speaks to the obligation of assigning
responsibility to all those who have worked against racial equality. It is only recently that
monuments to J.E.B. Stuart, Robert E. Lee, Jefferson Davis, and countless other Confederate
figures have been condemned as tributes to oppression and removed from university campuses,
government buildings, and city parks.9 Dozens of colleges and universities are investigating,
revealing, and – in some cases – attempting to atone for legacies firmly based in slavery.
According to MIT historian Craig Steven Wilder, “the story of the American college is largely
the story of the rise of the slave economy in the Atlantic World.”10 But are today’s recipients of
Yale’s annual Henry Gabriel Prize dissertation award aware that, for decades, Professor Gabriel

Rachel Treisman, “Nearly 100 Confederate Monuments Removed in 2020,” Series: America Reckons With Racial
Injustice, NPR, Feb. 23, 2021. https://www.npr.org/2021/02/23/970610428/nearly-100-confederate-monumentsremoved-in-2020-report-says-more-than-700-remain. Accessed April 8, 2021.
10
Craig Steven Wilder, quoted in Steven Smith and Kate Ellis, “Shackled Legacy,” Sept 4, 2017, APM Reports.
https://www.apmreports.org/episode/2017/09/04/shackled-legacy. Accessed April 8, 2021.
9
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profited handsomely from his decidedly- Southern apologist textbook? Almost two pages in
Exploring American History and The Rise of American Democracy were devoted to John C.
Calhoun’s final speech to the Senate, with emotional commentary on the “old and weak” fire
eater’s death.11 In The Story of American Democracy, content defending slavery as a “positive
good” was seven times longer than the North’s succinct “denouncement.”12 Gabriel’s slavish
admiration of Calhoun is understandable within the context of his own scholarship. In his
magnum opus, The Course of American Democratic Thought, he characterized Calhoun’s
“acceptance of the American democratic faith in all its doctrines” as equaled only by that of
Henry David Thoreau.13 In 2016, the University of Texas in Austin dedicated The Barker Texas
History Center to house the Eugene C. Barker Collection. The announcement did not mention
Professor Barker’s very successful U.S. History textbook, which defended the “early” Ku Klux
Klan’s floggings and hangings as doing “much to make life tolerable for the white people.”14
Textbooks were not the sole purveyors of factual incorrect history. Popular Culture
historians posit that the advent of motion pictures transformed theaters into pro forma history
classrooms. Robert Sklar termed movies produced between 1896 and 1946, “the most popular
and influential medium of culture in the United States.”15 President Ronald Reagan appropriated
a plot line from the 1944 film A Wing and A Prayer in a touching story he recounted as fact to an
annual meeting of the Congressional Medal of Honor Society: a WWI bomber pilot was

11

Mabel B. Casner and Ralph H. Gabriel, Exploring American History (New York: Harcourt, Brace, & Co., 1931),
466–467; Mabel B. Casner and Ralph H. Gabriel, The Rise of American Democracy (New York: Harcourt, Brace, &
Co., 1938), 362–64.
12
Mabel B. Casner and Ralph H. Gabriel, The Story of American Democracy (New York: Harcourt, Brace & Co.,
1946), 292.
13
Ralph H. Gabriel, The Course of American Democratic Thought (New York: Ronald Press, 1940), 110.
14
Eugene Barker, and Walter Webb, and William Dodd, The Growth of A Nation (New York: Row Peterson, 1928),
511.
15
Robert Sklar, Movie-Made America: A Cultural History of American Movies (New York: Vintage Books, 1994),
3.
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posthumously awarded the Medal of Honor for selfless bravery after choosing to die with an
injured comrade rather than bail out of the aircraft.16 Films also championed paternalistic white
supremacy. Certainly, cultural historians have devoted many pages to the fractured history and
decidedly corrosive influences of Birth of A Nation (1915) and Gone With The Wind (1939).17
But while it is true that millions of moviegoers and readers embraced Margaret Mitchell’s
original novel, Gone with the Wind and its “moonlight and magnolias” as historical fact,
textbooks have, in reality, have always been the truest form of historical mass media. Every
impressionable student in the nation was required to study them and they were guided by
teachers who drilled and enshrined the nation’s history as presented by these professional
historians. Thus D. W. Griffiths’ racist longings in Birth of a Nation and Mitchell’s flowery
notions of Confederate defeat and loyal, happy slaves were readily consumed, even by students
in the North, because the Confederate Lost Cause narrative and content on the Civil War was
dominated by Southern apologist scholarship in academia.18
In 1916, Arthur Cole of the University of Illinois remarked on “the emergence of what he
termed the new ‘southern school of historians.’” Familial or ideological attachment to the former
Confederacy was the impetus for multiple generations of scholars who established the field of
Southern History and produced the prominent “authorities” of their time.19 It is not coincidence
that the Southern Historical Society was founded in 1934. Furthermore, as the nation tired of

16

Phillip L. Gianos, Politics and Politicians in American Film (Westport CT: Praeger, 1998), vi.
See, for example: Donald Bogle, Toms, Coons, Mulattoes, Mammies, & Bucks (New York: Continuum, 1998);
Peter C. Rollins, ed., The Columbia Companion to American History on Film: How The Movies Have Portrayed the
American Past (Columbia University Press, 2003); and Robert Sklar, Movie-Made America: A Cultural History of
American Movies (New York: Vintage, 1994).
18
Birth of A Nation, directed by D.W. Griffin, featuring Lillian Gish and Henry B. Walthall, Epoch Producing Co.,
1915; Gone With The Wind, directed by Victor Fleming, featuring Vivian Leigh and Clark Gable, Selznick
International Pictures and Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer, Loew’s Inc., 1939.
19
John David Smith, “Introduction” in The Dunning School: Historians, Race, and the Meaning of Reconstruction,
John David Smith and Vincent Lowery, eds., (University of Kentucky Press, 2013), 1.
17
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post-war discord and the latent sectionalism it engendered, veterans from both armies and
citizens a generation past the horror and bloodshed longed for “true” reconciliation.
Accomplishing this, however, was only possible if the North acknowledged the South’s position:
the War had been a noble cause, fought on both sides by noble men. The Confederacy did not
fight to preserve slavery, but in defense of hearth, home, and the principles of States’ Rights.
Reconciliationism and the Lost Cause dominated history textbooks nationwide and shaped the
American collective conscious, effectively silencing black voices and codifying racism nationwide.20
Comparison of how these early 20th century textbooks portrayed slavery, abolitionism,
Civil War causation, and Reconstruction offers a unique case study on how their white, male,
academic authors schooled American students, and thus, American culture, on the history of
important stories pertaining to race in the United States. The study discusses these textbooks and
their authors in the context of five parameters: contemporaneous historiography, accepted
professional practices for researching and writing history, continuity – or lack thereof – across
multiple revisions, and between textbook content and the individual academic scholarship of the
authors. It also considers influences potentially attributable to the authors’ educational,
professional, and personal backgrounds. Were these early 20th century historians working within
the accepted professional practices of their time? Or were they advancing white supremacy
through deliberate corruption of the historical record?
Answering these questions calls on a three-pronged objective. The first is to determine if
the treatment of slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation and Reconstruction differed
appreciably from title to title, and, if so, to what might the differences be attributed. The second

20
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The second goal is to evaluate the usefulness of Dutch ethicist Antoon de Baets’ “Theory of the
Abuse of History” in identifying and categorizing irresponsible and abusive history in secondary
source-based textbooks.21 And, finally, to determine if works by diverse authors demonstrate
common, overarching history abuse intended specifically to advance white supremacy.
On the basis of this limited case study, answering these questions will demonstrate that
the portrayal of slavery, abolitionism, and Civil War causation differed significantly from author
to author. This was not due to reliance on disparate secondary sources but reflections of varying
degrees of authorial acceptance of reconciliationism and the myth of the Lost Cause. Textbooks
that most fully embraced the Southern apologist position were marked by a recognizable
manipulative style that included questionable reasoning and factual historical distortion.
Conversely, content on Reconstruction was so strikingly uniform as to employ identical
quotations from the same scholarly works. While all the academic authors advanced white
supremacy, unequivocal proof of history abuse was, in almost all cases, was as difficult to
establish as the term is to define.
Allegations of “history abuse” often assume the term to be self-explanatory and the
ramifications, self-evident. In 2014, “local historian” Katie Armitage joined with Virgil Dean,
editor of Kansas History: A Journal of the Central Plains in indignant protest regarding thenSenator Pat Roberts’ claim regarding a newspaper owned by his great-grandfather in 1863. The
controversy? Roberts’ assertion that the Oskaloosa Independent was “nearly destroyed” during
Quantrill’s raid. As the historical record documents, however, Quantrill got no closer to
Oskaloosa than Lawrence, and publication of the newspaper continued uninterrupted, which
prompted the following criticism:
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On the one hand, in the larger context of a crucial senatorial election contest, this
is a small matter, of course. On the other hand, the use and all too common abuse
of history is an issue that should concern us all. And we all should distinguish
between verifiable historical fact, family lore and those things we just wish were
true about our families, our communities, our state and our nation.22
“Abuse of history,” according to these critics, was defined by the questionable use of one adverb:
“nearly.” Whether Robertson’s critics were actually more concerned with unfair political
advantage, or the propagation of faulty history was left to the reader. Ronald Regan was
criticized by Cal State Fullerton scholar Phillip Gianos for a similar “misappropriation” of
history. In 1983, the President told the Israeli Prime Minister that he had witnessed firsthand the
horrors of the Nazi death camps during his service on a military film crew when, in fact, the
President’s entire military service was spent in Los Angeles.23 As these examples demonstrate, in
the absence of analysis regarding motives, methods, repercussions, and responsibility, “abuse of
history” tends to elude coherent definition.
In 2013, Dr. Antoon de Baets, Professor of History, Ethics, and Human Rights at the
University of Groningen in the Netherlands proposed the first framework theory by which
historians could “identify, prove, explain, and evaluate abuses of history” and differentiate it
from that which is simply “non-scientific, incompetent, meaningless, harmful, and dangerous.”24
Motive - the “intent to deceive ” - De Baets posited, was the critical indicator of abuse, while the
broader concept of “irresponsible history” was marked by “deceptive or negligent use.”25
Syracuse University scholars did address motive in their critique of the 2007 film 300 by
acknowledging that the film was fantasy based on a comic book and conceding that Hollywood’s
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first priority has always been the financial bottom line. But in accusing producer Gianni Nunnari
and director Zack Snyder of abusing history by possibly contributing to “an American
Orientalist xenophobia, seamlessly bridging the divide between ancient Persia and
[contemporary problems in] the Middle East” they essentially condemned the film for not being
a documentary and Nunnari and Snyder, for not being historians.26 After an extensive dissection
of the historical inaccuracies and strong condemnation of racist tropes and cultural determinism,
the critics ultimately attempted an explanation of the abuse and its consequences. The movie
abused history by indulging “violent, amoral fantasy,” thereby creating the “potential [for] tragic
consequences of historical / historiographical unconsciousness.” As the comic book (and, hence,
the film) recounted events described by Greek historian Herodotus, who remains the foremost
authority on the Greco-Persian wars, the Syracuse authors were concerned for his reputation.
Movie goers unlikely to consult the 4th century BCE source for themselves might assume,
incorrectly, that Herodotus “wrote a jingoistic, ethnocentric, triumphalist, manifesto of Greek
superiority over non-Greek barbarian inferiors.”27 Although this rather tortured argument
strongly suggested overestimation of fantasy film aficionados’ priorities (and passion for
Classical History), it was also an example of academic criticism grounded in cause and potential
effect. However, it disregarded de Baets’ most basic criteria of intent. If the moviemakers did not
intend to contribute to xenophobia or sully Herodotus’ legacy, their use of history may well have
been irresponsible, but it was not abusive. Therefore, examination of content alone cannot
sustain accusations of history abuse, for it carries with it the affirmative defense of benign
intentions, such as ignorance or misinterpretation. However objectionable it might be, whether
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historical content is conveyed in film or speeches or textbooks, it is the creators of that content
who must be held responsible. This imperative of intent, however, also dissuades academic
historians from making allegations of history abuse.
Frank accusations concerning the abuse of history within academia are drastically underreported and professional historians rarely bring them against other professional historians.
Academia is a small world, and scholars fear professional or personal backlash. “Conclusive
evidence can be elusive; often muddled within painful details of individual cases, and those who
do address the issue of historical abuse are generally not believed.”28 New York Social Studies
teacher Irving Sloan prefaced his report “The Negro in Modern American History Textbooks: A
Study of the Negro in Selected Junior and Senior High History Textbooks as of September,
1966” with “no indictment of authors or publishers is intended.”29 When the late sociologist
James Loewen, author of Lies My Teacher Told Me (New York: Norton, 1995) took public
umbrage to content on secession and Civil War causation in two popular academic-authored
history textbooks, he studiously avoided theorizing about the intent of the authors. While this
omission is understandable in a litigious society, it allowed Gerald Danzer, now-Professor
Emeritus of History at the University of Chicago, and co-author of The Americans, and Pulitzer
Prize winner, James McPherson, Professor Emeritus of U.S. History at Princeton and co-author
of The American Journey: From Reconstruction to the Present the option for minimal, vague
responses to Loewen’s pointed questions.
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Loewen published his concerns on the pages of George Washington University’s History
News Network website after personal correspondence with Danzer and McPherson failed to
produce the answers he sought. Loewen prefaced his criticism of the Danzer book as follows:
Surely historians have bent the facts about secession to avoid disturbing neoConfederates for far too long. Glorifying the Confederate cause makes it easier
for young people to get ensnared by the neo-Confederate cause today.30
Loewen’s concern was that treatment of Southern secession and Civil War causation in The
Americans mirrored the 2010 Texas standards for history books, which listed the causes of the
Civil War as “sectionalism, states’ rights, and slavery” written “deliberately in that order” and he
provided compelling excerpts from the textbook to support his argument. “I must ask you, Prof.
Danzer,” Lowen wrote: “do you think this is a good thing? Do you yourself think Texas seceded
for those three reasons, in that order?”31 As if anticipating an unwelcome answer, Loewen then
referred the Professor Emeritus to the Texas Secession Declaration.
Dr. Danzer did not reply publicly. Loewen indicated in a post-script that, in private
correspondence, the historian admitted he had not been involved in The Americans “for some
years,” having moved on to Global History by 2002. Danzer continued: “The Americans had a
‘cast of thousands’ in its original development and each major revision.” Danzer did not address
“in any substantive manner . . . his book’s treatment of secession” or to “offer to make an effort
to improve the textbook now,” characterizing the textbook as a “dead horse . . . reaching the end
of its life.”32
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Two days later on the same website, Loewen almost accused renowned Civil War
historian James McPherson of appending his credentials to textbook content he did not write.
Loewen made very convincing arguments, comparing theories on Southern secession advanced
repeatedly by McPherson in his scholarly publications to content in The American Journey:
Reconstruction to the Present, which McPherson co-authored with Joyce Appleby, an Early
American historian, and Alan Brinkley, a scholar of the Depression and New Deal. Loewen’s
concerns centered on the promotion of States’ Rights as the reason for Southern secession and
the Civil War in content supposedly authored by a scholar whose reputation is solidly grounded
in assertions that slavery was responsible for both the split and the conflict. McPherson did not
reply publicly. In correspondence with Loewen regarding the accusations, McPherson said only
that he “could see why [Loewen] was so concerned about the treatment of the Confederacy and
secession” and “implied that treatment of these subjects was better in the first edition, [which] he
implied he did write, but was not sure.” McPherson also argued that he had not much to do with
American Journey “for the last ten years.”33 James McPherson’s failure to address any of
Loewen’s very specific examples or to offer any willingness to improve future editions of the
textbook understandably evoked the sociologist’s frustration:
[McPherson] expressed no interest in doing anything to remedy the harm that
[his] textbooks had done over the past years to students who thereby mislearned
the history of secession and the Civil War. . . I suspect he may have not even
written the first edition, and I shall find that edition and report later.34
Loewen’s efforts here confirmed de Baet’s assertions regarding the unwillingness of
academics to engage the subject of history abuse. The issues Loewen raised died on the pages of
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the History News Network. His very public criticism of two highly respected academics did not
produce a statement from the American Historical Association, or responses from the textbooks’
publishers or any comment from the University of Chicago or Princeton. “Independent historian”
Ryan Walters, writing for the Southern apologist website Abbeville Institute Press did offer
derision of Loewen’s open letters in a scathing attack titled “Lies James Loewen Tells Us.”35 But
we are left to wonder if the outcome would have differed had Loewen connected motives to the
inclusion of admittedly disturbing textbook content.
The presence of Southern apologist dogma in textbooks authored by renowned
contemporary historians unwilling to explain its inclusion under the auspices of their highly
regarded status in academia is a shockwave reverberating straight from the early 20th century.
Yet, today, de Baets argued, “few historians believe they are the judges before the tribunal of
history charged with the vengeance of peoples. . . they nevertheless possess the power to reopen
cases and challenge . . . falsification of history. It is never too late for the historical truth because
truth is able to transcend its particular roots and context.”36
This is not to suggest superimposing 21st century historical consciousness based in
academic enthusiasm for liberal multiculturalism upon the contemporaries of Henry Ford and
John D. Rockefeller. But the history professors who authored early 20th century textbooks prided
themselves on having moved beyond the moralizing narrative forms of the pre-professional
“gentlemen historians.” They recognized the vital role of ongoing research, primary sources,
footnotes, productive debate, and the formation of new arguments in advancement of the field.37
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Most were prominent scholars attached to well-known universities, prolific writers in their own
disciplines and many served the American Historical Society in leadership capacities. Debates
within the AHA in the early 1930s over how history should be written, such as that between
Thomas Clarke Smith and Charles Beard, demonstrate discord, certainly. But also,
contemporaneous consciousness that it was an enduring professional issue, in need of balance
between a “search for objective truth” and history as an evolving “act of faith,” subject to
scholarly bias and predilections.38
These lofty Ivory Tower intents and purposes, however, were at odds with the toxic
prejudices of society. De Baets has convincingly argued that the abuse of history “is common in
periods of gross human rights violations. . . [and] its natural habitat. . . is a nondemocratic
environment.”39 This might bring to mind dictatorships and far-off lands, and, certainly, a
compelling example was the co-opting of Albanian education by the Communist Party between
1946 and 1961. During this period Albanian history textbooks became Soviet-authored vehicles
dominated by the Leninist Marxist ideology. They presented one point of view: that of the ruling
party. The past was described according to the Soviet school model and conveyed through Soviet
translations. The motive was indoctrination of youth.40 Although cloaked by misplaced faith in
American exceptionalism and generally hidden from the world stage, the violence and
oppression of the Jim Crow South, and the socialized segregation and racial discrimination of the
North cannot be described as anything other than non-democratic and oppressive of basic human
rights. Within this context, this dissertation argues that the academics who authored popular U.S.
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History textbooks in the early 20th century were not just prejudiced products of their environment
or swayed by influential secondary sources or limited by contemporaneous scholarship. They
may well have been all of these. But this does not offer automatic exoneration in perpetuity for
irresponsible or abusive scholarship. The contemporary controversy surrounding these textbooks
– their perpetuation of enduring white supremacy - has rendered them a vital component within
historiography of American race relations and promoted their authors to the status of historical
actors.
The insidious presence of these textbooks within the digital ether strengthens the
argument for author accountability, for they are not merely works of a bygone era. They remain
relevant: not simply through enduring themes and attitudes, but in their continuing physical
presence. Internet commerce, digital publishing and expiring copyrights are providing new
access to the textbooks themselves and to the monographs on which they were based.
Twenty years ago, surviving copies of these textbooks languished in university Special
Collections and on the backroom shelves of used booksellers. Today, they can be purchased with
“One Click” and made available to Americans once again. (Figure 1)

Figure 1. Screenshot: Customer Review. The Record of America (New York: Scribner, 1935)
amazon.com.
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The above 2014 Amazon review is for The Record of America (New York: Scribner, 1935) coauthored by Charles Vannest PhD, in which he assured students that “probably the great majority
of slaves were carefree and happy.” 41 The purchaser’s review deemed it “an excellent source for
homeschooling.” Regardless of her alarming evaluation, at least this customer recognized she
had purchased an old work. This is not always the case, which further strengthens the argument
for author accountability in the face of continued relevance.
Virtual libraries such as Project Gutenberg and HathiTrust have redefined –
revolutionized, even – access to information. They offer the lay reader material previously
available only in academic or metropolitan libraries. But on these platforms, the content retains
original copyright dates, whether through original page images or text recognition scans. Other
emerging outlets for old sources, however, are deliberately opaque regarding original dates of
publication. For example, The Tragic Era (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1929) was a hysterical,
invective-ridden, racist romp through Reconstruction penned by journalist Claude Bowers in
1929 and included on reference lists for several of the textbooks examined herein.
Then came the scum of Northern society, emissaries of the politicians, soldiers of
fortune, and not a few degenerates, inflaming the negroes’ egotism, and soon the
lustful assaults began. Rape is the foul daughter of Reconstruction…. It was not
until the original Klan began to ride that white women felt some sense of
security.42
Bowers lived long enough to see his book in renaissance, as white Southerners embraced it
during the Civil Rights movement of the 1950s and 1960s.43 Houghton Mifflin released the last
printing in 1962 under its original 1929 copyright. Since then, it has gained great popularity on
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Neo-Confederate websites.44 Now, “Reitell Press,” which appears to be located outside the
United States, has issued a digital edition of The Tragic Era with a modern “cover graphic,” a
Kindle option, and an ISBN, but omitting the original copyright date. (Figure 2) This suggests to
the average Amazon customer, that this 1929 tome of a racist past is actually a contemporary
work.45 Moreover, it has received wide acclaim by non-professional reviewers. As of October
13, 2020, 72% of purchasers had awarded the book 4.5 stars.46

Figure 2. Screenshot: Reitell Press Listing for The Tragic Era on amazon.com
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Easy access to inexpensive or free digital copies of old history textbooks and antique
sources will increase exponentially in the coming years. Under the 1976 Copyright Act, works
already under protection on January 1, 1978 were entitled to a total of 95 years of protection. By
this standard, everything published in the United States prior to 1925 is now in the public
domain.47 So while most of the textbooks in this case study currently remain under copyright,
they will inevitably become public domain and available to publishers like Reitell to repackage
for the unwary reader in perpetuity and for those whose objective is to perpetuate white
supremacy.
De Baets warned that “persistent traces [of the abuse of history] are present in many
democracies.”48 Perhaps the strongest, and most alarming, argument for the continued relevance
of these textbooks and the importance of holding their authors accountable rests in the fact that
early 20th century textbook portrayals of slavery and race relations are, essentially, those
promoted today by the far right in their vitriolic opposition to the Black Lives Matter movement,
their condemnation of demonstrations in the wake of George Floyd’s death, and their hysterical,
misguided determination to “ban the teaching of Critical Race Theory in public schools.”49 In a
page taken from the United Daughters of the Confederacy playbook, Donald Trump announced
the creation of a “1776 Commission” for the purpose of countering “left-wing indoctrination in
schools and universities” that teach students about white supremacy and the legacy of chattel
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slavery. Through a $188,000 grant carved from the Families First Coronavirus Response Act,
Trump proposed creation of a “pro-American curriculum.” His primary target was The New York
Times’ Pulitzer Prize-winning 1619 Project, which, Trump argued, teaches students to hate their
Country by “talking about what America has gotten wrong, first and foremost, slavery . . .
Patriotic moms and dads are going to demand that their children are no longer fed hateful lies
about this country. American parents are not going to accept indoctrination in our schools.”50
Trump’s ignorance aside, his purpose was identical to that of early 20th century scholars who
embraced reconciliation between North and South at the expense of historical facts.
Trump’s commission was short-lived. One of President Joseph Biden’s first acts was to
abolish it through executive order. But the promotion of “patriotic education” has not evaporated
with a Democratic administration. In an opinion piece published by Education Week, Frederick
Hess, Resident Scholar and Director of Education Policy Studies for the right-wing think tank,
The American Enterprise Institute, expressed his admiration for the Commission’s stated purpose
and termed its cancellation at odds with Biden’s “temperate and unifying tone.”51 On April 29,
2020, minority leader Mitch McConnell (R-KY) joined forty other Senate Republicans in a letter
to the newly-appointed Secretary of Education Miguel Cardona in strong objection to a plan that
will prioritize history programs that address systemic racism. Terming the effort “activist
indoctrination” and “a politicized and divisive agenda,” the letter argued that “Americans never
decided our children should be taught that our country is inherently evil.”52 The resort to reductio
ad absurdum here is chilling commentary on the ongoing determination of the far-right to revert
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to the “whitewashed” version of slavery and race relations propagated in American schools for
decades. This hysteria has now manifested itself in “a new bogeyman for people unwilling to
acknowledge our country’s racist history and how it impacts the present:” Critical Race
Theory.53 CRT is an academic theory, a framework for the study of race, which argues that race
is a social construct, that racism is not merely “the product of individual bias or prejudice, but
also embedded in legal systems and policies.”54 Initially, most state legislation “banning” its
teaching was aimed at grades K through 12. But as lawmakers learned (after the fact) that CRT is
not, and never has been, taught at these levels, as of March 2022, at least twenty states were
considering bills targeting colleges and universities. The parallels between this current
controversy, couched in the Right’s tortured contention that no one should feel “uncomfortable”
or “guilty” about their race, are in no way different from promotion of white-washed
reconciliationism in the early 20th century.
We know that early 20th century U.S. History textbooks advanced white supremacy. We
know that the theories and concepts they relied upon to do so endure today, inured within the
American collective consciousness [or conscience?], undergoing a renaissance of visibility in the
digital world, and as an insidious presence within the determination of the far-right to effectively
expunge a half-century of social history by silencing non-white voices. But as textbook authors,
the scholars who created these vehicles of white supremacy have been allowed to fade into the
anonymity of archaic historiography. Only by examining the processes by which they created
textbook content on slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and Reconstruction within the
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context of contemporaneous professional standards can we hope to form theories regarding their
motives, thereby separating potentially sound but distressing period scholarship from the
irresponsible and distinguishing the irresponsible from the abusive. Historical revisionism, in and
of itself, is not about “blame.” If it were, the field would collapse under the weight of contentions
couched in the fear of posterity. But allowing the abuse of history to pass anonymously
unchallenged into the ever-lengthening chain of historiography - even when such scholarship is
eventually debunked by sound revisionism – sets dangerous precedent. For there is an important
issue yet to be unaddressed by ultra-conservatives in their zeal to re-whitewash United States
history: who will write their textbooks?

25

CHAPTER ONE
THE STUDY OF HISTORY ABUSE IN UNITED STATES HISTORY
TEXTBOOKS

Definition and Documentation
The enormous corpus of scholarly studies based on the examination of textbooks spans
the globe and encompasses all academic disciplines.55 The body of work dealing specifically
with history textbooks is also international in nature and formidable in size, clearly reflecting
that controversy over portrayals of the past is universal. There are numerous lines of demarcation
that can be drawn within the greater scope of academic work on United States History textbooks,
the broadest, perhaps, being between published and unpublished studies. A keyword search of
the ProQuest Dissertation and Theses Global database for “U.S. History textbooks” produced
records for 3,370 unpublished manuscripts completed between 1880 and 2021. The
overwhelming majority of this work was associated with Doctor of Education degrees and
focused on curriculum and pedagogy. Professor of Education John Nietz encouraged the study of
textbooks at the University of Pittsburgh when he donated his personal collection of more than
9,000 volumes that he characterized as “histories of educational thought.”56 It is difficult to
estimate the number of published works on U.S. History textbooks. JSTOR holds 893 journal
articles associated with metadata that includes “U.S. History textbooks,” “United States History
textbooks,” or “American History textbooks” and lists 207 books and book chapters published by
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academic presses.57 However, some very popular monographs on U.S. History textbooks have
been authored by non-academics and/or issued by popular publishing houses.58 Suffice it to say,
U.S. History textbooks have been, and continue to be, of great interest to lay writers and scholars
from diverse disciplines and for diverse purposes.
This leads to important questions about why certain textbooks are written, who the
authors are, and whether they are accurately representing a particular subject. The concern is that
many history textbooks have a significant influence on their often-young readers. Depending on
an authorial motivation, the narrative that unfolds, therefore, may do more to twist students’
understanding of the past than illuminate it. Cherry picking information, leaving out essential
context, softening the reality of the past to satisfy publishers or politically active groups that
want a particular story told; all of these things may fall under the heading of irresponsible
history.
Attempting to narrow this concept within the scope of “U.S. History textbooks” is
challenging, for there exists no consensus concerning the definition of “history abuse.” Metadata
is subjective and is chosen “after the fact,” at the time of digital publication or cataloguing. As
the purpose of metadata is to maximize visibility of the content, authors or publishers include the
term as a keyword in hindsight and database searches produce books and articles that may offer
strong criticism of textbooks but do not include the term “abuse” or offer criteria for the
documentation of its presence. Essentially, it is difficult to determine “quality” or the level of
“critical inquiry” for any given textbook simply by searching for the books themselves and it is
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difficult to offer a corresponding evaluation of those texts that might fall into the realm of
“history abuse.”
Antoon de Baets’ 2013 work, “A Theory of the Abuse of History,” offered a way beyond
this ambiguity, with an algorithmic framework by which historians could “identify, prove,
explain, and evaluate abuses of history” and distinguish true abuse from irresponsible use.59
History abuse exists within the broader context of irresponsible history - that which is used
deceptively or irresponsibly. The crucial difference, according to de Baets, lies in intent. History
abuse is marked by conscious desire to deceive and (usually) to obtain some unfair advantage.60
The abuse of history is always morally wrong because citizens (including citizens
who are historians) have the moral duty to be honest. . . [furthermore] the intent of
[silence or omission] should not be to deceive. . . The abuse of history is always
professionally wrong because. . . professional and academic historians have a duty
to apply scholarly and professional standards of care, in particular, to search
honestly and methodically for the historical truth.61
All history abuse is irresponsible. But not all irresponsible use of history is abusive. Still,
scholars have not been quick to engage de Baets’ ideas. According to Google Scholar, de Baets’
essay has never been cited by an American academic, nor have the international scholars who
have referenced it used it for its intended purpose.62 It might be argued that the American
audience for Revista Brasileira de Historia, the journal in which de Baets published his findings,
is probably very limited. I would argue, however, that the (admirable and necessary) complexity
of de Baets’ theory may also be a factor.
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According to de Baets, identifying history abuse is a two-pronged exercise that goes far
beyond simply documenting departures from the historical record. It requires examination of
mental elements - the mindset of the content creator - and material elements, which include
conduct (acts of omission or commission), the consequences of that conduct, and the context in
which it occurs.63 Ascertaining the mindset of a long-dead, often obscure academic historian can
be a daunting task, dangerously conducive to reliance on speculation. Personal and professional
backgrounds, however, can provide compelling, if circumstantial, evidence. Textbook author
David Saville Muzzey, included in this case study, is an excellent example. Between 1917 and
the late 1920s, his first, very successful, textbook, An American History (Boston: Ginn, 1911)
came under fire from patriotic groups who condemned it for being “pro-British,” “hopelessly
wrong,” “near Socialist,” and “unfit for school use.”64 As it began to be banned from numerous
school districts, Muzzey responded with repeated revisions and the publication of new titles. He
attended hearings and spoke in his own defense, and eventually published a scathing
denunciation of his critics. Ultimately, An American History went out of print, and Muzzey
penned his most enduring textbook A History of Our Country (Boston: Ginn, 1936). Tracking the
revisions Muzzey chose to make during this period of vituperative public criticism of his
professionalism and financial losses resulting from bans on his textbook, therefore, offers insight
into his motivation. It provides a foundation for educated (if not always dispositive) conclusions
regarding his use of history.
The framework constructed by de Baets to describe irresponsible use or true abuse of
history is complex and includes categories (such as illegal or unethical handling of archives) that
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do not apply to textbooks. However, most of his typology is relevant. Evaluation at the heuristic
level considers choices the scholar made while collecting sources. The epistemological level asks
how those sources were interpreted by the historian as statements, opinions, or theories. The
pragmatic level examines the circumstances surrounding publication and the subsequent use of
the published work by the author or others. Extensive examples for all these categories can be
found in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. “Typology of Abuses and Irresponsible Uses of
History” Reproduced by permission of Antoon de Baets, PhD,
University of Groningen, The Netherlands.
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Figure 3. Continued. “Typology of Abuses and Irresponsible
Uses of History” Reproduced by permission of Antoon de Baets,
PhD, University of Groningen, The Netherlands.
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Figure 3. Continued. “Typology of Abuses and Irresponsible Uses of History”
Reproduced by permission of Antoon de Baets, PhD, University of Groningen,
The Netherlands.
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Figure 3. Continued. “Typology of Abuses and Irresponsible Uses of History”
Reproduced by permission of Antoon de Baets, PhD, University of Groningen, The
Netherlands.
Some of de Baets’ examples would seem not to apply to textbooks. For example,
textbook authors have never been expected to include footnotes, the gold standard for avoiding
accusations of plagiarism. Yet, material from other textbooks can, and has, been appropriated
unethically and illegally, as documented in the plagiarism lawsuit that arose over the McGuffey
Readers in 1838.65 Although the chapter-end reference lists included by almost all early 20th
century history textbook authors are not bibliographies, they bear examination. For example, the
inclusion of a single title that did not reflect – or even that directly contradicted – the textbook
content could be attributable to carelessness. Or the author might have consulted the work for
background. But a pattern of such conduct more strongly suggests deliberate intent to “pad” the
list to deceive potential reviewers or adopters, thereby increasing the author’s economic
returns.66
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For example, Edward Channing’s The War for Southern Independence appeared as a
“reference” in almost all the textbooks examined for the study at hand. None, however, advanced
all of his most strongly held hypotheses: his belief that Southern “fire eaters” caused far more
discord than Northern abolitionists, that Southern claims of poor treatment at the hands of the
Federal government were, essentially, delusional, or that secession and the War were caused
solely by the desire to preserve slavery at all costs.67 A reference list that remained unchanged
over multiple decades of revisions also calls for close scrutiny. Channing’s Civil War volume
was published in 1925. Was it still topical in 1945? “Recommended Reading” lists may also
offer the opportunity to identify heuristic abuse. For example, a high school history textbook that
vitriolically discredited Harriet Beecher Stowe and recommended Uncle Tom’s Cabin to students
calls into question the conduct of the textbook author.68 Identifying heuristic abuse of history in
textbooks is difficult and rarely dispositive. But it can provide the researcher with clues to
identify the far more common epistemological abuse.
De Baets grounded the broad epistemological question of fact vs falsehood in the work of
philosopher Karl Popper: is a given theory falsifiable or not? Can a test be constructed to reject
it?69 Within the context of historical theory, de Baets proposed an algorithm to determine “the
relationship between the theory, the available sources, . . . method employed, and the logic of the
argument” to determine the theory’s scientific status.70 (Figure 4)
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Figure 4. “Demarcations in Historical Writing” Reproduced by permission of Antoon de
Baets, PhD, University of Groningen, The Netherlands.

Prior to testing, all theories are “prescientific.” Untestable theories or those that fail,
become “nonscientific,” while theories that pass initial muster become “provisionally scientific.”
Theories are then retested using different data or methodology for final categorization as either
“scientific” or “exscientific” - pseudo or bogus history.71 De Baets described scientific history
within the context of truth, responsibility, and academic freedom, calling on the late sociologist
Edward Shils of the University of Chicago:
Universities have a distinctive task. It is the methodical discovery and the
teaching of truths about serious and important things . . .That truth has a value in
itself, apart from any use to which it is put, is a postulate of the activities of the
university. It begins with the assumption that truth is better than error.72
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De Baets’ emphasis on ethical, primary source-based formation and responsible advancement of
historical theories is consistent with scientific history as defined and written today. However,
within the context of textbooks, the definition is problematic.
First, textbook authors are expected to rely on secondary literature. No single academic is
an expert on U.S. History in toto. So, to apply de Baets’ Theory here would require determining
if all secondary sources a given author relied upon were advancing scientific history. And
determining if the textbook author knew his secondary sources were scientific. Or not. This case
study will demonstrate this to be almost impossible, except in very isolated cases where an
author relied on secondary literature so universally and loudly condemned by academia that he
had to know it was non-scientific and, hence, unreliable.
Furthermore, contemporary scientific history is not that which was in vogue in the first
decades of the 20th century. Groundbreaking advancements of the late 19th and early 20th century
created an understandable societal passion for all things “scientific.” After countless centuries of
guessing what caused infection or allowed winged flight or explained the origins of man, science
and the “experimental method” had finally breached event horizon and were providing proof.
Engineer and statistician Frederick Winslow Taylor became the guru of “scientific time
management” and the hero of factory managers by conducting workplace experiments to support
his belief that any job or task could be studied and “best practices learned and taught.”73 In 1909,
American Jesuits became involved in the field of seismology “not because of any deep interest in
science for its own sake, but because they sought widespread publicity and general acclaim in a
society that celebrated science.”74
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What was arguably the most damning application of science to society ever made, was
academic codification and legitimization of the “Negro Problem.” It is important to understand
that early 20th century white perceptions of this “problem” went far beyond the necessity of
segregated rest rooms or preferential bus seating. In 1884, the same year the American Historical
Association was chartered, Nathaniel S. Shayler, Professor of Paleontology and Geology at
Harvard published an essay in Atlantic magazine in which he eloquently, professionally, and
persuasively “documented” all the ways in which the black race was inferior: socially, mentally,
morally, and temperamentally. So determined was Shayler to prove the validity of his claims,
that he had the work peer-reviewed prior to publication and included the reviewers’ comments.
Not surprisingly, most were in complete agreement. Some 50,000 educated, erudite Atlantic
subscribers and countless newsstand purchasers were provided with scientific “proof” of what
most white society already believed and Shayler’s recommendations for rectifying the
“problem.” Allowing Negros to gather together in large, unmixed settlements should be
assiduously avoided at all costs, to prevent them from falling into “old ancestral conditions.”
Where such “communities” existed, they should be broken up or “interspersed” with settlements
of whites. Technical education would be helpful in “encouraging migration,” to “diffuse the
Negro throughout the country.” Shayler was “reluctant” to place the federal government in
charge of executing these recommendations. But he saw no alternative. For in its inferiority, the
Negro race, according to Shayler, was a threat to the State and to American civilization itself.75
In 1911, David Saville Muzzey, author of a very popular high school textbook, blamed the
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British for perpetuation of the transatlantic slave trade, which, he observed, had led directly to
the “problems which the presence of the negro in the South has forced upon our country.”76 If the
Negro Problem was scientific, then it was also objectively true.
In the newly professionalized field of history, academics, eager for the methodological
front line, translated this fascination with science into the belief that it was “possible to describe
the past as it actually was, somewhat as the engineer describes a single machine.”77
This desire for absolute truth fitted into the great conception of natural science cold neutrality over against [sic] the materials and forces of the physical world.
Truths of nature, ran the theory, are to be discovered by maintaining the most
severe objectivity; therefore, the truth of history may be revealed by the same
spirit and method.78
Hence, proponents of this early version of scientific history treated history as an ongoing chain
of deterministic facts rather than an evolving historiography of multiple (and often contradictory)
theories. By the 1930s, this passion for “objective truth” had been abandoned in scholarly
research. But it remained the focus in textbooks for much of the 20th century.
In the United States, enthusiasm for scientific history manifested itself in primary sourcebased research, copious footnotes, and academic rejection of the strong religious and moral
musings so prevalent in American history traditionally penned by 19th century “gentlemen
historians” who often held divinity degrees.79 Within the American Historical Association,
however, the version of scientific history originally imported from German by returning
American students was not without controversy. It stemmed from the misconception that history
was a series of incontrovertible, objective truths, waiting to be documented. Its most vocal
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opponent was Charles Beard.80 In a 1933 speech lauding its demise, Beard reflected on what he
perceived were the motives of Leopold Von Ranke, the German conservative widely accepted as
the founding father of scientific history.
Ranke was weary of history written for, or permeated by, the purposes of
revolutionary propaganda. He wanted peace [as did] the ruling classes in
Germany, with which he was affiliated . . . Written history that was cold, factual,
and apparently undisturbed by the passions of the time served best the cause of
those who did not want to be disturbed.81
Despite Beard’s assertion that the concept of objective truth via scientific history had been
challenged and largely rejected, all of the textbook authors examined for this study were
educated during its peak popularity and many had pursued post-doctoral expertise in the
methodology in Germany. So, while they may have, by 1933, embraced history as a series of
evidence-supported theories and acknowledged historical perspective, bias, and societal context
in their own scholarly research, their textbooks largely demonstrated the desire for complete
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objectivity and rejection of analysis, at least in content germane to this study.82 Furthermore,
while the secondary sources they relied on to compile their textbooks in the early decades were
believed to be “scientific,” by de Baets’ Theory, they were actually “provisionally scientific.” For
example, the groundbreaking scholarship of Ulrich Phillips which portrayed slavery as beneficial
institution, that slaves were better off and happy on peaceful plantations, was based entirely on
primary sources and meticulously footnoted: upon publication, it was the ultimate “scientific
history.”83 It wasn’t until 1944, when Richard Hofstadter first challenged his methodology that
Phillips’ highly regarded work began the (all too gradual) decline into the realm of what de Baets
describes as “bogus” or “pseudo” history.84 So, if we are to hold early 20th century textbook
authors accountable only to the standards of their time, allegations of advancing non-scientific
history must be carefully considered.
This desire for absolute objective truth in early 20th century high school history
textbooks, for instance, can be seen in authors’ portrayals of sectional differences regarding
slavery. As the historical record clearly documented sectional discord over slavery, both
Northern and Southern positions were included. However, they were almost always presented as
simply “alternate facts,” without commentary as to their weight or validity, leaving the student
free to believe the discord was grounded not in existential issues of morality and freedom, but in
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a variety of differing pragmatic opinions ranging from economics to human physiology to
Biblical history. As we cannot dispute the content on its face to label it nonscientific, it is
necessary to look beyond it subjectively. If we accept objectivity as a valid period goal, were
Northern and Southern positions presented as equally logical? Allotted equal attention and
presented in equal depth? Did the use of descriptive language or illustrations betray objectivity?
The answers to these questions speak to de Baets’ issue of authorial conduct and, hence, can
point to epistemological abuse of history.
In his 1994 essay, “Profile of the History Textbook Author as a Mediator between
Historiography and Society,” de Baets acknowledged that “the works authors use to draft their
textbooks offer clues of [sic] their intellectual sources.” But he also pointed to numerous factors
that render source evaluation difficult, if not impossible. These included the sporadic inclusion of
often incomplete or inflated reference lists and the strong likelihood that most textbook authors
are unwilling to reinvent the wheel and, so, begin with someone else’s successful textbook or
lecture notes from their own days as students.85
While I heartily concur with Professor de Baets regarding the difficulty of documenting
the sources used by textbook authors (and the inherent limitations of their usefulness in
identifying history abuse even when dispositively identified) this case study seeks to determine if
these difficulties may be directly proportional to the attempted scope of the study. Applying de
Baets’ complex theory to document history abuse within even one edition of one given textbook
title would take years. Comparing abuse in diverse titles or in revisions over time would be
untenable. De Baets himself conceded the difficulties associated with large sample sizes in his
study of forty-seven bestselling Dutch history textbooks published between 1945 and 1984. For
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while he was able to formulate demographic data on his authors, fully documenting their
“historical inspiration” via their use of sources was “impossible.”86 But by narrowing the study
focus from “the book” to one topic (or to a small number of related topics or themes: in this
study, slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and Reconstruction) that de Baets’ theory may
achieve practicality.
This is necessary for two reasons. First, we must distinguish textbook content based on
the authors’ own scholarship from that synthesized from secondary sources. In the absence of
textbook footnotes, this requires examination of their educational backgrounds and published
academic works. For example, in A Growth of a Nation all the content on slavery and the Civil
War is easily attributed to co-author William E. Dodd whose area of expertise was Southern
History and whose work appeared on the chapter reference lists. If Dodd’s use of sources in his
own research was ethical and responsible by period standards, the textbook content based on it
would also be epistemologically sound, however objectionable by 21st century standards.
Most of the content in any given history textbook is beyond the scholarly expertise of a
single academic author. Therefore, familiarity with contemporaneous historiography is necessary
to identify not only the secondary sources they utilized, but also those that were available but not
used. Here again, the need for narrow focus is incontrovertible. In the titles examined for this
dissertation, for example, the influences of Ulrich B. Phillips on slavery and Archibald Dunning
on Reconstruction were, as expected, easily identifiable. However, neither man was without his
detractors. Was it abuse of history when textbook authors relied on Phillips but ignored the
highly regarded (and much more recent) work of Frederic Bancroft? W.E.B. DuBois was a
Harvard-educated academic, yet his work on Reconstruction was completely absent from all
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titles. These questions can only be answered subjectively, and the answers alone do not prove or
disprove abuse of history. It is only when they are considered alongside the many other
parameters of de Baets’ theory that they support or rebut accusations of history abuse.
The issue of authorial expertise, however, raises two additional questions that relate to
epistemological abuse of history: first, to what degree should textbooks follow the
historiography, and second, should we hold textbook authors responsible for unfamiliarity with
the historiography? 87 Again, I would argue that the answers may depend partially upon the
parameters of the study.
When the first editions of the history textbooks examined for this study were published,
there were fewer than four decades of professional historical writing to be familiar with. And
while many state historical societies had established journals and magazines of local interest, in
the period during which these textbook manuscripts were being created, and for at least the first
decade of revisions, Americanist academics could keep fully abreast of their field by reading
four journals: The William and Mary Quarterly, founded in 1892, The American Historical
Review, first published in 1895, and the Journal of Negro History, established in 1914, and The
Mississippi Valley Historical Review, also established in 1914, which would eventually become
The Journal of American History.88 The New England Quarterly would appear in 1928 and the
Journal of Southern History, in 1934, available to authors to consult for later textbook revisions.
Even if the textbook authors read them all, cover-to-cover, this is not an overwhelming reading
list for academics of any era.
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To argue that the early 20th century academic history textbook authors examined in this
study cannot be held accountable for historiographical ignorance would be a professionally and
ethically flawed position. They were sought out by educational publishers for their credentials
and their reputations.89 The textbooks they created were the sole basis for the formal historical
education of students and accepted as factual by teachers whose training had largely become
unimportant to liberal arts faculty.90 The very successful titles examined herein endured for
decades. They were read by captive audiences that numbered in the hundreds of thousands, far
more than the readership of any scholarly article or monograph, and provided authors with
steady, long-term, and highly lucrative sources of income.91 Therefore, the sources used at the
time of publication and those relied upon through successive editions may not offer proof of
history abuse. But they do provide insight into the integrity of the work.
The third and final arm of the de Baets theory was “pragmatic abuse,” which occurs when
“historians lie about their authorship or the status of their work, or when others irresponsibly
interfere with it.”92 This was the basis for the late James Loewen’s previously discussed public
scuffle with James McPherson in which he accused the Civil War historian of appending his
credentials to textbook material he did not write. History textbooks are among a large group of
sources that lend themselves to abuse.93 Although today there is occasional evidence of students
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and parents questioning content on particularly controversial issues, in general, textbooks are –
and always have been - aimed at audiences disinclined or unable to challenge content.94 Based on
de Baets’ inclusion of irresponsible interference by others, it could be (and has been) argued that
publishers, editors, or even copywriters must be accountable for pragmatic abuse in history
textbooks. But while their "participation” in creating or altering content has been documented, I
would argue, again, that unless such interference was impossible for the academic author to
realize and reject, it is the academic who is responsible for content published under the terminal
degree.95
History abuse does not exist in a vacuum and identifying it should not be merely an
academic exercise. It produces diverse victims and serious repercussions.96 Those who suffer the
consequences most directly are usually already marginalized through issues of race, ethnicity,
religion, sexual orientation, gender identity, or in their opposition to autocratic, oppressive
political regimes. For example, in the early post-war years, German historians were unwilling to
engage the politically sanctioned extermination of millions of Jews, choosing instead to focus on
the history of Nazism. Christian historians were determined to eradicate long and welldocumented history of antisemitism in anticipation of its connection to the Holocaust. 97 These
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abuses deprived Jews of their past for the comfort – advantage - of those recording it. And for
well over a century, white American historians sought the continued advantage of white
supremacy by deliberately portraying Africans and African Americans in a manner that
supported their enslavement, justified oppression and discrimination, and endangered their
lives.98 The abuse of history also distorts the collective conscious [again, do you mean
consciousness or conscience?] by replacing the truthful past with myth, creating barriers between
groups, thus preventing society from owning its mistakes. Academics become victims of history
abuse through the devaluation of expertise and the encouragement of anti-intellectualism. The
field is damaged in perpetuity through corruption of the historiography. It is for these reasons, de
Baets argued, that identification of history abuses should be carried out “with the ultimate aim of
opposing and preventing them.”99 This admirable goal, however, requires historians to move
beyond highly diverse insinuation and suggestion and apply a less subjective, more consistent
methodological framework.

The Importance of a Theoretical Framework

The necessity of a theoretical framework can be seen in two studies that pre-dated
Antoon de Baets’ theory, one unpublished, one published, and separated by almost half a
century. In 1954, University of Pittsburgh School of Education scholar, Frank Caputo, undertook
an ambitious study that included every first edition junior high school American history textbook
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in use between 1886 and 1954. His dissertation examined eighty-seven titles and sought to
document the aims and purposes of the authors, quantify the pedagogical practices and teaching
aids, such as songs, literature excerpts, exercises, and games and quantify subject matter by page
counts assigned to nineteen specific topics such as war, politics, foreign relations, and territorial
expansion. 100 For example, his data showed that 58.7% of the total subject matter covered only
four topics: war, colonial history, government and politics, and discovery and exploration.101
Caputo divided his period of study into five sections to track page count changes over time for
each of his nineteen topics, ultimately finding only inconsistent decline over time in content
devoted to colonial history and war.102 But Caputo went a step further. He appears to have been
the first to attempt a narrative that analyzed and compared historical content through authors’
perspectives and “interpretation, omission or distortion of key facts.” 103 In doing so, he sought to
bridge the gap between the history of education and the “history of history,” and, by de Baet’s
definition, to identify irresponsible or abusive history.
Methodology, as well as the absence of a coherent definition of history abuse, contributed
to the failure of this section of Caputo’s dissertation. Eighty-seven volumes and nineteen topics
made coherent, substantive narrative analysis impossible. In Caputo’s own words:
The writer found many. . . differences in the accounts of identical events. . . It is
impossible to include [them all and] likewise out of the question to include all the
different interpretations of any single event or topic.104
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Caputo identified historical discrepancies, but his failure to adequately explain them precluded
sound documentation of history abuse. Two of the examples of divergent historical accounts of
the Civil War – the battle between the Monitor and the Merrimack and Sherman’s “March to the
Sea” – were, at best, bit players within the larger dramatic discord surrounding slavery and its
lead role in Civil War causation.105 Still, had Caputo engaged the historiography on even these
two events he could have placed the inconsistencies within the context of scholarly research
available to the textbook authors. For example, the roots of this ironclad controversy date to
1911, when Confederate veteran Col. W.H. Steward took umbrage to Woodrow Wilson’s
pronouncement of the Monitor as the victor. Duly chastened, the academic from Virginia pled
lack of access to primary sources and penned a public apology on the pages of Confederate
Veteran magazine, bowing to the “authority” of “one of the most gallant men who followed
Lee.”106 Admittedly, Caputo’s analog world did not provide easy access to Lost Cause
ephemera. However, there were other sources he could have investigated. Did the textbooks
include reference lists or teachers’ reading lists? Caputo attributed the differences in the content
to “Northern” and “Southern” authors, which could suggest intent. But without further exploring
the historical record for factual accuracy the discrepancies in content cannot be adequately
explained.107 Were the textbook authors Civil War scholars? If so, did their independent research
include the ironclad battle or Sherman’s March? Were the accounts simply differing perspectives
based in sound but differing scholarship? Were they examples of irresponsible history? Or
history abuse?
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A chapter for the 2001 anthology Color-Lines and Borderlands (Seattle: University of
Washington Press) titled “The Influence of African American History on U.S. History Survey
Textbooks Since the 1970s” left just as many questions unanswered, but for different reasons.
University of Maine PhD John C. Walter sought to document the lack of progress incorporating
African American history into survey textbooks between the 1970s and the 1990s. He attributed
responsibility for the deliberate deficiency – this abuse of history - to both white teaching
professors in general and to a tiny subset of the same, white textbook authors. The work was
troubling on several levels, the least of which was not the scarcity [double negative?] of
footnotes. But it also demonstrated many of the same methodology problems and analytical
shortcomings as the Caputo dissertation.
Walter’s overarching premise was that the Civil Rights Movement had produced “a host”
of prejudiced white historians who had researched slavery and become motivated to “pass off
their work as ‘Black History’” to attract white graduate students. This, in turn, led to “squadrons
of newly-minted white prejudiced assistant professors of questionable knowledge doing
immeasurable harm” by promoting the ‘Sambo Thesis,” which infantilized slaves and minimized
the evils of the ‘peculiar institution.’”108 Walter provided no citations, statistics, or examples for
these generalizations. He did refer the reader to Stanley Elkins’ 1959 work Slavery: A Problem
in American Institution and Intellectual Life (University of Chicago Press) and the 1974 title
authored by Robert William Fogel and Stanley L. Engerman, Time On The Cross (Little Brown),
presumably as examples of prejudiced white historians. Walter’s only other citation consisted of
two anecdotal personal observations. The first concerned something he had “been told” at a
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“historical conference” during graduate school, and the second was an observation that “many of
his students” continued to complain about being taught that Reconstruction failed due to freed
slaves’ “unsuitability for 19th century industrial life.”109
Walter continued to vilify white professors for the “intimidatingly pervasive. . . return to
racialist conservatism” in campuses of the 1980s. Conceding that there had been “excellent
scholarship on African American history between the 1960s [and 2001]” he relied on a
secondary source for the argument that incorporating this research into mainstream scholarship
was entirely dependent upon “individual historians” responding to the contemporaneous social
climate and the autonomous nature of academic teaching.”110 It is unclear here if “individual
historians” referred to textbook authors or the “autonomous” white teaching academics alluded
to in the subsequent clause. Regardless, Walter’s attempt to attribute blame for advancing
inadequate and outdated scholarship was couched in the contention that, from the 1950s to 2001,
prejudiced white survey instructors lectured blindly from the textbook, they used no other source
material, that, somehow, they exercised control over survey textbook content, and, finally, that
they were simultaneously promoting the flawed history in their survey texts unconsciously
(through ignorance) and deliberately (through prejudice). According to de Baet’s theoretical
framework, the former is irresponsible, the latter, abuse. To further confuse the issue, Walter’s
ultimate question - “why so little space [in U.S. History survey textbooks] devoted [to African
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American history], and why so many distortions and negative, if not racist, exaggerations,
descriptions, and ascriptions?” assumed that if fair, more complete content on African Americans
had been included in textbooks, the prejudiced white autonomous survey instructors would have
taught it.111
Walter examined two editions (1970s and 1990s) of three American survey textbooks to
“assess the progress made in the incorporation, manner of presentation, and analysis of African
American history.” He chose the titles based on the academic reputations of their authors
because he could “assume that their judgements would be impartial, unprejudiced, and consonant
with the best in historical development.”112 Walter chose to compare content on topics from what
is traditionally the “second half” of the survey, the Progressive Era and the Civil Rights Era,
noting late in the work that examining “the causes and legacy of slavery, the Civil War and
Reconstruction [exceeded] the space limitations of the chapter.”113 He meticulously documented
content on thirteen topics, ranging from the Niagara Movement to Black influence on rock and
roll music to the “three important [Supreme] Court cases” of the period: Cooper v. Aaron (1958),
Loving v. Virginia (1967), and Swann (1971). He identified omissions, distortions, and
exaggerations.114 Ultimately, however, Walter’s conclusion section was little more than one page
of the almost 100-page chapter. Without any consideration of evolving historiography, he noted
inconsistent “improvement” in inclusion of African American history content and expressed
disappointment that the 1990s editions were not “ideal.” But most significantly, Walter failed to
adequately answer his own question: “why?” In line with de Baet’s argument that historians are
risk adverse, Walter’s criticisms were very pointedly directed at the books, not their authors. He
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was only willing to ascribe responsibility for faulty history in generalizations, to white professors
and/or white textbook authors. He was unwilling to accuse the living authors of the textbooks he
examined – and found wanting - of history abuse.
Both Caputo’s and Walter’s studies were admirable attempts to document history abuse,
despite the fact that neither author employed the term. Caputo is to be commended for
recognizing that coherent, meaningful textbook comparisons require defined sample groups,
here, all first editions in use during a specified time frame. His methodology demonstrated
understanding that page counts and percentages alone are insufficient to judge the quality of a
history textbook, that analysis of the content included on those pages plays a vital role. Walter’s
methodology was astute in its examination of revisions of the same titles. Not only do multiple
revisions speak to the popularity of a given textbook (and – hence, its sphere of influence), they
also offer far more meaningful comparisons than would serendipitous selection of assorted titles
in use at different times. If one holds firmly to the premise that academics are ultimately
responsible for all content published under their credentials, comparing revisions provides
insight into authorial willingness – or lack thereof – to adapt to evolving historiography. The
strengths of these two works were influential in the methodology employed in the dissertation at
hand, which also attempts to avoid their weaknesses.
Identifying history abuse is difficult and complicated. It requires in depth examination of
multiple factors and carefully drawn conclusions. Beyond the documentation of obvious
historical falsehoods, these are rarely entirely objective. The sheer number of titles and wide
variety of sub-disciplines included in the Caputo dissertation automatically precluded substantive
narrative comparison. Furthermore, both Caputo and Walter recognized too late that the number
of topics they had selected for analysis – nineteen and thirteen, respectively – required far more
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time, effort, and space than was available to them, again, confirming, that effective examination
of textbooks for history abuse requires a narrow topic focus. Neither Caputo nor Walker had
access to de Baets’ work and their studies show the importance of a theoretical framework by
which to define and identify history abuse.

Methodological Issues
Another thorny issue that arises in comparative examinations for history abuse in
textbooks is selection of titles. In a very complimentary review of Kyle Ward’s 2010 work, Not
Written in Stone: Learning and Unlearning American History Through 200 Years of Textbooks
(New York: New Press), James Adomanis of the Maryland Centers for the Study of History and
Civic Education offered only one criticism. “Explanation of textbook selection would have been
valuable . . . Why these books? Why these authors?”115 This is an enduring issue in history
textbook studies. In “Does the American History Textbook Still Wear A Gray Flannel Cover?”
published in Social Education, Albert Alexander examined an indeterminate number of history
textbooks used in undefined locations to argue in 1969 that in “the current crop [of textbooks]. . .
most authors have attempted to correct the hitherto disappearance of the Negro from the period
of Reconstruction to. . . 1954.”116 While Alexander’s observations may well have been true, his
methodology left unanswered questions.
Chronological parameters are easily set but they alone are an insufficient basis upon
which to draw conclusions. Helen Merrit, the author of a 1952 dissertation titled “Certain Social
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Movements as Reflected in United States History Textbooks,” examined twenty-seven high
school history textbooks published between 1930 and 1940 solely because they were published
between 1930 and 1940. As in many education dissertations of this period, most of the
discussion focused on comparing the number of pages devoted to a given social movement and
included only very abbreviated narrative. But the rather serendipitous criteria for text selection
rendered the qualitative observations anecdotal at best. For example, regarding the Women’s
Rights Movement the author noted “the movement received ‘full treatment’ in a little over onethird of the textbooks.”117 Was this finding indicative of content taught nationwide? Or was it a
regional issue? Were the examined titles adopted in comparable numbers? Or were some far
more widely used than others? These variables are vital to meaningful conclusions, but they are
also difficult to reconcile.
Educational publishers have always been highly protective of their sales statistics. In the
first decades of the 20th century compulsory education laws boosted school enrollments and
made educational publishing extremely lucrative, highly competitive, and – hence – secretive.
An early report compiled by the California State Board of Education, “State List of High School
Textbooks,” simply listed all books in use in 1911, by publisher.118 In 1953, a University of
Illinois graduate student in education wrote to twenty-five publishing houses requesting titles of
popular secondary school history textbooks then in use. Only one agreed to provide any
information: the student was given five titles, but no confirmation that they were currently in
use.119 In the early 1990s, the authors of Textbooks in American Society: Politics, Policy, and
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Pedagogy could not even locate a primary or secondary school textbook editor willing to discuss
educational publishing practices for their upcoming book.120
The very “local” nature of American education authority also renders historical textbook
adoption data spotty or nonexistent. Schools do not save decades-old adoption records. In his
1982 dissertation, University of Illinois student Arthur Woodward attempted to rank all Ancient
History, European History, Modern History, Medieval History, French History, German History,
and English History textbooks in use between 1880 and 1930, according to popularity.
Undertaking this task before WorldCAT and without the internet had to have been a monumental
challenge and, in fact, Woodward did struggle to draw conclusions based on very limited data.
But his difficulties were not simply those of his analog world. The work strongly suggests he
was irreversibly committed to the topic before realizing that data from the “Teachers College
Report Collection” would be helpful only through 1915.121 A bibliography heavy with reports
from numerous, geographically diverse small city and town Boards of Education and narrowly
focused academic textbook use studies, shows he turned to local sources for later figures.122
These problems, which seem to have been recognized late in the research process, precluded
Woodward’s objective of presenting meaningful statistical conclusions.
Studies that successfully navigate the issue of locating history textbooks in time and
place are rare. Beverly Ann Stevenson painstakingly documented the title selection process for
her 1983 education dissertation “The Black American in American History Textbooks in the
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Philadelphia Public Senior High Schools from 1965 – 1980.” Stevenson surveyed the department
heads of all thirty-one of Philadelphia high schools in preparation for her quantitative analysis.
Once she determined that adoption records for her short, relatively contemporary period of study
were readily available she employed a complex coding system to compare the scope and nature
of content on black Americans. Stevenson’s purpose was not to analyze the history or engage the
historiography. Her sole objective was to document quantitative changes, delimited by time and
geography. Her methodology allowed her to draw meaningful statistical conclusions instead of
forcing her into generalizations based on anecdotal evidence.123
For selection of textbook titles, this dissertation relies largely on a 1944 study that
employed the same methodology as Stevenson’s. Boston University graduate student Agnes
Connell conducted a mail survey of selected New England school districts to determine Social
Studies course offerings and the corresponding textbook titles in grades seven through twelve.
The education thesis that resulted is the sole resource – out of countless dissertations, multiple
monographs, and digitized archival material researched for this study – that places specific U.S.
History textbook titles in a defined geographical area at a specific time during the first half of the
20th century. In 1944 New England, sixteen titles were in use in forty-three eleventh grade U.S.
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History courses.124 (Figure 5)

Figure 5. “Materials Used in Social Studies.” Source: Agnew B. Connell, “Teaching Materials
Currently in Use in the Social Studies Program in Selected New England Secondary Schools,”
Master’s Thesis (Boston University, 1944).

Statistically, this too is anecdotal. But it does provide a geographical and temporal framework for
relevant comparison that publication dates alone do not offer. For my purposes, the significance
is not that the textbooks chosen from this list were used in New England, but that they were used
outside the South. Furthermore, comparative popularity – the subject of the unfortunate
Woodward dissertation - within this small sample group was assured by eliminating titles on
Connell’s list that were not in use for at least two decades as indicated by their respective
WorldCAT revision histories.
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Identifying history abuse in history textbooks involves far more then documenting
departures from the historical record. Success in a comparative study requires a narrow topic or
closely related group of topics and careful selection of a small number of comparably successful
titles located in time and geography. It is only within these parameters that Antoon de Baets’
theory may become a roadmap to bogus history and to ultimately holding its creators
accountable.

The “History Wars”
As at least one goal of a scholarly monograph is its sale, published work criticizing U.S.
History textbooks bears little resemblance to the vast body of unpublished doctoral dissertations,
either in methodology or objectives. For while books (and the peer reviewed articles that usually
precede them) may use specific textbook titles as examples or evidence, their focus is broader
description of larger issues or trends in society. These are wide-ranging and include politics,
religion, educational publishing, textbook adoption, pedagogy, and censorship, as well as the
treatment of marginalized groups. For example, in his examination of the former Confederacy’s
drive to purge the South of unflattering Civil War history, “Long-Legged Yankee Lies: The
Southern Textbook Crusade,” James McPherson offered Susan Pendleton Lee’s A School History
of the United States (Richmond: B.F. Johnson, 1895) and Jabez L.M. Curry’s The Southern
States of the American Union (Richmond: B.F. Johnson, 1895) as examples of textbooks the
South found acceptable, but he did not dissect their content.125
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It was not until history became an established subject in American schools that the form
and content of textbooks became controversial. History was part of the curriculum in some elite
private schools, in the Early Republic and after 1830 it slowly began to be incorporated in public
schools. But even by 1860 only five states had mandated the teaching of history.126 If there were
contemporaneous objections to these earliest history textbooks, they have escaped
documentation. However, University of Pittsburgh scholar Chauncey Jacobs undertook a critique
of these early titles in 1944. Not surprisingly, Jacobs found few patterns, little correlation, and no
discernable evolution of material, beyond the expected chronological additions as time marched
on and new national events needed to be covered. He generally assessed the subject-texts to be
poorly organized and was particularly alarmed that authors did not “fulfill the purposes and
aims” promised in their optimistic prefaces. Apparently, providing “a clear conception of those
deeds which may properly be imitated” from an accurate study of history, such as sowing the
“seeds of virtue,” developing “thinking on the part of pupils,” and showing the “results of bad
behavior or action” from the past were goals easier set than met.127
Neither the lack of formal history courses nor the scant three decades of United States
history, however, prevented what was probably the earliest white washing of the past during the
Early Republic. Francois Furstenberg’s, “Civic Texts, Slavery, and the Formation of American
Nationalism” examined elementary level “civic texts” – readers that incorporated moral,
religious, and patriotic messages. Their authors, Furstenberg found, were not only promoting
God and nationalism but also cleansing the new nation’s racist roots. Quite plainly, Furstenberg
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stated, the works effectively “eradicate the importance of slavery in early American life.”128
While there was undoubtedly little, if any, contemporaneous objection to these rose-colored
glasses, the numerous, subsequent episodes of societal angst over portrayal of history have been
well-documented by scholars.
Discord over the portrayal of the past ebbs and flows. It reaches its highest levels in
atmospheres of societal stress, when segments of the citizenry fear, justifiably or irrationally, for
their own collective identity. Hence, scholarly documentation of these controversies, these
“history wars,” can be superimposed upon the timeline of history as it happened.
The coming of the Civil War saw the South secede, not only from the Union, but from
the country’s shared history. Resentment stemming from over-reliance on Northern presses
perceived as inherently biased drove the Confederacy to, as Michael Bernath argued in
Confederate Minds: The Struggle for Intellectual Independence in the Civil War South, “liberate
itself from its intellectual ‘vassalage’ to the North.”129 This concerted effort was not limited to
shaping history education but included promoting a decidedly Southern perspective across the
entirety of the classroom. The Confederate position was as systematically integrated into Greek
History, English, Composition, Arithmetic, Civics and Geography, as it was to American
History. American history textbooks published in the South during the Civil War provide deeply
troubling conclusions and have been subjected to significant study. A host of studies explored
Confederate mind making and, perhaps more accurately, manipulation. These include,
Christopher Clausen, “Some Confederate Ideas About Education”; “Textbooks for Texans
During the Civil War,” “Confederate School Geographies, I: Miranda Branson Moore's Dixie
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Geography”; and “School Books, Publishers, and Southern Nationalists: Refashioning the
Curriculum in North Carolina's Schools, 1850-1861.” Such works represent only a fraction of
studies that revealed the Southern cultural and educational mindset.130 In “Education in the
Confederate States of America, 1861-1865,” Rachel Bryan Stillman documented the South’s
determination to break free from Northern influences even as the exigencies of war would seem
to have been their sole priority. Confederate educators, Stillman noted, quickly realized that
sacrificing education for the Cause would be counterproductive. “The money and personnel they
needed . . . if applied to the schools. . . would strengthen the Confederacy, building up its moral
and intellectual forces against the enemy.”131
The end of Reconstruction and the institution of “redeemer governments,” those Southern
legislatures that invoked and metastasized the Lost Cause narrative, renewed determination in
the South to “own” their history, which meant deleting any northern, anti-slavery,
emancipationist ideas.132 The former Confederacy’s firm belief that schoolbooks emanating from
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the northern portion of the reconstructed Union treated Dixie with derision; that they failed to
portray the South respectfully or accurately, marked vociferous hostilities over “truth” in
textbooks that would not be seen again until the 1990s. The South was determined to replace the
“Northern version” of the War with one that honored the rebel dead, idealized Southern heritage,
and – most importantly – removed slavery from causation. This action, led by Mildred
Rutherford and the United Daughters of the Confederacy (UDC) in partnership with the United
Confederate Veterans (UCV), and documented by noted Civil War historian James McPherson
in “Long-Legged Yankee Lies: The Southern Textbook Crusade” defines, in the most obvious
ways, the abuse of history.
Southern activists launched the most well-organized and successful drive to control U.S.
history textbooks to date. Pressure was applied to Northern publishers to issue separate editions
of history texts for use in Southern schools. When this met with limited success, the coalition
mounted a drive to produce books by Southern authors. We might expect these textbooks to have
advanced a loud defense of the position that secession and the War were caused by slavery.
However, this was not the case, for the objective was to neutralize the Northern position that the
War was fought over slavery, not to engage in debate. As the chaplain general of the UCV
argued, if history textbooks continued to “fasten upon the South the stigma of slavery, and that
we fought for it. . . the Southern soldier will go down in history dishonored.”133 Hence,
connections between slavery and secession were conspicuous in their absence, prompting one
book reviewer to observe “they were touched upon in such a non-committal way and so little
explained that they pass almost unnoticed.”134 By the 1910s, the South had been purged of all
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elementary and high school history textbooks that did not toe the line of Southern nationalism
drawn by Ms. Rutherford, and renewed efforts were launched at Southern colleges.135 With the
emergence of the formal field of Southern History, the amateur authors were replaced with
academics and the mantra of the Lost Cause achieved legitimacy. As one scholar educated in
North Carolina during the 1920s observed, “I could never understand how our Confederate
troops could have won every battle in the War so decisively and then lost the war itself!”136 Or as
historian James McPherson observed, “The Lost Cause triumphed in the curriculum if not on the
battlefield.”137 McPherson did not specifically use the term “abuse of history” when writing
“Long Legged Yankee Lies” but he might have well done so. His contempt for Mildred
Rutherford’s self-proclaimed “Truths of History” that portrayed slaveholders as ardent
emancipists and Lincoln, as a “cruel, vulgar, cynical tyrant” was quite clear. McPherson stated
plainly, “Everyone of Rutherford’s ‘facts’ and ‘truths’ . . . are false – every one.”138
World War I and the post-war threats of socialism and communism that emerged in
Europe prompted new concerns over history textbooks and their influence on impressionable
youth. This rather short but impactful skirmish in the history wars was first documented in
Public Opinion and the Teaching of History in the United States (New York: Knopf) University
of Iowa Professor Bessie Pierce in 1926, even as the Mayor of Chicago was still railing at his
treasonous Superintendent of Schools for subjecting Chicago schoolchildren to
“denaturalization” through the use of U.S. History books deemed to be “destroying
patriotism.”139 Joseph Moreau in Schoolbook Nation: Conflicts over American History Textbooks
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from the Civil War to the Present (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2003) examined the
1920s controversy as one of eight periods during which the portrayal of U.S. History in
textbooks engendered public outcry.140 Jonathan Zimmerman used a narrower lens to focus on
the fragile (and ironic) alliance between racial and ethnic minority groups and the uber-patriots
who loudly and frequently declared themselves “100 Percent American.” The controversy
centered on accusations that some popular U.S. History textbooks were subversive or unAmerican, that they promoted “pro-British” and “classist” portrayals of the American
Revolution. 141 Two of the textbook authors included in this case study, David Muzzey and
William Guitteau, were the subject of multiple investigations by such diverse groups as the
Washington D.C. Board of Education, The Scottish Rite of Freemasons, William Randolph
Hearst, David Hirschfield, Commissioner of Accounts for New York City, and the Sons of the
American Revolution Committee on Patriotic Education. But although both of their textbooks
suffered banishments at the hands of critics, both authors made revisions directed at countering
criticism and preserving book adoptions, and both titles were eventually discontinued, Muzzey
and Guitteau reacted differently to the censorship drive. Comparing these differences offers
insight into what may have motivated them to alter their scholarship under public pressure. If we
assume that Muzzey and Guitteau would have been determined not to subject themselves again
to this censorship and persecution by the public, examination of their subsequent titles also
[provides] offers insight into their mindsets. How willing were they to abandon or modify
content that they originally believed important?
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It did not take long for the pendulum to swing back, for educators to become concerned
that this successful post-war textbook censorship was contributing to a learning environment that
supported xenophobia. This was confirmed in another study by Bessie Pierce who surveyed over
400 textbooks for their portrayal of other nations. In Civic Attitudes in American School
Textbooks, published in 1931, Pierce argued that the civic attitudes of American students were
likely to be “strongly national and provincial, with little trace of generosity toward foreign
nations except toward France.”142
This skirmish in the history wars demonstrated the power of factions to censor history,
the anti-intellectualism that drove them, and the relative helplessness of academics and teachers
to counter it in an atmosphere of social hysteria. However, it also speaks to de Baets’ Theory.
Censorship, he argues, is pragmatic abuse of history in that it interferes with the reception of a
historical work. Specifically, in this case, it was “pressure to adapt a manuscript so as to
embellish or to conceal, unwelcome messages.”143 But where it is plain that the lay forces on one
side of this history war were guilty of history abuse, were their victims, Muzzey and Guitteau,
also culpable via self-censorship? This is far less clear and examined in this case study.
However, should it be established that they engaged in irresponsible or abusive history, de Baets’
argues that, as professional historians, they bear a heavier burden of blame. “Society places
confidence in [professional historians’] academic and professional qualifications [and society]
requires accountability. Abuses threaten that confidence and, therefore, the authority and
efficiency of professional historical writing. . . Abuses of professional historians are worse than
those of non-professionals.”144
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Like that which marked the post-WWI period, World War II nationalism and the second
Red Scare saw renewed efforts to censor history and brought to a tragic end the use of Harold
Rugg’s Social Studies textbooks. Rugg had worked tirelessly for decades within the Progressive
Education Movement to make Social Studies a platform designed to look at the ills of society
and to inspire students to change them, and he had come under fire, along with David Saville
Muzzey and William Guitteau, in the xenophilic nationalistic atmosphere post-World War I.
Elmer Winters’ 1968 unpublished University of Wisconsin dissertation, “Harold Rugg and
Education for Social Reconstruction,” was the first work to fully document Rugg’s takedown,
utilizing personal correspondence and interviews with academics close to Rugg who
experienced, with him, the persecution that lasted more than a decade.145 Ronald Evans’
monograph This Happened in America: Harold Rugg and the Censure of Social Studies
(Charlotte, NC: IAP, 2007) examined Rugg’s rise and fall through the broader lens of Social
Studies curriculum reform and the demise of Progressive Education. In his 2006 article for
Paedagogica Historica, “‘Treason in the Textbooks:’ Reinterpreting the Harold Rugg
Controversy in the Context of Wartime Schooling,” Bowdoin Professor of Education Charles
Dorn argued that limiting examination of the Rugg controversy to the forum of Progressive
Education ignored its significance in understanding the issues of education during WWII.146
Certainly the persecution of Harold Rugg within the greater context of McCarthyism and the
advent of the Cold War stands as an example of blatant abuse of history by a public hysterical
with fear for its own collective identity.
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Early 20th Century Issues of Race
There were no public objections by white academics to the treatment of African
Americans in early 20th century United States History textbooks. Protests by black scholars,
however, were considerable. As a master’s student at Kentucky State College in Frankfurt,
future-University of Chicago professor Lawrence D. Reddick compared textbook content on
slavery, abolitionism, Reconstruction, Negro status since emancipation, and “the Negro as a
Soldier” in eleven titles “used in the South.”147 Reddick concluded, not surprisingly, that “the
picture presented of the Negro is decidedly unfavorable” due to “sectional bias.” However, his
basis for comparison lacked consistency and transparency. For while Reddick examined the
Mildred Rutherford-endorsed textbook by former Confederate soldier Waddy Thompson, he also
included works by professional historians David Saville Muzzey and William Guitteau. But there
is no evidence that Guitteau’s textbook was ever used in any significant numbers in the South or
that the 1911 Muzzey work was adopted in any of the sixteen states Reddick categorized as “the
South” except for Texas and Missouri.148 Most of “Racial Attitudes” consisted of long
quotations; Reddick’s objective was not advocacy for altered content.149 But while his study did
clearly demonstrate irresponsible or abusive history to the 21st century eye, Reddick’s
unwillingness to attribute it to revered scholars, alongside his own reticence to counter it, offered
an easy excuse for quick dismissal by contemporaneous white academics. Furthermore, had
Reddick recognized that these exact historical offenses were just as pervasive in Northern
textbooks, his conclusions would have been even more powerful.
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Black academics Carter Woodson and Charles Wesley co-authored three textbooks
released by Associated Publishing that offered positive portrayal of African American history
and black contributions to the social, economic, cultural, economic, and political fabric of
American society: The Negro in Our History (1922), The Negro Makers of History (1928), and
The Story of the Negro Retold (1935). Between 1890 and 1940, Woodson and W.E.B. Du Bois
worked in collaboration with teachers, parents, and activists to create an alternate black Social
Studies curriculum, which “supported the intellectual growth of African American children” and
became a “space where the identity of [black] students was nurtured in the face of racism.”150
Alana Murry documented this cross-curriculum effort based in both content and pedagogy,
which embraced pageantry as a teaching tool, in The Development of the Alternative Black
Curriculum, 1890 – 1940: Countering the Master Narrative (New York: Macmillan, 2018).151
Contemporary historian Antony L. Brown also explored the efforts of black scholars in
his 2010 article “Counter-memory and Race: An Examination of African American Scholars’
Challenges to Early Twentieth Century K – 12 Historical Discourses” published in The Journal
of Negro Education. Brown observed that the objectives of black scholars were not limited to
simply cleansing textbooks of racism and white supremacy and adding “positive” messages, but
rather that:
The process of revising the narrative of African American imagery. . . was
carefully reconstructed in relation to how various racial discourses and practices
constructed African American physicality, intelligence, beauty, and mental
capacities. . . [The revision process] was contained within a specific temporal and
spatial context and therefore, defined how African American scholars strategically
revised the . . . narrative . . . through the genre of curriculum writing.152
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There were also white activists who voiced strong opinions on the portrayal of African
Americans in history textbooks. As admirable as this might seem (and was, to a great extent), it
was also telling that their concerns centered on textbooks used by white students. Perhaps the
best example was the educational arm of the Commission on Interracial Cooperation. The
Commission was formed in Atlanta in 1919 and spread to include chapters throughout the South.
It was composed primarily of liberal white southerners who worked to stop lynchings and
counter the “worst effects” of white supremacy in the atmosphere of post-war black unrest.153
The Commission’s Education Director, progressive activist and religious reformer R.B. Eleazer,
was convinced that improving race relations was dependent upon drastic changes to the
education of southern white children, specifically, the portrayal of blacks in their textbooks.
For a 1937 report titled Schoolbooks and Racial Antagonism: A Study of Omissions and
Inclusions that Make for Misunderstanding, Eleazer examined twenty history textbooks “in wide
use in fourteen Southern states.”154 He concluded that:
Seventeen of the twenty books leave the student in complete ignorance that any
Negro ever rendered the slightest service to the flag of his country, while the other
three give but a faint suggestion of the facts. . . The eager Negro boy would find
[no] patriotic examples among members of his race [and] the white student is left
to regard [the Negro] as an alien in the white man’s country.155
Eleazer was equally disturbed by descriptions of slaves as “lazy and indolent,” but found that in
content on Reconstruction “the most unfortunate impressions are made upon the mind of the
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student.” Justification of Klan violence and the “necessary resort [to] intimidation, fraud, and
bribery to deprive the Negro of political power. . . [suggest to white students] that force, rather
than reason, is the only effective means of dealing with Negroes.”156 Admittedly, Eleazer’s
position with the Commission led him to seek out textbooks used in the South. But like
Lawrence Reddick, he seemed unaware that the same disturbing content he identified was
prolific in textbooks nationwide. Although he was not a historian, Eleazer used primary sources
to rebut this offensive content, much of which was easily attributable to the Dunning School of
Reconstruction thought, which, essentially, blamed Black inferiority and Northern vengeance for
the failure of Reconstruction. Thus, Eleazer effectively proved abuse of history without using the
term or identifying the perpetrators.
In her 1941 book The Treatment of the Negro in American History School Textbooks: A
Comparison of Changing Textbook Content, 1826 to 1939, With Developing Scholarship in the
History of the Negro in the United States, Marie Elizabeth Carpenter did identify both titles and
authors. She made it clear, however, that she was not blaming them for the issues she
documented, noting “the purpose of this . . . study was simply to determine how the Negro has
been represented in the school history books. [It] is not an indictment of authors.”157 Unlike the
vast majority of similar studies – past and present – Carpenter conceded her limitations, noting
“the selection of the textbooks is necessarily arbitrary” but also asserted that “the books appear
to have been popular [in their time]” and “some care was taken to make [their selection]
representative.” She offered no further explanation, except to attribute authorship to “southerners
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as well as northerners.158 Perhaps the most significant issue with her methodology was basing
collective conclusions on titles used in both elementary and high schools. This was, after all, a
highly controversial subject and omissions in books for very young children could be attributed
to tender sensibilities as well as racism and poor scholarship. For example, while first-person
accounts of terrorized slaves thrown overboard during the Middle Passage would not be
inappropriate for eighteen-year-old readers, content directed at fifth graders might be less
graphic.
The Carpenter book, which was based on her doctoral dissertation from the Teachers
College affiliated with Columbia University, examined eighty-six textbooks for their treatment
of African Americans (negroes) and their lives in America. Carpenter insisted that although
“textbook writers have recognized the Negro as an essential element in American history. . . the
treatment of the Negro [has not been] as well-balanced and informing as it might be.”159
Carpenter attributed this to two factors: prejudice, which she described as “attitudes which
textbook writers and historians may hold toward Negroes,” and the desire of authors to “exclude
what may be controversial content.”160
Regardless, Carpenter engaged in hugely important methodological and historiographical
considerations when evaluating the textbooks. She developed a meticulously researched
literature review on “Historical Scholarship and the Negro” to compare what scholars of African
American history were writing and document whether it was making its way into textbooks. She
concluded that there was a “serious academic lag” and gently recommended that “authors and
teachers of American history” should “take cognizance of the Negro not only as a passive
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character, but also as one active in his own behalf and in that of the nation” and to also “point
out the effects of social forces, segregation and discrimination, for example, which have affected
the Negro alone among groups in America, and how these forces have been stimulated by his
presence.”161
Carpenter’s attempts to rebut the prominent white scholars of her day are enlightening in
a “David and Goliath” sort of way. She did not mention specifically Ulrich B. Philips, white guru
of Southern apologists, or any of the academics who perpetuated his “happy slave – peaceful
plantation tradition” narrative. Yet Carpenter’s inference was clear, especially to
contemporaneous academics.
New light can be thrown upon slave life by sources which have hitherto received
little or no attention. What the slave and the ex-slave say about their life in
bondage and their attitudes and actions in regard to slavery will give better
balance to the picture of slavery.162
In support of her argument, anonymously directed at work by the foremost (albeit, long-dead)
academic “authority” on slavery of the day, Carpenter, a new PhD, bravely cited an unpublished
master’s thesis from Howard University based on “Negro autobiographies and biographies,
accounts of slave insurrections, and reports of anti-slavery societies and conventions” in which
graduate student Nelka S. Chase “concluded that the Negro was not always satisfied with
slavery, and that the plantation tradition was not a true one.”163
Carpenter also engaged W.E.B. DuBois’ Black Reconstruction as an important source for
more fully understanding the history of the African American story. She insisted that “the real
history of the Reconstruction Period has not been written because valuable sources have been
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lost or laid aside, and other [available] sources have not been sufficiently drawn upon.”164
Highlighting DuBois was a rather obvious attempt to quietly confront the prevalence of the
Archibald Dunning School of scholarship, which characterized Radical Reconstruction as an
abject failure and placed blame squarely on the newly freed slaves.165 But Carpenter’s point was
that scholarship had stalled with Dunning’s turn-of-the-century publications; that the myriad of
new academics he had mentored at Columbia were not breaking new ground, but, essentially,
parroting old arguments and superimposing them on contemporaneous society. In 1901, Dunning
had argued that the end of slavery was catastrophic for the South because it had provided social
boundaries between “two races so distinct in characteristics.”166 This, Carpenter argued, was no
different from a 1934 theory advanced by Harry J. Carmen – a “third generation” Dunning
School scholar – in Social and Economic History of the United States: “the Negro is a problem in
the American social order because his aspirations and his behavior are oriented toward a goal
that the dominant majority does not want realized.”167
Carpenter also attempted to address Dunning’s defense of the oppressive and
discriminatory Jim Crow South as a necessary replacement for slavery. But the manner in which
she did so strongly suggests a line she was not willing to cross publicly. In the Atlantic Monthly
article cited by Carpenter, Dunning had argued that the abolition of slavery called for new
“conditions which. . . must, in essence, express the same fact of racial [emphasis added]
inequality.”168 Carpenter quoted him as saying “must, in essence, express the same fact of social
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[emphasis added] inequality.”169 While this discrepancy could be attributed to simple error, I
would argue that it could well have been deliberate. Even though her study encouraged
discussion of the controversial, in 1941, a new female academic calling the also long-dead
William Archibald Dunning a racist was beyond acceptable. It would not be difficult, today, to
interpret Carpenter’s tact as a shortage of moral courage, or her occasional unconscious
perpetuation of stereotype as damnable. But considered in the context of the time, her status as a
woman and a student and the very strong likelihood that she was white make her work
remarkable.
The circumstances surrounding the publication of Carpenter’s book are interesting
because they suggest a new determination by some white academics to discuss racism, their
continuing caution in doing so, and the risk-adverse nature of mainstream publishing. Treatment
of the Negro was originally self-published in 1941. It was in this self-published form that it was
reviewed in the American Historical Review in 1942.170 It was only after the favorable review
that Banta Press published the book the following year. It seems very likely that Carpenter’s
doctoral advisor, Erling M. Hunt, was instrumental in obtaining a review of a self-published
work by a new, unknown graduate, as he was serving on the Executive Board of the American
Historical Association at the time.171 Furthermore, the review, authored by R.B. Eleazer, the
Education Director of the Commission on Interracial Cooperation, rather than a professional
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historian, strongly suggested a consciousness that Carpenter’s work would not be taken
seriously despite its importance.
Writing for the Review, Eleazer’s endorsement seems cautious; unwilling to offend the
same AHA member textbook authors he had failed to name in his own 1938 report. Most of his
review consisted not of discussing Carpenter’s findings, but of confirming them through
comparison with a 1938 study conducted in conjunction with the Commission on Interracial
Cooperation by the Mississippi Education Association, as if warding off anticipated criticism.
While Eleazer conceded that the Mississippi report’s conclusions applied “fairly to nearly
[emphasis added] all of the [books in the Carpenter work]”, he also included a telling quotation
from the report that actually rebutted Carpenter’s assertion regarding authorial prejudice in
textbooks. The Mississippi study, he noted, demonstrated that students have “small
understanding of, and less liking for, his neighbor, the Negro not due to unfavorable bias on the
part of the authors, but [because] the Negro is simply ignored or treated in terms of the white
man’s advantage.”172 Ultimately, Eleazer’s endorsement was sincere, but careful: “School
people, writers and teachers of history especially, will be interested and will profit by a careful
reading of Mrs. Carpenter’s excellent study.”173
For the purposes of this dissertation, Carpenter’s work, and its rather strange review,
stand as incontrovertible evidence that there were white voices protesting the white supremacy
promoted in history textbooks, and that the academics who authored them had information
readily available to them, in their own journal-of-record, that they chose to ignore. It is
impossible to say for certain how, or even if, Treatment affected Carpenter’s career. But of the
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many individuals researched for this study, she is the only one who left absolutely no footprint
after her graduation. Treatment was her only publication and there are no records indicating she
was ever employed in academia. Certainly, there could be any number of explanations unrelated
to the exposure received by her doctoral dissertation. But it would be interesting to know if she
became a victim of her willingness to document the abuse of history.
The activism engendered by the Civil Rights Movement ushered in the “new” social
history, as academics turned from traditional narratives of elite white men and gave voice to
history as experienced by ordinary people.174 While criticism of history textbooks continued
unabated, it gained an enormous new lay audience with publication of two books published by
popular presses. It is ironic that what might be the most widely read, highly regarded, and
influential critiques of United States History textbooks to date were written by a journalist and a
sociologist. But although these prizewinning works both succeeded in engaging public interest
and exposing serious, widespread problems, neither were completely successful in integrating
sound scholarship and credible methodology with popular style. The result was work that
identified abuse of history while simultaneously advancing irresponsible history.
In 1979, Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist Frances Fitzgerald took aim at history
textbooks, those who author them, and those who publish them. Originally appearing as a serial
in The New Yorker, America Revised: History Schoolbooks in the Twentieth Century (Boston:
Little) was a scathing condemnation of that which Fitzgerald perceived as a slow, clumsy,
boring, and biased shift toward the new social history that she dated from the first inclusions of
the Kennedy assassination in 1965.175
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The book was not well-received by contemporary academics, one of whom observed
cryptically: “I can only think that Fitzgerald talked with historians who don’t know much about
their own profession.”176 William Stott, writing for The Business History Review, sharply
criticized Fitzgerald’s sparse footnotes and added: “What is missing most in this book on
American History textbooks is a command of American History.”177 John Gilroy, then-Associate
Dean of Professional Studies at State University College in Oswego, was less succinct:
After 200 pages devoted to examining texts, analyzing both the new approaches
and the “back to basics” texts, and slamming professional educators, the author
poses three questions which she considers critical, then spends the last six pages
attempting to answer them. Unfortunately, not only are her answers
uncompelling, but sound arguments could be made against the assumptions
underlying the questions.178
In fact: it is difficult to locate a coherent thesis in America Revised. On one hand,
Fitzgerald acknowledged the fallacy of “objective truth,” that all history is, essentially,
contemporary and shaped by the times and the perspective of the writer.179 But on the other, she
decried the demise of 1950s consensus history. “The system that ran so smoothly by means of
the Constitution under benevolent conductor Presidents is now a rattletrap affair. . .The past is
[no longer] a highway to the present: it is a collection of issues and events that do not fit together
and that lead in no single direction.”180 Yet four pages later, she appeared to embrace the chaos,
terming 1960s textbooks “consensus documents . . . that reflect the concerns, the conventional
wisdom, and even the fads of the age that produced them.”181 But her primary complaint seems
to have been the “absence of authority” that she attributed to the trend of textbooks being
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“developed by committee” rather than authored by a single academic, hence denying authors the
“freedom to write their own books in their own way.”182 In their struggles to accede to demands
of the formerly-marginalized to be recognized and heard, educational publishers had “cast away
scholarly claims to authority [and] set themselves adrift on the uncertain seas of public
opinion."183 Publishers bent on avoiding controversy created textbooks that reflected
compromise, “an America sculpted and sanded down by the pressures of diverse constituents and
interest groups.”184 This she supported with an anonymous source – “one of the few people who
can adequately document the atmosphere of the children’s textbook industry in the mid-to- late
sixties” – who provided a rather dispiriting description of publishers’ frantic attempts to keep
pace with social change.
The reactions of the textbook business aren’t all that fast. . . so back in the sixties
we were really caught. All we had was George Washington Carver . . . so that’s
what we did. Ran George Washington Carver through again . . . A bit thin, those
books. You can only take so much of peanuts . . . [Then] it was all black. Black
Studies. [Then] drugs . . . but now that the kids have given [drugs] up for alcohol,
well it’s all fine. But what about the development costs for these things? Some
companies have gone out of business trying to keep up.185
Although she did not use the term, Fitzgerald did describe history abuse of the type de
Baets characterized as “pragmatic:” involving the published work as a whole. She asserted that,
in the 1960s, Holt, Rinehart & Winston published a book of short biographies of famous
Americans written entirely by an editor without any academic credentials, under the name of an
elementary school teacher.186 Fitzgerald also strongly implied editorial shady dealings in
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suggesting that historian and public intellectual Richard Hofstadter did not write the content on
immigration in A People and A Nation. The textbook, she reasoned,
contains the thought that the immigrants of the late nineteenth century ‘introduced
variety into American life, adding immeasurably to its color and interest,’ and that
‘in time they showed their ability to enter the mainstream of American life
without giving up either their identity or their distinctive qualities.’ It’s hard to
believe Hofstadter, that brilliant stylist and caustic critic of American liberalism,
could have written such a sentence.187
But while Fitzgerald was determined to document irresponsible use of history, her own
research was flawed. There are two examples of this that are particularly germane to this
dissertation. The first is Fitzgerald’s discussion of David Saville Muzzey, a very successful
academic textbook author of the early 20th century, whose titles are included in my analyses.
Fitzgerald made considerable use of Muzzey as a mostly favorable example of his time, noting
that his book -singular – which she referred to as “American History” and “first published in
1911” – “survived for sixty years, selling more copies for much of that time than any of its
competitors – and in certain periods more than all of them combined.”188 Not only did Fitzgerald
provide no sources for her sales claims, Muzzey never wrote a book titled “American History”
and his 1911 title, An American History went out of print after 1933. Fitzgerald failed to realize
that Muzzey authored three textbooks, all published by Ginn, which were released under four
titles. An American History (1911) was his first textbook. History of the American People, which
was also printed as The American People, appeared in 1927 and disappeared after 1936. It was
Muzzey’s final textbook, A History of Our Country, released in 1936 and last revised in 1955,
that was his enduring success. This rather convoluted, overlapping publication record was due to
Muzzey’s previously discussed persecution for being “unpatriotic” by conservative interest
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groups in the post-World War I period, of which Fitzgerald was apparently also unaware. This
missing information rendered her pronouncement that Muzzey’s “book” “changed remarkably
little from the time of its publication to its author’s death in the nineteen-sixties” patently
false.189 In fact, the changes implemented between 1911 and the release of A History of Our
Country were very significant, as this dissertation will demonstrate.
The second issue with America Revised was one of a lay writer venturing beyond their
expertise, which was obvious in Fitzgerald’s assessment of Reconstruction scholarship in the
early 20th century. Her descriptions of Archibald Dunning’s arguments were accurate:
Reconstruction was an abject failure, freed slaves were to blame, Negro suffrage was a crime
against white humanity, and Klan violence was justified. But Fitzgerald was obviously unaware
of the power Dunning exerted over subsequent generations of historians through his position at
Columbia University, nor did she consider the determination by white society to preserve his
assertions of white supremacy. More importantly, she does not appear to have read the work
whose theories she touted as superior or engage the contemporary historiography.
Fitzgerald’s position was that Dunning School scholarship “had been successfully
challenged by Francis Simkins and other historians” in the early 1930s.190 New perspective by
“progressive historians” she declared, were the basis for the argument that “the [post-Civil War]
fate of the blacks was just as important as the fate of the whites in the South,” which had become
the “dominant” view of Reconstruction by the end of the decade. Therefore, Fitzgerald
concluded, it should not have taken “thirty years and the Civil Rights movement” to be
incorporated into high school history textbooks. 191 None of this is accurate. The Simkins work
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that Fitzgerald seemed to refer to, South Carolina During Reconstruction (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1932), was one of several state-level studies that appeared in
the 1930s and 40s but made little impact, either on academic opinion, public opinion, or on the
broad historiography of national Reconstruction.192 UNCP printed South Carolina once and the
book was long-absent from the shelves by the late 1930s. This clearly indicates that the title did
not sell well and was never assigned reading for graduate students in any significant numbers.
This absence of influence is also confirmed by the fact that when the monograph was reprinted,
once in 1966, it was not by UNCP, but by Peter Smith of Gloucester, Massachusetts, who
specialized in publishing “hard-to-find” works.193 Three of its four scholarly reviewers offered
only lukewarm endorsement of its content and roundly criticized the research on which it was
based.194 Despite publication of W.E.B. DuBois’ Black Reconstruction in 1935 and continued
protests by black scholars in the following decades, William Dunning’s version of
Reconstruction was not purged from history textbooks until well after 1965.195
Fitzgerald’s promotion of the theories advanced in South Carolina as desirable
replacements for the (certainly) reprehensible Dunning School scholarship – and her assertion
that they eventually did achieve prominence in textbooks post-Civil Rights Movement – are
unexplainable, for the work was firmly grounded in propertied white supremacy and “negro
inferiority.”196 Rayford Logan writing for The Journal of Negro History did not find Simkins’
conclusions revolutionary – “practically all of them have been stated before.” But what set South
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Carolina During Reconstruction apart from the Dunning School were its concessions that some
scallywags were honest and some Negroes, intelligent, and its authors’ willingness to “reveal the
villainy of white men [and] not belabor unduly the rascality of Negroes.”197 Essentially, it
interjected strong elements of classism while clinging to racist caricature.
Negro drunkards behave like other drunkards. . . the cabins of the hill billies are
just as filthy as those of the ignorant Negroes, and water was unknown to the
‘white wretches’ as it was to the ‘dusky maumas.’ The display of the post-bellum
finery by the parvenue wives of the colored politicians is just as ludicrous – or as
pathetic – as the efforts of the bankrupt belles to restore [antebellum] gentility.
Only rarely do the authors . . . resort to [old stereotypes] about the ‘natural
sensuality of the African,’ or declare [that] ‘extravagance has ever since remained
the Negro farmer’s besetting sin.’198
Fitzgerald’s failure to cite her sources leaves us mystified regarding her positive
perception of South Carolina and its place within Reconstruction historiography. But was her
shoddy scholarship abuse of history? By de Baets’ theory: no. While Fitzgerald’s forceful style
strongly implied historical expertise to a lay reader, she did not represent herself as an academic.
Therefore, her failure to cite her sources in a work published by the popular press was
irresponsible but not abusive. There is also no evidence of malicious intent to deceive.
Fitzgerald’s flawed conclusions were grossly irresponsible, but not abuse of history.
One might think that Fitzgerald’s journalistic expose style, her poor scholarship, and her
lack of history credentials, in company with reliance on anonymous sources, an acute scarcity of
footnotes, and her strong tendency to contradict herself would have rendered her work
“uncitable.” This, however, is not the case. As of April 20, 2021, Google Scholar returned 832
works citing America Revised.
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Two highly visible articles by lay writers perpetuate Fitzgerald’s misinformation on
David Muzzey. Writing for George Washington University’s “History News Network,” attorney,
Robin Lindley, characterized David Saville Muzzey’s 1911 work, An American History, as a
“standard text.”199 His reliance on Fitzgerald prompted him to declare that a textbook that was
actually out of print by the early 1930s “dominated history teaching into the 1950s” and that it
was scorned by liberals in the 1960s for “blatant racism and paternalism.”200 Prolific blogger
Gary North’s assessment of Muzzey was equally misinformed. North, who “remembered
[Muzzey’s] name” from his own school days in 1958, enthusiastically characterized Muzzey as a
“liberal historian who indoctrinated over half of America’s high school grads” between 1911 and
1965.201 To refresh his memory, apparently, North purchased and read “the 1922 edition.” This
means he “remembered” A History of Our Country but read An American History. The former
was not “liberal,’ but decidedly conservative and soundly trashed for racism in the 1960s. The
older title could not have “indoctrinated” anyone after the early 1930s, as it was out of print.
Within the enormous scope of internet historical misinformation, David Muzzey’s publishing
record could easily be dismissed as inconsequential. But it is not only bloggers and attorneys
who continue to rely on America Revised.
Academic citation of America Revised is alarming. [But] Fitzgerald offered information
on textbook adoption numbers and educational publishing practices that, today, still, are not
available elsewhere and cannot be confirmed with primary sources.202 So, despite the skewering
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by contemporaneous academic reviewers, professional historians and graduate students continue
to rely heavily on them. The three citations in Stuart Foster’s 2010 article for History of
Education, “The Struggle for American Identity: Treatment of Ethnic Groups in United States
History Textbooks,” all referred to information for which Fitzgerald provided no sources.203
David Lowenthal cited America Revised four times in The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of
History.204 And in his bestselling Lies My Teacher Told Me, James Loewen cited FitzGerald no
fewer than eleven times, including a footnote referring the reader specifically to her discussion of
Reconstruction.205 One of Loewen’s lay reviewers noted “many of [his] best lines. . . . are quoted
from Fitzgerald.”206 So while Fitzgerald’s irresponsible history cannot be defined as “abusive,”
and lay authors may, perhaps, be excused for relying on it, academics who continue to cite
America Revised are, in fact, abusing history. Careless acceptance of her flawed historical
scholarship and validation-by-perpetuation of her “ghost” sources without clarification to the
unsuspecting reader are, by de Baets’ definition, heuristic and epistemological abuses of history
that damage the credibility of academia and corrupt the historiography of history textbook
studies.
James Loewen’s Lies My Teacher Told Me: Everything Your History Textbook Got
Wrong (New York: Norton, 1995) is, undoubtedly, the most successful and influential critique of
U.S. History textbooks ever written, selling over a million copies.207 It could be argued that it
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was actually two distinct works, however, as the 2007 edition was primarily new material.208
Lies was awarded the 1996 American Book Award, the Oliver Cromwell Cox Award for
Distinguished Anti-Racist Scholarship, and the Critics’ Choice Award from the American
Educational Studies Association. It has been translated into Korean, Japanese, and Mandarin,
released in both Kindle and audiobook formats, and spawned a “Young Readers’ Edition” that
teachers have incorporated into history curricula. In 2012 New Press named it their best-selling
work of all time. As of October 10, 2021, Google Scholar shows Lies to have been cited 3,516
times.209
Lies challenged “mythologized” content and the white Euro-centricity of history
textbooks. In his first edition, Loewen chose to examine how his selected titles portrayed seven
topics: Christopher Columbus, the first Thanksgiving, Native Americans, racism and
“antiracism,” organized labor and classism, and the Federal government. Subsequent chapters
covered content on the (then) recent past and proposed solutions to the problems Loewen
identified.

208

The 2007 edition included analysis of five new textbooks and a revised edition of one of the original titles. The
2018 edition retained the 2007 text but added a new Preface, “The Age of Alternate Facts.” Time and space permit
examination of only the first edition herein.
209
It is unfortunate that a largely critical dissertation-based examination of Loewen’s best-known work is necessary
so shortly after his death in August 2021. He was a prize-winning author, a respected academic, and accomplished
far more in his professional career than this writer could possibly aspire to. However, I would argue that it is the
enduring popularity of Lies My Teacher Told Me and the fact that it does not seem to have ever been closely
analyzed that call for its examination. The first edition of Lies was not widely reviewed by academia, and the only
American history journal to describe it was The Journal of Southern History. See: James R. Guise, [untitled review],
The Journal of Southern History, 62, no.3 (1996). Academic reviews were generally superficial but positive. Only
Jon Weiner, Contributing Editor of The Nation and a history professor at UC Irvine noted any of the issues I have
identified in the work. See: Jon Weiner, “Don’t Know Much ‘Bout History,” The Nation, April 3, 1995, 458-60.

86
Loewen’s position was very clear: high school students hate history because history
textbooks are boring.
The stories that history textbooks tell are predictable, every problem has already
been solved or is about to be solved. Textbooks exclude conflict or real suspense.
They leave out anything that might reflect badly upon our national character.
When they try for drama, they achieve only melodrama, because readers know
that everything will turn out fine in the end. 210
Publishers were partly at fault: history textbooks were too long and “overly-full of information.”
Loewen believed U.S. History could be adequately covered in 200 pages.211 Textbook adoption
boards were complicit in their determined avoidance of anything controversial.212 Authors bore
significant responsibility: they, too, avoided controversy but also lied.213 But Loewen reserved
most of the blame for high school teachers, arguing that they “like” bad books because they are
“easier to teach from.” If teachers refused to use bad textbooks, Loewen declared, better ones
would replace them.214 Support for these accusations was gathered over the course of eleven
years, two of which were spent in the Smithsonian archives examining twelve U.S. History
textbooks. This lengthy period of research, however, rendered Loewen’s titles dated by the time
the monograph was published.215 Loewen also relied on “many hours” talking with high school
teachers in Mississippi, Washington D.C. and Vermont, occasional conversations with history
professors, and his own interactions with his sociology students.
Lies My Teacher Told Me was neither a comparative study of titles, as are many
dissertations, nor did it limit itself to textbooks as examples to examine a social trend or event, as
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did James McPherson in “Long-Legged Yankee Lies.” It can best be described, perhaps, as an
“exposé” that attempted to do both. The degree to which it succeeded depends upon whether we
consider it a work of history authored by a non-historian for a lay audience, or a scholarly
monograph subject to critique by professional historians.
Loewen made many highly convincing arguments, especially those grounded in his
sociological expertise. For example, his chapter “Land of Opportunity” chapter dealing with
organized labor and the failure of textbooks to address classism, argued that “textbooks’
treatment of events in labor history are never grounded in any analysis of class. This amounts to
delivering the footnotes instead of the lecture!”216
Teachers may avoid social class out of a laudable desire not to embarrass their
charges. If so, their concern is misguided. When my students from non-affluent
backgrounds learn about the class system, they find the experience liberating.
Once they see the social processes that have helped keep their families poor, they
can let go of their negative self-images . . . Knowledge also reduces the tendency
of [more affluent] Americans to blame the victim . . . Students are fascinated to
discover how the upper class wields disproportionate power relating to everything
from energy bills to Congress to zoning decisions in small towns.217
He very effectively debunked the mythology of the “First Thanksgiving,” arguing that
“the legend makes Americans ethnocentric. After all, if our culture has God on its side, why
should we consider other cultures seriously?”218 His advocacy for stronger, truthful emphasis on
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African American history reflected his passion for social justice but also his many years teaching
the sociology of racism.
In omitting racism, or treating it so poorly, history textbooks shirk a critical
responsibility. Not all whites are or have been racist. Levels of racism have
changed over time. If textbooks were to explain this, they would give students
some perspective on what caused racism in the past, what perpetuates it today,
and how it might be reduced in the future.219
However, it is when Loewen moved away from history through a sociological lens and
arguments easily understood by a lay audience, to assume the mantle of “historian” that Lies
floundered. 220 I would argue that the most significant issues with the work stem from his failure
to engage the relevant historiography and an alarming unfamiliarity with historical methodology.
In too many instances, Loewen comes to valid conclusions through seriously flawed historical
reasoning and questionable methodology.
Loewen’s content on textbook portrayal of Christopher Columbus and the assassination
of Martin Luther King, Jr. cannot be considered “scholarly.” “The Truth About Christopher
Columbus” began successfully. Loewen had previously researched and published The Truth
About Columbus (New York: New Press) in 1992. Relying mainly on secondary sources, with
the occasional reference to the writings of Dominican missionary Bartolome de las Casas,
Loewen engaged the historiography and made convincing arguments regarding how content on
Columbus and European exploration should be improved, noting, in particular, the significance
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of Catholic evangelism and the role played by advances in military technology.221 However, two
examples from this chapter demonstrate Loewen’s shortcomings as a historian.
First was his determination that high school United States History be taught through a
global lens. While, for better or worse, this may be an up-and-coming trend in college level
history today, Loewen’s desire to expand secondary school content on Columbus to include
“Muslims’ [preservation of] Greek wisdom, enhancing it with ideas from China, India, and
Africa,” and “Persian and Mediterranean civilizations [flowering] due to their locations on trade
routes” while simultaneously decrying the fact that “many high school graduates cannot
remember in which century the Civil War was fought!” was incongruous at best.222
Beyond the merely incongruous, in his overarching conviction that all textbooks
damnably avoided the controversial, Loewen had a proclivity for advancing extremely tenuous
historical theory. In a table labeled “Explorers of America” he rated the “Quality of Evidence”
for prehistoric Indonesians landing in South America as “Moderate: similarities in blowguns,
papermaking, etc.” which is contrary to the widely accepted sociological theory of Multiple
Invention (or Simultaneous Discovery).223 But the most striking example can be seen in his
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criticism that textbooks failed to include discussion of pre-Columbian transatlantic voyages by
Afro-Phoenicians. He began with a valid observation:
If Columbus is especially relevant to western Europeans and the Vikings to
Scandinavians, what is the meaning to African Americans of the pre-Columbian
voyagers from Africa? . . . Obviously, African Americans want to see positive
images of ‘themselves’ in American history. So do we all.
Here, Loewen’s reasoning was historically unsound. He conceded only in passing, that
archeologists disagreed regarding whether the ancient giant stone statues in what is now Mexico
were actually modeled on Afro-Phoenicians. His support for inclusion of this theory consisted of
the personal epiphany of an Afro-Carib scholar, who, while visiting an exhibit of artifacts in a
Mexico City museum, experienced “an eerie feeling that veils obscuring the past had been torn
asunder;” an assertion that a discredited monograph advancing the theory was “lionized by black
undergraduates across America;” and, finally, that rap music groups were chanting “but we
already had been there.”224 In fact: the book in question, They Came Before Columbus (New
York: Random House), authored by Ivan Van Sertima in 1977, had been characterized in The
International Journal of African Historical Studies as
a strenuous attempt to extend the boundaries of absurdity in a genre which has
never attracted much rigorous scholarship in the best of times. Africanists who
read [it] will come away convinced that the manuscript was never seriously
critiqued. In fact, its content and format raise questions about the motivations of
everyone involved, from the author to its publishers, in marketing a relatively
expensive, useless, publication.225
Reviewer Ronald Davis of Western Michigan University also provided a footnote that would
have directed Loewen to four contemporaneous works summarizing the problems with “preColumbian African contact” theories.
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Another example of Loewen promoting history as he believed it can be seen in his
discussion of FBI persecution of black and interracial organizations during post-Civil Rights Act
social unrest. He began with well-documented descriptions of FBI violence against black
demonstrators in the “Orangeburg Massacre” and vilification of the Black Panthers but then
veered off into unfounded “possibilities.”
It is even possible that the FBI or the CIA was involved in the murder of Martin
Luther King, Jr. ‘Raoul’ in Montreal, who supplied King’s convicted killer, James
Earl Ray, with the alias ‘Eric Gault’ was apparently a CIA agent. Ray, a country
boy with no income, could never have traveled to Montreal, arranged a false
identity, and flown to London without help.226
Certainly, King’s assassination, like Kennedy’s, was fodder for conspiracy theories that continue
to be perpetuated today. Loewen referred the reader to six sources in support of this conspiracy
theory (several monographs in their entirety dealing broadly with the history of surveillance), but
the specific “evidence” he presented seems to have come from an official-sounding Covert
Action Information Bulletin no. 34 from 1990, founded by an ex-CIA agent to monitor and report
on global covert actions that the “mainstream media is afraid to explore.” This mission statement
alone calls into question Loewen’s advancement of these “possibilities,” as does the authorship
of the article: an independent British filmmaker and his producer who were “intrigued” by the
case and launched their own “investigation.” 227 What Loewen failed to acknowledge were the
many investigations into the King assassination, including the 1976 House Committee on
Assassinations investigation that found no evidence of conspiracy. The content seems to have
been added to Lies just for effect, one of those “amazing stories” that Loewen considered
controversial and plausibly colorful: a decidedly unscholarly decision.
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Amazingly, Loewen admitted to his own shortcomings in source evaluation. Buried in the
Afterword to the 1996 printing of Lies, Loewen conceded that he was unqualified to arbitrate
history textbook content because he “still, unknowingly accept[ed] all manner of hoary legends
as historical fact” and despite his “sincere effort” Lies should not simply be presumed true.228
Unfortunately for the lay reader, this confession came after more than 300 pages of (admittedly)
eloquent arguments regarding exactly what should and should not be included in United States
History textbooks. James Loewen’s admitted inability to discern valid historical theory from
pseudo-history, and his desire to include the latter in high school textbooks just for the sake of
controversy, cast a long shadow on those arguments that were sound and well-reasoned.
The gross inaccuracies concerning how historians work and how historiography evolves
might be considered less damning than Loewen’s enthusiasm for discredited historical theory,
given his target audience. However, it is not the general public that has cited Lies more than
3000 times. Loewen’s belief concerning the very nature of “history” was that “historical
perspective is . . . not a by-product of the passing of time,” but a collection of objective truths
lying dormant, “prevailing only when linked with a modern experience.” As previously
discussed, this issue of objective truth, the belief that there existed pat answers to every historical
question, was resolved by professional historians in the 1930s.
The key to understanding Loewen’s flawed reasoning rests in his treatment of slavery and
Reconstruction historiography. Lies explained sectional positions on slavery as “stories we tell
ourselves through popular literature.” Harriet Beecher Stowe was the story of cruelty and
oppression; Margaret Mitchell was the Southern apologist. “Until the Civil Rights movement,
American History textbooks . . . pretty much agreed with Mitchell. . . [but recently] textbooks
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have returned part of the way toward Stowe’s devastating indictment of the institution.”229 While
the underlying observation on textbook content is valid, Loewen’s explanation for it reflected
complete unfamiliarity with the historiography of slavery and historical methodology. Textbooks
in use before Margaret Mitchell was born advanced the Southern apologist position due to the
scholarship of Ulrich B. Phillips. The implication that academic textbook authors exited Gone
With The Wind with pen in hand but then later read Uncle Tom’s Cabin was naïve, racist, and
highly insulting. Attributing the most basic, essential dichotomy in the debate over slavery to two
white women dismissed the myriad of former slaves, their descendants, and black scholars who
struggled to be heard for well over half a century. Not to mention the concerted efforts of white
academics like Melville Herskovitz (Myth of the Negro Past, New York: Harper Bros., 1941.),
Kenneth Stampp (The Peculiar Institution. New York: Knopf, 1956), Stanley Elkins (Slavery: A
Problem in American Institutional and Intellectual Life. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1959), Robert Fogel and Stanley Engerman (Time On The Cross. New York: W.W. Norton,
1974.), and Eugene Genovese (Roll, Jordan, Roll. New York: Pantheon, 1974.)
Loewen took the same misguided position in discussing textbook portrayal of
Reconstruction. He was pleased that those he examined had discarded the old racist dialogues
that portrayed the South during Reconstruction as a victim of attempted “Africanization:” a
decidedly liberal shift. But just as he argued that historians of slavery had “returned” to the
“objective truth” of Harriet Beecher Stowe, he claimed that historians of Reconstruction had
simply returned “to the view of Reconstruction put forth in earlier histories, written while
Republican governments still administered the Southern states.”230 This, of course, was complete
misrepresentation of how historians work and how historiography evolves. Certainly, 20th
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century revisionists were not unfamiliar with Stowe as an anti-slavery activist. And certainly,
they read the first post-war accounts of Reconstruction. But they accepted neither as the
definitive objective “truth.” They evaluated them for accuracy and for the bias they fully
expected and identified new sources against which they tested new theories. That is the objective
historical scholarship Charles Beard welcomed in his 1933 speech to the American Historical
Association: scientific history as an evolving series of tested theories, not a collection of
objective truths.
Loewen used his belief in objective historical truth – the “facts” speaking for themselves
- to defend his absolutist language of “truth and lies.”231 More truthfully, his language lent itself
to the overarching objectives of shock and awe achieved through generalization and oversimplification. None of his conclusions were framed specifically around the books he examined,
but were, instead, pronouncements regarding “textbooks” in general. “All textbook authors . . .
seem not to have thought deeply about just what in our past might be worthy of passion, or even
serious contemplation.”232 History textbooks “actually make students stupid.”233 “Only in history
is stupidity the result of more, not less, schooling.”234 Textbook authors “obviously believe we
have to lie to students to instill in them a love of country.” Sweeping generalization such as these
held far more appeal to lay readers than would have drier scholarly observations and qualified
theories admittedly grounded in a very limited sample of outdated textbooks.
James Loewen did not use the term “abuse of history.” But within the context of de
Baets’ theory, Loewen’s conviction that historians deliberately lie meets the criteria. It is up to
the reader to accept or reject his reasoning. It is not hard to understand the popularity of Lies My
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Teacher Told Me. Loewen’s passion for his subject was obvious, his style, colorful and
engaging. Unfortunately, however, as an academic assuming expertise in a field other than his
own, Loewen became responsible for the accuracy of his work, which fell very short as a
scholarly endeavor.235
Ironically, just after James Loewen’s book was published, the Revised National History
Standards were released in 1996. They were the culmination of nearly four years of cooperative
effort by teachers, administrators, historians, parents and public interest groups interested in how
history was taught, people who wanted to improve history textbooks.236 New controversy
immediately emerged. The heated debate over the content of history textbooks in American
schools developed with the issue of Newt Gingrich’s “Contract With America,” and in
conjunction with conservatives’ assault on all things liberal.237 Debate quickly encompassed
educators, politicians and the media, based on backlash against the same inclusive social history
that had become an increasing presence in textbooks despite Frances Fitzgerald’s complaints.
The 20th century concluded as it had begun, with ideological conservatives decrying what
they perceived as unpatriotic fault-finding and abandonment of white, male American “heroes.”
Three monographs authored by historians demonstrated different perspectives on this late 20th
century controversy.
Gary Nash, Charlotte Crabtree, and Ross Dunn documented the heated struggles of the
1990s in History on Trial: The Culture Wars and Teaching of the Past (New York, 1997). The
authors were instrumental figures in the contentious and polarizing debate that arose over
establishing standards for public school history curricula: essentially, how to express the
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country’s historical image of itself.238 They presented their case study against the backdrop of
discord in other countries regarding interpreting national memory. History on Trial was,
ultimately, an optimistic work. Sadly, Nash et.al. could not have foreseen the circumstances and
events of the last two decades: the drastic educational budget cuts to elementary school Social
Studies and secondary school history programs; dwindling financial support and downsizing of
Humanities at the college level, and the alarming anti-intellectualism in a society that has moved
past polarization to the point of fracture. The “extensive, rigorous history education . . . built on
the premise of humankind’s underlying unity” that the authors hoped would enable 21st century
citizens to “come effectively to grips with . . . surging nationalism, international migration,
multipolar diplomacy, economic uncertainties, environmental transformation, and global culture”
remains, today, an admirable, but even less likely goal.239
Jonathan Zimmerman explored Gary Nash’s observation that teaching history will - and
should be – “susceptible to challenge from competing versions of the collective memory,” in
Whose America? Culture Wars in the Public Schools.240 This work focused on the efforts of
special interest groups to influence history textbook content from the 1920s to the 1970s.
Zimmerman examined three overarching conflicts in his two-part monograph: historical
multiculturalism; the perceived role of religion and morality in the classroom; and anticapitalism during the Cold War. As with the Nash work, Zimmerman could not have foreseen
the struggle in Arizona to prohibit the teaching of multiculturalism, or the outrage over a
McGraw-Hill textbook that characterized slaves as “workers from Africa” in a lesson titled
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“Patterns of Immigration,” when he pronounced racial and ethnic issues largely “resolved.” 241
Continuing in a vein that was either overly-optimistic, short-sighted, or extremely naïve,
Zimmerman further asserted that evangelicals had abandoned “their former quest for a ‘Christian
America’ . . . and now ask only that teachers present their culture alongside the many others that
schools celebrate.”242 Given the current politicization of Donald Trump’s evangelical “base,”
ongoing debates regarding creationism, homeschooling, and school vouchers, as well as
conservative hysteria over Critical Race Theory, the ensuing years have simply proved him
wrong.243
Joseph Moreau’s Schoolbook Nation: Conflicts Over American History Textbooks from
the Civil War to the Present rebutted the argument first advanced by Fitzgerald, recycled and
contradicted by Loewen, and belabored by conservatives in the 1990s: that conflict over textbook
content originated in the social activism of the 1960s. Controversy over how we teach history,
Moreau argued, has been a constant presence since the Early Republic. Authors and publishers
have consistently shaped historical content to reflect societal attitudes. With the advent of large
publishing houses, marketing strategies reinforced and expanded this philosophy to offend as
few interest groups as possible.244
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Summary
Within this enormous and diverse corpus of work, there are few coherent conclusions to
be drawn. Discord over portrayal of the past flares and subsides but never resolves. Scholars are
eager to document shortcomings in American History textbooks, but few authors have developed
a coherent or convincing methodology to do so effectively. None have employed the term
“history abuse.” They are enthusiastic in explaining why problems exist and have no shortage of
recommendations for improvement. But, as de Baets argued, they are unwilling to hold
identifiable historians responsible. Even James Loewen, with his penchant for confrontational
language, refused to attach the names of his textbook authors to his biting criticisms of their
works during his own professional tenure.
The present dissertation attempts to employ a theoretical framework to understand the
concept of abuse of history and apply it to treatment of specific topics within a set of specific
textbooks by specific authors. This includes the authors’ revisions over time, along with a
comparative consideration of their scholarly publications to determine if the authors in
questioned “dumbed down” or outright ignored sound scholarship for the purposes of having
their volumes accepted by publishers and politically or culturally minded groups that desired a
particular message in the textbooks they purchased for school use. This study does not shy away
from focusing carefully on these specific authors to determine if they are guilty of irresponsible
or abusive history. Ultimately, professional scholarship and scholars who write for the public are
bound by the guidelines and expectations of academia to, in fact, tell the truth. While “truth” can
be a subjective ideal, relying on the corpus of an accurate and well understood historiography is
mandated for those scholars considered as such in their fields. The hope is that the current study
will offer other researchers insights into the application of de Baets’ Theory and how historians
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might better judge the quality of textbook scholarship that makes its way into the public
discourse.
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CHAPTER TWO
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Meaningful analysis of archaic history textbooks and the academics who authored them
requires that both be evaluated within the context of their time, in this case, the first decades of
the 20th century. Standards and practice guidance issued by professional organizations are
relevant. Contemporaneous historical scholarship must be explored for its scope and depth to
provide context for a discussion about the sources these authors relied upon. Finally, societal
beliefs and expectations of the period under study must also be considered; certainly,
professional historians of any era are influenced by the world in which they live. These
influences must be taken into account to avoid unfair anachronistic conclusions regarding
irresponsible and abusive history.

The Professionalization of History

The professionalization of history in the United States was a process that extended from
the post-Civil War period into the first decades of the 20th century. While new research
methodology based on “science” and primary sources was certainly an important part of this
process, considered broadly, “professionalization” of anything involves four factors: demarcating
professional scope, establishing criteria for inclusion, establishing a monopoly, and creating a
knowledge base.245 For second-generation academic historians included in this case study, this
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ongoing process of professionalization created both boundaries and opportunities, which, in turn,
shaped public opinion of their profession and their collective perception of themselves.
The initial demarcation (also referred to as “jurisdiction”) required history to undergo a
“metamorphosis from a branch of literature, theology, or philosophy” into an academic field with
a “purpose, method, and spirit uniquely its own.”246 In Europe, this process originated in the
reorganization of education during the early 1800s. In the United States, accumulation of wealth
through industrialization produced Gilded Age philanthropy on a scale that allowed colleges and
universities to broaden curriculum. Motivation, however, was provided, in large part, by
international perception of American post-secondary education as decidedly subpar. Harvard
awarded its first PhD in History to Charles Whitney in 1873, only one year after the “graduate
department” had been established. But it wasn’t until 1890 that Harvard’s Graduate School in
Arts and Sciences was established by Charles Eliot, who had spent two years in German studying
their universities.247 In 1884, when the American Historical Association was chartered, no more
than fifteen professors and five assistant professors were teaching history exclusively
nationwide. As the process of demarcation continued and History was separated from Political
Science, in the final decade of the 19th century there were at least one hundred full time history
professors, half of whom had studied the new research methods in Germany.248 And by 1904,
some 15,000 instructors were teaching history in 450 colleges and universities.249 Still, postsecondary education remained chaotic. In 1900, approximately one third of the 382 doctoral
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degrees awarded in the United States were conferred by institutions without valid PhD
programs.250 Not surprisingly, establishment of the American Association of Universities by the
country’s fourteen leading research universities that same year was effected, in part, to “raise the
opinion abroad of our own Doctor’s Degree.”251
Within the working years of the second-generation professional historians, internal
demarcation continued. Two “sub-disciplines” of U.S. History are particularly significant to this
case study. In 1916, Arthur Cole of the University of Illinois remarked on “the emergence of
what he termed the new ‘southern school of historians.’” Familial or ideological attachment to
the former Confederacy was the impetus for multiple generations of scholars who established the
field of Southern History and produced the prominent “authorities” of their time.252 The Southern
Historical Society, which publishes The Journal of Southern History, was formally established in
1934 to “promote an ‘investigative rather than a memorial approach’ to southern history.”253
In practice, Cole was referring to the “southern school of white historians,” but 1916 also
saw the first issue of The Journal of Negro History, published by the Association for the Study of
African American Life and History founded by Carter. G. Woodson. Obviously, the demarcation
that would define Black Studies programs at traditionally white universities did not come to
fruition for another half-century. But the publication that is, today, The Journal of African
American History and Woodson’s Association provided black scholars with a powerful forum,
keeping them audible even when few white ears were listening. It also served as the default
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option – the only option - for anyone voicing opinion or criticism of “mainstream” scholarship.
The Journal of Negro History was where, in 1944, a young Richard Hofstadter took Ulrich B.
Phillips to posthumous task over his “happy slave / peaceful plantation” myth.
Establishing criteria for inclusion in the newly professionalized field of history was not
without discord. Prior to the Civil War, American universities had not required the PhD of
professors in any field. But where the education of teaching physicians, attorneys, and
seminarians had long been formalized and regulated, the long (and respectable) tradition of
historical scholarship in the United States had been perpetuated by amateurs. If the terminal
degree in history was to be the gold standard for professional inclusion, as it was in Germany,
was there no longer value in the work of amateurs?
Historian David Van Tassel divided amateur historians into three groups. “Local
antiquaries,” usually motivated by genealogy and geographical associations, were the denizens
of historical societies. They were generally unconcerned with national history, except to promote
the deeds of local heroes in the Revolutionary or Civil Wars. “Professional literary men” were
self-educated individuals who established reputation and achieved financial success on the
margins of “scholarship.” Benson Lossing, for example, was a watchmaker / silversmith turned
journalist / wood engraver who authored more than forty history picture books. Claude Bowers,
of The Tragic Era fame, was a (barely) high school graduate and journalist who eventually
became an international diplomat. The third group, wealthy “gentlemen historians,” were men of
leisure, usually formally educated in law or theology. Men like J.F. Rhodes and John Bach
McMaster: they were the history buffs with the time and resources to produce comprehensive
narrative histories that included the 19th century.254 These amateur historians did not vanish with
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adoption of the footnote. And, not surprisingly, perhaps, none of these groups whole-heartedly
accepted the “scientific” research methodology touted by the recently-hooded minority.255
Theodore Hamerow described relations between PhDs and amateurs as, at best,
condescending and more often, openly hostile, and there is evidence to support his position.256
When Herbert Baxter Adams of Johns Hopkins drafted the call to a foundational meeting of the
American Historical Association in 1884, he referred to the amateur historians as “friends of
history” who could “profit by association with one another and with specialists.”257 Holders of
the terminal degree were especially vocal in their condemnation of the dramatic language, the
storytelling style, the shoddy research, and, especially, the “partisanship” of the “professional
literary men,” whose works were far more popular with the public than their own. Men in this
group were often working journalists, and it is not difficult to understand why professional
historians committed to “objective truth” would separate themselves from even the bestintentioned middle class muckrakers and the pall of “yellow journalism” that had engulfed the
newspaper industry.258 Here, Hamerow relied heavily on the example of Allan Nevins, whose
late-in-life academic career at Columbia University came sans terminal degree after a long,
successful career as a journalist. A prolific writer, Nevins never felt accepted by academics, who
openly criticized him for “subordinating methodology for creativity” and labeled his work as
“shallow or unsophisticated.” And, at least according to Hamerow, Nevins certainly had no
appreciation for his critics:
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They teach gifted students, he charged, to look for petty monographic subjects;
they drill them in their own plodding discipline of footnotes and bibliography;
they ‘destroy the vital spark.’ They try to reduce professional societies founded
with broad and generous aims, like the American Historical Association, to
strictly academic and narrowly ‘learned’ bodies. They try to fasten their deadly
grip on the journals of history, and often they succeed.259
Ironically, perhaps, denigration of the “literary men” by academic scholars, including
those examined herein, provided a pathway for employing de Baets’ Theory of Abuse in this case
study. In their accusations of partisanship, bias, prejudice, and opinion in the work of the
amateurs, professional historians assiduously and publicly denied their influences in their own
“scientific” pursuit of historical “truth.” Tacit acceptance of their assertions is, obviously,
beyond disingenuous from a 21st century perspective. However, in their enthusiasm for primary
sources and evidence-based research, early 20th century history textbook authors raised their own
bar in perpetuity. Evaluating their portrayals of slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and
Reconstruction for potential abuse of history thus becomes – at their own behest - an academic
exercise exploring how they used the sources available to them.
In his focus on professional contempt for the literary men, however, Hamerow failed to
explore the degree to which the second generation of professional historians were dependent
upon the third group of amateurs: the “gentlemen historians.” This is especially significant in
regard to the content germane to this study: slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and
Reconstruction. For, in writing U.S. History textbooks in the first decades of the 20th century,
there were no other sources on which to rely except those authored by the narrative historians.
While the first Civil War histories published in the North began to appear almost before
the ink was dry at Appomattox, they were largely military in nature, blow-by-blow descriptions
of battles large and skirmishes, small. Representative examples were William A. Croffut and
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John M. Morris, Military and Civil History of Connecticut During the War of 1861 – 1865 (New
York: Ledyard Bill, 1868) and John Cochrane and Henry O’Reilley, American Civil War (New
York: Rogers and Sherwood, 1879). Amateur historians – “gentlemen” - were the first to
chronical the political, economic, and social 19th century. John B. McMaster’s A History of the
People of the United States from the Revolution to the Civil War (New York: D. Appleton, 1883
- 1913) was an eight-volume work. The second volume of Rhodes’ The History of the United
States from the Compromise of 1850 to the McKinley-Bryan Campaign of 1896 (London:
MacMillan, 1893) devoted five hundred pages to four years of history. These ponderous tomes
were short on useful citation and lacking in any coherent overarching theses. Although they were
strictly chronological, they seesawed between federal and state issues and the minutia of local
history and included long biographical accounts of obscure historical players. Everything was of
equal importance, as can be seen in a digital scan of the Table of Contents to Vol. II of J.F.
Rhodes’ A History of the United States. (Figure 6)
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Yet, despite the lack of “science” applied in these works, credentialed historians held their
authors in very high regard. They recognized the debt owed to this group of writers, the first to
move beyond exclusive focus on colonial and revolutionary era history and the military Civil
War histories to document the 19th century.260
Yet all the narrative historians were not amateurs. The last two, Ellis Paxton Oberholtzer
and Edward Channing were both university-trained men whose comprehensive histories were
based on primary sources and copiously footnoted. But Channing’s work, in particular,
demonstrated the difficulty of reconciling scientific methodology with the narrative form over
long chronological spans. Nearly fifty when his first volume was published, Channing had to
become a virtual recluse to complete his six-volume task. He gave up church, disappeared from
scholarly meetings, refused offered visiting professorships, withdrew from Harvard’s
administrative affairs and became the bane of hostesses and charity organizers, who pronounced
him a “social liability.”261 While Channing certainly understood the importance of an
overarching theme to coherence and unity - absent in other comprehensive works - he was
unsuccessful in integrating his prefacing observation that “the most important single fact in our
development has been the triumph of the forces of union over those of particularism.”262 This
prompted some reviewers to note with frustration the absence of “a current to guide them
through the ‘labyrinth of detail’ to some culmination.”263 Channing’s sixth volume, The War for
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Southern Independence (1926) won the Pulitzer Prize, but, not surprisingly, he was the last
historian to undertake production of a comprehensive American history.264
Looking back in 1934, historian Theodore Clarkson Smith described the historiographical
contributions of the narrative historians:
Their models were the great writers of past ages. . . if one wished to find out what
happened, one read all the available material bearing on the past, used one’s
common sense, and came to a conclusion. . . Each was essentially a moralist and
did not hesitate to praise or to criticize, to single out individuals for downright
censure, to analyze the claims of Presidents, or congressional statesmen or
generals, for consideration. This did not, in their minds, run counter to any
assumed impartiality. If the writer had read the sources, omitting nothing, and
derived. . . a definite conclusion as to the rightness or wrongness of a man or an
action, it was his duty as a historian to make this clear to the reader.265
Works by these authors appear on the reference lists of every textbook examined for this study
and remained there in subsequent revisions well into mid-century. Columbia University-educated
William Dunning penned a very complimentary review of History of the United States from the
Compromise of 1850 Vol. IV by the barely-graduated-from-high-school J.F. Rhodes.266 Narrative
histories also appear in the bibliographies of many monographs authored by second-generation
professional historians.267 Accepting the contributions of these men provided a baseline for the
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work of the newly professionalized, who, apparently, recognized and accepted the distinction
between moralizing and partisanship.
The social standing of the narrative historians, however, was also of great benefit to the
new professionals. While the gentlemen scholars came from diverse backgrounds, they were
unilaterally wealthy, “public men” held in high regard by the Gilded Age socially elite, who
could also afford their gilt-edged multi-volume works. Considerably less-flush university-trained
historians, often from obscure roots, enjoyed patrician status by association in a society where
being a “scholar” conferred gentility.268
Hence, in the formative years, the terminal degree was more important as a marker for
collective identity among those who possessed it rather than criteria for inclusion in
professionalized history. Certainly, the rigors of completion and shared experience among those
who had studied in Germany were bonding agents, as was their status as autonomous, respected,
compensated experts entrusted with the minds of young scholars.269 But it was only later, when
the ranks of professionals swelled and the narrative works saw competition in new monographs,
that the PhD assumed a decisive role in describing the history professional.
Establishment of monopoly over the new field of history began with control of the
American Historical Association, but not in the way one might expect. Incoming Cornell
President Charles Kendall Adams tasked New England blueblood H.B. Adams (great-grandson
of John Quincy) of Johns Hopkins with organizing “some sort of Association. . . at least so far as
to get together the historical workers for the purpose of rubbing our heads [together] and evoking
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such light as may be possible.”270 From the outset, H.B. Adams understood the critical role
prominent people would play in gaining national recognition for the organization. For the
purposes of further recruitment, he proudly published a list of the forty men who attended his
first meeting, which included former President Rutherford B. Hayes, two college presidents,
regional historical society leadership, and the editor of the New York Independent. Attendees
less valuable to the cause were later appended anonymously as “friends [and] several other
college graduates and men of affairs.” H.B. noted with satisfaction: “The fame of the Association
is already great. . . that list impresses even Bostonians with the Dignity of the Association.”271
And for the next nineteen years, while amateur members outnumbered university-trained men,
influential leadership was more important than academic credentials. Prior to the 20th century,
only one Association President held the terminal degree.272 It would be the second-generation of
historians who ultimately defined “professional” by way of the PhD.
Eventual monopoly by “scientifically” trained historians and triumph of the terminal
degree, however, seem to have been assured. From the outset, AHA founders foresaw
a national association of active workers from local centers of academic learning
and corporate influence [to] promote scientific historical investigation, encourage
original work by giving historians a forum to display their results and receive
criticism, and maintain scientific standards by the publication of essays deemed
worthy by the Association’s elected officials.273
The “forum” was The American Historical Review, first published in 1895. The modern
practice of pre-press peer review would not emerge until the mid-20th century and there was
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almost immediate discord over the extent to which “criticism” should be leveled.274 But most
significantly, there was no direct connection between the AHA and the Review. The editorial
board was composed exclusively of university-trained professional historians tasked with
creating both a repository of knowledge and a vehicle for display of expertise. University
presses, which came into their own in the early 20th century, were similarly purposed.
Monographs released and promoted by trade publishing houses like Macmillan and Harper Rowe
offered authors the possibility of significant financial return. Groundbreaking works that found
themselves on university assigned reading lists and engaged the lay public could generate
royalties for decades. But this route to publication required professional historians to compete
with popular historians, the same “literary men” condemned for the very style and content that
made them appealing to for-profit publishing. And, as the second generation of professional
historians became increasingly specialized, their narrowly focused monographs became less
appealing to the lay reader.275 University presses were exclusionary by definition, purposed
toward publication of scholarly work. Thus, they contributed to the creation and control of the
historical knowledge base and allowed familiarity with the “latest scholarship” to become a
standard for professional historians.
The exclusionary effects of the American Historical Association can be clearly seen in
the discord that erupted shortly after its chartering. Out of their depth and ignored, local
historical societies threatened to form their own organization. Amateur gentlemen, although still
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in the majority numerically, complained that the Association was being run for and by university
teaching professionals and their students. And the young university-trained men argued that
leadership was controlled by “elderly swells” and “nabobs,” and that papers chosen for
presentation were “of little intellectual or historical value and written by amateurs.”276 Aided by
their control of The American Historical Review and exponential increases in their numbers,
ultimately, it would be the latter group, the second-generation of professionals, who would close
the holes in the monopoly and assume control of the profession by 1900.277
One of their first acts of rebellion – and of great significance to the study at hand – was to
accept the National Education Association’s request for a secondary school history curriculum.
As historian David S. Tassel observed wryly, “once academic historians had generally agreed on
the methods and objectives of history, they evidently felt comfortable about assuming the
responsibility of overseeing [its teaching] at all levels of education.”278 In 1899, the “Committee
of Seven” published the highly influential The Study of History in Schools, which set standards
that would be adopted by high schools, colleges, and universities as the basis for post-secondary
admission exams in history. And one of their strongest recommendations was for the use of
history textbooks, to be authored by. . . themselves.279
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Turn-of-the-Century Vision for High School History
White Northern Perspective

There is really no indication in The Study of History in Schools that its authors grasped
the status of public secondary education in the United States.280 After several state supreme
courts ruled in favor of taxpayer-supported high schools in the 1870s, their numbers increased
dramatically, from forty in 1860 to 6500 in 1900. But there was virtually no oversight; some
schools offered four grades, others, two. Curriculum was established locally, and heavily
influenced by the number of college-bound students, and there were no standardized
requirements for graduation. At the turn of the century, few states required attendance after age
fourteen. In 1900, only about eight percent of fourteen- to seventeen-year-olds attended high
school; only eleven percent of these anticipated entering college.281
The study of U.S. History increased alongside adoption of compulsory education.
Ancient History had long been integral to classical college preparatory school curriculum.
According to the most recent statistics available to the Committee, 186,581 students were
enrolled in non-U.S. history courses during the 1896 – 97 school year. The report could only
offer an educated guess that at least 15,000 students were studying American History that same
year.282
Within this almost 200-page report, contemporary educators would recognize glimmers
of modern history pedagogy and the embryonic roots of the learning objectives included in every
21st century history syllabus. Old-style rote memorization must be abandoned in favor of

One committee member was currently teaching “secondary school,” and three others had taught at that level
previously. But whether this referred to private preparatory schools or public high schools is unclear.
281
Cynthia Crossen, “In 1860, America Had 40 Public High Schools; Teachers Chopped Wood,” The Wall Street
Journal, Eastern Edition, Sept 3, 2003.
282
McLaughlin et al., The Study of History, 1.
280

115
connecting past to present through recognition of cause and effect.283 Integrating history across
the curriculum was a (surprising and admirable) long-term goal.284 Asserting that students should
see “tyranny, vulgarity, and greed” as well as “benevolence, patriotism, and self-sacrifice” may
have been tacit rejection of unequivocal hero worship.285 The authors encouraged extensive use
of libraries to cultivate the ability to locate information and recommended the practice of oral
communications skills.286 As enlightened as this visage might seem, however, these historians
held the unassailable belief that “scientific” research produced objectively “true and accurate”
history and possessed what can only be described as puffed-up conviction in their own abilities
to document it. Unfortunately, another report by the AHA on history education would not be
forthcoming until 1944 – long after the profession had recognized the futility of attempting to
“describe the past as it actually was, somewhat as the engineer describes a single machine,” as
historian Charles Beard had so eloquently put it.287 So, even though scholars began to abandon it
in the 1920s, it was the first “incarnation” of scientific history that would shape elementary and
secondary school history pedagogy in general, and the history textbook in particular, for many
decades.
Like natural science, [history] employs methods of careful and unprejudiced
investigation. . . It also searches for data, groups them, and builds generalizations
from them. . . It [inculcates] in the pupil, a regard for accuracy and a reverence for
truth. It corrects the formulistic bias of language by bringing the student into
sympathetic contact with actualities.288
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Attempts to fulfill this vision are evident in the report. The Committee strongly advocated
for the use of chronologically structured textbooks authored by professional historians. “If the
book is prepared by [a history professor], it is probably the product of much toil, which has been
devoted to consideration of proportion and order as well as to accuracy.” A recommendation that
teachers might use two textbooks simultaneously so that students could “compare” seems odd
given that objective truth, by definition, leaves no room for differences to compare. 289
Students should not be expected to learn history from primary sources, to “extort their
knowledge from the raw material or to search through the documents to find the data which
learned scholars have already found for them, [historians who have already determined] the real
meaning of events.”290 Student research in the pursuit of “why” or “how” was, therefore,
strongly condemned. “We believe students should study history, not. . . philosophy [billed as
history] or the art of historical investigation.”291
Although students should not draw conclusions from primary sources, they could benefit
from the enjoyment of reading carefully selected historical documents in conjunction with the
textbook. It was, after all, scientific:
In physics, for example, it has been considered expedient to require a wellordered textbook in connection with a series of experiments; yet physics cannot
be efficiently taught unless the pupil has some contact with materials, not because
they form the only foundation of his knowledge, but because he learns to look for
himself, and to understand that the knowledge he receives at second-hand must be
based on patient investigation by somebody else.292
Since “truth in history” was the primary concern, discrimination must be exercised to choose
sources “whose authenticity is beyond dispute,” sources upon which historians agree there is “no
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interminable controversy waging.” “It is not worthwhile to introduce children to the
controversies over the voyages of John and Sebastian Cabot; or the arguments for and against the
truthfulness of John Smith’s account of his rescue by Pocahontas.”293 For reasons that were not
explained, the authors considered travel diaries, such as those authored by Christopher Columbus
and Samuel Pepys, the 17th century English busybody, to be “as trustworthy as constitutional
documents.”294 There is a strong element of either hypocrisy or ignorance here that speaks to this
(admittedly, retrospective) blind devotion to objectively truthful history. Students should not be
“exposed” to documents advancing contradictory history, but would “get valuable training in
judgement” from comparing the objectively true documents carefully chosen for them? And in
these “comparisons,” the student “should not suppose that he is making a history, or that his
results are comparable with those of the trained historian,” but be grateful for the “intellectual
enjoyment” that mimics the satisfaction of “true” historical writing.295 Overall, the use of
primary sources, according to the Committee of Seven, was to teach the pupil “the difficulties in
ascertaining historical truth and of the necessity for impartiality and accuracy.”296 The objective
here was not the creation of a questioning audience with critical minds, but the promotion of
academics as “true and accurate” authorities.297
This report was authored at a time when there were no guidelines whatsoever for teaching
elementary or secondary school history. The Committee recognized that need and attempted, in

293

McLaughlin et al., The Study of History, 104.
McLaughlin et al., The Study of History, 105
295
McLaughlin et al., The Study of History, 106–107.
296
McLaughlin et al., The Study of History, 108.
297
Annotated anthologies of primary sources were available. The first of the four-volume work edited by Albert
Bushnell Hart, American History told by Contemporaries: Era of Colonization (New York: Macmillan) appeared in
1896. But these were compiled for professional historians and graduate students. Even if high school teachers had
access to them, the technology of the time (first, the mimeograph in 1885, replaced by spirit duplicators in 1923)
would not have encouraged reproduction for use by students. See: “Mimeograph Machines,” The Museum of
Printing. https://museumofprinting.org/blog/mimeograph-machines/. Accessed May 21, 2022.
294

118
good faith (and with another serving of professional puffery), to provide suggestions for
standards and practices. In doing so, they extended control of the field. By limiting textbook
authorship to university-trained historians, they were also establishing the PhD as the definitive
criterion for “professional scholar.” This, in turn, would revolutionize educational publishing and
book adoption practices, as high school educators equated the caliber of their history programs,
in part, by use of the “latest” textbook revisions. But while these recommendations purported to
represent the views of the history profession in toto, the views of John Quincy Adams’ greatgrandson were decidedly different from the perspective of the United Daughters of the
Confederacy.

White Southern Perspective
As discussed in Chapter I: “The Study of Abuse in United States History Textbooks: The
‘History Wars’,” scholars have devoted significant study to the post-war South’s determination
to indoctrinate their young citizens in a “true” version of Civil War history untainted by Northern
triumphant nationalism. Advocacy for sectionalized education may have had origins in the
1820s, not surprisingly, over the issue of slavery expansion. In his alarm over the number of
southern sons enrolled in Northern institutions learning “anti-Missourianism,” Thomas Jefferson
sought funding for his recently established, but not yet opened, University of Virginia.
We are now trusting to those against us in position and principle, to fashion in
their own form, the minds and affections of our youth. . . This canker is eating at
the vitals of our existence and, if not arrested at once, will be beyond remedy. We
are now certainly furnishing recruits to their schools.298
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Jefferson expressed particular frustration with the number of Virginians in the clutches of
Harvard, an institution, he ruefully noted, that would continue to “prime it over us with her
twenty Professors.” “How many of our youths she has now, I know not [but they] will return
home, no doubt deeply impressed with the sacred principles of our Holy Alliance of
restrictionists.”299
Certainly, by the close of the 1830s, Southern literati were concerned over the exodus
north for post-secondary education, leading to publication of an address delivered at Jefferson
College, Mississippi.
A formidable contest has commenced between the North and South, from the
possible results of which [sic] the eye of the patriot instinctively revolts. . . [We
must] preserve our children from any influence that might mislead their
judgement or weaken their patriotism. WE MUST KEEP THEM AT HOME!
[emphasis original]300
When the second edition of Harvard professor Joseph Story’s law treatise was reviewed in The
Southern Quarterly Review, the entire seven pages were devoted to advocating for Southernauthored textbooks for Southern students who should attend Southern schools. Rationalization
for Southern-authored books was grounded rather precariously in opposition to Northern
authors’ predilection for revising their work.
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He who pays his money for a book, when first published, loses that money if, by
the act of the author, it is superseded by a new edition immediately following the
first . . . To [Southern lawyers] this is a matter of serious injustice . . . we trust the
time is approaching when these speculations shall incite our Southern lawyers to
the preparation of treatises upon the law, adequate to our wants and adapted to our
institutions.301
Far less obtuse was the call for a Southern law school, from which Southern law professors
would “supply to the South, works upon every branch of law necessary to elucidate her
institutions, define her laws, or influence her social rights . . . uncontaminated by maxims and
opinions hostile to the feelings and interests of the South.”302 Hence, when the most divisive,
destructive event in American history was over, there was an established tradition on which the
South could build.
The battle to purge the “fake history” that “consigned the South to infamy” - written by
Northern authors and published by Northern publishers - spanned the entire former Confederacy
and involved countless individuals and many organizations. But the charge was led by the United
Daughters of the Confederacy (UDC) and the Union of Confederate Veterans (UCV).303
Professionalization of the field and widespread incorporation of the subject into middle and high
schools fed what became an all-consuming mission, fanned by the flaming oratory, caustic pen,
and iron will of UDC leader Mildred Rutherford. Rutherford epitomized, in all ways convenient,
the archetypal antebellum upper class Southern flower, rendered, by the War, a “guardian of
tradition.”304
Born in Athens, Georgia in 1851 into a wealthy slaveholding family, the War left Mildred
Rutherford with an abiding bitterness exceeded only by anachronistic nostalgia for the social
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identity it had denied her. The Rutherfords suffered severe personal and financial losses, and
although her family’s plantation survived intact, that of her uncle was destroyed during
Sherman’s March to the Sea. She was also deeply impacted by the deaths of countless
Confederate soldiers nursed in her home by her mother.305 Age ten at the War’s outbreak, she
was old enough to have been anticipating a formal debut into elite Southern society and a life
that mirrored her mother’s and grandmother’s. These never came to pass. This may explain why
she often delivered speeches tightly corseted and attired in pantalets, hoop skirts and crinolines,
as well as her implacable promotion of antebellum gender roles well into the 20th century.
Rutherford did complete her privileged finishing school education at the Lucy Cobb Institute for
Girls. But it ended, not with balls and barbecues, but in a fifty-four-year career as a
schoolteacher, administrator, and advocate for white supremacy.306
Rutherford did fancy herself a historian, often referring to herself as “Georgia’s State
Historian” although no such office existed. The UDC appointed her “Historian General” based
on her authorship of three textbooks: English Authors: A Handbook of English Literature from
Chaucer to Living Writers (Atlanta: Franklin, 1890), American Authors: A Handbook of
American Literature from Early Colonial to Living Writers (Atlanta: Franklin, 1894), and The
South in Literature and History (Athens, GA: Franklin-Turner, 1906). Essentially, she was the
female equivalent of David Tassel’s “professional literary man:” prolific, highly visible, given to
romanticization and emotion, and not above playing fast and loose with the truth. But describing
her as “biased” is a hopeless understatement. She was a zealot, driven by hate and a passion for
her own lost past.
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While the New England-led Committee of Seven were researching their report,
“Historical Committees” under the leadership of Mildred Rutherford were fanning out across the
South.307 Their goals were twofold: first, to “select and designate such proper and truthful history
of the United States to be used in both the public and private schools of the South” and second,
to “put the seal of condemnation upon such as are not truthful histories of the United States.”308
Broad criteria for “proper and truthful” required evidence of three themes: secession as a legal
act of state sovereignty; self-government, not slavery, as War causation; and portrayal of
Confederate soldiers who fought honorably and courageously, winning most of the battles
against long odds, and eventually succumbing only to the greater numbers and vast resources of
the North.309 If these three were obvious, textbooks were subjected to stricter scrutiny for a long
list of criteria compiled by Mildred Rutherford. (Figure 7) Any improper and untruthful volumes
were to be stamped on the title page “Unjust to the South.”310
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Figure 7. Mildred L. Rutherford, A Measuring Rod to Test Textbooks and Reference
Books in Schools, Colleges, and Libraries (Athens, GA: n.d.): Index, p.4. Public Domain

The UDC held powerful political sway, and Mildred Rutherford was a compelling
personality operating on a highly emotional level and expressing what the South desperately
wanted to be true. Furthermore, she parroted the new professional standards for historical
research to advance her credibility, promising “a fair, unbiased, impartial, unprejudiced,
Conscientious Study of History.” “Facts,” above all else, she declared, were the purview of the
historian and key to vindicating the South of lies and false history. In keeping with the new
emphasis on primary source-based research, she provided “authorities” for her facts: ammunition
for Historical Committees to use in their interactions with teachers and administrators. For
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example, the South could not have been fighting to preserve slavery because, according to The
New York Times, the North mustered to preserve the Union. This same tortured reasoning
produced “facts” that would have been impossible for non-historians to rebut even if they had
been so inclined, such as “Southern men were anxious for slaves to be free,” and more
slaveholders and sons of slaveholders fought for the Union than for the Confederacy.311 But it
was Rutherford’s hatred for Abraham Lincoln that drove her past all semblance of rationality.
Rutherford saw Lincoln as the antithesis of chivalric Southern manhood. He was a
“crude, vulgar [and] cynical non-Christian” who told dirty jokes and cursed. He was also a
political tyrant who violated the Constitution at every opportunity.”312 He was a slaveholder; in
his capacity as quartermaster in the Mexican War, he had tried to starve American soldiers; he
helped finance John Brown’s raid on Harper’s Ferry; he caused the War by attempting to
reprovision Fort Sumter; he didn’t really write the Gettysburg Address, and, in death, had been
protected from criticism in the press by Ulysses S. Grant.313 But if Lincoln was the downfall of
the South, her portrayal of him would, ultimately, be Rutherford’s.
The sweeping censorship campaign offered textbook authors two options: rewrite based
on the expertise of Mildred Rutherford or be banned. But while some authors allowed separate
editions for sale in the South, this did not free the former Confederacy from dependence on
Northern authors. As amateur historians still outnumbered professionals, the South turned to its
“gentlemen,” men like Philip Alexander Bruce, who authored A School History of the United
States, (New York: American Book, 1903) and Waddy Thompson who penned A History of the
United States, (Boston: Heath, 1904). Their textbooks were excoriated in The American
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Historical Review. Reviewer C.H. Van Tyne characterized the objectives of both works as
addressing “those subjects which no Northerner is supposed to be able to handle delicately
enough not to hurt Southern sensibilities” and sharply criticized the complete absence of any
coherent pedagogical frameworks. Of Bruce’s textbook, Van Tyne observed: “if the South must
be fed on this pabulum because it cannot endure the biased views of Northern scholars, it must
have historical indigestion.”314 Waddy’s textbook was found to be only marginally better,
although he opened with “the chief event in American history is the War Between the States,”
and proceeded to devote one-fifth of the text to proving it. But as this criticism emanated from
the very Northern authority the South rejected, it had little effect.
By the 1920s, however, three forces had converged that shaped the historiography and
U.S. History textbook content on the Civil War and Reconstruction. First, public perception of
the period had fully shifted from the divisive “memorialism” marked by Northern “bloody shirt”
waving and Southern vitriol, and manifested in plaques, statues, and decorated cemeteries.
Reconciliationism had taken hold, grounded in white supremacy and redefining the War as an
“event” rather than a “rebellion.” Society nationwide had tired of the sectional animosity that had
survived Appomattox and solidified during Reconstruction. By the 50th anniversary of the War,
aging veterans, especially, sought to put aside the horrors, hardships, and hate in favor of shared
stories and nostalgic camaraderie. Mildred Rutherford’s contribution to reconciliationism was
not insignificant. She was a prolific writer and a compelling public speaker. Her peaceful,
romanticized plantations engaged Northern imagination, and her happy, faithful pre-War darkies
provided the North with rationalization to accept the alternate facts of the South’s new “history.”
Everyone had fought nobly and courageously, and by the 1920s the myth of the Lost Cause had
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infected the historiography and U.S. History textbooks nationwide, where it would remain, to
varying degrees, for more than half a century.315
Secondly, an increasing number of Southern men or men with familial ties to the former
Confederacy began graduating from Northern PhD programs, university-trained historians who
easily recognized Rutherford’s flawed “authorities.” Not only did they write textbooks
acceptable in the South, academics like William Archibald Dunning - Essays on the Civil War
and Reconstruction and Related Topics (New York: Macmillan, 1910) - and Ulrich Phillips American Negro Slavery (New York: Appleton, 1918) - published “scientific” historical research
that supported much of what “Miss Millie” Rutherford was spouting.316
Much, but not all. World War I produced strong nationalism that engendered the ire of
“patriotic groups” like the Sons of the American Revolution. Dissing Abraham Lincoln was not a
float in their parade, whether held in New Orleans or New York. In 1922, the same year the
Lincoln Memorial was dedicated, Rutherford came out in loud support of a book by Confederate
veteran Colonel Huger W. Johnstone that declared Lincoln had purposely started the Civil War.
At her instigation, the Rutherford Historical Committee passed resolutions that Lincoln had been
motivated by hate and jealousy of slaveholders and that his reputation as a great leader was
undeserved. Backlash was strong, swift, and came from public and press in North and South.
Where her work had always been accepted as gospel, it was now increasingly questioned. In
1924 a Texas newspaper suggested someone should gift Rutherford a current calendar, as the one
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she was using from 1865 was out of date.317 The South maintained vigilance over history
textbook adoptions, to varying degrees, throughout most of the 20th century. But authorship by
amateurs was over, as was the reign of Mildred Rutherford.

Academia and Reconciliationism
Civil War nostalgia and “true reunion” produced segregated memory on the South’s
terms.318 The conflict hadn’t been about slavery at all: competing ideologies, both honorable,
were to blame. This new way of thinking posed few, if any, problems for the white public. Some
Northern academics, however, needed a way to justify it to themselves, scientifically. Some of
them had authored the very textbooks that had been unceremoniously booted from Rutherford’s
“Approved” list. And they were, after all, sharing university office space with staunch Southern
apologists. In what can now only be described as the epitome of irony, at least some Northern
historians decided to blame “bias.” “War-time prejudice” had blinded professional historians to
the real truths of the past, now made obvious by reconciliationism. Ellis Paxson Oberholtzer,
editor of the series American Crisis Biographies – a “complete and comprehensive history of the
great American sectional struggle” – explained the enlightened path forward within the new
paradigm.
The series is to be impartial, Southern writers having been assigned to Southern
subjects, and Northern writers, to Northern subjects but all [will be authored by]
the younger generation of writers, thus assuring freedom from any suspicion of
war-time prejudice. The Civil War will not be treated as a rebellion, but as he
great event in the history of our nation, which, after forty years, it is now clearly
recognized to have been.319
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Oberholtzer’s individual contribution to these biographies, however, offers insight into an
intellectual quandary that pitted reconciliationism against personal beliefs not easily discarded.
Born in Pennsylvania, his mother had been an ardent abolitionist, a social activist and a profound
influence on her son’s unequivocal support for the anti-slavery movement. Integrating Mildred
Rutherford’s version of history with his decidedly positive perception of abolitionism in
Abraham Lincoln (Philadelphia: George Jacobs, 1904) proved exceedingly problematic, causing
one reviewer to pronounce Oberholtzer guilty of “double sectionalism.”320 In effect, Oberholtzer
blamed Lincoln for “not being an abolitionist” and for “not joining the Republican Party at its
inception.” For good measure, he parroted Rutherford’s ad hominem attacks, which included
disparaging discussion of Lincoln’s grammar, framed very deliberately to produce
“unextinguishable laughter.” The reviewer pronounced Oberholtzer’s commentary on Lincoln’s
religion “inane,” and that on the late-President’s “love affairs, atrocious.”321 If Oberholtzer was
trying to maintain his personal and professional equilibrium by way of a foot in each camp, a
biography of Abraham Lincoln was probably not the optimum tool.
Two decades later, however, we can see Oberholtzer’s complete capitulation to the Lost
Cause in The History of the United States since the Civil War, (New York: MacMillan, 1917).
The post-war plight of white Southerners was described in a section titled “Pitiful Scenes,”
exemplified by plantation women faced with cows they could not milk, stoves they could not
light, and crinoline hoops bereft of metal, supported, instead, by “the pliant branches of the
willow.” These hardships were explained in subsequent sections, “Negroes Go To Town” and
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“Laziness of the Negro.”322 Oberholtzer liberally peppered his history with “nigger,” and relied
on the reminiscences of former Confederate Secretary of the Treasury to describe the “vices of
an inferior race.” The Pennsylvania abolitionist thus became a Southern Apologist.
If white academics needed stronger rationalization for summarily dismissing the
dissenting voices of Black historians, the war cry of “bias” provided it. In his review of W.E.B.
Du Bois’ Black Reconstruction Avery Craven pronounced the work “only the expression of a
Negro’s bitterness against the injustice of slavery and racial prejudice [based solely] on abolition
propaganda and the biased statements of partisan statesmen.”323 While William E. Dodd, one of
the few Southern white historians considered “liberal,” considered du Bois to be “probably the
greatest scholar of his race anywhere” and commended him for “trying to create an authoritative
account of the ordeals through which the members of his race and the unhappy ‘poor whites’
passed” during Reconstruction, ultimately Dodd was “forced to the conclusion [that du Bois] was
quite as much a propagandist as the worst of the many historians whom he condemns . . . [I am]
convinced that one of the greatest opportunities of our time is the unpartisan writing of history. . .
I am sorry that Dr. du Bois has not given us a perfectly disinterested and convincing account of
the slave problem at the most critical point in our history.”324
Attributing the “triumphal Union” pre-reconciliationism version of history to unscientific
bias created a challenge for early 20th century textbook authors. Most of the content in any
comprehensive history textbook will be beyond the narrow expertise of any single Americanist.
And, at the time, some academic authors of U.S. History textbooks were Europeanists. This
made them dependent upon the works of narrative historians for textbook content. The first
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volume of J.F. Rhodes’ History of the United States from the Compromise of 1850: 1850 – 1854
(New York: Harper) appeared in 1893 and devoted almost fifty pages to the particulars of
slavery. But while Rhodes condemned the cruelties of the lash and argued that slaves were very
poorly cared for, he also asserted that slave women were “proud” to carry their master’s children,
that slave mothers did not suffer when separated from their children, and that abolitionists were
very influential in stopping the practice of splitting families.325 By 1906, when his volume on
Reconstruction was published, Rhodes had adopted the reconciliationist position, what he
referred to as his “matured conviction.” Reconstruction “based on universal negro suffrage” was
a failure: “ignorance enfranchised; intelligence disfranchised.”326 So textbook authors relying on
Rhodes’ narratives for content on slavery, abolitionism, and Reconstruction were offered a
“Union triumphalist” portrait of slavery as a moral wrong and a reconciliationist version of
Reconstruction. Edward Channing was the last historian to attempt a comprehensive United
States history. Volume Six won the Pulitzer Price for History. Despite its rather provocative title
– The War for Southern Independence – it left no doubt about the author’s position on Southern
apologia and lack of patience with Lost Cause mythology.
The twentieth century historian finds it difficult to understand how the
slaveholders and the slave-holding states could, by any possibility, have endured
aggressive wrongs at the hands of the Federal government, for the Southerners,
themselves, had held that government in their control for at least fifty of the sixty
years of its life.327
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Or as one reviewer observed: “there is little in Professor Channing’s volume to bring comfort to
those present-day Southern apologists who deny that the determination of the South to maintain
slavery at all costs was the efficient cause of the Civil War.”328 Textbook authors who relied on
the Channing work would have been rejecting the reconciliationist version of history. These very
essential discrepancies forced textbook authors to make choices in constructing their content.
Textbook authors, bound to their profession’s published position on “objective truth”
were thus left to decide what that “truth” was. And while this was not an issue for those aiming
for sales in the South, others had to decide whether to fully embrace new “scientific” Lost Cause
scholarship advanced by their Southern apologist peers, thus rendering history textbooks used in
the North and West no different from those accepted by the South. Or they could construct a
mongrelized history by cherry-picking from both trees. Most of these authors included reference
lists at the close of each unit or chapter. As previously noted, all those examined in this study
included works by the narrative historians. But beyond that, the lists were sufficiently diverse to
preclude meaningful comparisons. Two exceptions stand out, however, and some understanding
of this quandary can be realized by acknowledging the presence – or absence – on these lists of
the two most well-respected Southern apologist scholars of the early 20th century: William
Archibald Dunning and Ulrich B. Phillips.
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Southern Apologist Scholarship in Northern U.S. History Textbooks
The Dunning School

William Archibald Dunning did not fit the mold of the students who competed for his
mentorship at Columbia University in the early 20th century. They were young men of “southern
birth and breeding, representatives of the new south,” the first generation of students eager to
focus on the study of Reconstruction.329 Born in 1857, Dunning was of New Jersey birth and
breeding. At least one contemporary scholar has observed that William Archibald’s “anti-Radical
views on Reconstruction developed in spite of his northern birth [emphasis added].”330 Closer
examination of his early life, however, suggests otherwise. Dunning admitted that his father had
first “interested him in Reconstruction.” His most enduring work, Reconstruction, Political and
Economic (1865-1877), was dedicated “to the memory of my father, by whom I was first
inspired by interest in the problems of Reconstruction.”331 But Dunning’s father was a carriage
maker. Antebellum carriage manufacturing was centered in southern New England and highly
dependent upon the patronage of Southern grandees. It was not uncommon for close personal
relationships to form between wealthy carriage manufacturers and Southern planters, many of
whom summered in Newport, Rhode Island. The outbreak of war, its outcome, and the
circumstances of Reconstruction caused devastating financial losses to the carriage industry.
Thus, it seems highly probable that Dunning-the-Younger’s “anti-Radical” views originated in
the circumstances of his northern birth, not despite it.
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Dunning’s collegiate experience began at Dartmouth, but he was expelled as a freshman
for misdeeds that have never been clearly explained. He enrolled at Columbia University and
earned a master’s degree and PhD under the mentorship of political scientist John W. Burgess,
who has been characterized as “the godfather of the Dunning School.”332 In 1916, Dunning
returned to Dartmouth, a victorious Columbia professor, to be awarded a PhD from that
institution thirty-eight years after his forced departure.333
The influence Burgess wielded in shaping Dunning as a historian cannot be
overestimated. Burgess was the son of a Tennessee Unionist slaveholder originally from Rhode
Island. He was an enthusiastic supporter of the Teutonic “germ theory,” which held that the
“exclusively white, Anglo-Saxon founding of the American constitutional republic can be
attributed to the biological superiority of the founders.”334 After Dunning’s return from brief
post-doctoral study in Germany, he was eager to meld this doctrine of biological white
supremacy with narratives of Southern victimization and Northern aggression. In his philosophy,
however, Dunning stood apart from most of the American historians who studied in Germany.
While most (incorrectly) interpreted the Rankean premise of objective research to mean
objective truth, Dunning “got it:” the former was crucial; the latter, impossible. Dunning always
maintained that his “white supremacist historiography was grounded in the ideals of impartiality
and historical accuracy.”335
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While Dunning’s self-serving assertions were accepted without question by white
academics for the better part of the 20th century, they were, essentially, good use of smoke and
mirrors. Even as he reached new heights of racism and stereotyping post-dissertation, the sheer
number of footnotes in Reconstruction, Political and Economic (1865-1877) and the twelve-page
“Critical Essay on Authorities” effectively concealed the fact that Dunning “interjected his racist
assertions without any hint of applying the scientific method that he cherished.”336 Burgess had
supplied him with an argument. The “Teutonic germ theory” appears repeatedly in Dunning’s
college notebooks. But neither “Teutonic” nor “Anglo-Saxon” appear in Reconstruction. His
seemingly interminable, unfounded, uncited claims of inherent Black inferiority, such as “the
freedmen were not, and in the nature of the case could not for generations be, on the same social,
moral, and intellectual plane with the whites” therefore served only as house-of-cards “evidence”
for his justification of the Black Codes and Jim Crow.337
In addition to promotion of biological white supremacy by way of “documenting”
inherent Black inferiority, Dunning never deviated from the overarching thesis that the
Constitution was an inherently flawed, illogical document that “dodged” the issue of state
sovereignty vs. federal power. Thus, according to Dunning:
The only Constitutional course in a case of conflict between the sovereignties was
to deny that such a thing was possible, eulogize the Constitution as the greatest
extant of the human intellect, point out the dreadful consequences that would
follow the recognition of supremacy in either claimant and end by compromising
the difficulty in such a way as to furnish precedents for both sides in the future.338
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Academic reviews of Dunning’s most famous work, Reconstruction, Political and
Economic (1865-1877) were limited to two, but both were effusive in their praise.339 E.
Benjamin Andrews, writing for The American Historical Review, devoted three pages to
Dunning’s “book of extraordinary excellence” in which “both subjects and men are treated with
eminent fairness and justice.” In fact, Andrews’ only “word of contrary tenor” was that Dunning
could have been more “scientifically” reconciliationist.
Would not the title of chapter xviii., “The Nadir of National Disgrace” read more
felicitously thus: “The Acme of National Disgrace” or thus: “The Nadir of
National Honor”? It would seem that no loss but much gain must follow the
disuse, in discussing the Civil War and its results, of expressions like “rebel,”
“conquerors” and “conquered.” Pacific terms, equally clear and scientific, are at
hand. To the word “rebel,” in particular, strong objection is possible on historicolegal grounds.340
L.S. Roe, for The Annals of The American Academy of Political and Social Science, declared that
Dunning had “[given] to students of American history a new outlook upon a period of our
national development which has been so generally neglected, but which is fraught with lessons
of the deepest import.”341 The Journal of Negro History was not yet in publication. But it would
be alone in its criticism of Dunning’s scholarship after its establishment in 1916.342
Dunning’s narrower arguments on Reconstruction and the “evidence” he used to support
them, have been previously discussed in conjunction with the works of Mary Elizabeth Carpenter
and Francis Fitzgerald in the “History Wars” section of Chapter One. Not only were they
unquestioned long after his death in 1922, but they were also promoted by the graduate students
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he personally mentored at Columbia, the scores of others taught from Dunning’s work at other
institutions, and one ambitious high school-graduate journalist desirous of inflaming and
titillating a lay audience.343 Ultimately, the version of Reconstruction created by “the flawed
colossus of academic letters” coalesced into the “Dunning School” of Reconstruction thought. It
is important, however, to understand that Dunning’s academic disciples did not test his
arguments. They reiterated them through more narrowly focused lenses, most often as state
histories of the Reconstruction era. The most enduring and damning legacy of Dunning School
scholarship was its determined use to “explain” the contemporaneous “Negro Problem” and
justify Jim Crow. As renowned Reconstruction scholar Eric Foner asserted, Dunning’s portrayal
of “the alleged horrors of Reconstruction helped freeze the mind of the white South in bitter
opposition to any change in the region’s racial system.”344
William Dunning’s prominence and unchallenged dominance in the field forced a choice
upon early 20th century textbook authors. Full commitment to his scholarship meant acceptance
not only of his version of events, but also of his overarching premises: a flawed Constitution, the
inherent, biological inferiority of Blacks, and justification of post-War violence, oppression and
discrimination as logical and socially necessary. Or they could include his accounts of
Reconstruction minus the “evidence” he relied upon.
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Ulrich B. Phillips and his “Merry Slaves”

In American History Now, a comprehensive historiographical study compiled by the
American Historical Association in 2011, Adam Rothman summarized slavery scholarship
between 1900 and 1940 in two sentences:
The historiography of American slavery has come a long way since the early
twentieth century, when its leading historian, Ulrich B. Phillips, asserted that the
southern plantation was ‘a school constantly training and controlling pupils who
were in a backward state of civilization.’ Challenged first by pioneering scholars
such as W.E.B. DuBois and Carter G. Woodson, Phillips’ essentially proslavery
interpretation was not demolished until [mid-century.345
The gross over-simplification of Phillips’ arguments notwithstanding, there was really nothing
more Rothman could have added: Phillips’ work was crucial in legitimizing Southern History as
a field for academic inquiry, and, in his time, he was the white academic rock star of slavery
scholarship.346
Born in Georgia in 1877, Phillips’ father was a merchant, of “yeoman stock,” but his
mother, whom Phillips considered his greatest influence, descended from plantation
aristocracy.347 After completing his master’s degree at the University of Georgia, Phillips earned
a PhD from Columbia University under the auspices of Archibald Dunning in 1902. His
academic career began at the University of Wisconsin at the invitation of Frederick Jackson
Turner. 1907 saw Phillips’ return to the South, where he spent four years at Tulane University
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before moving north permanently to teach, first at the University of Michigan for eighteen years,
and then at Yale, until his death in 1934.348
Even outside the context of his slavery scholarship, Phillips maintained a romanticized
fascination with the plantation system throughout his life, undoubtedly rooted in his mother’s
stories of her privileged antebellum forebears. The wording of a cryptic footnote in American
Negro Slavery so strongly implied that he had lived on a plantation that W.E.B. DuBois accepted
it as fact.349 An around-the-world trip in the late 1920s was devoted to touring tea, cotton, sugar,
and rubber plantations in Southeast Asia and Egypt. Upon his return, Phillips presented a
travelogue to the 1931 meeting of the Agricultural History Society: “Plantations East and South
of Suez.” The paper offers an oddly unsettling glimpse into what made Ulrich Philips “tick,” for
it is obvious that he believed his 20th century observations in Southeast Asia confirmed all his
arguments regarding antebellum plantations in the United States. He seems to have been quite
gratified to observe brown women lugging toddlers around the tea fields. “Some had each a baby
astride her hip and embraced by an arm. These could pluck with only one hand. The others kept
both hands flying with considerable speed.”350 Prior to departing on his world tour, Phillips had
announced his intention to visit sub-Saharan Africa to “see the African whose American contacts
he knew so well in his native lair.”351 But as “the African” turned out to have no plantations for
Phillips to admire, he was allotted only one sentence in the travelogue: “the naked, pagan, tribal
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Negroes are as yet untouched by projects of organized industry.”352 This “Plantation Tour”
provided Phillips with personal confirmation of his scholarship and his personal beliefs far
beyond that conferred by his book sales statistics or the admiration of his colleagues. If lazy
“natives” will not work, “importation” of foreign laborers is logical. The plantation “regime”
was a universal, naturally occurring, benevolent phenomenon. It functioned more effectively
under a wage system than it had under slavery, and even more effectively with “non-Negro”
labor. And, perhaps most importantly for Phillips, although chattel slavery had tried to uplift the
black race in America, it failed: sub-Saharan Africans’ complete lack of progress over multiple
centuries, to him, clearly evidenced inherent race-based inferiority.
Phillips was a prolific writer: a bibliography published following his death numbered
twenty-three pages and included nine books and over fifty-five articles.353 He was best known,
however, for American Negro Slavery (D. Appleton, 1918), Life and Labor in the Old South
(Little Brown, 1929), and “The Central Theme of Southern History,” which became a topic for
discussion at the annual meeting of the American Historical Association in 1928.354 But within
this large corpus of work, he never wavered from his premise that slavery was both a benign,
paternalistic, effective, and necessary system of racial control, and a dismal failure as a labor
system, which would have eventually died out peacefully. The War, Phillips argued, was
unnecessary; the result of bungling politicians, interfering activists, and chance.355
These arguments were advanced in the coarse, blatant language of racism, which makes
American Negro Slavery a difficult read today. Noting that slaveowners devoted “careful study
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to the comparative qualities of the several African stocks,” Phillips’ called on primary sources
that described the Senegalese as “the most intelligent of Africans,” the Mandingoes as
“especially gentle in demeanor but peculiarly prone to theft,” and the “Coromantes of the Gold
Coast” as “hearty and stalwart of mind and body,” but “haughty, ferocious and stubborn. . .
instigators of slave conspiracies and insurrections.” Eboes or Mocoes were disadvantaged by a
“sickly yellow tinge in their complexion, jaundiced eyes, and prognathous faces like baboons.”
Still their women were “diligent,” but the men, “lazy and prone to suicide.”356
It is impossible to over-state white academic admiration for Ulrich Phillips. In response
to American Negro Slavery, one fellow Southerner voiced that which might be the ultimate
(albeit, completely misguided) compliment from one historian to another. “The work is a
monument of research, and equally so of fair and discriminating presentation. I venture to assert
you have written the final word.”357 Life and Labor engendered even stronger support: a “real
event in American historiography,” and “a prime example of James Harvey Robinson’s ‘New
History.’”358 Henry Steele Commager, who pronounced the book “perhaps the most significant
contribution to the history of the Old South in this generation” managed to condense every one
of Phillips’ arguments into one paragraph of his textbook The Growth of the American Republic
(New York: Oxford, 1930):
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As for Sambo, whose wrongs moved the abolitionists to wrath and tears, there is
some reason to believe that he suffered less than any other class in the South from
its ‘peculiar institution.’ The majority of slaves were adequately fed, well-cared
for, and apparently happy. Competent observers reported that they performed less
labor than the hired man of the Northern states. Their physical wants were better
supplied than those of thousands of Northern laborers, English operatives, and
Irish peasants; their liberty was not much less than that enjoyed by the North of
England ‘hinds’ or the Finnish torpare. Although brought to America by force, the
incurably optimistic Negro soon became attached to the country and devoted to
his ‘white folks.’ Slave insurrections were planned -- usually by the free Negroes
– but invariably betrayed by some faithful black; and trained obedience kept most
slaves faithful throughout the Civil War. . . If we overlook the original sin of the
slave trade, there was much to be said for slavery as a transitional status between
barbarism and civilization.359
Most contemporary quotations from “The Central Theme of Southern History” are
limited to Phillips’ thesis statement: white Southern unity was based inexorably in a “common
resolve indomitably maintained – that it shall be and remain a white man’s country.”360
However, to understand his contemporaneous influence – including that which he exerted on
U.S. History textbook authors – it is necessary to look beyond Phillips’ content. For, just as was
the case with William Dunning, it was his methodology that conferred his academic credibility.
It was his methodology that appeared to legitimize the “Negro problem,” of such concern – to
varying degrees – throughout all of white U.S. society, but especially in the South. If there were
white academics on the fence regarding “scientific proof” of inherent black inferiority, it was
Phillips’ methodology that allowed them to embrace his “accuracy” as “truth,” and move into the
larger camp.
All of Phillips’ work was completely grounded in primary sources, extensively
researched and meticulously cited. He scoured attics and uncatalogued archives throughout the
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South to find the plantation manuscripts on which most of his findings were based. He even
included some material (very limited, carefully chosen, and, according to him, “of dubious
value”) gleaned from slave narratives.361 So heavily infused with direct quotations were Phillips’
books that locating his own voice, even today, requires concentration. He was the poster boy for
the new “scientific history” promoted so assiduously by the American Historical Association.
And given the proposition that pre-reconciliation wartime bias could be eliminated by having
younger Southern scholars write the “new” Southern history, white Northern academic
objections to Phillips’ work – if there were any – would have been subject to accusations of
Northern bias.362 It was a perfect storm of Southern apologism.
Advancing Phillips reconciliationist “merry slave / peaceful plantation” narrative in their
textbooks would have required academic authors to abandon the belief that slavery was morally
wrong. If slaves were not happy; if the institution was not beneficial and benign, were they then
to rely on narrative historians such as J.F. Rhodes? Include the flogging and the breeding? Or
perhaps they should limit themselves to discussing the economics of cotton and the history of
slavery through the eyes of white Congressmen?
How (or if) the academic textbook authors in this study integrated the works of Dunning
and Phillips does not prove abuse of history: their motives for their choices can rarely be
definitively ascertained. But it may speak loudly to advancement of irresponsible history. And it
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is certainly powerful commentary on the complete inability of early 20th century historians to
recognize the bias they were so intent on avoiding.

Educational Publishing in the Early 20th Century

Educational publishing was a dynamic field in the first decades of the 20th century. A
1931 report by the National Association for the Study of Education shows the sharp rise and
drastic crash in the number of history textbooks published between 1876 and 1926. (Figure 8)

Figure 8. Source: J. Edmonson Bartlett and Guy Montrose Whipple, eds. The Textbook in
American Education, The Association for the Study of Education, (Bloomington IL: Public
School Publishing, 1931), 69. Open Access:
Google Digitized.

Here we can see the influence of the 1899 recommendation by the AHA’s Committee of Seven
to limit history textbook authorship to academics. As history was added to school curricula, the
number of textbooks published had more than doubled between 1876 and 1906. But many of

144
these were written by teachers and amateur historians. Eliminating them greatly decreased the
number of textbooks and further solidified and defined professional history.
Fewer books for schools to choose from also increased the profitability of writing a
successful one. As the American Textbook Publishers Institute put it: “Oh, yes, there’s money in
the textbook business for an author. Plenty of it. Plenty of work, too.”363 An aspiring mid-century
textbook author “heard that David S. Muzzey had banked a cool million dollars” in textbook
royalties.364 In fact, by 1947, educational publishers were bemoaning the cost of heat and lights
after paying out more than twelve million dollars in royalties that year. That figure was more
than thirty percent greater than the total net profit of the entire educational publishing industry.365
Inspired initially, perhaps, by Progressive Era values, educational publishers tended to
represent themselves as altruistic humanitarians working in collegial harmony with textbook
authors, “quaint blends of businessmen and professional educators.”
He wants to make money, to be sure, and needs to make money, at least modestly,
to reward the capital ventured in his business and to sponsor continuing
experiments in the making of better textbooks.366
Publishers (rather cryptically) denied making unapproved revisions to textbooks, stressing “spirit
of cooperation.” The degree of publishers’ participation in content, they asserted, was dependent
upon author’s “standing and expertise.”367

363

American Textbook Publishers Institute, Textbooks in education: a report from the American Textbook
Publishers Institute to its membership, its friends, and any others whose interest in the development of the
educational system in the United States goes beyond a mere passing fancy, (New York: The Institute, 1949), ix.
https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=mdp.39015031466173&view=1up&seq=11
364
Henry Wilkinson Bragdon, “The Textbook Game,” The Proceedings of the Massachusetts Historical Society,
Third Series, 82 (1970): 83. Note: this figure is in line with Muzzey’s assertion that his books sold more than 3.5
million copies. See: Reminiscences with David Saville Muzzey, Columbia University Oral History Project.
365
American Textbook Publishers Institute, Textbooks in education, 65–66.
366
American Textbook Publishers Institute, Textbooks in education,122.
367
American Textbook Publishers Institute, Textbooks in education, 88.

145
By 1931, however, relations had soured somewhat, as demonstrated by anonymous
replies to a survey taken by the American Textbook Publishers Institute. Employees from houses
representing sixty to seventy percent of the educational publishing industry were asked only to
“list and define the important problems arising from [your] problems dealing with teachers and
school officials [emphasis added].”368 So their complaints about authors were unsolicited:
“Lack of candor with respect to authorship of books.”
“Educators allow their names and credentials to be associated with publications to which they
have contributed little or nothing.”
“Very often a well-advertised university professor will allow his name to go on a book as a joint
author when he had not done one hour of work on the manuscript other than to read it over. In
other words, the college professor sells his prestige for money. Generally, these cases are wellknown – college professors have been known to boast about it.”
“Men holding high educational positions do not hesitate to exert all the influence in their power
for the selection of books written by them and from which they obtain financial advantage.”369
It would seem then, that complacency and questionable ethics may have played a
significant role in authorship of textbooks by professional historians. While the existence of
these complaints obviously does not condemn scholars across the board, the fact that they were
documented issues provides another lens through which to examine textbooks on a case-by-case
basis for potentially irresponsible or abusive history.
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The expectations that came with the professionalization of history, the social climate of
the early 20th century, contemporary historiography: these all influenced the academic authors of
U.S. History textbooks. Analyses of these textbooks must consider these influences, passively, to
avoid superimposing contemporary standards on historical actors, but also actively, to identify
how they affected the process of creating textbook content.
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CHAPTER THREE
DAVID SAVILLE MUZZEY

An American History (1911 and 1920 Rev.)
History of the American People / The American People (1927)
A History of Our Country (1936 and 1950 Revision)
The first author considered in this case study is David Saville Muzzey (1870 – 1965).
Muzzey’s most important publications were undoubtedly his U.S. History textbooks.370 He
authored three high school titles, all published by Ginn & Co.: An American History, released in
1911 and last printed in 1933, History of the American People (1927), and A History of Our
Country, his most enduring work, published in 1936 and last revised in 1955.371 He was also
credited with co-authorship of two additional titles, posthumously.372
Muzzey was born in Lexington, Massachusetts in 1870 and ultimately attended Harvard
University with an undergraduate degree in the classics, after which he spent a year in
Constantinople teaching mathematics. In preparation for a religious vocation, he then enrolled at
Union Theological Seminary in New York City and was awarded fellowships for European study
upon his graduation in 1897. It was during his time in Germany and France that he realized that
teaching, not the ministry, should be his life’s work. His first three books, published prior to his
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1907 doctoral degree in history from Columbia University, explored topics in religious history
and were well-received by theological audiences. The Spiritual Franciscans (1914), based on his
dissertation, strongly reflected Muzzey’s interest in ethical culture, which pervaded his
professional career. The book was awarded the American Historical Association’s Herbert
Baxter Adams Prize. He was affiliated with the New York City Ethical Culture School for almost
fifty years and traveled extensively lecturing on history and the relevance of ethics in an age of
global wars. As mid-century approached, Muzzey’s talks were often carried on local New York
radio.373
Muzzey began his academic career teaching undergraduate history at Barnard College.
He was awarded a PhD in history from Columbia University under the mentorship of Progressive
European historian James Harvey Robinson in 1907. The choice to study under Robinson seems
to have been rooted in his enthusiasm for Robinson’s seminal role in the “New History”
movement, which stressed the importance of primary-sourced based research, encouraged
historical interpretation, and promoted the past as a lens through which contemporary issues
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could be studied and solved.374 Muzzey continued to teach at Barnard until 1922, when he joined
Columbia’s graduate History Department. He remained at Columbia, replacing William Dunning
as the Gouverneur Morris Professor of American History in 1938, a position he held until his
retirement in 1940.375
There are three factors that render author David Muzzey and his textbooks uniquely well
suited to inclusion in this case study. First, despite his eventual appointment to an endowed chair
in American History at Columbia, he was not an Americanist. Muzzey’s doctoral advisor, James
Harvey Robinson, was a Europeanist. Muzzey’s dissertation, The Spiritual Franciscans, traced
the history of the order from 1207 to the death of Pope John XXII in 1334.376 Except for an
acclaimed political biography of Maine’s own James Blaine - James G. Blaine: A Political Idol
of Other Days (New York: Dodd Mead) published in 1934, all Muzzey’s original research
reflected his early education in medieval theology and philosophy. This strongly suggests that
the content in his American History textbooks was not influenced by his own research, but
constructed exclusively from primary and secondary sources. He included, especially in his early
titles, unusually detailed chapter reference lists, arranged by topic and complete with page
numbers. These offer the opportunity to more confidently connect his textbook content to
specific sources. How did Muzzey choose his sources and how accurately were they reflected in
his textbooks?
Secondly, the temporal breadth and geographic scope of Muzzey’s sphere of influence
were greater than those of any other textbook of the period. Between 1911 and the late 1960s, his
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titles were a constant presence in high school classrooms throughout the North and West.
WorldCat returns 165 monographs (with numerous editions and reprints) authored by Muzzey:
all but thirteen are textbooks and supplementary educational materials. More importantly,
however, these decades saw dramatic shifts in pedagogy, advances in academic scholarship, and
vitriolic public controversies over the portrayal of American History. Certainly, in evaluating
textbook content on slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and Reconstruction, the
influences of reconciliationism are extremely important. How – or if - Muzzey responded to
these changes, with revisions of old titles and the release of new books provides invaluable
insight into his mindset and motivations, which de Baets deems dispositive in the delineation
between history that can be characterized as sound, as simply irresponsible, or that which is
deliberately abusive. Tracking his changes and revisions also invites investigation for pragmatic
abuse. For example: did Muzzey alter his tone or content purely to maximize book adoptions?
In the same vein, Muzzey’s background invites us to question whether his lifelong
commitment to societal ethics extended past global war theory, past the entrenched prejudices
advanced by academia, to the remediation of American racism and a fairer society through the
teaching of history. Did a half-century association with an organization dedicated to free, quality
education for poor children extend to advancing “ethical history” rather than the version
that justified white perceptions of the “Negro problem”?
Finally, Muzzey sat for a series of interview in 1956 as part of Columbia University’s
Oral History Project. The transcript of those interviews may provide unique and invaluable
insight into Muzzey’s perceptions of his long career as a history textbook author. De Baets’
delineation between irresponsible and abusive history rests in the motivation of the individual
advancing it. It requires ascertaining intent to deceive or mislead. The circumstances under
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which anyone would publicly broadcast this degree of personal culpability are hard to imagine.
But Muzzey’s “reminiscences” may provide insight available nowhere else.

An American History (Boston: Ginn, 1911)

Analysis of how David Muzzey portrayed slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and
Reconstruction over a period of almost half a century must begin with examination of the first
edition of his first textbook, An American History (Boston: Ginn) published in 1911. The timing
of this title is important for two reasons. First, in the preceding decade, as Muzzey was writing
his textbook, Mildred Rutherford and the Sons of the Confederacy were decrying Northern
“versions” of the War, trumpeting the tenets of the Lost Cause, and sweeping through Dixie’s
schools, libraries, and bookstores purging Southern “dishonor” from the shelves. But by 1911,
collective amnesia was infecting the Civil War memories of white Americans nationwide. The
“memorialist” vision had produced no common memory, for it focused on each side honoring
their own veterans and their fallen comrades. The Northern-authored version of “the Union
triumphant” was being discarded in favor of an amalgamation of white supremacy and
“reconciliationism.” This is not to suggest that Muzzey could – or should - have anticipated this
corruption of the white collective consciousness as it happened, but his reliance on 19th century
narratives and black-authored sources placed his first textbook precariously close to academic
irrelevance just as it was published. Close examination of Muzzey’s content on slavery,
abolitionism, Civil War causation, and Reconstruction in the first edition of An American History
will serve multiple purposes. First, it will provide a basis for comparative analysis of changes he
may have made in subsequent revisions and new titles in response to the harsh criticism of the
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volume. Second, critique of Muzzey’s use of sources will work toward discovering the
usefulness of de Baets’ framework to define the overall integrity of his work. Finally, comparing
Muzzey’s work to that of the other scholars examined herein will aid in the potential
identification of overarching patterns of history abuse employed to advance white supremacy.
The first edition of An American History did not generate significant notice. But its sole
academic review, by Columbia University Teachers College Professor J. Montgomery Gambrill
in the American Historical Review, foreshadowed the public criticism that would eventually
engulf the book, even as it grudgingly predicted its popularity. For in addition to the oncoming
train of reconciliationism, Muzzey would soon face repercussions from another aspect of
unfortunate timing. In the atmosphere of hyper-nationalism engendered by World War I, the
textbook would come into the crosshairs of public groups bent on advancing their version of
history: that of unquestioning patriotism and unalloyed admiration for the heroic Founders who
made it possible. James Harvey Robinson, Muzzey’s mentor, also unknowingly described the
book’s downfall in the preface he authored, declaring that:
Dr. Muzzey has undertaken the arduous task of giving the great problems and
preoccupations of today their indispensable historic setting. This I deem the very
special merit of his work, and I am confident that it will be met with eager
approbation from many who have long been dissatisfied with the conventional
textbook.377
Robinson, also, could not have predicted the impact of organizations such as the Sons of the
American Revolution, the Grand Army of the Republic, and the Spanish War Veterans who
were, in fact, quite satisfied with “conventional textbooks.”
Robinson’s stature in the field, and his position as associate editor of The American
Historical Review in 1911 may have caused Gambrill to at least attempt professionalization of
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his thinly veiled contempt for the textbook with backhanded compliments and poorly disguised
condescension peppered liberally with overt snark. Muzzey wrote with “a literary skill, a vigor, a
polish of style” that made the textbook easier to read than any other. In the next paragraph,
however, Muzzey’s style was “responsible for some unquestionable defects” including
“sentences that are too involved, too rhetorical, or too highly generalized for the immature
reader.”378 Much of Gambrill’s rancor was reserved for what he perceived as factual errors in
content on the American Revolution and Muzzey’s “almost contemptuous . . . summary handling
of most of our wars.”379 The colonial period, he sniffed, was “disposed of” in only one-sixth of
the text. But the reviewer’s underlying distaste for the textbook was rooted in this loaded
comment: one of the “most striking” features of the work, Gambrill observed, was the “easy
confidence with which the author passes judgement on men and events, from the early explorers
to the Roosevelt policies.”380 The sentiment was revisited even more clearly in criticism of
Muzzey’s choice of adjectives to describe slavery.
Dr. Muzzey’s hatred of slavery is so intense that he rarely refers to it in any
period of our history without a heated adjective or epithet. . . This seems at least
unnecessary. . . While Dr. Muzzey’s opinions are usually wise and just, it is
doubtful the author of a school text is justified in telling his readers what to think
of everything and everybody.381
In a two-and-a-half-page review that included only one sincere compliment - “The account of
Reconstruction is excellent, and, on the whole, eminently fair” – Gambrill closed on a positive
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note so blatantly incongruous as to almost certainly be attributable only to Muzzey’s close
relationship to Robinson.
It would hardly be just to conclude this review with a disparaging note. The
author deserves great credit for his courage in blazing new trails and for the large
measure of success which he has met. A very careful and thorough revision. . .
can make the book one of the best, if not actually first, in its field.382
Gambrill was, however, partially correct: An American History did become very popular, very
probably “first in its field.” But not due to any revision he would have approved of. And
Muzzey’s “new trails” became, eventually, the war cry of the patriotic organizations who
opposed the textbook.

Treatment of Slavery
Powerful, descriptive language certainly did mark the content on slavery in the first
edition of American History: Muzzey’s anti-slavery sentiments were very clear. It was sadly
ironic, he declared, that 1619 saw both importation of the first Africans and the first meeting of
Virginia’s House of Burgesses. “Democracy began alongside slavery.” The institution grew and
thrived, until, in the nineteenth century, it “absorbed and superseded all other national issues and
led to the Civil War for the preservation of the Union.” Slavery, Muzzey asserted, played “the
most important part in the history of our country.”383
Vivid descriptions of the slave trade presented the “sorry business” of “sick and dying
slaves thrown overboard” to preserve insurance coverage. “Kidnapped” Africans were “poor
wretches suffocated below decks,” in “torments,” “chained below decks in stifling” conditions.”
New England rum merchants “debauched innocent natives” brought to the West Indies and
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exchanged for more sugar and rum. The trade “enslaved the unoffending African” and made the
fortunes of “enlightened merchants and courtiers.”384 Muzzey apportioned blame for the 18th
century slave trade. Colonists bore some responsibility, Southerners, also, for utilizing the human
cargo and New England rum merchants for generating the means to pay for it. The Constitutional
Fathers were condemned for allowing it to remain “long enough to supply the South with
sufficient slaves to ensure the indefinite continuance of the institution.”385 But he held Britain
primarily accountable for the slave trade, and, by extension, the contemporaneous “problems
which the presence of the negro in the South has forced upon our country.”386 In a footnote he
quoted Jefferson’s draft of the Declaration of Independence that decried the existence of an
institution that was forced on America by England (the single largest section of the original
Declaration removed by the Continental Congress during debate), as well as Jefferson’s
complaint over the Crown’s veto of a Virginia measure to prohibit further importation of slaves
into that colony.387
Muzzey’s content on the transatlantic trade was remarkable simply for its inclusion. No
other work examined for this study included much more than a passing mention. But it is also
puzzling because none of the references Muzzey relied on for the content – including Du Bois’
The Suppression of the African Slave Trade (New York: Longmans, Green, & Co., 1896) include any description of the Middle Passage. His reference to slaves being thrown overboard
for insurance purposes seems attributable to familiarity with the infamous 1781 Zong Massacre,
which was responsible for generating widespread public condemnation of the transatlantic trade
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in both Britain and the United States.388 Yet none of his references include the account.
Muzzey’s language – “sick and dying slaves,” “kidnapped Africans,” and “stifling, suffocating
atmosphere” are strongly suggestive of reliance on first person accounts, such as Olaudah
Equiano’s autobiography.389 Muzzey could have used the Reverend John Walsh’s A Cargo of
Black Ivory (1829): it was in the same volume of collected primary sources that he included on
his reference list. 390 But while Muzzey carefully identified other documents from the volume,
Cargo was not among them. Perhaps he was relying on the memory of material read as a student;
perhaps an editorial error was to blame. But given his otherwise very detailed reference list, the
omission is conspicuous.
While Britain took the fall for the Triangle Trade, failure to abolish slavery during the
Revolution fell squarely at the feet of the Founding Fathers, who, Muzzey observed, presented “a
sad picture of violence, greed, and stunted moral sense.” Admirably (and unlike any other
textbook author in this study) he relied on W.E.B. Du Bois’ Suppression of the African Slave
Trade (New York: Longmans, Green & Co., 1896) for this content.391
Muzzey: “Our forefathers endured the evils of the slave system for the sake of the
profits it yielded . . . but they could not foresee the enormity of the evil which
slavery was to entail upon a future generation in the South.”392
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Du Bois: “With [slavery] a real, existent, and growing evil before their eyes, [the
“fathers”] struck a bargain largely of dollars and cents [which] opened a highway
straight toward the Civil War. Moreover, [the outcome of that war and the
abolition of slavery] were due to no wisdom and foresight on [their part or]
exceptional philanthropy on the part of their descendants.”393
Still, where Du Bois accused the (so-called) “fathers” of ignorance and absence of foresight, and
their descendants of complete carelessness for the welfare of others, Muzzey’s wording
suggested that “our forefathers’” could not have anticipated the repercussions of their non-action.
In a similar vein, Muzzey included Mary Stoughton Locke’s Anti-slavery in America, 1619 1808, (Boston: Ginn, 1901) on his reference list but filtered her content. Locke offered frankly
unflattering descriptions of Washington and Jefferson, painting the former as a hypocrite and the
latter, as governed by perceptions of his public persona. While Washington “sincerely wished”
for some plan for legal emancipation, he kept slaves, sold slaves (albeit “reluctantly”) and “never
made any active effort toward national or State emancipation.” 394 As post-Revolution
egalitarianism waned, Locke observed, Jefferson “shrank from appearing in so unpopular a cause
[as emancipation].” These specifics were apparently too much for Muzzey. Still, his willingness
to argue that Washington and Jefferson “knew slavery was a violation of the moral law” and that
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“the men who freed our country from political oppression . . . left it exposed to a social curse”
was a new trail blazed.395
We find it hard to realize the inhumanity of earlier generations. That our colonial
forefathers could have been so jealous for the protection of their own rights and
freedom and for the proper forms of worship of God, and still hold human beings
in bondage seems to us utterly inconsistent.396
Muzzey may have abhorred slavery and the trade, but his 1911 book said almost nothing
about the conditions under which the “cargo” lived once it arrived. There was no discussion of
auctions or slave life. Cruelty was perfunctorily acknowledged – a Virginia slave received thirtynine lashes after being found with a gun – but this was only within the context of Southern
reaction to radical abolitionism.397 Muzzey included a reproduction of a runaway notice in his
discussion of the Fugitive Slave Law but offered no insight into why slaves escaped. (Fig. 9)

Figure 9. Reproduction of runaway
slave advertisement. An American
History (Boston: Ginn, 1911) p.309.
Public Domain.
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Yet Volume III of the Hart collection included in Muzzey’s bibliography included an
entire section of documents on just this topic, “Actual Conditions Of Slavery,” none of which
Muzzey referenced. One of these primary sources was Frederick Douglass’s “Life with a SlaveBreaker,” which described the horrendous working conditions and abject cruelty endured by the
author in passionate language Muzzey certainly could have appreciated:
I was made to drink the bitterest dregs of slavery . . . I was broken in body, soul,
and spirit. My natural elasticity was crushed, my intellect languished . . . the
cheerful spark that lingered about my eye died; the dark night of slavery closed in
upon me; and behold a man transformed into a brute.398
Yet Muzzey offered only perfunctory description of slave life: slaves worked in the agricultural
fields of the South or as domestic servants in the middle and northern colonies.399 “It became
evident that the home of the Negro was to be [in the South] where the climate suited his physique
and [the labor], his intellect.”400 Given Muzzey’s passionate hatred for the institution of slavery,
his “non-treatment” of slave life bears examination.
Although Du Bois did not write about slave life, and, in 1911, Ulrich Phillips had yet to
publish either of the two monographs that promoted the “happy slave / peaceful plantation”
scenario that catapulted him to scholarly fame, and infected public and academic perceptions of
slavery for generations, Muzzey did have established secondary source material available to him
in the form of the narrative histories authored by gentleman scholars.401 Many of these discussed
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slavery only from economic and political perspectives. But amateur historian J.F. Rhodes
included two very detailed chapters on slavery in the first volume of his History of the United
States from the Compromise of 1850 (New York: Harper, 1892). Chapter IV was a seventy-threepage treatise devoted entirely to hearty condemnation of antebellum slave life. 402 And Muzzey
used this same volume for his content on abolitionism.
Muzzey’s chapter bibliography included a multitude of primary sources he could have
called upon. These were documents in A.B. Hart’s collection. (Figure 10) “Proposals for the
Carrying on of the Negro’s Christianity” (1681) by Rev. Morgan Godwyn, advocated for
improving the conditions of slavery and chastised owners’ reluctance to do so. Objections to
religious instruction he characterized as “neglect being the most scandalous [and] the most
impossible to be defended or excused.” When plantation owners voiced objections based on the
time and effort required and the “needlessness of the Work,” Godwin argued, they were really
afraid of “the danger from their slaves being furnished with knowledge.” Although owners
would not admit it, they were most afraid of their slaves “expectation, not of Freedom, but of
more merciful Vsage.” Perhaps even more importantly, Godwyn argued that owners lied when
they characterized their slaves as stupid. “As to their (alike, pretended) stupidity there is as little
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Review 15, no.4 (1929): 455–472. “No one who knew the South at all, and who had Rhodes’ honest desire to serve
truth, could have written that famous slavery chapter in Volume I.” (p.459)
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truth therein: divers of them being known. . . to be extraordinary Ingenious, and even to exceed
many of the English. And as for the rest, they are much the same with other people, destitute of
the means of knowledge and wanting Education.” 403

Figure 10. Reference list. An American History( Boston: Ginn, 1911) 326.
Public Domain

The bibliography also included Document No. 87, “Life of A Southern Planter” (1681 –
1686), a letter written by plantation owner Colonel William Fitzhuh to an unidentified party
acting as his agent. Most of the letter was a shopping list that included an assortment of slaves
“as young as possible.” But the Colonel also demanded that the agent take back “your Dumb
Negro that you sold me.” He found her distastefully “bad at work, worse at talking.”404 Had
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Muzzey chosen to use it, however, the source would have been an excellent example of the
coldness with which a slave owner discarded a handicapped slave, the casual, accepted practice
of separating children from their families, and the very business-like buying and selling of slaves
in general.
Finally, Document No. 103, “The Selling of Joseph,” (1700) was an abolitionist tract
authored “By the Hon’ble Judge Sewall in New England.” Most of the document was religious
rebuttal of the institution and argument in support of white indenture. But Sewall also
acknowledged that slaves were not content, that they were “continually aspiring toward their
forbidden Liberty,” and at the mercy of “Masters [who] connive at [their] Fornication.” He
condemned the practice of separating “Husbands from their Wives [and] Parents from their
Children.”405
De Baets relies heavily on examination of how historians use sources to evaluate the
integrity of their work. “Padding” bibliographies, twisting or misquoting sources: these he deems
at best irresponsible history, and with documented intent to deceive, abuse of history. But in the
case of textbook authors, who are usually not experts in the topic at hand and rely on secondary
sources, to argue that, since Muzzey cited these documents in his bibliography, his failure to
integrate them into his textbook content was irresponsible or deceitful would be flawed. Muzzey,
cannot be condemned for not researching, synthesizing, and writing a history of plantation slave
life based on primary sources for a high school textbook. Additionally, The Committee of Seven,
in their report on textbooks for the American Historical Association, had cautioned against
exposing students to primary sources whose reliability was in dispute by academia. The newly
professionalized academy was hypervigilant regarding even perceptions of bias. The goal of
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history textbooks, they stressed, was to present “objective truth.” By 1911, it is certain that the
veracity and objectivity of these anti-slavery primary documents would have been hotly
contested by Southern scholars. Which brings us to the Rhodes work. The volume in question
was published in 1892, before Mildred Rutherford and prior to creeping tide of
reconciliationism. By 1911, a vehemently negative portrayal of slave life would have outraged
Southern apologists, condemned, not only as inaccurate, but also for the “inherent” bias of its
Northern-born author. And, finally, we cannot dismiss the possibility that Muzzey believed
Rhodes’ content on slave life to be unreliable. For while Rhodes condemned brutal overseers and
the cruelties of the lash, argued that slaves were very poorly cared for, and decried the barbaric
inhumanity of slave breeding, he also asserted that slave women were “proud” to carry their
master’s children, that slave mothers did not suffer long when separated from their children, and
that abolitionists were very influential in stopping the practice of splitting families.406
So, while it is tempting, from a 21st century perspective, to apply de Baets’ algorithm and declare
Muzzey guilty of history abuse for “monopolizing or keeping secret information that should be
publicly accessible,” it would be an anachronistic accusation. 407 By the standards of
professionalized history at the turn of the century, and in the atmosphere of reconciliationism,
Muzzey made an editorial choice.
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Anti-Slavery and Abolitionism

The first edition of An American History included content on anti-slavery and
abolitionism that was far more extensive than in most titles examined for this study and very
clearly identified the Missouri Compromise as a watershed event, the loci of discord over slavery
and the origin of sectionalism.
Northern orators [saw] that their Southern opponents had the stronger legal
argument [and so] appealed to the moral sense of Congress and the country at
large . . . [To counter] Southerners began to defend as a blessing to the Negro the
system which they had earlier [deplored] as a necessary evil. Hard feeling began
to develop between the two sections.408
New Jersey Quaker and colonization advocate Benjamin Lundy was credited with “organizing
into a strong, united movement the anti-slavery sentiment in our country, the first American to
embrace the cause of negro emancipation as a life mission.”409 Lundy favored “Hayti” as a more
reasonable destination for gradually emancipated blacks. The American Colonization Society’s
efforts to rehome them in Liberia, Muzzey pointed out, was “like trying to bail out the sea with a
dipper.”410 Overall, however, Muzzey’s understanding of the colonization movement was
flawed. Reconciliationism was persuading academia to portray anti-slavery sentiment in the
South as far more altruistic, wide-spread, and enduring than it actually had been. To this end,
Muzzey, like other scholars, characterized colonization as “a [largely Southern] plan to get rid of
the curse of slavery by purchasing [emphasis added] the Negroes” and “establishing them” on
the west coast of Africa.411 The original mission of the American Colonization Society, founded
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in 1816 by Presbyterian minister Robert Finley, was to relocate freeborn black volunteers,
educated and trained as missionaries, to Africa that they might “civilize” it.412
Overall, however, most of the anti-slavery content was framed politically. The mob
violence against abolitionist publishers James Birney in Ohio and Elijah Lovejoy in Illinois
“inflamed anti-slavery spirit,” but it was the Gag Rule and abolitionists’ use of the U.S. Mail,
Muzzey argued, that “woke the people of the land to the realization of the tremendous problem
they had on their hands” and led to the formation of the Liberty Party.413 This theory Muzzey
drew directly from J.W. Burgess’ work of Constitutional History, The Middle Period, 1817 –
1858, (New York: Charles Scribner’s, 1897).
Professor Burgess [writes] “It would not be extravagant to say that the whole
course of [United States history] from 1836 to 1861 was more largely determined
by the struggle in Congress over the Abolition petitions and the use of the mails
for the distribution of the Abolitionist literature than by anything else.”414
Muzzey advanced class-based arguments in discussing Southern attitudes toward
abolishing slavery: a “class of rich, aristocratic planters” found slavery “both profitable and the
basis of a social order in which they enjoyed a comfortable and commanding position.”415 The
“social order” he referred to, however, was not the demarcation between slave and free, but the
class line between planter and poor white.
Their slaves excluded the competition of free labor and kept the poor whites from
attaining the industrial development which would have given them a share in the
commercial wealth and political power of the South.416
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But his arguments were, at times, inconsistent, such as his observation that Southern
powerbrokers might have been reasonable when it came to ending the institution, declaring that:
“had the states of the South been willing to cooperate with the national government, there is little
doubt that a plan of gradual emancipation could have been found.”417 Muzzey later hedged when
he concluded that “whether the curse of slavery could have been removed without war is a
question no one can answer.”418 Post-Missouri Compromise, with the advent of John C.
Calhoun’s “positive good” position, Muzzey observed, “free discussions of the evils of slavery . .
. were branded as treason” in the South.419 But he also argued that lingering anti-slavery
sentiment in Dixie ended permanently only with Southern outrage over John Brown’s Raid on
Harper’s Ferry in 1859.420
Muzzey did make coherent distinctions between the non-political, emancipationist
Garrisonians who “saw only that slavery was a sin,” and the “moderate,” politically active antislavery men such as Daniel Webster and Charles Sumner who took into consideration “property,
social rank, the rights of states, and the established industrial system of the South, as well as the
moral issue.”421 But their differences were explained without portraying Garrison as being
violent or advocating violence. Muzzey’s Garrison was not a fanatical loon described by so
many other textbook authors. In fact, in a footnote, Muzzey posited that Garrison’s anti-violence
stance - his “condemnation of all resistance by force” – was what defined him as a radical.
Garrison’s pacifism was one factor, Muzzey argued, that precluded him from becoming “the
generally recognized leader of the antislavery, or even the abolitionist, movement. He was
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always the leader of an extremist sect.”422 The description of Garrison’s conviction was
powerful: “Garrison was of the stern, unyielding, undaunted race of Hebrew prophets. He saw,
and wished to see, only one truth: that slavery was sin.”423 Whether Muzzey actually believed
Garrison was Jewish or was simply carried away on a bad rhetorical metaphor remains a
mystery. However, the positive portrayal of the abolitionist can be attributed to Muzzey’s
reliance on the 1881 biography, The Story of the Life of William Lloyd Garrison (Century Co.)
authored by the abolitionist’s son Wendell and daughter Fanny Garrison Villard. No other
textbook in this study referenced this work.
Muzzey apparently did not consider John Brown an abolitionist, for he was not discussed
within that section. However, his content on Brown is an interesting commentary on a textbook
author confronted with diametrically opposed secondary sources. The bibliography for “Bleeding
Kansas” included three analyses of Brown’s actions.424
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W.E.B. Du Bois

J.F. Rhodes

John W. Burgess

John Brown
(Philadelphia:
George W. Jacobs
(1909): Chs. iv viii
History of the
United States from
the Compromise
of 1850 Vol II,
(New York:
MacMillan,
1892): 98 – 107,
150 – 168).
The Middle
Period, (New
York: Charles
Scribner’s, 1897):
Ch. xx.

Brown’s victims
were reprobates
and criminals

Brown was a
divine visionary
on a holy mission,
sent by God

Brown’s victims
were not
particularly bad
men

Brown was
(justifiably)
avenging the
destruction of
Lawrence, Kansas
by pro-slavery
“border ruffians.”

Brown’s victims
were “innocent of
anything which
could even justify
arrest by proper
authorities.”

Brown was “the
Loki of Kansas”425
He had no moral
authority to
revenge wrongs
not visited on him.

Brown’s actions
were responsible
for the admission
of Kansas as a
free state.
Brown’s actions
did not affect the
conditions of
Kansas’s
admission to the
Union.

Brown took
advantage of the
unrest in Kansas.
His actions only
exacerbated
violence.

Table 1. Diverse scholarly interpretations of John Brown’s actions from the early 20th century.

An American History used either the Du Bois biography or the Rhodes work to characterize
Brown only as “an old man of the stock of the Puritans with the Puritan idea that he was
appointed by God to smite His enemies.”426 Muzzey offered no comment on the character of
Brown’s victims, but he did describe the killings as a “massacre” in “cold blood.” John Brown’s
actions were a “frightfully” avenging of the destruction of Lawrence, Kansas by proslavery men,
from either Rhodes or Burgess. Muzzey drew no conclusions regarding the effects of Browns
actions on subsequent events in Kansas. This very brief, non-committal content could have been
taken, in entirety, from Rhodes’ history. Muzzey’s motivation in including the decidedly
oppositional works of Du Bois and Burgess seems odd. However, John Brown seems to have
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been a particularly problematic subject for Muzzey, as is demonstrated in his account of Harper’s
Ferry, which appeared in a subsequent chapter, “Secession.”
The references for content on Harper’s Ferry were included in a section labeled “The
Election of President Lincoln.”427 DuBois and Burgess were deleted. Rhodes was included, and
Muzzey’s account seems to have been taken directly from his history. Although Brown, in this
chapter, became a wild fanatic, overall, the account of the raid and its aftermath were
unemotional and factual. Brown was motivated by his hatred for slavery; the plan was poorly
conceived; even in its failure, it engendered vitriolic hysteria in the South, and Brown’s
execution made him a martyr to many in the North.428 However, the very first source listed in
this section of the bibliography was a work by J.W. Draper, an English-born and Londoneducated chemist who had immigrated to Mecklenburg, Virginia in 1832. His three-volume
History of the Civil War (New York: Harper) was published immediately post-war and was
blatantly pro-Confederacy, referring to the South as “us,” and employing indexing such as “The
sacrifices made by the South” and characterizing the North as “grasping” and “ungrateful.”
Draper’s language was hardly unemotional even in his disdain for religious dissidents. “The
quality of [Brown’s] blood [on his mother’s side] may be inferred . . . her family were Gospellers
from Holland. Her name was Ruth, her father’s, Gideon . . . As might be expected from such a
lineage, John Brown [was a Congregationalist].”429 More importantly, Draper’s account of
Harper’s Ferry was an indictment of the North, rather than of one individual:
[The North] has invaded Virginia and shed the blood of her own citizens on her
own soil. It has justified and exalted to the highest honors of admiration and
respect the horrid murders, arsons, and rapine of the raid of John Brown and has
canonized that felon as a saint of martyrdom.430
427
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Draper’s ultra-inflammatory rhetoric cannot be seen anywhere in Muzzey’s content on Harper’s
Ferry. Furthermore, Muzzey had to have known the source was fatally biased and completely
unreliable: it was archaic, authored by a Confederate sympathizer – and a non-historian - in the
immediate aftermath and turmoil of the War, just as the Fourteenth Amendment was being
ratified, and it was devoid of source citations and bibliography. At best, by 1911, it was a
primary source. Granted: Muzzey could have read the work for background and incorporated it
an unidentifiable manner. However, Draper appears in several other chapter bibliographies, and
including this text as a secondary source reference without any context was, at the least, poor
scholarship.
Harriet Beecher Stowe was not included as an abolitionist per se: Muzzey discussed
Uncle Tom’s Cabin (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1852) in the context of Personal Liberty Laws
passed in the North to negate the Fugitive Slave Law of 1850. Drawing on Stowe’s own words, it
was the “acquiescence of the ‘Christian and humane people’ of the North in the law of 1850”
that stirred Stowe to write the novel. She “‘implored the kind and estimable people of the North
[to] no longer defend, sympathize with, or pass over in silence this horrible institution.’”431 Not
surprisingly, Muzzey did describe the book as “exaggerated.”432 This characterization had been
almost unanimously adopted by white academia in conjunction with Mildred Rutherford’s strong
turn of the century objections to the novel and the rise of reconciliationism.433 However, Muzzey
did not attempt to downplay the importance of the Stowe work, asserting that “no other novel has
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had the effect on the public affairs of the nation that this story of ‘Life Among the Lowly’ has
had.”434 According to Muzzey however, the overarching message of the Stowe work was not the
cruelty inflicted on generations of victims, or slaves’ resilience and determination. It was “a
powerful portrayal of the moral degradation to which slaveholding [emphasis added] can reduce
a man.”435
No Black abolitionists were discussed, and their absence, it seems, was at least partly
(and ironically) justified by Muzzey’s cherry-picking from Booker T. Washington’s The Story of
the Negro (London: T. Fischer Unwin, 1909). An American History may have ignored black
abolitionists based on Washington’s declaration that “as a rule, the Negro was not an anti-slavery
agitator.”436 If this was Muzzey’s reasoning, it was highly obtuse. It was, of course, true: there
were millions of slaves. The vast majority were (understandably) not “agitators.” Neither were
“most” of the free blacks, wherever they lived. But Washington’s overarching argument was that
“from the beginning, the strongest force in the abolition of slavery in the South [was that made
by the slaves themselves] to the sympathy of their masters.” 437 He also went on to document
many free blacks in the North who published and lectured and worked tirelessly promoting
abolitionism. These included Frederick Douglass, whom Washington placed squarely at the
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forefront of the black abolition movement in the North, and who Muzzey did not mention.
Muzzey also chose to ignore Washington’s very detailed discussion of black-led involvement
with the Underground Railway, which was based on the work of a white academic, University of
Ohio Professor Wilbur Henry Siebert.438 Additionally, the Du Bois biography of John Brown,
which Muzzey included in his bibliography for content on Bleeding Kansas, devoted an entire
chapter to the efforts of Black abolitionists. Considering Muzzey’s open hatred of slavery, his
detailed content on white abolitionists and this surfeit of diverse, scholarly material within
sources Muzzey purported to have utilized, how do we explain his eradication of Black
abolitionists from history? Again, given the focus on stamping out bias in history during this
period, perhaps Muzzey believed accounts by black abolitionists unreliable. And it was the
recommendation of the AHA that students only be exposed to history upon which academics
agreed. The easiest answer is that he was a prejudiced product of his time who dismissed all
black voices and abused history. But once again, de Baets’ “Theory” does not account for
contemporaneous professional standards and practices, which, in this case, render the conclusion
anachronistic.

Civil War Causation

Muzzey’s chapters on disunion and the Civil War are strikingly different from those
previously examined, specifically, in his much more effective use of primary sources as
examples and evidence and his employment of copious, lengthy footnotes to convey additional
information. In some instances, this additional content would have better served the student
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within the text proper. For example, a footnote was utilized to point out that positive Northern
reaction to John Brown came largely after his execution in December 1859, within the context of
Northern outrage at Jefferson Davis’ February 1860 anti-slavery resolutions and Abraham
Lincoln’s Cooper Union Address that same month.439 Another explained Muzzey’s belief that
the term he, himself, used – “Civil War” – was inaccurate, that because the warring parties were
not living on the same soil, a “better title, he posited, would be “The War of Secession.”440 And
despite his declaration that “we need not go into the military details of the Civil War. . . Military
history is useful only for the special student of the science of war,” Muzzey devoted twentyseven pages to military minutia, much of it in the tiny print of footnotes.441
If reconciliationism influenced Muzzey’s content on slavery and abolitionism, it was not
a factor in his portrayal of the Civil War. He acknowledged the South’s belief that “the folly and
fanaticism” of Northern abolitionists had forced them to defend “our liberties, our altars, our
firesides,” but he rebutted that position.442 Neither secession nor the War were directly
attributable to the radical abolitionist movement. Rather, it was the South’s political response to
abolitionism that mattered most. Of particular note is a passage underlined by a student-user in
the copy of An American History examined for this dissertation:
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The abolitionists might have long remained a small sect of extremists, had not the
Southerners themselves driven hundreds into their ranks by trying to muzzle the
petition and debate in Congress, thus identifying slavery with the denial of free
speech.443
Muzzey asserted that the perceived tyranny that drove the seven cotton states to secede was “the
election of Abraham Lincoln on a platform which declared the spread of slavery must stop - that
slavery was sectional and freedom, national.”444 This thesis in many ways predated the
scholarship of the “Irrepressible Conflict” school of Civil War causation, especially William W.
Freehling’s insistence that the South was so unreasonable in its response to abolition that no
calm, conciliatory or compromising measure could ever have stopped the coming war.445
Muzzey did not root the sectional discord over slavery in economics, morality, tradition,
or social control. It was, he argued eloquently “a conflict in the interpretation of the
Constitution.”
It was not a case of the North’s refusing to give [emphasis original] the South its
constitutional right [to preserve and expand slavery], but of the North’s denying
that such was [emphasis original] its right.446
He reenforced this further in his rebuttal to Southern justification of secession:
The Southern leaders spoke much of the “tyranny” of the North and compared
themselves to the Revolutionary fathers of 1776, who wrested their independence
from Great Britain. But the simple facts of the case warranted no such language.
A perfectly fair election. . . had [resulted in a Republican president] . . . Abraham
Lincoln. . . had given repeated reassurances to the men of the South that he would
not disturb the institution in their states.447

443

Muzzey, An American History (1911), 321
Muzzey, An American History (1911), 418
445
Muzzey, An American History (1911), 303; William W. Freehling, Prelude to Civil War: The Nullification
Controversy in South Carolina, 1816-1836 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1965).
446
Muzzey, An American History (1911), 419.
447
Muzzey, An American History (1911), 417.
444

175
Three pages later, however, Muzzey qualified his own argument on the Revolution and Southern
secession declaring “Whether or not the South had the right to secede from the Union and form a
new Confederacy, for the cause of slavery or anything else, is another question.”
A people must always be its own judge of whether its grievances. . . are sufficient
to justify revolt from the government it has heretofore acknowledged. Our
Revolutionary forefathers exercised that right. . . Until a revolt is successful, it is
“rebellion” [and the] participants. . . traitors. If it is successful, it is called a
“revolution” and marks the birth of a new civil society or “state.” There is no
written law that can forbid “the sacred right of revolution” [and] the right to
revolt, if the South thought it had just cause, is beyond argument.448
This would be one of Muzzey’s “new trails blazed” that the Sons of the American Revolution
and other patriotic societies would fixate on in the controversies to come.
An American History very effectively separated the overarching cause of the War from
the immediate motivations of its combatants. “Although slavery [caused] the Civil War, both the
North and South insisted that the war was not started on account of slavery.” The South declared
itself fighting for its Constitutional rights, the North, to preserve the Union.449 But true to his
white emancipationist perspective, there were no Black soldiers in Muzzey’s War. The entire
sub-section “Emancipation” discussed slaves first, only as contraband, within the context of their

448
449

Muzzey, An American History (1911), 420.
Muzzey, An American History (1911), 469.

176
value to Lincoln’s war strategy and later, as passive beneficiaries of Congress’s Thirteenth
Amendment.450 Ultimately, Muzzey turned to “the ends justify the means.”
Whether the curse of slavery could have been removed without war is a question
no one can answer. Certain it is, that before the war, in spite of political
compromises of forty years, in spite of the labors of the greatest statesmen and
orators to preserve concord between the North and the South, in spite of the mobs
who assaulted abolitionists in Boston and the voices that rebuked the “fire-eaters”
in Charleston, the argument. . . grew more and more bitter and the hold on
slavery. . . firmer and firmer each year. When we consider that the thirteenth
amendment to our Constitution might have been the prohibition of Congress ever
to disturb slavery. . . instead of [its] eternal banishment, we may say that the
awful sacrifices of the Civil War were not made in vain.451
In analyzing Muzzey’s content on slavery, abolitionism, and even Civil War causation, it
is important to recognize that his perspective was far more existential than pragmatic. He was,
after all, an ethicist. He willingly decried the cruelty and oppression of the Peculiar Institution,
but framed it, not in terms of black suffering, but as the white soul in mortal peril. It was “our
forefathers” enduring the evils of slavery, not the slaves. His concern was for a “future
generation” of white Southerners, not a future generation of black slaves. Slave rape, as
evidenced by the “presence” of large numbers of mulattos, was a “constant menace to the morals
and temper of the planters and their families.”452 Muzzey’s history of anti-slavery and
abolitionism was the white history. He viewed Uncle Tom’s Cabin, not as an expose of cruelty
and hardship, or a testament to black determination, but as a lesson in the “moral degradation to
which slaveholding [emphasis added] can reduce a man.”453 Muzzey truly believed that the
concept of slavery was a “disgrace and curse of human bondage” but, except for the transatlantic
trade, he saw only white victims. His commitment to theory rather than practice is obvious in the
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closing chapter of An American History, which warned about the threat of money and privilege
to early twentieth century democracy.
Whenever the instruments of government – the legislatures, the courts, the
executive offices – are dominated by interests which make them serve only a
small part of society, then the government ceases to be “representative” and
democratic. And unless the people constantly regain and preserve their control of
the government, they must live in slavery [emphasis added].454
Muzzey effectively erased slaves from the history of slavery and blacks from the history
of abolitionism. Even if he had included content on plantation slave life from the Rhodes work, it
would have been from the perspective of white observers not black slaves. His eloquent style and
strong rhetoric in these textbook sections masked what might be termed “passive white
supremacy.” This would certainly have been undetectable to white teachers and students in 1911,
just as it was to journalist Frances Fitzgerald in 1979. It was only in his portrayal of
Reconstruction, when some four million freed slaves had to be reinserted into Muzzey’s version
of history that his concessions to racism, either forced or willing, became clear.

Reconstruction

Not surprisingly, multiple works on Muzzey’s reference list for his content were authored
by William Archibald Dunning, the academic torchbearer of Southern Nationalism, who, by
1911, had assumed the mantle of undisputed white expert on the period. Dunning’s influence,
and that of the scholars he trained, has been discussed previously. But it bears repeating: any
white academic of the time who advanced theories of Reconstruction not based in the Dunning
School would have done so at their peril. Yet, repeatedly, Muzzey rejected the underpinnings of
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Dunning’s strongest arguments and modified others to suit his own perceptions of
Reconstruction.
The chapter began (to Muzzey’s credit) by contradicting Dunning’s position that
President Andrew Johnson had inherited a sound, workable plan for restoring the South to the
Union, acknowledging the important point that Lincoln had not come to any agreement with
Congress. Post-Appomattox political turmoil, he argued, originated in Andrew Johnson’s
implementation of “Lincoln’s plan” just as if it had been settled that Congress was to have no
part [in Reconstruction].”455
Muzzey’s language describing the issues of the Black Codes is important. He termed
them “very harsh laws, which, in many cases, came very near reducing [the freedmen] to . . .
slavery again.” 456 This was a direct contradiction of Dunning who fiercely defended the “so
called black codes” as not only necessary but based in the “fact” of black inferiority. As Dunning
put it:
The [codes], far from embodying any spirit of defiance toward the North or any
purpose to evade [the Thirteenth Amendment] . . . corresponded very closely to
the actual situation . . . The freedmen were not . . . on the same social, moral, and
intellectual plane with the whites [and so were] constituted a separate class in the
social order.457
Muzzey was unwilling to commit to quite that level of bigotry, choosing instead to present postwar exigencies as the white South’s motivation. Southerners believed the Black Codes to be
“only the necessary protection of the white population against the deeds of crime and violence to
which a large, unemployed, wandering body of negroes might [emphasis added] be tempted.”
Muzzey did toe the Dunning line in his portrayal of the freedmen. The freed slaves were
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irresponsible and lacked “any capacity or capital for beginning a life of industrial freedom.”
Their “emotional nature” produced expectations of “miraculous prosperity without their effort.”
And their naivete left them susceptible to the “low minded adventurers and broken-down
politicians posing as guides and protectors of the colored race, poisoning their minds against the
only people who could really help them begin their new lives – their old masters.”458 It is very
difficult to believe that Muzzey did not recognize the incongruity of this last observation, given
his heated condemnation of the institution perpetuated by the “former masters.” Furthermore, as
previously described, Muzzey purported to have read both primary and secondary sources that
debunked these character assassinations, which were hallmarks of the Dunning School. But to
introduce them would have placed Muzzey diametrically, and very visibly, at odds with Dunning
and virtually every other white academic of his time. Ultimately, Muzzey agreed with Dunning
(and the white South) that “the sudden liberation of more than 4,000,000 negro slaves was a
tremendous social problem.” But if the text is considered carefully, Muzzey’s brand of racism,
however abhorrent, did not extend to pat defense of the Black Codes or include Dunning’s
assertions of inherent black inferiority.
Muzzey’s struggle between racism and ethics manifested itself in contradictions. He
characterized the Reconstruction Acts as “violent,” understandable, legal, hypocritical,
unnecessary, and “unwise” all within one page of text.459 Where Dunning considered abolitionist
Massachusetts Senator Charles Sumner to have been the embodiment of “perfect . . . narrow
fanaticism which erudition and egotism combine to produce, and to which political crises alone
give the opportunity for actual achievement,” Muzzey described the wartime Sumner as a senator
of “sober sense” and the Reconstruction Sumner as a “misguided humanitarian” who let his
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“sympathy for the oppressed slave confuse [his] judgment of the newly freed slaves’ intellectual
capacity.” 460 He portrayed the Northern position on the Thirteenth Amendment far more
strongly than that of the South, arguing that “the war for abolition of the curse which had divided
the Union had been too costly in men and money to allow it to be jeopardized by the legislation
of the Southern states.”461 But ultimately, he echoed Dunning on the issue of black suffrage:
Muzzey: The Acts forced “negro suffrage on the South at the point of a bayonet . .
. to reverse the relative positions of the races in the South, to ‘stand the social
pyramid on its apex,’ to set the ignorant, gullible, slave in power over his former
master.462
Dunning: Negro suffrage was the purpose for which major-generals had been
empowered to remodel the state governments at their will . . . to compel white
people to recognize the blacks as their equals wherever the stern word of military
command could reach.463
But even here, Muzzey phrased his objection so that “ignorance and gullibility” were attributed
to the conditions of former slavery, while Dunning framed it in black and white. Still, Muzzey
did not deviate from Dunning in his description of “negro governments” as a “reign of terror,”
which, inevitably, led to retaliatory violence by the Ku Klux Klan. “Negros were beaten;
scallywags were shot,” but these deeds were “greatly exaggerated by carpetbaggers.”464 But
beginning with the cryptic sentence that followed, we can see Muzzey again deviating from
Dunning in an important aspect.
Muzzey’s sentence: “It came to actual fighting in the street in New Orleans [in 1866] . . .
a disgraceful race conflict between whites and blacks” bears scrutiny because he was following
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Dunning’s work line-by-line.465 The reference was to violence that erupted as Louisiana
Republicans attempted to introduce black suffrage, violence that Dunning described as a “serious
riot.” But while Muzzey’s vague observation implied equal accountability and provided no
cause, Dunning’s characterization of the “unnecessary slaughter” (as opposed, say, to “necessary
slaughter?”) readily admitted it was a peaceful demonstration by unarmed freedmen who were,
literally, chased and gunned down by police and white citizens as they fled. To here, it seems
that Muzzey had, inexplicably, moved to the right of Dunning. However, it was Dunning’s
purpose in recounting the event that Muzzey was apparently trying to avoid. Dunning’s concern
was not the loss of life. It was the bad press the fighting engendered.
The facts gave unquestionable evidence that in the heat of combat the rage of the
whites had vented itself in unnecessary slaughter of their black adversaries; but
this was far from a just basis for a generalization as to the spirit of the Southern
people, or even the people of Louisiana or New Orleans . . . That the blacks were
being abused was probably of less influence than the thought that the “rebels”
were abusing them.466
Why did Muzzey choose not to explain the “fighting in the street?” Perhaps it was because he
had already argued that the freedmen “did not ask for political rights.”467 But it seems more
likely that this level of white violence – the murder of close to 200 unarmed freedmen - extended
beyond that which he was willing to justify or, as Dunning did, dismiss as “fake news.” While
this may seem insignificant within the larger context, it clearly demonstrates Muzzey’s departure
from reliance on the reigning Reconstruction expert.
Muzzey did not explain how the South returned to Democratic government, nor did
discuss how white Southern violence contributed to the escape from “negro rule.”468 Dunning, on
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the other hand, acknowledged a “growing movement among the whites to overthrow radicalism
by a ruthless suppression of the negro vote.”469
Hence, appeared [in 1874] . . . where black population was most dense, open and
unmistakable injunctions to the negroes that they must vote with the conservatives
or not at all. The penalty for non-compliance. . . was a pledge that the offender
should have no employment, no credit, no land to cultivate. . . in many other cases
the omission of . . . a penalty was calculated to have even greater effect by the
mystery, which yet was no deep mystery, of the implication. . . The results of the
elections served to . . . confirm confidence [in these methods].470
Here, again, Muzzey had three choices: agree with the expert, debate the expert, or omit the
content. Perhaps he chose the latter because Dunning did not condemn or even attempt to
minimize the intimidation and Muzzey could not ethically justify it.
Ultimately, Dunning closed his version of Reconstruction far differently than did
Muzzey. Resolution of the disputed election of Rutherford B. Hayes, Dunning observed,
confirmed conviction in the North that “other problems than those of the South were in most
pressing need of solution . . . Relief of the public was deep and devout:” any means of escape
was preferable to the threat of anarchy that had consumed the nation since November 1876. The
“famous bargain” that had been struck, according to Dunning, was to “let the reforming
Republicans direct the national government and the southern whites may rule the negroes . . with
Hayes, came peace.471 Muzzey summarized Reconstruction as a failure attributable to Congress.
The conduct of [southern state governments] was exasperating, to be sure; but
Congress might have simply kept a firm military hand upon them and waited
patiently for them to come to their better senses and comply with the terms of the
Fourteenth Amendment [to regain their political privileges]. [With] negro
suffrage, Congress did them an unpardonable harm. The South would never have
cherished resentment against the North for defeat . . . on the fair field of battle. . .
[But since Fort Sumter, we have] hardly seen the extinction of the bitter passion. .
. of the South against . . . the North for the “crime of Reconstruction.”472
469

Dunning, Reconstruction, 267.
Dunning, Reconstruction, 268-69.
471
Dunning, Reconstruction, 340–41.
472
Muzzey, An American History (1911), 488–89.
470

183

Muzzey’s discussion of Reconstruction was an active, purposeful reinterpretation.
Therefore, it is in this close analysis of content on Reconstruction that the conflict between
Muzzey, the ethicist, Muzzey, the historian, Muzzey, the academic, and Muzzey, the racist seems
apparent. It is no consolation (and no credit to Muzzey) that he was, perhaps, “less bigoted” than
William Dunning. This would not have been apparent to early 20th century readers anyway:
enough of Dunning’s work was identifiable in Muzzey’s textbook that his hypercritical reviewer,
J.M. Gambrill could find no fault with the Reconstruction content. Ironically, however, within
the context of de Baets’ algorithm, Muzzey’s departures from Dunning School theology
(however nuanced) could be construed as misuse, irresponsible history. But framed temporally,
within the boundaries of professionalized history and scholarship as it existed in 1911 de Baets
cannot be applied here, for there was, literally, no other scholarly source upon which he could
have relied.473 If we cannot expect Muzzey – a relatively recent graduate and a Europeanist – to
have researched primary sources to write his own version of Reconstruction for a textbook,
should we condemn him for advancing divergent conclusions based on work by the prevailing
authority? To do so would condemn him for failing to justify the Black Codes as an appropriate
replacement for slavery and necessary means for racial control, for failing to advance
justification for violent oppression of the black vote, and for failing to advance the argument of
inherent black inferiority. Using de Baets’ algorithm, these would make Muzzey guilty of abuse
of history, for cherry-picking evidence and withholding “information.” However, de Baets’
definition of abusive history requires both intent to deceive and the infliction of harm, neither of
which was present in Muzzey’s departure from Dunning. As disturbing as Muzzey’s portrayal of

More than two decades would elapse before publication of W.E.B. Du Bois’ Black Reconstruction (New York:
Harcourt, 1935).
473

184
Reconstruction is to the 21st century reader, de Baets absolves him from a charge of abusing
history.

Summary

Muzzey was a devotee of the “new history,” which explains his inclusion of such detailed
reference lists. Yet evaluating his use of these sources is problematic, as it can be argued that he
included sources read only for background information. De Baets’ algorithm describes
irresponsible or abusive history occurring at the heuristic level when authors “supplement [their]
own bibliography with entirely [emphasis added] unread works.”474 This cannot be determined in
Muzzey’s case. The one exception may be Muzzey’s inclusion of the Draper work, a
Reconstruction-era secondary source penned by a Confederate sympathizing chemist.
Professional historians were determined to avoid bias at all costs. Muzzey had to know the
Draper source was hopelessly biased. So, without providing any context, even if the work was
consulted solely for background, its designation as a “reference” conferred validity. However,
his motive for including the work cannot be determined, making its inclusion irresponsible, but
not abusive according to de Baets’ theory.
Muzzey produced a white-washed American past. To the contemporary historian, his
most egregious writing choice may have been using the works of W.E.B. Du Bois and Booker T.
Washington only to support his white version of history. He deliberately ignored massive
amounts of information they included that would have given Blacks historical voice. Today we
know the harm it inflicted by depriving all student readers of full, complete histories of slavery,
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abolitionism, and emancipation. It negated Black Americans by eliminating their past, silencing
their voices, and pushing them outside historical boundaries of Muzzey’s own creation.
However, these were Muzzey’s lines to draw. Ultimately, he located them within the boundaries
of his personal beliefs, the professional standards of his time, and the sources available to him to
produce a marketable textbook. He was willing to “blaze new trails” with unabashed criticism of
the Founders. He did not embrace the myth of the Lost Cause promoted by reconciliationism. He
conscientiously rejected Dunning’s “inherently inferior” doctrine. Still, the first edition of An
American History did advance white supremacy. But it is impossible to argue that, by early 20th
century standards of professional history, it did so by employing irresponsible or abusive history.

Muzzey’s History War

J.R. Gambrill’s review notwithstanding, the first edition of An American History grew
rapidly in popularity throughout the 1910s. It is documented to have been in use throughout New
England and in New York, Massachusetts, Kansas, and Colorado, as well as in Missouri and
Texas, which is surprising given Muzzey’s position on slavery.475 It seems that the book’s
commercial success may have caused Muzzey to renege on his 1911 assurance to Gambrill that
“a very careful and thorough revision” was already in progress.476 Although a 1917 release of An
American History was published as a “revision,” except for a supplementary chapter on the
Wilson presidency, its content was taken verbatim from the first edition. Ironically, however,
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marketing the 1917 book as a “revision” was what first brought Muzzey into the crosshairs of the
Sons of the American Revolution (SAR) and their post-war censorship drive.477
For the first decade and a half of the new century, the SAR “Committee on Education”
was fixated on expanding its essay medal awards and educating “aliens” in pursuit of their
“Americanization.”478 It was late in 1916 when the organization first noted awareness of
“inaccurate statements” in revised and recently released history textbooks. This was a broad
umbrella. Allegations of inaccuracies could refer to textbook description of a Tuesday battle that
really occurred on Thursday, or to an author’s failure to discuss the battle at all. Some critics
focused exclusively on portrayal of the Founders and authors’ abandonment of the unequivocal
“hero worship” that had characterized “traditional” history textbooks. Others decried the trend
toward socioeconomic analysis and composed interminable lists of missing military minutiae
they believed vital. And still others dissected entire textbooks, discovering “treasonous” material,
from colonial settlement to 20th century foreign policy. There were, however, two overarching
commonalities. The first was blanket condemnation of the “new history,” which none of the
critics understood, and the second, accusations of pro-British bias. They were correct in the
belief that a shift in perspective had occurred. During, and immediately after, World War I,
scholars deliberately altered textbook content to “reflect [and] reenforce the public’s pro-British

The confusion generated by characterizing the 1917 book as a “revision” continued for several years. In 1920,
D.C. Schilling was tasked with reviewing Muzzey’s 1920 true revision, but was mistakenly provided with the 1917
release. Upon recognizing that “This is not a revision . . . rather it is the old book plus a twenty-four-page chapter,”
he noted with obvious irritation: “The reviewer considers an extended estimate unnecessary. . . Such “revisions” are
to be deprecated even in the high cost of bookmaking.” (p. 291). See: D.C. Schilling, [untitled review], Journal of
American History 7, no.3 (1920): 290 – 291. It is also important to note that SAR and other patriotic organizations
were not wrong in their belief that portrayals of the Revolution and the Founders were being altered by historians
during World War I to “reflect [and] reenforce the public’s pro-British sentiments.” Muzzey, however, wasn’t one of
them. He was simply ahead of the curve. See: Jonathan Zimmerman, “‘Each Race Could Have Its Heroes Sung:’
Ethnicity and the History Wars in the 1920s,” Journal of American History 87, no.1 (2000): 97 - 98.
478
See, for example: the Official Bulletin of the National Society of the Sons of the American Revolution, Volumes 5
– 8 inclusive and Vol.9, nos. 1 – 2. (May 1911 – Oct 1916).
https://play.google.com/books/reader?id=wO0QAQAAMAAJ&pg=GBS.PP6&hl=en and
https://play.google.com/books/reader?id=WfIQAQAAMAAJ&pg=GBS.PP4&hl=en.
477

187
sentiments.”479 “Pro-British bias,” therefore, was any suggestion that there had been colonial
opposition to the Revolution or that it had engendered English support. Applying these criteria,
Muzzey was certainly guilty, although his “pro-British” bias dated from 1911. But because the
1917 book was billed as a “revision,” An American History was caught up in the net, cast first by
The Sons of the American Revolution.
The investigative plan put forth at the 1916 meeting of the national organization was for
state and local SAR chapters to “examine” new and revised adoptions in their respective states
and communities. If “errors” were identified, they were to contact authors and publishers with
suggestions for corrections and forward copies of all correspondence to the National Chapter.
The SAR “Committee for Education” thus became the “Committee for Patriotic Education.”480
Judge Wallace McCamant, President of the Oregon Chapter of SAR and Vice-Chairman
of the national Committee on Patriotic Education quickly took up the challenge of ferreting out
“unsuitable” history textbooks. SAR’s October 1917 bulletin noted his report on Muzzey’s
“new” work and summarized its findings. An American History (1917) was “almost wholly
lacking in incidents calculated to inspire patriotism,” inaccurate, and advanced the author’s
“unsound, unpatriotic,” and unsuitable-to-be taught-to-school-children” political views.481 The
report, and the added efforts of the Grand Army of the Republic and the Spanish War veterans,
resulted in (what seem to have been) the first banishments of any history textbooks. Portland,
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Oregon schools (where McCamant resided) and those in Evanston, Illinois (for reasons
unknown) quickly removed An American History from their approved book adoption list.482
According to SAR’s self-described plan, Muzzey was provided with McCamant’s 1917
review, which, presumably included “suggestions” for corrections. However, the report does not
appear to have been published and seems lost to history. SAR bulletins make no further reference
to Muzzey until 1922, so it is possible that he acknowledged another revision would be
forthcoming and that they conceded to wait for it. But it is important to note that sales of An
American History continued to be very strong for the next three years, during which Muzzey
worked on his 1920 revision, a factor that may have influenced the scope of change he was
willing to incorporate. It was the 1920 revision that solidified conservative opposition to his
textbook and ushered in more than a decade of controversy over Muzzey’s portrayal of
America’s past. How Muzzey shaped and reshaped his content on slavery, abolitionism, Civil
War causation, and Reconstruction within the context of the “history wars” of the 1920s offers
invaluable insight into his priorities and his motivations. And, ultimately, commentary on the
integrity of his work.
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An American History (3rd Edition: 1920)

The 1920 book certainly received more attention than had the first edition in 1911. An
anonymous writer for The Journal of Education had nothing but praise for the volume, noting
that Muzzey had performed a “notable service” in constructing a “careful summarization of the
present-day conception of our nation” within the context of the “far reaching affects on
American life and thought” brought about by the War.” [quote marks?] However, the reviewer
was also obviously aware of the swirling controversy, noting the textbook to be “written in a
spirit of scientific moderation, free from partisanship and doctrinarism [and] permeated with a
ringing Americanism, with a national spirit free from sectionalism or partisanship that must meet
the approval of every lover of our Country [emphasis added].” Muzzey’s syntheses, he argued,
“should interest, must [emphasis original] interest – young (and old) Americans” for “that is the
function of a modern historian. . . to interpret history in its social, its human aspect.”483
The School Review also applauded the revision:
The great army of users of Muzzeys American History [sic] will be delighted to
know that the author . . . has actually rewritten [some sections] from the
perspective of 1920. . . A final chapter is devoted to America’s part in the world
war. . . our attitude in going to war, the problems we faced. . . and our attitude
toward the Treaty of Versailles.484
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The Journal of Negro History, however, was less enthusiastic, excoriating the revision for still
omitting all mention of “what the Negroes. . . have thought and felt and done.”
The record of the Negro race in the western hemisphere is so creditable and farreaching that it is impossible to write the history of the United States and omit the
achievements of this group. . . American History [sic] therefore, is not a balanced
and unprejudiced account of the rise and progress of the United States, but such a
treatise as [Muzzey] believes that the American mind will absorb, and such a
story as conforms to the biased minds of pseudo-American historians who do not
desire to publish to posterity the achievements of all the people of this country. 485
Timing of the 1920 revision offered Muzzey the option to invest in the most
groundbreaking (and overwhelmingly celebrated) scholarship on slavery and Civil War
causation. In 1918, Ulrich B. Phillips had published American Negro Slavery (D. Appleton),
which portrayed slavery as both a benign, paternalistic, effective, and necessary system of racial
control, and a dismal failure as a labor system, which would have eventually died out peacefully.
The War, Phillips argued, was unnecessary; the result of bungling politicians, interfering
activists, and chance.486 To Muzzey’s credit, however, he did not avail himself of the
opportunity. The revisions Muzzey did make in 1920, however, suggest response to both the
1917 SAR report and to complaints made by J. Montgomery Gambrill in his 1911 review. Gone
was Muzzey’s characterization of slavery as that “which has played the most important part in
the history of our country,” and a “social curse more serious than unfair taxation or unjust laws
of trade.”487 Most description of the trade was cut. It was “disgraceful” and “awful;” slaves were
crowded and suffered greatly. But none suffocated, cried out or were thrown overboard. All
references to the “inhumanity” of profiteering and hypocritical colonial fathers were
eliminated.488 The history of slavery in the colonies, which Muzzey described in 1911 as “a sad
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picture of violence, greed, and stunted moral sense,” that Washington and Jefferson “knew was a
violation of moral law,” that was a “social curse” inflicted on the country by “the men who freed
[us] from political oppression,” disappeared.489 Failure of the “enlightened men of the South” to
end slavery post-Revolution became due, simply, to finding themselves “part of an industrial
system which seemed to demand the negro slave for its very existence.”490
Three changes to his “Gathering Cloud” chapter reference list are notable. The Du Bois
work, Suppression of the African Slave Trade, from which Muzzey had drawn heavily in his
condemnation of the Founders in the first edition, remained. However, it was originally in a
section titled “Slavery in the Colonies.” Muzzey eliminated that section of the reference list
entirely and moved Suppression to a section titled “The Missouri Compromise.”491 However,
that legislation was mentioned only in passing on two pages of Suppression.492 Mary Locke’s
Antislavery in America, which also criticized the Founders, was deleted, as was H. Von Holst’s
Constitutional History of the United States (Chicago: Callahan, 1889). Elimination of the Von
Holst work is interesting, for he was a scholar J.M. Gambrill did not like. In 1910, Gambrill had
pronounced Constitutional History “really a study in slavery and states rights questions. . . strong
in sympathy with antislavery. . . Intense moral feeling [and] severe in censure of men and
measures.” These were, ironically, exactly the same criticisms he would level at Muzzey a year
later.493
Content on abolitionism in 1920 was similar to that in the first edition, although less
descriptive. Some references to the Colonization Society were deleted and Harriet Beecher
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Stowe was relegated to a footnote. However, Muzzey now described Uncle Tom’s Cabin as a
“pathetic [emphasis added] but exaggerated account of the cruelties practiced by the inhumane
slavedriver” instead of in terms of the “moral degradation” inflicted upon the slaveholder.”494
This may seem insignificant. But it moved slightly closer to reflecting the slave’s perspective,
and Muzzey could have simply retyped verbatim from the 1911 book.
Muzzey did not move from his original assertion that planters constituted an “aristocratic
class” unwilling to deprive themselves of the benefits of slavery. Nor did he back away from
attributing the poverty and disenfranchisement of poor white Southerners to rich, white, slave
owning Southerners.495 He also left in place his self-contradictory content on Revolutionary
ideology and Southern secession.496
Prefacing his content on the Civil War, Muzzey maintained, as he had in his first edition,
that “military history is useful only to the special student of the science of war,” and followed the
observation with the same twenty-six pages of military history. Content on Reconstruction was
essentially the same as in the 1911 edition.
Why Muzzey made these changes and not others is unclear. Elimination of his
descriptive, passionate language was a style choice, perhaps a nod to Gambrill or simply
attributable to Muzzey maturing as a scholar. However, his abrupt exoneration of the Founders
with respect to the slavery issue raises serious questions. It seems very likely that McCamant’s
1917 “review” for the SAR had declared fault-finding the Founding Fathers completely
unacceptable. Conceivably, it could be argued that Muzzey simply changed his mind, that Judge
McCamant had convinced him with the 1917 review that criticism of the Founders was
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unwarranted. However, this would require accepting the premise that Dr. Muzzey believed Judge
McCamant to be the better historian. It also could be argued that Muzzey had come to believe his
source by W.E.B. Du Bois was unreliable. But in 1956, when asked specifically about factors
that had influenced revisions of his textbooks, Muzzey asserted that he only revised them to
correct errors that “always creep in, such as a date or the initial of a man’s name.”497 In this same
interview, he failed to even mention the drastic 1922 revisions, declaring (unprompted) that he
“would never get over [his] wonder and admiration for [the Founders and Framers]. We couldn’t
get another [group] like that, I’m afraid. They were great scholars. . . and had character too. Not
one of them was rascally.”498 If Muzzey had had a genuine, scholastically valid epiphany in
1917, why wouldn’t he admit to it in 1956?
It might seem the only plausible reason is that he knew he had acted unethically in
revising the 1920 edition - outside the parameters of the profession at the time. However, as
promising as the discovery of this interview was for me as a researcher, Muzzey was eighty-six
when it took place. Much of the information he provided were social recollections – who married
whom, who vacationed where – interspersed with rather disconnected observations on his career.
In response to a question by Dr. Phillips about William Dunning, Muzzey replied:
I had a lot to do with Dunning. He was a bachelor, of course. There was no
Dunning family. His sister was quite prominent there at Columbia. Not as a
teacher at all, but she liked to come up to Columbia. Dunning was quite popular,
especially in his seminars. He was a great authority on the Battle of Gettysburg
[emphasis added]. Men used to come up from downtown to hear his lectures, but
he took sick. He used to hold seminars in the hotel room where he lived.499
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If it were Muzzey’s intention to protect the reputation of the scholar whose position he assumed
at Columbia or to soft-pedal the Dunning School of Reconstruction, making its founder a
military historian was a decidedly odd way to go about it. Sadly, this passage demonstrates that
the oral history was undertaken too late in Muzzey’s life, and, out of respect to him, probably
should not even be made available to researchers.500
Still, based on period sources and circumstances, Muzzey was aware of the seriousness of
the controversy, even above and beyond the McCamant report. In 1922, Muzzey’s two-volume
American Adventure: A History of the United States in two volumes was published, not by Ginn,
who had issued all his work for more than a decade, but by Harper Bros. This suggests that Ginn
doubted the profitability of the ten-dollar set authored by a scholar under a very dark cloud. And
it seems that they were correct: American Adventure garnered no publicity and no reviews and
would not be reprinted until 1927.501 Additionally, the changes Muzzey did make to the 1920
book were not about new academic research or trends in pedagogy. Therefore, we must consider
financial motivation.
As previously discussed, there are no comprehensive records of educational book sales.
Nor do we know for certain how royalties were calculated. We do know, however, that a widely
adopted textbook was highly lucrative, due primarily to constant demands by teachers for new
revisions.502 And we can extrapolate from anecdotal data. In 1922, 1,356 copies of An American
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History were purchased by New York City Public Schools.503 The 1920 revision listed for $1.96.
If bulk purchasers were granted a ten percent discount, NYC was billed $2,387. Assuming a
royalty between ten and fifteen percent, Muzzey earned between $240 and $360 on that sale
alone.504 These figures are in line with the mid-century rumor that Muzzey had realized 1.5
million dollars in textbook royalties over the course of his career and with Muzzey’s own
assertion that they had sold more than 3.5 million copies.505 In 1920, the average salary for a
professor at a private university like Columbia was around $2100.506 Adjusting for inflation, in
1920, Muzzey had buying power equivalent to a $31,300 salary in New York City today.507 Even
without the former Confederacy, where An American History was an anathema, in these early
years, Muzzey was undoubtedly selling enough books to at least double his salary. There is no
evidence that he had access to family wealth or that he had other sources of income. Preserving
his book revenue had to be a high priority.
De Baets defined abuse occurring at the “pragmatic level” as pertaining to the work as a
whole and its use by the author or by others. Here, Muzzey deliberately created the 1920 revision
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of An American History in an attempt to preserve book sales. He did not believe the new version
of history he advanced - that the Founders were blameless bystanders to slavery because they
were the Founders. In Muzzey’s own words:
Historians can no longer suppress or ignore pertinent causal factors for the
purpose of proving a case, perpetuating a tradition, or even promulgating
patriotism. . . The historian must put conscious before any “cause;” and, indeed,
no cause that requires or permits the subordination of conscious is worthy of
allegiance. History can no longer be. . . a branch of imaginary or hortatory
literature.508
Secondary school administrators who purchased the revision did so to provide their teachers with
the best possible resource, and they relied on Muzzey’s integrity, scholarship, and credentials. It
was not the responsibility of superintendents or principals to evaluate the veracity or weigh the
significance of the changes he made, or to judge, or even understand, his reasons for doing so.
There were teachers who had been using An American History for almost a decade who were
suddenly presented – without any context or explanation - with a history of slavery very different
from that which they had been relying upon. Students were deprived of the very “causal factors”
Muzzey deemed so vital, deprived of the deeper, more complex history of slavery and the roles
played by the Founders that Muzzey had previously provided. These, all, were victims. Muzzey
engaged in self-censorship. He abdicated his professional responsibility by relying on his
reputation and his credentials to sell a version of history he did not believe for financial gain: de
Baets’ pragmatic abuse of history.509 Circumstantial evidence? Yes. However, short of written,
notarized archival proof left by an author establishing their mindset and purpose, intent will
always include some level of subjectivity. De Baets concedes this to be a significant stumbling
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block in proving history abuse. In this case, I would argue that all things considered here, it is
the only plausible explanation.510
If Muzzey thought his revisions would satisfy The Sons of the American Revolution,
however, he was sadly mistaken. Review of the 1920 book – again executed by Wallace
McCamant – was so extensive that it took two years to complete. Judge McCamant dissected the
revision, comparing it to the 1917 print and his own “research,” producing, in 1922, a report
titled “Muzzey’s School History.” McCamant devoted two sentences to the changes he
considered positive – “the author has eliminated his [characterization of President Grant] as
“pitiable,” removed his assertion that “advocates of slavery had the stronger legal argument” in
the Free-Soil discord, and he has learned “the correct date for the Battle of Antietam.” The
following eighteen pages were a vitriolic, line-by-line attack that began with McCamant’s
outrage over Muzzey’s use of quotation marks (he was speaking “contemptuously” about the
Founders!) and ended with disgust over the overt “partisanship” in discussion of Wilson’s
foreign policy. There were vociferous objections to Muzzey’s characterization of both
Revolutionary era society and the antebellum South as classist systems. It was “inaccurate,
unfair,” and “pernicious heresy,” according to McCamant, for Muzzey to draw parallels between
Revolutionary War ideology and Southern secession to conclude that “the right to revolt, if the
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South thought it had [emphasis added] just cause, is beyond argument.”511 Ultimately,
McCamant concluded:
I believe this work to be utterly unfit for school use. The author has no abiding
conviction in American fundamentals; no enthusiastic veneration for the men who
founded the Republic. He is a near-socialist who looks with favor on the
disintegrating forces at work among the American people and a political partisan
who has yet to learn that a school history is unsuitable for purposes of political
propaganda.512
The same year McCamant’s report was released, New York City’s Commissioner of
Accounts David Hirschfield, a Hungarian-born lawyer and self-proclaimed “101 percent
American,” held a series of five public hearings on textbooks he believed “belittle[d] illustrious
American patriots.” Twenty-one assorted individuals spoke against the “pro-British” textbooks.
None were academic historians or history teachers, and only one high school principal appeared.
Two speakers voiced support for the textbooks.513 All the “treasonous” authors were invited to
the hearings; none attended. The eighty-nine-page report detailed Hirshfield’s examination of
eight textbooks, all recently published or revised, then in use in New York City schools.
By the time Hirshfield issued his final report in 1923, some textbook authors had
capitulated to the growing pressure. When two grammar school history texts authored by Everett
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Barnes came under heavy fire in 1920, he quickly “re-revised” both, allowing Hirshfield, in his
1923 report, to observe pompously:
Barnes seems to have shifted from the “Modern historical scholarship” point of
view to its direct opposite. . . Most of the passages which were complained
against have been revised or eliminated. . . It must be pleasing to every American
that this author and his publishers have confessed their guilt of having offended
against America and everything American. . . [Barnes] has learned that his
viewpoint was wrong and unfair to America, and like a man, has acknowledged
his error.514
But three aspects of An American History caused Hirshfield special distress. Where he
considered Barnes relatively “small potatoes” – “just a Brooklyn school principal” who admitted
he had “been led astray by someone,” Muzzey had the esteem of “scholastic circles and historical
associations,” yet was among those who were still “seduced into sycophantic acceptance of
English authority on all things American.”515 Hirshfield was also incensed by the popularity of
An American History. His report remarked indignantly on New York City School Superintendent
William Ettinger’s order to principals and teachers to refuse him adoption and usage figures.
When Ettinger was finally forced to investigate the “treasonous textbooks,” Hirshfield lamented
“certain passages in seven of the complained-of texts were criticized, but nothing was said
against the Muzzey history. . . Thirteen hundred and fifty-six copies of [An American History]
were [purchased for our schools] in 1922, and already in 1923, there have been added eleven
hundred and fifty more.”516 And finally, Hirshfield was slighted by Muzzey’s perceived
indifference to Hirshfield’s importance. Not only had Muzzey failed to appear at his hearings,
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but he had failed to avail himself of Hirshfield’s initial critique by “rewriting” his 1923 reprint
(which Hirshfield thought was an “edition”) to “make it a history of America.”517
In a mission to right these egregious wrongs, Hirshfield devoted five full pages to
dissecting the 1920 revision of An American History, four and a half of which focused on the
Revolution and Early Republic.518 Not surprisingly, he concluded:
Because of his apparent intentional misstatements with respect to the
establishment of our great Republic and her early period, Prof. Muzzey’s work is
condemned as utterly unfit for use in the public schools of New York City.519
Muzzey’s immediate response to losing the New York City public schools cannot be
ascertained. But An American History was so popular that even in the face of increasing
banishments, it did continue to sell. Still, by 1923, over twenty state legislatures had introduced
bills to control the content of American History textbooks, and Muzzey was sufficiently angry
(or concerned) to appear in his own defense at a public hearing purposed to eliminate An
American History from Washington, D.C. schools. Muzzey declared his critics had “‘garbled the
facts and twisted phrases in a way [that was] absolutely unfair, [that they had] taken certain
words and sentences and read them without the complete section . . . putting an entirely different
aspect upon them.’”520 In retrospect – and ironically - the point at which Muzzey chose to speak
publicly was also the beginning of the end of this history war. Where Hirshfield’s hearing drew
only two non-academic speakers opposed to the “new history,” Muzzey was joined in
Washington by the Superintendent of Schools, the head of the history department for D.C. high
schools, history and political science professors from George Washington University and
Hirshfield, “Report,”19.
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Catholic University, and a former President of the D.C. Board of Education.521 Seven months
later, the American Historical Association finally issued this resolution against censorship and
coercion:
Genuine and intelligent patriotism, no less than the requirements of honesty and
sound scholarship, demand that textbook writers and teachers should strive to
present a truthful picture of past and present, with due regard to the different
purposes and possibilities of elementary, secondary, and advanced instruction;
that criticism of history text-books should therefore be based not upon grounds of
patriotism but only upon grounds of faithfulness to fact as determined by
specialists or tested by consideration of the evidence; that the cultivation in pupils
of a scientific temper in history and the related social sciences, of a spirit of
inquiry and a willingness to face unpleasant facts, are far more important
objectives than the teaching of special interpretations of particular events; and that
attempts, however well meant, to foster national arrogance and boastfulness and
indiscriminate worship of national “heroes ” can only tend to promote a harmful
pseudo-patriotism.522
Once again, however, timing was not Muzzey’s friend. Despite this increasing opposition
to censorship, he could not have predicted, or relied upon, the upcoming end to the controversy.
There is no comprehensive documentation of where An American History was banned or how the
bans affected sales. Whether it was Ginn’s insistence or Muzzey’s decision to issue another
revision in 1925 is also unknown. There were no changes to content germane to this study, and
his revisions to content on the American Revolution are beyond its scope.523 But although
Muzzey capitulated to the patriotic societies and the “100 percent Americans” in his portrayal of
the Revolution and the Founding Fathers, he removed none of his “classist / socialist /
communistic” theorizing or his moral musings on the South’s perceived right to secession.
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The result, therefore, was a textbook that both his supporters and his critics would have found
objectionable.

The American People

In 1927, a new title, The American People, was published. Here, again, whether this was
at Ginn’s insistence or Muzzey’s is unknown. But the Preface, which Muzzy authored, promised:
This book is not a revision of the author’s revised An American History, but a new
high-school text written in response to the request of many teachers for a fuller
treatment of our history, especially of its social and economic phases in the last
few decades.524
The textbook received three reviews. The Peabody Journal of Education pronounced it “a very
desirable textbook for senior high schools, noted Muzzey’s emphasis on the “social and
economic phases” of recent American history, and complimented the maps.525 The Journal of
Education penned an interesting critique that succinctly suggested the reviewer’s frustration with
the issue of textbook censorship in general, and Muzzey’s critics in particular:
However appreciative anyone is of the historic scholarship and artistic pedagogy
of Professor Muzzey’s textbooks, he fails to do justice to his History of the
American People if he does not appreciate how heroically. . . Muzzey has
eliminated facts and incidents whose reliability is questioned and whose vitality
was sapped long ago.526
Dispensing with any specific examples, the reviewer closed with a colorful analogy to the newly
discovered x-ray:
The publishers can claim for this book what is claimed for the violet ray in
purifying the water in school and college swimming basins, that it “kills every
pest that is alive and burns anything that is dead.” 527
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Francis Tschan, for The Catholic Historical Review, however, struggled with his review. While
he praised the binding, maps, illustrations, reading lists, learning aids, typesetting, and Muzzey’s
engaging style, he gently, but firmly, objected to the focus on “vexed issues” rather than
“cultural advance,” and what he perceived as overemphasis on recent history.”528
An American People drew heavily on Muzzey’s 1922 two-volume American Adventure,
which had finally been reprinted. Many chapter headings were identical, and content followed
closely. This textbook was 218 pages longer than the 1925 revision of An American History, and
a full quarter of it was devoted to the period from 1900 to 1927.
There was no description of the slave trade or slave life. Material on slavery was so
completely diffused by the economic lens, and the organizational pattern of this textbook so
different, that line-by-line comparison with An American History is impossible. It is certainly
understandable that Muzzey would want to discourage such comparisons.529 Content on the
abolitionists was cut to include only William Lloyd Garrison, although Harriet Beecher Stowe
retained her footnote. Southern planters were no longer described as an “aristocratic class,” but
as a “kind of caste” (quotes original). Muzzey inserted an explicit explanation: “There was no
titled aristocracy in America at one end of the social scale, nor was there a mass of oppressed
peasants.”530 Gone was all suggestion that the disenfranchisement of poor white Southerners was
attributable to wealthy slaveholding white Southerners.
Muzzey modified his argument on the South’s right to secede. While he still conceded
that revolution against oppressive government was a “sacred right” [quotes original], he now
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argued that “the important question is not the abstract ‘right’ [quotes original] of secession, but
the immediate cause of the separation of the South.”531 The Civil War was still the result of
irreconcilable differences over slavery, but the very compelling conclusion in An American
History (the Thirteenth Amendment ultimately rendered the pain and sacrifices of the War
worthwhile) was removed. The American People closed out the Civil War with the Shenandoah
“still roaming the Pacific in search of her prey” several weeks after the surrender at
Appomattox.532
In convoluted reasoning, Muzzey continued to blame Congress for the failure of
Reconstruction. It wasn’t the Fourteenth Amendment, per se that, he observed, was a “fair basis
for the reconstruction of the Southern states.” It was the provision disqualifying Confederate
leaders from holding state or federal office that was “harsh and unnecessary.”533 This was
“unpardonable injury by hastening to reconstruct them on the basis of negro suffrage.”534 Thus
the student was left to puzzle out how the “fair” measure could have been implemented with
Southern congressional seats occupied by Confederate colonels who had, as Muzzey also
maintained, fought to preserve and extend slavery.
Although Muzzey still stopped short of embracing Dunning’s argument of inherent Black
inferiority, his portrayal of the period was decidedly more friendly to the South and demeaning
to the Freedmen. The Black Codes were described, but no longer condemned. They were
implemented for “social control of the ex-slaves.”535 Muzzey added detailed discussion of the
South’s return to “home rule,” noting that “every year saw the falling off of the negro vote in
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spite of the Fifteenth Amendment.” This he argued, was due to waning “enthusiasm for the
political rights of the negro” in the North. All reference to suppression of the negro vote by the
South was removed. To support his long-held argument that former slaves lacked responsibility
or “capitol with which to begin a life of industrial freedom,” he noted their belief that the “Day
of Jubilee had arrived; that the plantations of their late masters were to be divided among them as
Christmas gifts; and that [they would all have] ‘forty acres and a mule.’”536 Charles Sumner was
no longer a “misguided humanitarian,” but simply a Radical Republican publicly accused by the
President of the United States of “encouraging his assassination.”537
Muzzey’s reference lists in An American People were less detailed than those in An
American History. They were not separated by topic and page numbers were often not included.
This renders evaluation of his scholarship for heuristic and epistemological integrity by the de
Baets’ framework more subjective. However, some changes stand out.
Most of Muzzey’s old references for slavery and abolitionism were removed, including
those of Booker T. Washington, W.E.B. Du Bois, Mary Locke, and the biography of William
Lloyd Garrison. It is difficult to determine where the little information Muzzey did include came
from. Vol V of Edward Channing’s History of the United States (New York: MacMillan, 1921)
was included on his reference list. But it discussed slavery and anti-slavery only in the context of
Protestant denominational history538 John B. McMaster’s History of the People of the United
States from the Revolution to the Civil War Vol V (New York: Appleton, 1906), on the other
hand, argued that Southerners were not responsible for slavery; it had been inflicted upon them,

536

Muzzey, An American People, (1927), 405.
Muzzey, An American People, (1927), 406.
538
Channing, History of the United States, Vol V, 227 – 228.
537

206
and anti-slavery societies were “to be deplored” for doing more harm than good.539 Muzzey
included neither of these approaches.
The reference list for Reconstruction was essentially unchanged, except for the addition
of The History of the United States since the Civil War, (New York: MacMillan, 1917) by E.P.
Oberholtzer, who, Muzzey noted “pays more attention to the social and industrial factors.”540
Oberholtzer certainly did offer extensive social commentary. This source may explain Muzzey’s
increased sympathy for the South and more defined denigration of former slaves. But its
inclusion as a reference was within the bounds of historiography in 1927. Oberholtzer was not an
academic, and, even in 1927, his history would have read far more like a novel than a scholarly
study. However, he did hold a PhD from the University of Pennsylvania, and his book was very
thoroughly footnoted, albeit with the memoirs of former Confederate officials and ruined
plantation owners.
It seems fairly certain that An American People was both an attempt to counter the
banishments of An American History and a move toward reconciliationism. Even as the history
textbook war wound down after 1927, there were no easy avenues to encourage restoration of a
banned title that had been steeped in controversy for over a decade. Adopters had turned to other
books, to other authors. Furthermore, Muzzey’s multiple, frantic, and often contradictory
revisions had eliminated much of what teachers and principals had gravitated toward.
Somewhere between the first edition of An American History in 1911 and publication of
An American People in 1927, Muzzey abdicated his responsibility to moral judgement. Granted:
it could be argued that early in his career, his highly descriptive language and forceful style were
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excessively emotional. But even his harsh critic, J.M. Gambrill conceded that “Dr. Muzzey’s
opinions are usually wise and just.”541 In 1911, Muzzey obviously believed he had the
responsibility to convey the “wrongness” of slavery to high school students. Yet by 1925, even
as he publicly criticized historian Edward Channing for “reluctance to commit to judgment”
regarding the South’s motivations for secession, Muzzey was writing a textbook that described
Northern and Southern positions on the Black Codes as differences of opinion, giving no
credence to the fact that impressing “idle” Blacks into forced, unpaid labor was “attempting to
put the negro back into slavery” regardless of the South’s perceived need for “social
protection.”542 This disingenuous “neutral” position was one Muzzey assumed deliberately. It
shifted his content on slavery and abolitionism and Reconstruction toward the accepted
reconciliationist position. While this is disappointing today – and certainly supported white
supremacy more strongly than had An American History, it was in accordance with the accepted
scholarship of the time. Furthermore, the changes made to his reference lists supported his
altered positions. While it seems logical that An American People was published to counteract
dwindling royalties for An American History, that is speculation. It was a new book in which
Muzzey chose to advance a different, but accepted, historical perspective: neither irresponsible
nor abusive.
The last – and, possibly, loudest – censorship campaign was that of Chicago Mayor
William H. “Big Bill” Thompson, who, in 1927, rallied Blacks, Native Americans, and German
and Irish immigrants to the cause.543 Although traditionally marginalized groups tended to accept
Progressive revisionism of more recent history, they were reluctant to align themselves against
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“patriotic” organizations capable of inflicting more marginalization. Whether they actually
believed the Founders were saints in knickers was immaterial. Visible promotion of the idea,
they believed, offered a better outcome where silence might suggest treason.544 But even before
the close of the decade, newspapers had exhausted the profitability of the topic. Citizens’ groups
grew tired of the hysteria, and politicians turned to higher visibility issues. The history war was
over.545 An American History became, eventually, a casualty of the history war. It was last
printed in 1933. History of the American People remained in print until 1938, two years after the
release of Muzzey’s final – and best known – textbook, A History of Our Country (Boston: Ginn,
1936).
Muzzey seemed to be looking for closure in his last word on the “hullabaloo over school
history,” published in Forum as the controversy wound down.
The vast majority of people operate with a mental equipment . . . which they have
inherited . . . and are confirmed in these opinions by sympathetic association only
with people who agree with them. . . Their rigid minds automatically admit such
facts and arguments that support such prejudices and reject all others. New
discoveries [therefore] well supported by evidence, and new modes of behavior,
however strongly recommended by common sense, have uniformly met with
determined resistance when they have run counter to cherished traditions.546
Here, in 1928, Muzzey was explaining “confirmation bias,” as behavioral scientist Peter Watson
would describe it in 1960.547 But he was also making an important point about the significance of
memory to history more than half a century before scholars, as historian David Blight observed
“felt the pull to investigate how societies remember, to research the ‘myths’ that define cultures,
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to cross over the realm of public collective historical consciousness in all its manifestations.”
The textbook war was rooted in the worship of legends, yes. But the legends had become the
memories of “patrioteers,” not from first-hand experience, but from the history textbooks and
pedagogies of the previous century.
In school histories of [the past], only such material was presented to the American
youth as accorded with the dogma of the indomitable value and impeccable
character of every American patriot. Thus. . . legend [was substituted for] history.
. . Added impetus was given to the dramatic-denunciatory, bombastic-laudatory
conception of history by the common custom of declamation in the schools.
‘Pieces’ [for memorization and recital] were selected [that lent themselves] to
outpourings of pathos and price, of scorn and censure. . . The purpose of oratory
is to arouse the emotions, not clarify the mind.548

This was eloquent insight into the importance of new pedagogies, the vital role of textbooks in
creating memory, and his critics’ psyches. But it also demonstrates Muzzey’s inability – or
unwillingness – to recognize his own complicity in the drive to censor him. For An American
History and An American People were playing the same role in creating collective memory as
had the old textbooks that Muzzey condemned – those of the 19th century by “Ridpath,
Quackenbos, and Goodrich designed to fire the youth with hatred for the British,” that “had to
compete with the dime novels that boys sometimes read surreptitiously behind [their] covers.”
This public denouncement issued in 1917 would have been admirable. But in 1928, after a
decade of altering his professional scholarship to assuage lay opinion and preserve book sales, it
represents only a struggle between ethics and finances that manifested itself in the abuse of
history. For by removing moral judgement on the transatlantic trade and the practice of slavery in
his revisions, Muzzey left a vacuum. While it has been argued that this “blank page”
methodology is ethically preferable to active falsification, de Baets’ maintained that
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“irresponsible omission of factual data. . . is worse than falsifying or inventing. . . because it
renders refutation more difficult.”549 Nowhere is this truer than in history textbooks, whose
audiences are not equipped to recognize such omissions, much less refute them. As distressing it
would have been to contemporary readers, had Muzzey turned to the then-widely accepted
theories of Ulrich Phillips, which portrayed slavery as a benign institution and the Civil War as
avoidable; within the context of his time, Muzzey would have been employing the very
“scientific history” that he so loudly trumpeted.550 But we can clearly see, in the 1911 book, that
Muzzey’s own moral compass told him Phillips was wrong. Instead of ignoring content in his
sources that documented the cruelties and oppression of slavery, he could have utilized it
“scientifically” to support his moral judgement. That, however, was not in concert with his
portrayal of slavery as a white problem.
In defining his theory of the abuse of history in 2013, Antoon de Baets observed that
In addition to their moral duty as citizens, professional and academic historians
have a duty to apply scholarly and professional standards of care, in particular, to
search honestly and methodically for the historical truth. 551
Muzzey seems to have been in complete agreement in 1928:
The professional historian will not be deterred. . . by any amount of bullying,
persecution, or cheap oratory. He has a duty to perform and a standard to uphold,
and he will continue to discover, publish, and teach the truths of history to the
best of his ability and with a good conscious.552
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Certainly, Muzzey was both perpetrator and victim of history abuse. Yet, for a decade, he had
been “deterred” by the “bullying, persecution, [and] cheap oratory” of the non-historian citizenry
and the patriotic organizations who sought to censor him. Their motivation was grounded in antiintellectualism and manifested in a desire to preserve legend as history. But they were bound by
no professional standards. For this reason, according to de Baets, “abuses of professional
historians are worse than those of non-professionals.”553 Hence, as a scholar, Muzzey’s
disservice to students, to the collective conscious, and to history in his revisions to An American
History far outstripped the championship of Anglophobia rooted in the morality of the American
Revolution. His abuse of history was far graver than that of the Sons of the American Revolution
or the Accounts Manager of the City of New York.
Is there an avenue to sympathy for David Muzzey? De Baets allowed for the possibility
that “mitigating and aggravating circumstances” after the abuse occurred. These, he argued
might be considered in assigning sanctions for the abuse of history. For example, disclosure of
Muzzey’s history abuse in this study comes more than a half-century after his death. Is academic
dissection of his work, then, a superfluous exercise in character assassination? Not according to
Muzzey, who vowed that professional historians will “continue to research, publish, and teach
the truths of history to the best of [their] abilities and with good conscious.”554 Even if we were
to look beyond his financial motivation for self-censorship, according to de Baets, the most
important mitigating factor is “the regret expressed by abusers, either implicitly, when they
repent and abandon attempts to abuse, or explicitly when, once the abuse has occurred, they
cooperate, confess, publicly apologize and/or amend the harm inflicted.”555 While it is
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impossible to guess what Muzzey would have expressed in a better-timed interview, his words in
1956 seem sadly on-point here: “I’ve had an interesting life. It’s been a very pleasant life. . . I
don’t know that I’ve done any very great good in the world, but I don’t think I’ve done much
harm either!!!” But in 1956, Muzzey was still selling history textbooks. Whether he continued to
abuse history requires examination of his final and best-known title, A History of Our Country.

A History of Our Country (1936)

In 1936, Muzzey published A History of Our Country (Boston: Ginn), which many
scholars and lay authors have argued was the single-most popular American history textbook of
the twentieth century. The revision record for the text is muddy, possibly because the publisher
renewed the copyright whenever Muzzey released workbooks and supplementary materials.
Regardless, the work ensured Muzzey’s continued influential presence in secondary history
education for more than half a century.556
The title did not garner significant notice. WorldCat returns only two reviews, both in
trade journals. The Clearinghouse, a publication directed at teachers and administrators, felt
obliged to acknowledge the controversies of the previous decade, but did not belabor their
significance. Muzzey had “from time to time stepped on the toes of some of our super-patriots
and thus has provided plenty of noise and commotion.” The reviewer incorrectly described the
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book as a “revision of [Muzzey’s] original History of the United States.” (None of Muzzey’s
previous textbooks were titled “History of the United States” and the new publication was not a
revision.) Except for acknowledgement that History had been “modernized” and the “pedagogy
brought up to date,” the reviewer’s only commentary was that “Muzzey writes with plenty of
juice and what he says is mighty interesting.”557
Dudley Brainard, for The School Review, was slightly more eloquent, but he, too, limited
his (favorable) critique to organization and page counts, observing that the great length of the
textbook rendered it “less an expanded syllabus and more a narration of events [including] many
details, incidents, episodes, and discussions of people and events. . . which induce many young
people to become lifelong students of history.”558
Mr. Brainard was certainly correct: A History numbered over 900 pages that included far
more detail than any of his previous titles. In a preface he authored himself, Muzzey stressed the
importance of connecting history to present day events. Hence, students would be “studying a
new and fresh subject, not because American history has changed, but because [they had]
changed.” Given that the undoing of An American History was largely due to Muzzey’s refusal
to indulge in hero worship, one might expect proactive undiluted capitulation to his old critics.
But Muzzey’s wording – his desire to inspire in students “the desire and determination to . . .
make [their] ‘patria’ a fatherland more and more worthy [emphasis added] of the reverence and
love of its generations of sons and daughters to come” seems a thickly veiled suggestion of his
continued ethical conviction that, contrary to the position of the “patrioteers,” national perfection
had yet to be attained.559 Another, less subtle message to those who had accused him of being
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“near socialist” came in conjunction with commentary on Buchanan’s victory in 1856,
attributable, in part, Muzzey posited, to “the fear of the business interests that the ‘Black
Republicans’ . . . would disturb prosperity by rash legislation.”560 In and of itself, this was an
unremarkable observation. It was the footnote that Muzzey chose to include that was a “poke” at
former critics who had labeled him “near socialist:”
If this fear seems strange to a generation for which the Republican party is the
party of the “big business” interests, it must be remembered that [the early
Republicans were] “come-outers” . . . as radical in their attitude toward the chief
social question of their day (slavery) as are Socialists or Communists in facing the
absorbing question of our own day (capitalism). In fact, early Republicans were
regarded by the conservatives of 1856 much as the Socialists are regarded by the
conservatives of today.561
Despite its length, A History of Our Country is very readable today. Muzzey abandoned
the flowery language and convoluted sentence structures that had defined Victorian era writing
without rendering the textbook dry. Unlike any of his contemporaries, Muzzey occasionally
peppered his writing with almost sardonic humor that suggests frustration with historical actors.
For example, he introduced the violence of “Bleeding Kansas” by disputing Stephen Douglas’s
boast that “the struggle over slavery was forever banished from the halls of Congress to the
Western plains.”562 “Over two hundred lives were lost, and two million dollars’ worth of
property destroyed. . .. So much for the ‘Western plains,’” Muzzey dryly observed. “Was it
calmer in the ‘halls of Congress?”563
One change made in the new textbook, however, greatly affects the ability to evaluate it
for abuse of history using de Baets’ theory; it included no reference lists. Each chapter, instead,
included a list “For Supplementary Reading.” While these included many of the same sources
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that appeared on “Reference Lists” in previous books, it would be unethical to judge Muzzey’s
scholarship based on the assumption that he relied on any given source. Therefore, analysis of
how A History of Our Country portrayed slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and
Reconstruction must be limited to well-documented broad themes rather than reliance on specific
sources, and de Baets’ pragmatic level, which deals with creation and use of the work (here, the
four topics) as a whole.564
There was no chapter corresponding to An American History’s “A Gathering Cloud,”
which had included most of Muzzey’s discussion of slavery. The only mention of the
transatlantic trade was in passing, that “many [slaves were] brought from Africa by the rum
distillers of Massachusetts and Rhode Island.”565 Content on slavery was redistributed
throughout the entire textbook and framed either politically or economically. There was, again,
no discussion of slave life. Slavery was forced on the South by the cotton gin, and the Missouri
Compromise brought the issue into politics. 566 A fair amount of the content on slavery was taken
verbatim from the 1920 revision of An American History but supplemented with additional
details and examples that were not provided by any other textbooks examined herein. For
example, a footnote explained that Missouri’s formal admission was delayed due to its
constitutional exclusion of free blacks from the State, “since Negroes had the privileges of
citizens in some states of the North.”567 A History of Our Country distinguished between the
Supreme Court’s majority finding of no procedural error by the Missouri Court in its Dred Scott
ruling and the Taney obiter dictum. The South rejoiced at the proslavery decision while Seward
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expressed the North’s revulsion at “principles so unconstitutional and abhorrent.”568 Muzzey
used most of these additional details and examples very effectively and they contributed greatly
to the appeal of the textbook. There was, however, one example that stands out.
Within the context of the Compromise of 1850, Muzzey chose to add a pathos-laden
description of John C. Calhoun’s final speech to the Senate. Calhoun, “racked with the cough of
advanced consumption” and “swathed in flannels,” rose to his “last service [to the Union],
pouring oil on the troubled waters of sectional strife. . . Before the month closed, he had passed
beyond all earthly strife.”569 The flowery, emotional language was not only a jarring departure
from the straightforward, readable tone that marked the bulk of the textbook, it also encouraged
sympathy for Calhoun’s message of “the aggressions of the North” heaped upon an innocent
South.570 This effect was exacerbated by the fact that Daniel Webster’s contribution to the debate
was described only as repudiation of his own stand against the expansion of slavery (recognizing
now the “great danger to the Union”) and of abolitionism in general – “they had produced
nothing, good or valuable. . . for twenty years.”571 Why did Muzzey revert to this dramatic
oratory to describe Calhoun’s speech? In 1928, he, himself, had complained bitterly that “the
purpose of oratory is to arouse the emotions, not to clarify the mind. It is impatient of evidence
which would tend to modify the judgement and moderate the passions.”572 It might be attributed
to a desire to extend sales into the South except that there were far too many objectionable
elements that precluded that possibility. First and foremost among these was Muzzey’s continued
use of “Civil War” rather than the Southern-approved “War Between the States” or the “War of
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Northern Aggression.” Almost certainly, it was the continued influence of reconciliationism that
prompted Muzzey to place Calhoun center stage in a sympathetic spotlight.
Muzzey had always been between a rock and a hard place regarding the work of Ulrich
Phillips, whose theories are conspicuous in their absence from his textbooks. His rejection of
Phillips “happy slave / peaceful plantation” dialogue can only be attributed to his welldocumented belief that slavery was an immoral, reprehensible evil. But until A History of Our
Country was published, there were no other white-authored academic sources for Muzzey to turn
to. Therefore, his early condemnation of slavery was (sadly but correctly) open to judgment as
opinion. In 1931, however, Fredrick Bancroft had published Slave Trading in the Old South
(Baltimore: J. H. Furst), a meticulously researched, scathing rebuttal of the Southern apologist
position focused through the lens of the domestic trade. Had Muzzey wanted to return to the
ringing denouncement of slavery that had marked his 1911 textbook, Bancroft had provided him
with ample scholarly evidence. However, even though academic reviewers could find no fault
with Bancroft’s methodology or his conclusions, their praise for the work was theoretical, not
practical.573 Where Phillips and American Negro Slavery supported the “moonlight and
magnolias” of reconciliationism, Bancroft and Slave Trading attempted to catapult the cruelty of
slavery back into the forefront of antebellum history, back to the divisive memorialist
perspective. Professional historians could not (or would not) retrace those steps.574
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Reconciliationism had healed white wounds and Bancroft’s groundbreaking work essentially
died on the shelves and Muzzey, again, left the page blank. But was this irresponsible history?
De Baets readily concedes that textbook authors must be selective regarding their
content, that content included vs. content omitted is an obligatory editorial process.575 However,
it carries with it the same scholarly responsibility associated with selection of primary source
evidence in academic research. We know Muzzey felt very strongly about slavery. In his 1911
book he vowed it had “played the most important part in the history of our country.”576 We have
already judged him for the changes he made in response to criticisms of his first textbook. But by
1936, that particular history war was long over. So, was continuing to truncate his discussion of
slavery to include only minimal economic and political references misleading students into
believing there were no other important dimensions? Did Muzzey, to maintain a reconciliationist
perspective, essentially, “keep secret information that should be publicly accessible,” which de
Baets categorizes as “irresponsible use of sources” at the heuristic level?577 To make this
judgement, we would need to know that he read Slave Trading, and there is no evidence he had.
However, his 1936 Supplementary Reading list for the unit on Sectionalism suggests that he had
read two works by William E. Dodd: Expansion and Conflict (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1915)
and The Cotton Kingdom: A Chronicle of the Old South (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1919). Dodd was one of very few Southern scholars of Southern History considered “liberal” for
several reasons. While he soundly and openly rejected Ulrich Phillips’ economic conclusion that
slavery was a dismal economic failure, he consistently refused to either confirm or rebut the
“happy slave” narrative, choosing, instead, to leave a “blank page.” So, it is possible that
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Muzzey’s silence was due to Dodd’s influence. The uncertainty, however, demonstrates the
crucial importance of definitive reference lists to de Baets’ algorithm; it is impossible to apply de
Baet’s Theory to this aspect of A History of Our Country.
Muzzey’s move toward the reconciliationist perspective can be seen in content on
abolitionism. The 1936 text noted succinctly that there was “a good deal” of 18th century antislavery sentiment, and that “the first anti-slavery societies were formed in the South.”578 But
almost all the content on abolitionism from An American History was deleted from History of
Our Country. That which remained was not introduced as a consequence of the Missouri
Compromise but was tucked away within the issues faced by the Van Buren administration.
Harriet Beecher Stowe was promoted from a footnote into the main text but without any
elaboration and it was still “prominent white citizens of Ohio and Pennsylvania who helped
escaped slaves reach freedom.579 Muzzey retreated from his (correct) assertion that debate over
the Missouri Compromise prompted the South’s adoption of the “positive good” defense of
slavery. A History of Our Country, instead, attributed blame to Garrison’s “crusade against
Negro slavery.” Muzzey removed description of Garrison as a devout, morally upright pacifist
and added details more palatable to Southern sensitivities. These included the abolitionist’s
public burning of the Constitution on Boston Commons while decrying it as “a covenant with
death and an agreement with hell.” The observation that Garrison was “glad to see the ‘sinful’
slaveholding South separate itself from the Union” was true. But out of context, it also supported
the Southern position that fanatic, violent radical abolitionists were responsible for Southern
secession and the Civil War. The description of former slaves throwing flowers and cheering as
Garrison spoke at the first post-war commemoration of the firing on Fort Sumter seems uplifting
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and complimentary to contemporary readers. However, as “former slaves” in Muzzey’s version
of Reconstruction were gullible, lazy, and naïve, their admiration for the now-fanatical Garrison
could easily be interpreted by the reader to have been foolish and misguided.580 Given Muzzey’s
earlier conclusions about the South’s impetuous reaction to abolitionism, these inferences
screamed that he had made serious revisions to his initial arguments, revisions that painted the
South in a much more rational and palatable light.
It is worth noting that the “Sectional Rivalry” unit offered a completely inexplicable
assortment of supplementary readings. It included The Middle Period (New York: Scribner,
1897) by J.W. Burgess, the quintessential “moonlight and magnolias”- espousing white
supremist founder of Columbia University’s Political Science Department. It also included Jesse
Macy’s The Anti-Slavery Crusade: A Chronicle of the Gathering Storm (New Haven: Yale Press,
1919) and William Birney’s biography of his planter-turned-abolitionist father, James G. Birney
and His Times: The Genesis of the Republican Party (New York: Appleton, 1890).581 If Muzzey
was striving for informed balance, the absence of any context would have rendered that objective
moot and the unsuspecting student reader, mired in confusion. If this was Muzzey’s way of
pointing to the truth of his initial text, An American History, it fell fatally flat.
Not surprisingly, Muzzey eliminated the South’s invocation of Revolutionary War
ideology to justify its secession and his own editorializing on the “sacred right” of revolution
against oppressive government. In fact, A History of Our Country offered no explanation for
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Southern secession, other than a cryptic observation that the distribution of votes in the 1860
election “could hardly be taken as a mandate to the Southern extremists to dissolve the
Union.”582 Where he had previously been straightforward in his position that the South seceded
over perceived threats to slavery, he now left the student to make the connection between
Lincoln’s election and Southern rationalizations.
Muzzey struggled to temper his well-established and decidedly Northern position on
Civil War causation, which was diametrically opposed to the vehement determination of
reconciliationists to remove slavery from the equation altogether. Muzzey made a point of
denying the economic argument for causation: “We have seen that the conflict arose, not as a
direct issue between North and South (which had lived for eighty years in peace with their
different systems of labor) but as a contest between the two sections over the question of
extending slavery into the new territory of the West.”583 But in the same breath he also implied
that Lincoln’s refusal to let . . . the Confederacy ‘depart in peace’ [caused] a bitter civil war [to
be] waged. 584 And twenty pages prior, Muzzey had deemed the “irrepressible conflict” to have
been caused by “two systems of social and economic life.”585 This vacillating was, no doubt, a
clumsy attempt to balance or soften his content for reconciliationists. But it is ironic in the face
of his assertion that understanding the “causes of the great upheavals” was more important for
students than traditional military history.586
A History of Our Country included six additional pages of military history, due, primarily
to new descriptions of Confederate valor and victories. Still, the now-thirty-odd pages of
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“limited” military history were straightforward and fairly even-handed.587 But in a telling
concession to Southern apologists, Muzzey eliminated An American History’s eloquent
summarization of the Emancipation Proclamation, which had read:
This immortal proclamation is one of the landmarks of universal history. It
announced” the liberation of three and a half million slaves. It changed the status
of nearly one eighth of the inhabitants of this country from that of chattels who
could be bought and sold in the auction market to that of men and women
endowed with the right to “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness” – the right to
labor, like other human beings, for employers whom they chose and under terms
to which they agreed.588
The 1936 book concluded discussion of the Emancipation Proclamation with the notation that
“Lincoln did not ‘strike the shackles’ from all the slaves but only from those whose masters were
‘in rebellion against the United States.’ The Emancipation did not free a single slave in
Delaware, Kentucky, Missouri, or Maryland.” Here, Muzzey’s deliberate use of quotation marks
lent ambiguity to his words.
He also drastically altered his closing reflections on the War. For more than fifteen years,
through four revisions, An American History had closed as follows:
When we consider that the thirteenth amendment to our Constitution might have
been the prohibition of Congress ever to disturb slavery in the Southern states,
instead of the eternal banishment of slavery from our land, we may say that the
awful sacrifices of the Civil War were not made in vain.589
A History of Our Country closed out the Civil War, instead, with a tribute to the patriotism of
Jefferson Davis.
There are few, if any, of the children of those who fought for the “lost cause” who
would wish today that the outcome of the war had been different – none who
would not now echo the final benediction of Jefferson Davis on our common
Union: “Esto perpetua!” May it endure forever.590
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Again, Muzzey’s framing of “lost cause” with quotation marks suggests he did not fully accept
the premise. It is also interesting that Muzzey placed the Davis quotation as if it were uttered at
Appomattox, when, actually, it came from the 1881 work The Rise and Fall of the Confederate
Government, authored by the former President of the Confederacy, often referred to as the “Bible
of the Lost Cause” and, in which, Davis defended the morality and Constitutionality of
secession, terming it “impractical [but] not wrong.”591
The “Supplementary Readings” for Muzzey’s chapter on the Civil War offer further
insight into Muzzey’s tortured relationship with reconciliationism. First of all, he urged students
to read the work most despised by the former Confederacy, the work he had described as
“pathetic but highly exaggerated,” Uncle Tom’s Cabin.592 But even more telling is his inclusion
of the Pulitzer Prize-winning work of Edward Channing - A History of the United States Vol. 6:
The War for Southern Independence, 1849 – 1865 (New York: Macmillan, 1925).593 Channing
had no patience with Lost Cause mythology or any inclination to soft-pedal his contempt for
those who embraced it, declaring
The twentieth century historian finds it difficult to understand how slaveholders
and the slaveholding states could by any possibility have endured aggressive
wrongs at the hands of the Federal government. For the Southerners themselves
had held that government for at least fifty of the sixty years of its life.594
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Muzzey, who reviewed the Channing volume, was in complete agreement, proclaiming the book
to be “one of sustained excellence.”
There is little in Professor Channing’s volume to give comfort to those presentday apologists who deny that the determination of the South to maintain slavery at
all costs was the efficient cause of the Civil War, and who would still uphold the
theories of the Calhouns and the Rhetts on Southern “grievances” and the choice
between liberty and “abject submission to aggression and outrage. . . Of course
the Civil War was a “war for Southern independence;” but in choosing this title,
instead of, say “The War of Secession,” Professor Channing has made a greater
concession to Southern apologists than the whole text of his volume would seem
to warrant.
Rhodes’ unhinged work has already been discussed. While he is usually characterized by
contemporary scholars as pro-Southern based on his fawning embrace of Dunning School
Reconstruction thought, Rhodes was so hated in the former Confederacy for his earlier treatment
of slavery that two years after his death in 1927 he was excoriated in The Mississippi Valley
Historical Review. Raymond Curtis Miller detailed his “deficiency in mathematics and classical
languages” which led to failure on his college entrance exams, his overall “meagre training,” and
his general failure to portray the South fairly or accurately.595
So how do we explain the concessions to reconciliationism in A History of Our Country?
If Muzzey had become a genuine convert in the nine years that had elapsed between publication
of the Channing book and the textbook, it seems highly unlikely he would have placed two
decidedly non-reconciliationist titles at the top of his “Supplementary Readings” list. But it is his
review of the Channing work that demonstrates, yet again, that in regard to abolitionism and
Civil War causation, Muzzey was promoting a version of history he did not believe to be “true.”
He recognized that society was now “remembering” differently that it had embraced a new
“interpretation” based in myth, but masquerading as the scientific history he so strongly believed
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in. It may have been on a smaller scale than the history abuse committed by the Sons of the
American Revolution. It may have been more subtle. And its acceptance by many in academia
certainly conveyed the illusion of sound scholarship. We cannot determine Muzzey’s motives in
producing this strange, chimeric memorialist / reconciliationist hybrid history. But given the
decades he spent coping with criticism of An American History, it seems reasonable to believe he
was looking to achieve a historical equilibrium, with something for everyone in a new book.
Sloppy scholarship, perhaps, even by contemporary standards. But not abusive.
The 1936 chapter on Reconstruction was, again, grounded in a modified version of the
Dunning School. Muzzey remained unwilling to subscribe to the premise of “inherent” black
inferiority or that white supremacy was the natural, default societal setting. His suggestions for
supplementary reading still began with Archibald Dunning and his acolyte, W.L. Fleming.596 It
would seem difficult to render Dunning School Reconstruction more palatable to Southern tastes.
But Muzzey accomplished this by recommending students read The Tragic Era (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1929) by Claude Bowers. It is difficult to understand how anyone, at any time
could consider this crude, leering, inflammatory, racist romp through the post-war South a
valuable learning tool for high school students. The Journal of Negro History, which pronounced
it “downright propaganda. . . written by an untrained politician. . . with an ax to grind” certainly
did not.597 Neither did David Hazen writing for the Oregon Historical Quarterly, who observed
drily “Mr. Bowers has made melodrama, history and history, melodrama. . . as one-sided history,
the book is a masterpiece.”598 However, many more academic reviews from both the North and
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South had nothing but praise for the volume.599 They conceded that Bowers was not a scholar of
history. But he had used primary sources and footnotes. As a reviewer for The Georgia
Historical Quarterly pointedly noted, Bowers had “built up his pages on a firm foundation of
footnotes which seem to be made up of the hardest granite. . .The book was not written by a
Southerner and is based on the undisputed records.”600 The use of primary sources and the
presence of footnotes were sufficient to place The Tragic Era within the bounds of “scientific
history” of its time. It supported the reconciliationist perspective. Therefore, white 1930s
academics saw no reason to question content like:
Then came the scum of Northern society, emissaries of the politicians, soldiers of
fortune, and not a few degenerates, inflaming the negroes’ egotism, and soon the
lustful assaults began. Rape is the foul daughter of Reconstruction…. It was not
until the original Klan began to ride that white woman felt some sense of
security.601
Muzzey’s summation of Reconstruction in 1936 was far different from the inflammatory
content which had closed every edition of An American History. Gone were references to the
“unbearable burden of negro rule supported by the bayonet” and the “exasperating conduct of the
Southern states.” The passage that stressed “ongoing bitter passion” of the South for the “crime
of Reconstruction” was eliminated.602 In the spirit of reconciliationism, Muzzey now placed
sectional antagonism in the past, observing that “many years were to elapse before Southerners
could either forgive or forget the bitter punishment meted out to them by the Reconstruction
Acts.”603
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Despite this pervasive shift-to-the-South, there were additions to “Topics for Reports” in
his chapter on Reconstruction that strongly suggest Muzzey was using learning aids to include
material incompatible with the Dunning narrative. He recommended the Freedmen’s Bureau as a
report topic, suggesting that students read Paul S. Pierce’s “The Freedmen’s Bureau: A Chapter
in the History of Reconstruction,” Bulletin of the State University of Iowa no.74 (March 1904) –
a very positive documentation of the Bureau’s many accomplishments based entirely on
government records and firsthand accounts, and meticulously footnoted. Students were also
urged to consult George W. Williams’ History of the Negro Race in America from 1619 to 1880
(New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1882).604 Williams was a college educated minister, lawyer,
politician, historian, and Union veteran. He was also black.605 If circumventing Dunning was his
motivation, however, disguising dissent in learning aids deprived students (and their teachers) of
context. Muzzey was abdicating his professional responsibility, hoping (perhaps?) that high
school students would teach themselves another side of the story. Not surprisingly, there is no
category in de Baets’ algorithm that addresses this particular variety of irresponsible history.
Should we consider this even a marginally positive mitigating factor when judging Muzzey’s
1936 capitulation to reconciliationism? The answer requires examination of the 1955 revision of
A History of Our Country.
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A History of Our Country (Rev. 1955)

By mid-century, Muzzey’s textbook had assumed a more modern appearance. The
conventional six-by-eight-inch volume bound in drab brown was now eight-by-ten inches and
sported a four-color process cover. Almost all illustrations remained black-and-white, but
photographic reproduction had improved greatly, as had typesetting. Study Aids were also
altered. Each unit now closed with a very short list of “Reference Readings” and a very long list
of “Fiction and Biography.” Neither offer help in applying de Baets’ algorithm for
epistemological abuse of history. In fact, the Reference Readings lists included no scholarly
sources; they were composed entirely of other high school textbooks and primary source
collections in use at the time.606 Certainly, promotion of a textbook revision in 1955 would
necessitate removal of source titles many decades old. However, choosing to replace them with
other textbooks seems a strange strategy, and the lists may have been compiled by an editor at
Ginn Publishing for Muzzey’s approval.
The “Fiction and Biography” lists were uneven and also suggest compilation by a nonhistorian. The Civil War chapter included a balanced selection of literature, including Stephen
Crane’s Red Badge of Courage (New York: D. Appleton, 1927), Alfred Crabb’s Lodging at the
Saint Cloud: A Tale of Occupied Nashville (Nashville: Bobs-Merrill, 1946) and A Boy At
Gettysburg (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1924) by Elsie Singmaster.607 However, the choices
at the close of the “House Divided” chapter included University of Chicago Professor William E.
Dodd’s The Cotton Kingdom, which was neither fiction nor biography, and the chapter on
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Reconstruction recommended both Up From Slavery, by Booker T. Washington, and Claude
Bowers’ The Tragic Era. One can only hope high school teachers provided some context.
Content on slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and Reconstruction remained
constant between 1936 and 1946. By 1955, however, A History of Our Country had undergone a
paradigm shift. There is only one explanation for the revisions Muzzey made (or allowed to be
made) mid-century: determination to market the book to Southern schools. Few textual changes
were made: most content was taken verbatim from earlier editions. But by adding images and
altering nomenclature, Muzzey left no doubt as to the textbook’s reconciliationist perspective
and Southern apologist perspective.
No changes were made to, what by then, were already very limited discussions on
slavery. Two minor changes were made to the Chapter on Reconstruction. A subheading –
“Vengeance Rather than Justice Follows the War” – was added, as was a reproduction of a Tom
Lea mural depicting a white family standing dejectedly in the ruins of their burned house.608
Abolitionism was covered in a new section on 19th century reform movements. It now
featured “ardent abolitionists” Sarah and Angelina Grimke, noting that they were “both born in
South Carolina.” There was no context provided for Frances Wright’s founding of a “colony of
Free Negroes” except that it was located near Memphis and, ultimately, had to be moved to
Haiti.609
To the emotional description of Calhoun’s last speech discussed previously was added a
quarter-page reproduction of that gentleman’s portrait and a caption pronouncing him “an honest
champion of slavery” and a “sincere patriot and a farsighted statesman . . . though mistaken in
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some of his judgements.”610 A new summarization of emerging sectionalism due to westward
expansion observed “We have seen . . . how the North antagonized the South, and the South
complained of the narrow selfishness of the North.”611 Slavery was mentioned nowhere in the
section on Southern secession.
The most conspicuous changes were in content on the War itself. Since 1911, Muzzey
had termed America’s bloodiest conflict the “Civil War.” Granted: he had, in footnotes,
expressed that it was not really a civil war because the combatants did not live in shared
territory, but he posited that “The War of Secession” would be more accurate.612 In his 1955
textbook, however, suddenly the North and South were fighting “The War Between The States.”
Given his self-documented preoccupation with the nomenclature, Muzzey had to have been
aware that President Lincoln believed he was fighting a “great civil war.”613 Granted: for a very
short time, at the height of fighting, use of the “War of Rebellion” had increased sharply. But by
the 1880s, when the War Department began publishing the more than 130 volumes titled The
War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Official Records of the Union and Confederate
Armies, “Civil War” had essentially replaced all other terminology. It was not until the 1920s,
that the United Daughters of the Confederacy mounted a concerted – and well-publicized campaign for “The War Between the States.”614 This did not refer to Northern states vs. Southern
states – two divisions of the same federal body. It meant the States of the Union vs. the States of
the Confederacy and was purposed to affirm the legality of Southern secession in perpetuity.
Where Muzzey had repeatedly addressed this issue of nomenclature in previous books, his
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failure to provide any context for this change was irresponsible. By making the revision, he was
promoting a position he had never entertained for the purpose of selling textbooks. Furthermore,
he was encouraging inflammatory rhetoric that the South had largely abandoned. By 1955, fewer
than twenty-five percent of Southerners surveyed indicated a preference for “War Between The
States.”615 De Baets describes the harm inflicted quite aptly. Students were induced to “amnesia
regarding previously known history.”616 This had nothing to do with choosing sources or
interpreting sources. Here, Muzzey was manipulating previously created work to appeal to a
different audience: pragmatic abuse of history.
This manipulation is apparent in other changes. The addition of a reproduction of a
Gifford Beal mural is interesting. Beal painted the work in 1939 under the auspices of the New
Deal’s Federal Art Project. Only close inspection of the illustration reveals the Jordan Rifles of
Pennsylvania departing for Washington flying the Stars and Stripes. But as the major tenet of
reconciliationist dogma was that both sides fought valiantly and honorably for lofty ideals, the
caption ignored the flag and the blue uniforms.
In this fashion the young men of all times have gone forth gaily to risk their lives
for their country and their ideals. And older persons have always looked on
bravely, trying to hide their fears that the best of a whole generation is being
sacrificed.617
A reproduction of Northern “war envelopes” unflattering to the South was cut, as was a
photograph of slave cabins and a reproduction of the closing lines of the Emancipation
Proclamation in Lincoln’s hand.618 An iconic half-page photograph of Robert E. Lee was added,
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with a caption noting that the South’s “finest gentleman” was reputed to be “the greatest master
of military strategy” who, ultimately, accepted defeat graciously and courageously. On the facing
page, a quarter-page oil reproduction of Stonewall Jackson was inserted, with an equally
flattering description.619 Under his quarter-page photograph, Ulysses S. Grant was described as
“the ablest of the Northern generals” who, although “determined and resourceful,” “lacked the
personal magnetism [of Lee] . . . and although a great leader, was perhaps inferior to him in
strategy.”620 The depiction of Grant presenting Lee with the terms of surrender at Appomattox
was eliminated from the 1950 text.621 In conjunction with text from 1936 that was already
strongly reconciliationist, these images were a pathway to book sales in the South.
Although there are no official sales figures, anecdotal evidence offered by Frances
Fitzgerald in 1979 continues to be cited to assert that by 1950, Muzzey’s textbook was waning in
popularity.622 We do know that A History of Our Country was not reviewed after its release in
1936.623 The 1955 revision of A History of Our Country appeared the year after the decision in
Brown v. Board of Education was handed down, propelling the South into neo-Confederacy
outrage imagining the horrors of integration. It is difficult to believe the timing was coincidental.
Regardless, the 1955 book was an unmitigated, deliberate abuse of history for economic gain.
Whatever struggles Muzzey had fought for almost half a century, between racism and ethics,
between “truth” and legend, between censorship and economics, he capitulated completely in
this textbook. He had long since retired: perhaps the anonymity that afforded him played a role.

619

Muzzey, A History of Our Country (1955) (1950), 300-301.
Muzzey, A History of Our Country (1955) (1950), 314.
621
Muzzey, A History of Our Country (1955) (1936, 1946), 418.
622
Carolyn Brown, “The Struggle to be Seen: Changing Views of American Indians in U.S. High School History
Textbooks,” in (Re)Constructing Memory: Textbooks, Identity, Nation, and State, James H. Williams and Wendy D.
Bokhorst-Went, eds., (Rotterdam, The Netherlands: Sense Publishers, 2016), 54–55.
623
WorldCAT
620

233
It is doubtful that, even in retirement, he needed the income. But these are only “possibilities,”
not valid reasons or acceptable excuses.
In 1964 – the year before Muzzey’s death – A History of Our Country was reissued by
Ginn Publishing as Our Country’s History, under the co-authorship of Arthur Link. Nineteen
sixty-eight saw the first revision of this fourth iteration of History. According to David Muzzey,
and at some point between 1964 and 1968, the “War Between the States” reverted back to the
“Civil War,” Uncle Tom’s Cabin became a moral masterpiece, and the description under Grant’s
portrait noted that his “singleness of purpose and relentless drive [and his] vigor, daring,
courage, and iron determination brought final victory.”624 Perhaps a fitting end.
In his textbooks, over the course of almost half a century, David Muzzey went from
triumphant Unionist to self-censor to Southern apologist reconciliationist. In doing so, he abused
history. But while these abuses advanced white supremacy, that was incidental. Muzzey’s
motivation, throughout his career, was a marketable textbook, whether he was absolving the
Founding Fathers from perpetuating slavery to appease the Sons of the American Revolution in
An American History or waxing poetic on John C. Calhoun in A History of Our Country. De
Baets’ theory asks us to examine motivation. Because Muzzey’s publishing record and the
circumstances surrounding it are so well-documented, the Theory is a valuable tool for
identifying instances of abuse where they occur in the work in toto, as Muzzey’s content on
slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and Reconstruction evolved over time. But where de
Baets is not useful, is in proving history abuse at the heuristic and epistemological levels, within
Muzzey’s use of sources. In fact: here the Theory, as put forth by de Baets, invites the 21st
century historian to move from the subjective to the purely speculative, to hold Muzzey to 21st
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century standards, and to condemn him for the textbook he didn’t write, which would be, in and
of itself, abuse of history, according to de Baets’ Theory. Overall, however, the ways in which
David Muzzey’s textbook content moved toward reconciliationism and his motivation for doing
so offer a broad background against which to compare works by other popular early 20th century
textbook authors.
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CHAPTER FOUR
WILLIAM BACKUS GUITTEAU

This case study now turns to William Backus Guitteau, author of The History of the
United States: A Textbook for Secondary Schools (New York: Houghton Mifflin), originally
published in 1924. Guitteau’s textbook and publishing history offer interesting comparisons to
those of David Muzzey in three areas. First, Guitteau held a PhD from the University of
Pennsylvania. But unlike Muzzey, he was not an academic. Born in 1877 and raised in Toledo,
Ohio where he received a public-school education, Guitteau earned a law degree from Ohio State
University and a master’s degree in Economics from Cornell before turning to the study of
history. He devoted most of his life to public service, first in the Toledo Public School System
and later as an Internal Revenue Service Collector in the Herbert Hoover administration. On
retirement from public life, he lobbied for the Ohio Crushed Stone Association and eventually
resumed private law practice. Secondly, just as Muzzey maintained a lifelong interest in “ethical
culture,” Guitteau was influenced by the social movements of the Progressive Era and lectured
extensively on improving public education and municipal reform.625 And finally, one of
Guitteau’s early titles, Our United States: A History (New York: Silver Burdett, 1919) also came
under intense public scrutiny during the “history war” of the 1920s.
A succinct but flattering 1919 review of Our United States in The Journal of Education
pronounced Guitteau’s content on recent problems in municipal governments to be of “special
value,” and acknowledged that his devotion of “seventy pages or one-ninth of the book to the
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World War” was to be expected.626 A review of the 1923 revision in the same journal, however,
clearly shows that the textbook had come under scrutiny of aspiring censors. Guitteau, it noted,
“has always been intensely patriotic, ardently American, and brimful of inspiration. . . [He]
marshals facts skillfully and always reliably. . . his texts always reveal [his] devotion to the art of
teaching.”627 And, in fact, the first edition of Our United States had been identified for “proBritish bias” by New York City’s Commissioner of Accounts, David Hirshfield, who expected to
find his recommended corrections in the new edition.628 In his 1923 report, the Commissioner
expressed grudging gratification that Guitteau had “seen a new light since my [initial]
investigation of his history,” but whatever concessions Guitteau made in the new edition, they
were not sufficient. Ultimately, Hirshfield banned Our United States from New York Public City
Schools, as did Chicago Mayor William “Big Bill” Thompson, who accused his Superintendent
of Schools of treason for subjecting Chicago schoolchildren to “denaturalization” by use of U.S.
History books deemed to be “destroying patriotism.”629 The loss of even just these two major
markets would have been financially significant. Additionally, the fact that the 1923 edition was
printed only once in its eight-year lifespan is strongly suggestive of faltering adoptions
elsewhere. Perhaps then, it was misplaced optimism that produced one final revision in 1931,
which was also the textbook’s last printing. Here, again, a rather strange review of the 1931
edition in The Journal of Education seems to have been another attempt to rescue Our United
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States from the controversy surrounding it. The textbook was characterized as a “new book,” not
a revision. Aside from complimenting the maps and illustrations, the reviewer’s purpose was
singular, if ham-handed.
Our United States is written by an admirer of those who have made our United
States [for teachers who] earnestly desire to make better citizens of a better
country. . . Indeed, it has no trace of a suspicion that there has been any other
history of the United States [emphasis added].630
Educators liked Guitteau’s textbook, and commended, specifically, that which Hirshfield
objected to so vociferously.
Our United States strikes an even balance. . . Our relations with Great Britain,
France, and other countries are presented fairly and moderately [and] stir up no
rancor against foreign countries but [also promotes the view] of one who loves
America first and believes in her side of the case.631
Public condemnation of Our United States was far more muted than the hysteria over
Muzzey’s An American History. Guitteau was not personally attacked, singled out by patriotic
organizations, or held up as an example by newspapers as was Muzzey. While it might be argued
that the success of An American History rendered Muzzey a highly visible, prime target,
criticism of Guitteau was largely confined to his “pro-British” bias. An American History, on the
other hand, was triply damned, condemned for unflattering portrayal of the Founders, pro-British
bias, and pervasive classism. Guitteau’s response to attempted censorship of his textbook also
seems to have been negligible compared to that of David Muzzey, who appeared at hearings,
released a new title, and published a written condemnation of his critics. Guitteau made some
recommended changes to one revision to mollify David Hirshfield but stood enough ground to
see the textbook banned in New York schools. There is no evidence that Guitteau ever spoke
publicly in his own defense. While there is a myriad of possible reasons for these diverse
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responses, including straightforward differences in character and personality, the financial
implications of the book bans had to affect Muzzey far more seriously than they did Guitteau,
who had made his fortune in business and law. Furthermore, if Muzzey feared aspersions cast on
his character and his professorial reputation might threaten his position at Columbia University,
academic standing would not have been an issue for Guitteau. Ultimately, however, the financial
and professional variables that charted Guitteau’s path through the “history war” of the 1920s
bear consideration in analysis of his second history textbook.

The History of the United States: A Textbook for Secondary Schools

The History of the United States: A Textbook for Secondary Schools was released by
Houghton Mifflin in 1924, the year after Hirshfield banned Guitteau’s grammar school textbook.
There is no evidence of any notice by patriotic organizations, but by then, Guitteau had been
dealing with their objections for five years. The Journal of Education, was, yet again, very
obviously determined to head off any potential complaints, albeit in what can only be described
as an endorsement of self-censorship:
Dr. Guitteau has demonstrated great skill in keeping fully abreast of the times,
daring to see that studying history in 1925 is an entirely different proposition from
studying it in 1915. . . There is no period [in U.S. History] that is not liable to
need elimination or a muffler because of the World War and Dr. Guitteau has the
art of knowing when to put on the dimmer.. . Without wavering in the telling of
the whole truth [he] avoids telling the truth in an offensive way. [History] today
requires tact in being patriotic, in satisfying the men who went overseas and those
who were ardent supporters of the War and not stir up those who are supercritical
of patriotic expressions of war enthusiasts.632
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Although The History was in use in only one of Agnes Connell’s forty-three New
England high schools, the textbook was very successful for a quarter-century, undergoing five
revisions and multiple reprints between initial publication and 1946. 633 There were no changes to
content on slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, or Reconstruction until the 1937 revision.
Guitteau was not a reconciliationist and it is very unlikely that the book’s early incarnations saw
any significant use in the South.
Not surprisingly, given his philosophical drubbing by Chicago’s mayor, Guitteau
prefaced his second textbook not with Anglo-American foreign relations revisionism, but with
the more guarded observation that while “the main events of American History cannot be
changed, . . . there are new points of view, new heights of vision from which one may look
backward.” To illustrate his point, Guitteau posited:
The agitation of a comparatively small group of women for social and political
reforms appeared of slight importance in the age before the Civil War; but today
such achievements as prison and temperance reform, equal suffrage, and the
restriction of child labor, loom larger and larger. Hence, the modern textbook
which neglects the influence of American women on American history tells less
than half of the story.634
The history textbook, Guitteau noted “not only records facts but interprets life . . . The question
of emphasis – the problem of correlation to show development – these are [its functions].”635
If The History of the United States seems dry to the 21st century reader, it is due to
content, not style. Guitteau’s writing was clear and – for the period – concise. His material was
presented logically, explained coherently, and included appropriate examples. He wrote
dispassionately, but not without enthusiasm: “The marvelous industrial age in which we live
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suggests the need of greater emphasis upon the economic die of history.”636 His “greater
emphasis” on the minutia of agricultural and industrial economics – “history should be taught as
a succession of economic and political steps occasionally interrupted by war” – reflected both his
Progressive leanings and emerging trends in pedagogy.637
Guitteau’s high school textbook does not lend itself to application of de Baets’ theory on
the abuse of history as readily as Muzzey’s An American History. The Guitteau book included
“General References” at the close of every chapter, but these were not delineated by topic and
often lacked page numbers. The inability to dispositively connect specific source material to
specific textbook content, therefore, renders identification of abuse at the heuristic and
epistemological levels more difficult and dependent on the incontrovertible presence of obvious
themes or hypotheses attributable to single scholars.
Guitteau’s fascination, perhaps his obsession, with economics as a primary motivator of
society was clearly present in his discussion of early slavery. “General References” for the
sixteen-page chapter on social and industrial conditions in the colonies included no fewer than
seven economic histories.638 In the one paragraph devoted to the “profitable” transatlantic slave
trade, he did note that slaves were “the absolute property of their masters and had no redress,
even against the most cruel and inhumane treatment.” Guitteau concluded that slavery
disappeared in the North because it was not economically viable and observed that “many
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Southern Colonies at first opposed the introduction of slavery,” but the need for labor and the
harsh climate that suited slaves prevailed. 639
Guitteau’s content on antebellum slavery was far ahead of its time. He discussed the
context of western expansion, was frank in his descriptions of “ignorant, brutal” overseers, the
inhumanity of separating families, and the short lifespans on Louisiana sugar plantations. In what
may have been a veiled reference to the work of Ulrich Phillips, the “great paternal narrative” as
a Southern defense of slavery, was described cryptically as “sincere.” Guitteau did not lead
student readers to believe such an argument was justified.640 Noting that the “hateful” Fugitive
Slave Law of 1850 “offended the conscious of the North,” Guitteau observed that the “worst
feature of all, negroes who had been living in peace and quiet at the North for many years might
be arrested and sent back to slavery.”641 The half-page devoted to the Dred Scott decision did not
reflect the elegant dissection of Theodore Clarke Smith in Parties and Slavery, which Guitteau
included in his General References. Smith had begun his analysis by noting:
Had this opinion, with all its glaring inconsistencies, stood as that of a united
court, its length, learning, and authority would have made it impressive, but it was
almost as much damaged as supported by the variety in the concurring
opinions.642
Guitteau instead offered a cursory summary without mention of how Chief Justice Taney had
bent and tortured the law to make his ruling stand, noting only that “the decision. . . of the judges
was against Scott’s claim.”643
Despite this anti-slavery slant, Guitteau’s economic treatment of King Cotton was drawn
directly from William Dodd’s The Cotton Kingdom (New Haven: Yale, 1920) and, essentially,
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blamed slaves for suffocating Southern agriculture and perpetuating the institution of their own
bondage. Slaves were “ignorant, clumsy, and wasteful” and motivated only by fear, but they
certainly weren’t “merry.” This absence of efficiency stifled scientific advances and drove the
need for new land and more slaves.644 Guitteau’s inclusion of social and political manipulation
of poor whites by aristocratic planters was also drawn directly from Dodd’s work and reflected
that progressive scholar’s most enduring legacy. As Guitteau observed, “the Southern political
system was really a government of the few, maintained by and for the slaveholders.”645 From a
21st century perspective, Guitteau’s treatment of slavery evokes anachronistic disappointment. In
many ways, he seemed so close to “getting it.” Ultimately, however, while he was willing and
able to look critically at slavery as an institution, he failed to connect its fatal social and
educational impact on blacks themselves. It is easy to attribute this to the social prejudice of the
day and call it one of the few failures in Guitteau’s otherwise scientific, objective thinking. But it
is important to note, that in relying on William E. Dodd, Guitteau was working from the most
liberal, white-authored scholarly source in existence at the time. Ulrich Phillips also argued that
slavery was an economic disaster. But textbook authors who relied on American Negro Slavery
had to deal with Phillips’ assertions of inherent black inferiority, merry slaves in snug cabins,
kindly slaveowners, and the necessity of slavery for social control. Dodd, on the other hand,
consistently refrained from social commentary on the peculiar institution. In 1924, the only path
to reconciling the evils of the slave system and those who endured them would have been
through the use of black-authored primary sources. While this sounds uncomplicated in the
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context of the 21st century, Guitteau could not have been expected to research, synthesize, and
write the social history of slavery for a high school textbook. The subject was completely outside
his area of expertise – his dissertation was titled “The Constitutional limitations on special
legislation concerning municipalities.”646 As is the case today, and as it always has been,
textbook authors are expected to rely on secondary sources. To his credit, Guitteau rejected the
sole reigning white academic “authority” on plantation life, Ulrich Phillips, but in so doing, he
created a vacuum he was unable to fill. This issue clearly illustrates the necessity of looking
beyond early 20th century history textbook authors as simply privileged prejudiced products of
their time, bent on promoting white supremacy. They all were, albeit to differing degrees. But to
understand the particulars, the “whys and hows,” we must consider the resources available to
them and the choices they made in using them.
Guitteau also seems to have made another very deliberate choice. For his extensive
content on abolitionism, he relied in part on Albert Bushnell Hart’s Slavery and Abolition: 1831
– 1841 (New York: Harper, 1906). Hart, in turn, had relied on primary source anti-slavery
publications. However, Guitteau did not utilize any of Hart’s content on slavery, which had
relied on Frederick Law Olmsted’s acclaimed 1856 work, A Journey in the Seaboard Slave
States (New York: Dix & Edwards, 1856). Journey was a sickeningly racist work even by 1927
standards. In that section, Hart included a quote from the Olmstead work that described a group
of slave women working on a road as “clumsy, awkward, gross, elephantine in all their
movements; pouting, grinning, and leering at us; sly, sensual, and shameless in all their
expressions and demeanor.”647 This was clearly a picture Guitteau was unwilling to paint.
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Compared to other contemporaneous textbooks, Guitteau’s discussion of white
abolitionists is surprising and admirable; five pages of what could be considered social history.648
Attributing early abolitionist spirit to Jacksonian democracy, Guitteau recounted the efforts of
Benjamin Lundy and James Birney in some detail, including establishment of the Liberty Party
and the support the men garnered based on their “legal and constitutional” methods. Angelina
Grimke held “immense audiences in Philadelphia and New York spellbound with her eloquence
[while] she pleaded the cause of freedom.” Garrison was pronounced “extreme uncompromising,
and spectacular” in his initial editorial for The Liberator: “I will not equivocate – I will not
retreat a single inch – and I will be heard!” [emphasis original]. Nat Turner’s rebellion and the
South’s reaction were described even-handedly, with only the suggestion that “some of the
doctrines” advanced by Garrison “might easily be understood as an invitation to revolt” but
without authorial intimation that revolt would have been inevitable or wrong.649
Guitteau’s connection between anti-abolitionist violence and growth of the movement
was particularly compelling. Recounting the reaction of a young Wendell Phillips listening to the
Massachusetts Attorney General justifying the mob violence that killed abolitionist editor Elijah
Lovejoy in Illinois, Guitteau described Phillips pointing to the portraits of Hancock and Adams
hanging in Faneuil Hall.
He said that when he heard the. . . attorney general placing the . . . murderers side
by side with Hancock and Adams, he thought “those pictured lips . . . would have
broken into voice to rebuke the recreant American – the slanderer of the dead.”650
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Of the authors examined for this case study who discussed Uncle Tom’s Cabin, only
Guitteau did not describe it as exaggerated or over-blown. He detailed Stowe’s visit to Kentucky
and her compassion for her own black servant who was married to a Kentucky slave.
Out of these personal experiences, Harriet Beecher Stowe wrote a story of slavery
which threw a pitiless white light upon the inherent evils of the institution. The
book proved the impossibility of uniting slavery with freedom under the same
government. . .. The Northern boys who read [it] soon became voters, and their
votes were cast for the new Republican Party formed to oppose the extension of
slavery.651
Beyond this eloquent commentary on Stowe’s work, the brief statement regarding the mission of
the Republican Party was a major statement for the time. Guitteau seems to have drawn the
background on Stowe from Theodore Clarke Smith’s Parties and Slavery. Smith conceded that
the book was “based in every detail upon facts” and a formidable force in garnering support for
abolitionism. But Smith also noted “it was not a fair representation of the slave system.”
Guitteau obviously rejected this assessment. Furthermore, as this strong tendency to discredit
Stowe’s work was almost pro forma for this period of textbook writing, Guitteau’s content
strongly suggested his own beliefs regarding its significance and veracity.652
Guitteau’s “non-treatment” of black abolitionists is, perhaps, more disappointing than the
conspicuous absence of slaves in his content on slavery. It certainly is less justifiable. For
Guitteau’s reference list included Wilbur H. Siebert’s The Underground Railway: From Slavery
to Freedom (New York: Macmillan, 1898). The Siebert work, with an introduction by Albert
Bushnell Hart, was truly a remarkable example of scientific history. From interviews and
correspondence with participants, their friends, and their children, Siebert amassed a “database”
of over 3,200 names and created detailed maps. His estimations on the number of successful
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escapes prompted Bushnell to pronounce “the census figures of 1850 and 1860 are shown to be
willfully false.” Harriet Tubman, Henry “Box” Brown, Frederick Douglass and many other lesswell known black abolitionists were given their due in Siebert’s condemnation of the “peculiar
institution.”653 Yet the only example Guitteau included in his chapter was a puzzling observation
that Frederick Douglass had been severely injured by “missiles hurled” while addressing an
abolitionist meeting. Not only was the reader left to ponder who “Frederick Douglass” was, but
Guitteau failed to mention that he was black.654
Guitteau was not alone in ignoring black abolitionists, however. It is one of the few
common threads running through all the textbooks examined in this study. It could be argued that
by including the Siebert work on his reference list, Guitteau was endorsing its content. But it is
also possible he consulted the work and rejected it. We do know that the reviewer for the
American Historical Review had nothing but praise for both the methodology and the content of
The Underground Railway.
A conspicuous merit of this work is its author’s careful reference to the sources of
information he consulted. The authorities for all statements of fact are given in
abundant footnotes. He does not yield to the temptation to give in detail romantic
incidents of the notable dashes for freedom that he chronicles. . . He names not
only the leaders and heroes of the movement, but humbler devotees to the cause
of liberty. . . Professor Seibert does not overrate the importance of the
Underground Railway when he says it was ‘one of the greatest forces that brought
on the Civil War, and thus, destroyed slavery.’655
But a positive book review did not obligate a scholar to rely on the source, any more than it does
today.
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How, then, should we think about the absence of black abolitionists in Guitteau’s book?
Even though Guitteau had a reliable source available to him, he could have been making an
editorial choice. Except for his mention of Frederick Douglass. Failing to identify him as black
was deliberate unless we believe that A. Guitteau didn’t know Douglass was black; or B.
Guitteau believed students did know Douglass was black; or C. Guitteau considered Douglass’
race unimportant. None of these are plausible. Given the virtually universal practice of excluding
black abolitionists from history textbooks, Guitteau was attempting to include Frederick
Douglass without truthfully including him. His intent was to deceive. In de Baets’ Typology of
Abuses, this is abuse of history at the heuristic level: misuse of sources and depriving the reader
of information they should have. It is ironic that the only textbook author in this study to mention
Frederick Douglass abused history in doing so. But while de Baets is useful here in identifying
an example of history abuse, unless a pattern of failures to identify black abolitionists as “black”
emerges in examination of other textbooks, the abuse was idiosyncratic. It offers no help in
identifying overarching commonalities within the sample group, identifiable patterns of history
abuse used to advance white supremacy in history textbooks.
Guitteau was an “irrepressible conflict” man. Preventing disunion following Lincoln’s
election was “practically impossible.” The South’s grievance – “the realization that the moral
sentiment of the North condemned slavery” – was “intangible” and, therefore, “impossible to
redress.”656 Slavery was the root cause of the Civil War, not States’ Rights or economics or
diversity in cultural traditions. “The North would not admit that slavery was right. . .The South
would not tolerate [a President and party] which denounced slavery as a heinous wrong.”657
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The General References list for Guitteau’s chapter on Reconstruction was a Dunning
School fiesta. It included two early works by narrative historians who worshipped Dunning,
Dunning’s own Reconstruction, Political and Economic (New York: Harper, 1877) and The
Sequel of Appomattox (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1919) by W.L. Fleming, a Dunning
acolyte.658 But in taking a “Union triumphant” approach to the War and then trying to rely on
Dunning School thought for Reconstruction, Guitteau produced contradictions in his own
content.659 In one chapter, Guitteau described former slaves who often fled plantations for Union
lines and who were aided and protected by the Freedmen’s Bureau and the Civil Rights Act of
1865.660 In the next chapter, he described “the ignorant and helpless four millions [who]
remained on the plantations, patiently submissive to their absent owners,” and whose only hope
post-War was “the humanity and goodwill of their former owners.” 661 Departing entirely from
Dunning, Guitteau did not justify the Black Codes – which he explained in some depth.
For example, there were vagrancy laws imposing a fine on negroes who wandered
about instead of working. White men might pay these fines, then compel the
negroes to work off the debt. . . Apprentice laws [compelled young negroes] to
work without any wages except their board and clothes.662
He agreed with Dunning that their objective was “to secure and maintain white supremacy,” but
he omitted Dunning’s cri de coeur - that this was the natural, right, and proper state of society.
While the “hateful feature” of Congressional Reconstruction was the “negro ballot,” which
“enthroned ignorance,” Guitteau did not condemn black male suffrage as a grotesque error,
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blame the freedmen for the failure of Reconstruction or laud the eventual installation of redeemer
governments.663 In the end, Guitteau simply noted, the election of Rutherford Hayes as
“lessening the bitterness resulting from the war and reconstruction.”664
In his portrayal of slavery, Guitteau chose William E. Dodd over Ulrich B. Phillips.
Where Reconstruction was concerned, William A. Dunning was the sole, white, scientific,
academic authority. His name had to appear on the textbook reference list even if most of his
arguments were omitted from what was a very brief chapter. Guitteau covered the Civil War in a
four-chapter unit of almost fifty pages. He devoted fourteen pages to Reconstruction before
moving on to a chapter on Foreign Relations. More baffling, however, was that Guitteau, with
his enthusiasm for economic history, titled his chapter “Political and Social Reconstruction”
even as he relied on Dunning’s Reconstruction: Political and Economic for its content. In fact:
there is no economic history in Guitteau’s content on Reconstruction and the chapter reads very
much like Guitteau just wanted to finish it.665 This is not to suggest that William Guitteau was a
1930s monument to fairmindedness and racial parity. There is a surfeit of bigotry and prejudice
guaranteed to offend the contemporary reader. But his implied rejection of Dunning School
inherent black inferiority and the Black Codes as the logical successor to slavery, as necessary
and proper means of social control, speak to some level of struggle or uncertainty with the topic.
From a contemporary perspective, it is tempting to argue that, if Guitteau was troubled by
his portrayal of Reconstruction, he could have turned to W.E.B. Du Bois’ Black Reconstruction
in America (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1935) in his 1937 revision. However, as discussed in
reference to David Muzzey, that argument would be anachronistic and disingenuous. But
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Guitteau did make changes to content germane to this study in that revision. What had been “The
Civil War” since 1924 became “The War Between the States” and Guitteau added stridently
reconciliationist prefaces to his chapters on the War and on Reconstruction.
Time gives perspective. Today we view the [war] as something more than a
struggle between . . . the North and South. . . This war was really a conflict
between different economic systems and between contrasting political ideals . . .
We shall follow the course of the armies, marveling at the heroism of the men in
blue. . . and the valor of the grey-clad ranks.666
Guitteau opened his preface to Reconstruction in agreement with journalist Claude Bowers’
sickeningly racist best seller:
The period following the year 1865 has been well-named “The Tragic Era” . . . we
[will turn away from] the sordid record of corruption in both North and South [to
learn of] the indominable spirit which made a greater New South out of the
wreckage of war.667
This retreat from northern moral absolutism toward Lost Cause mythology is mystifying.668 But
even more puzzling is that, except for the prefaces and the new nomenclature, Guitteau made
only one other change to his content on the War. He eliminated a half-page photograph of the
Lincoln Memorial.669 Whether the 1937 revision was Guitteau’s idea or Houghton Mifflin’s;
whether he made the revisions or just approved them: the resulting book painted strange, hybrid
versions of the War and Reconstruction. Furthermore, if this was a tactic to market the book in
the former Confederacy, even based solely on Guitteau’s portrayal of Harriet Beecher Stowe and
Uncle Tom’s Cabin, it would have had no chance of succeeding.
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David Saville Muzzey made the same about face in his 1955 revision: the year after
Brown v. Board of Education mobilized the white South against the perceived horrors of
integration. But there was no corresponding watershed event on Guitteau’s timeline.
Reconciliationism and close monitoring of history textbooks in the South had been the norm for
four decades in 1937. Furthermore, there is no indication that he had a scholastic epiphany
during which Southern secession became constitutional and the War was fought over States’
Rights. Additional book revenue from Southern sales is the only plausible motivation for the
changes made to the 1937 revision. It is impossible to determine if the changes did stimulate
sales in the South. The textbook did undergo two additional revisions, the last of which was in
1946 but this cannot be dispositively connected to Southern adoptions. It is impossible to
ascertain whether the reconciliationist slant was Guitteau’s idea or implemented at the insistence
of his publisher. But it is also immaterial: long before A History was published, the terminal
degree had become the definer of “professional historian.” The American Historical Association
wanted textbooks authored by professional historians and Guitteau held a PhD. That made him
responsible for the content.
Guitteau’s textbook publishing career was far less dramatic than was David Muzzey’s.
Guitteau had the advantage of wealth independent from his book royalties. He weathered the
banning of his first textbook and wrote another, which was quite successful. We cannot know if
Guitteau realized – or even cared - that the changes he did make in 1937 would not “counteract”
that which remained unchanged. The textbook still described slavery as cruel and inhuman. Its
portrayal of white abolitionists and the Underground Railway was still very positive. And Harriet
Beecher Stowe was still depicted as a heroic voice of truth. Regardless, William Guitteau, like
David Muzzey, was manipulating previously created work to appeal to a different audience:
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pragmatic abuse of history. Here we do have an emerging pattern that contributes to
understanding the incidental promotion of white supremacy. De Baets describes the harm
inflicted quite aptly. Students were induced to “amnesia regarding previously known history.”670
As is the case with David Muzzey, applying de Baets’ Theory to Guitteau’s use of
sources to identify heuristic or epistemological irresponsibility is an exercise in futility. It is
impossible to dispositively determine intent. However, here, one source both men chose not to
use is significant. Neither textbook advanced the “merry slave / snug cabins” arguments of
Ulrich Phillips. Also, neither author embraced Dunning’s overarching position of inherent black
inferiority. To do so would have been perfectly acceptable scholarship within the standards of
professionalized history at the time. Phillips and Dunning were both accepted by academia as
having established the “objective truth” through scientific historical research and footnotes.
Furthermore, it would have been in accordance with the pervasive atmosphere of
reconciliationism. Hence, it would be difficult to argue anything except authorial exercise of
moral choice. Certainly, the works of both authors advanced white supremacy. But far less
effectively than they could have. Overall, the commonalities in Muzzey’s and Guitteau’s work
suggest unexpected emerging patterns to be confirmed or dismissed in examination of additional
textbooks.
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CHAPTER FIVE
RALPH VOLNEY HARLOW

The next textbook included in the case study is Ralph Volney Harlow’s Story of America,
which was first published in 1937, and revised in 1941, 1943, 1947, and 1949. There were no
changes made to the topics examined for this study until 1947, which is the last edition examined
for this study.
Harlow was born in Claremont, New Hampshire in 1884. His education began at Mount
Hermon School for Boys in Massachusetts, a progressive evangelical institution founded in 1881
on the tenets of social justice and service to the community. It was committed to providing
quality education for the poor. From its founding, Mount Hermon was committed to a racially
and ethnically diverse student body. Of the first 100 students accepted, sixteen were Native
Americans, and it counted among its first graduates a former slave as well as students from
China, Sweden, England, Ireland, Canada, and Japan.671 After earning a PhD from Yale
University in 1913 under the rather conservative mentorship of Wilbur C. Abbott – a critic of
“new history” touted by James Harvey Robinson and embraced by David Muzzey - Harlow
began his academic career at Simmons College. Abbott had inspired Harlow to focus his
research on the political career of Samuel Adams, but a move to Boston University in 1920 and
shared office space with sociologist Ernest R. Groves led to Harlow’s growing interest in
psychohistory. In 1923 he published Samuel Adams, Promoter of the American Revolution: A
Study in Psychology and Politics, which was an Adlerian plunge into the subconscious mind of
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Boston’s most famous brewer.672 Reviewers did not mince words. Writing for the New Republic,
James Truslow compared Harlow’s approach to mounting a runaway hobbyhorse and being
“pitched into the ditch.”673 Less metaphorical criticisms accused Harlow of distorting the history
to fit a preconceived psychological profile. The American Historical Review termed the work
“unsound” and “certainly not definitive.”674 But this peer rejection of his methodology
apparently did not concern Harlow, who employed it in subsequent original research and in his
textbooks.
Harlow’s first textbook, published in 1925 - The Growth of the United States (New York:
Henry Holt) – was for college students and received favorable reviews. During his thirty-fiveyears in academia, Harlow produced twenty-eight works in 197 publications. Except for a 1939
biography of Gerrit Smith, most of these were book reviews and textbooks. Harlow was a
member of the American Historical Society and Phi Beta Kappa, but little else is known of his
personal or professional life. Sometime during his tenure at Syracuse University, prior to his
1948 retirement, psychologist and eugenicist James McKeen Cattell authored an entry on Harlow
in Leaders in Education: A Biographical Directory, however no copies of that work have
survived.675
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Story of America

Harlow’s high school textbook, Story of America (New York: Henry Holt), was published
in 1937 and underwent four revisions.676 Four of the New England school systems responding to
Agnes Connell’s 1944 history textbook survey indicated it was currently in use for eleventh
grade United States History.677 But unlike the works of Muzzey and Guitteau, according to
Carpenter’s The Treatment of the Negro in American History School Textbooks, Harlow’s
textbook was also widely adopted in the South. Copies examined for this study bore school
system stamps from Texas and Georgia. Harlow included very brief bibliographies, not at the
close of each chapter, but at the end of every eighty-to-ninety-page unit. This makes it very
difficult to apply de Baets’ theory of heuristic and epistemological history abuse because direct
relationships between sources, specific textbook content, and intent, with several notable
exceptions, are impossible to make.
Story was well-written. Harlow’s style was engaging; straightforward without being dry.
He strived for emphasis on economic and social factors but stressed the importance of political
history. “Military affairs [were] kept within narrow limits.” But within his “political history”
were the enduring themes of States’ Rights and protection of property. And one of his “military
affairs” was “The War Between the States.”678
Harlow’s astute 1937 economic and geographic evolution of slavery is startling in its
similarity to that advanced in 2003 by Ira Berlin in Generations of Captivity (Boston: Harvard
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University Press, 2004).679 Harlow began by noting that the first Africans who landed in Virginia
in 1619 were not sold as slaves, but as indentured servants and that the “Negro population grew
very slowly.”680 Slavery grew in response to the demands of indigo, tobacco and rice, and was
codified in law beginning in 1656 and legalized in 1661, by which time it was endemic in all the
colonies. With codification and legalization, slaves sunk below indentured servants on the social
scale. The latter, “at least. . . could look forward eventually to complete freedom and, if they
were lucky, farms of their own.” Story discussed soil exhaustion and the move to wheat and
mixed farming in the upper South, its effects on slave sales and reproduction rates, and the
concurrent development of the plantation system and slavery.681 As did Berlin, Harlow even
distinguished between the entrepreneurial / overly optimistic, cash-strapped would-be planter
“pioneers” who, with very small numbers of slaves, broke acreage in the new “cotton belt,”
versus wealthy, established planters who bought them out on the cheap once the new concerns
floundered.682
Harlow’s social and political discourse on slavery, however, bore stronger resemblance to
Mildred Rutherford than it did to Ira Berlin. He assured readers that slavery would be discussed
“without apologies for the system,” but then proceeded to engage in the most odious, boilerplate
Southern defensive apologies. Slaveowners were, generally “kind and humane men.” Slaves
were usually not treated harshly. Certainly, most slaves did not work willingly, but there were
other ways to compel them besides force, such as coaxing them with “two outfits of clothing
each year” and roast beef at Christmas.683 Slaves were impervious to the heat and humidity that
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white men could not tolerate. It was fortunate, Harlow noted, that the “great majority” of slaves
were not “seriously disturbed by their social status.” If properly fed and cared for by mostly
generous masters, they were “secure in provision of the necessities of life” and “remained
happy.”684 These arguments were a decided active promotion of white supremacy. For while
Harlow did not state per se that blacks were inherently inferior to whites, his content afforded the
student only that conclusion. Such views were the heart of the pro-slavery, paternalist narrative
that Southerners trotted out for years in defense of their peculiar institution.
Where and when Harlow became a Southern apologist is a mystery. The black population
in his home state of New Hampshire in the 19th century was very low. By 1847, there were no
slaves in New Hampshire, which formally abolished the practice in 1857.685 His mentor, Wilbur
Cortez, was a Europeanist, best known for his admiration of Oliver Cromwell and authorship of
The Expansion of Europe (London: Bell, 1919). Harlow’s psychohistory inspiration, sociologist
Ernest R. Groves was northern born and, according to his obituary, “a compassionate, thoughtful,
well-respected man” who taught the first college course on marriage. However, mid-life, Groves
did relocate to the South where he taught until his death. And his middle initial “R” stands for
“Rutherford.”686 This certainly could be purely coincidental. It is just difficult to understand how
someone who came from a home that sent him to Mount Herman, arguably the most liberal,
progressive preparatory school in the entire country, became an after-the-fact Confederate.
Harlow laid the groundwork for his pro-slavery arguments early in his discussion of the
framing of the Constitution. It would have been indiscernible to contemporaneous educators and

684

Harlow, Story (1937), 67–68.
J. Gordon Hylton, “Before there were ‘Red’ and ‘Blue’ States there were ‘Free States’ and ‘Slave States,’”
Marquette Law School Faculty Blog, Dec. 20, 2012. https://law.marquette.edu/facultyblog.
686
“Ernest Groves,” NCFR History Book, National Council on Family Relations.
https://history.ncfr.org/people/ernestgroves/ Accessed June 22, 2022.
685

258
students, but he returned repeatedly to the Constitutional protection of “property.” And in a fairly
eloquent logical fallacy, he argued that since the decisions of state judges “must take account of
the Constitution,” they were “all agents for upholding [it],” strongly implying, then, that all their
rulings were, in fact, constitutional.687
Harlow deplored abolitionists. His vitriolic language and ad hominem attacks strongly
suggest some unexplainable personal rancor that went beyond scholarly observation. In a
scathing review of Catherine Gilbertson’s biography, Harriet Beecher Stowe, published the same
year that Story was released, Harlow called on psychohistory to argue that Stowe “contributed
nothing to the thought of her time.” He pronounced her a maladjusted personality and an
“adolescent who never grew up. Stowe, he declared, was “a women who could never get the
better of her environment,” and someone who “spent more time than was necessary being sorry
for herself.”688
Two years later, in his 1939 biography of Gerrit Smith, Harlow offered a similar
position. Of abolitionists, he wrote:
Their specialty was exaggeration and abuse, misrepresentation and invective,
qualities that call for deftness in the choice of words, but certainly not for brainpower or penetrating wisdom. To qualify as a good abolitionist, therefore, one
needed to be long on emotionalism and short, very short, on honest analysis and
readiness to deal with facts.689
With this work, Harlow seems to have redeemed himself from the academic scorn leveled at him
for his Samuel Adams fiasco. The Gerrit Smith work was widely reviewed and praised, with at
least one reviewer echoing Harlow’s style of scholarship, pronouncing the abolitionist “a bigot
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convinced of his own rightness.”690 Only Williston J. Lofton, writing for The Journal of Negro
History pushed back, observing that “it is clear that [Harlow] interprets Smith in light of his own
views. . . especially [those on] slavery.”691
Not surprisingly, then, Story was not flattering to abolitionism in general. But Harlow
reserved his strongest rancor for William Lloyd Garrison, devoting almost six detailed pages to
the publisher of The Liberator and “the violent societies” that “ended all reform efforts in the
South.”692 “Moderate reformers,” Harlow declared, “were willing to speak pleasantly of their
opponents and to proceed gradually toward their objective.” Garrison, on the other hand, was an
instigator who chose to portray “the worst and most revolting aspects of slavery” and a
hypocritical pacifist who “supported slave insurrections.”693 Disagreement within the abolitionist
movement was presented as flawed patriotism on the part of Garrisonians and “evidence” of the
movement’s failure. Harlow’s detailed history of the organized anti-slavery movement was
accurate. Garrison did advocate “disunion.” He was a pacifist who rejoiced at the outbreak of
War: two points that no other author examined for this study included. If his conclusions are
certainly reprehensible to the 21st century reader, Harlow cannot be faulted for misrepresenting
the facts. With one puzzling exception. In 1844, around the time Garrison added “No Union
With Slaveholders” to the masthead of The Liberator, fellow radical Wendell Phillips offered a

690

William J. Van Schreeven, [untitled review], New York History, 20, no.3, (1939): 345.
Williston H. Lofton, [untitled review], The Journal of Negro History, 24, no.4, (1939): 458.
692
See footnote #105.
693
Harlow, Story (1937), 343.
691

260
resolution that all abolitionists employed by the federal government should immediately resign
their positions.
Resolved: that secession from the present United States Government is the duty of
every abolitionist, since no one can take office [emphasis added] under the United
States Constitution without violating his anti-slavery principles and rendering
himself an abettor of the slaveholder in his sin.694
Phillips’ resolution was clearly speaking to individual consciences on the payroll of a
government he considered corrupt. Harlow’s placement of this quotation, however, presented it
as supporting evidence of the desire of Garrisonians for “disunion,” noting immediately after:
Not all abolitionists. . . supported advocated secession from the Union. . . They
could see no sense in breaking up the country. Even if the Northern states should
withdraw, slavery would be more firmly established in the South than ever.695
This may seem inconsequential – especially since Phillips did support disunion – but it was
deliberate on Harlow’s part. He knew what Phillips was referring to. For on the next page, in
Harlow’s discussion of Southern response to abolitionism, he noted:
There were some Southerners who went as far in their direction as Garrison went
in his. They would not vote in national elections and they would not hold federal
office [emphasis added] because to do so would amount to association with the
criminal abolitionists. But the majority of Southern leaders preferred to work
through Congress and to protect their rights through the national government.696
Here is a rare example of easily documented abuse of history at de Baets’ epistemological level,
made possible only by Harlow’s deliberate misuse of a specific primary source. To more fully
support his pro-Southern position on the abolition movement – to add another prominent
abolitionist name to disunion support - Harlow deliberately manipulated the historical record.
Harlow continued, for five pages, vilifying the abolitionists in general and Garrison in
particular. Not surprisingly, there was no mention of Garrison’s strong religious devotion and his
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Protestant evangelical background, which was undoubtedly very similar to the author’s. Harlow
omitted Garrison’s initial reaction to John Brown’s raid – “misguided, wild and apparently
insane.” Ultimately, according to Harlow, all abolitionists accomplished was jeopardizing
Southern lives, inciting sectional strife, impeding national government, and preventing peaceable
resolution of the differences between North and South.697 But except for the Wendell Phillips
quotation, Harlow’s content on abolition is particularly alarming for the skill with which he
constructed it. In his zeal to condemn the movement, his very detailed account relied on
interpretations, generalizations and omissions. Theoretically, it could certainly be faulted for
bias, but not for inaccuracy.
Harlow laid the groundwork for justification of secession early on, in New England’s
distaste for Jefferson’s trade policies and the Louisiana Purchase. His bolded topic sentence –
“The Federalists proposed secession to save New England” – was followed by a fairly
detailed discussion of Massachusetts Senator Timothy Pickering’s 1804 “prophecy” in which he
envisioned “the establishment of a new confederacy exempt from the corrupt and corrupting
influence and oppression of aristocratic Democrats of the South [all emphasis original]”698
Harlow seems to have been somewhat confused regarding the 1814 Hartford Convention, when
the (albeit, short-lived) idea of New England secession surfaced again. There was no mention of
secession in his discussion of that topic. Harlow declared only that Convention “members
reasserted Madison’s doctrine of states’ rights and state supremacy” when New England’s
economic issues were actually rooted in opposition to the fallout from “Mr. Madison’s War.”699
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Harlow’s logic regarding Southern secession was interesting. First, he declared very
succinctly and incorrectly that “the one outstanding issue of [Lincoln’s] campaign was the
national government against states’ rights, union against disunion.” He then followed with two
full pages documenting the decades of antebellum Southern domination of national politics via
state parity in the Senate, the Three-Fifths Clause, composition of the Supreme Court, and the
preponderance of Southerners (or Southern sympathizers) in the White House. While he failed to
explain how Lincoln’s election would alter parity in the Senate, the Three-Fifths Clause, or the
short-term composition of the Supreme Court, his conclusion was that “since there was no
Republican following in the South, slaveholders would find themselves with no voice in the
[Lincoln] administration.”700 The prospect of “powerlessness” seemed to “justify the [South]
forming a new government.” As we have seen, he noted, “dissatisfied minorities, both North and
South had sometimes talked about nullification and secession. The South was now prepared to
put the doctrine of states’ rights into practice.”701 South Carolina seceded, according to Harlow,
“because the federal Constitution, adopted as an experiment, had proved detrimental [and]
intolerable to the South. . . [it] seceded to protect its economic interests and social system both
tied together by slavery.” It seceded because “Northern approval” of John Brown’s raid
threatened the South with “real danger.” And it seceded to protect its property: its two-billiondollar investment in slaves.702
At first impression, this position would seem to have precluded adoption of Harlow’s
textbook in the South. For while he embraced the legality of Southern secession, connections
between secession and slavery were an anathema to reconciliation reasoning. However, Harlow
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did not clearly argue that the South seceded to protect the institution per se. Instead, he couched
his contention in the sacrosanct nature of “property.” Admittedly: accepting this distinction
requires bestowing upon Harlow a level of historical acumen that he did not demonstrate
elsewhere. But other potential explanations are conspicuous in their absence.
Story’s “narrow limits” for military affairs encompassed ten pages of battle
descriptions.703 These were fairly evenhanded and dispassionate, although photos of Stonewall
Jackson, Robert E. Lee, and Jefferson Davis were far larger than the tiny portrayal of Grant at
Appomattox. As social commentary on the War, Harlow inexplicably chose to include a line
drawing of boys playing baseball, noting that “it took real skill to put a ball over the plate,” and a
woodcut of hoop-skirted ladies playing croquet, noting that that “their clothing must have been a
handicap.”704 He went to some lengths to describe wartime as one of “great prosperity” in the
North, arguing that wheat exports increased three-fold, manufacturing and railroads flourished,
and the petroleum industry appeared. This “prosperity and material growth seemed to help
[Northerners] forget the darker side of war unless the casualty lists happened to come too close
to home. When the American people have money to spend, they will tolerate much.”705 To the
21st century historian, this was an obvious resurrection of the South’s antebellum
characterization of Northerners as money-grabbing “greasy mechanics.”706 Harlow’s
interpretation here seems to be of his own creation; it was advanced by no other author in this
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study. Ultimately, contemporaneous high school students were left with the distinct impression
that the North did not suffer during the Civil War.
Where Harlow’s support for the premise of legal Southern secession fit the
reconciliationist mold, his reliance on Ulrich Phillips regarding the cause of the war, per se
departed from it. Harlow conceded that “in the past” focus had been on “self-sacrifice and
heroism of the men who did the fighting.” It was preferable, he declared, to concentrate on the
“blundering stupidity of those whose mistakes made war inevitable.”707
Harlow’s treatment of Lincoln was in line with contemporaneous national perception of
the former President as a hero. Story just went about this portrayal from a Southern perspective.
It strongly implied that, if it had been within his power, Lincoln would have done things
differently. For example, in 1861, Harlow characterized Lincoln as “confronted by organized
defiance of the laws which he had taken an oath to enforce.” Lincoln was “compelled” to
suppress “what he and most Northerners called a ‘rebellion.’” Lincoln’s well-documented moral
objections to slavery were not mentioned, but his “recognition of the legal validity” of property
rights in slaves was stressed. Harlow insisted that the Emancipation Proclamation “was not to
free any slaves, but to threaten the Confederates with emancipation if they still refused to yield.”
Harlow conceded Lincoln’s determination to end the controversy over slavery by arguing that it
was Lincoln’s “bringing up over and over again his proposal to compensate slave owners” that
showed “something much more effective than the Proclamation was needed.”708 This Lincoln-inperpetual-quandary approach was one factor that ensured use of Harlow’s textbook in the South
and was Harlow’s interpretation of Lincoln’s actions. By the standards of the day, it does not
qualify as irresponsible or abusive history according to de Baets’ “Theory.”
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Continuing in this vein, Harlow offered the counter-factual observation that “had Lincoln
lived [he] might have carried through a moderate policy of reconstruction.”709 This was
essentially pro forma for any textbook author relying on Dunning School of Reconstruction
Thought. And Harlow did not deviate from the majority. Slaves, he observed, were “thrust
[from] the only status they had known without making the slightest provision for their care or
well-being.” The Freedman’s Bureau was not mentioned. It was benevolent plantation owners
who exercised their “moral responsibility” and “permitted them to continue in their customary
mode of life.”710 It was Congress, in its rejection of the “Lincoln-Johnson” version of
Reconstruction, that “overthrew civil government in the South” to “set up new ones in
accordance with [their own rules]” and unhampered by interference from the noble, longpersecuted President Johnson.711 While the South “resented” the overthrow of civil government,
the imposition of military rule, and Negro suffrage, Harlow did not mention the former
Confederacy’s refusal to ratify the 14th Amendment. Nor did he mention the Black Codes. This
was deliberate withholding of well-documented historical fact to portray the South in a
sympathetic light – intent to mislead – according to de Baets’ “Theory.”
Ultimately, “Negro suffrage” was a tragic mistake responsible for graft and corruption,
which Southern whites “combatted” with violence.
The negroes entered politics in the South because the radical Republicans so
decreed, they withdrew because the South would not tolerate them. As long as the
federal government cared to support them by the use of force, they retained their
hold, but no longer.712
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Harlow was correct in attributing the “end” of Reconstruction to the fact that “the North could
not keep up the fight indefinitely.” He also recognized the great shift toward federal power postwar.713
By 1877, to outward appearances, the Union was restored. . . But in some
respects, it was not. [The old Union] had rested on the principle of voluntary
cooperation among the states. The New Union was based on the superior power of
the federal government – in the last analysis, on force. 714
Story concluded with “the policies and methods of Reconstruction confirmed and strengthened
the principle which the war itself had established.”715 Ironically, Harlow was also correct here.
But while he was decrying what he perceived as the death of states’ rights, he did not mention
that “the principle” that the War had established was the illegality of secession.
Harlow was not a fan of bibliographies. His biography of Gerrit Smith is copiously
footnoted with personal and professional correspondence, but there was no bibliography. At least
one of his flattering reviewers noted “it would be nice to know where all these documents are
held.” So, connecting Harlow’s textbook content to specific sources is difficult. His sporadic
unit-end bibliographies cover multiple chapters, sometimes encompassing close to one hundred
pages. He offered no references for his social and political content on slavery. However, Harlow
used one quotation from “an overseer on a large plantation” that was taken verbatim from Ulrich
B. Phillips’ 1925 article “Plantations with Slave Labor and Free,” published in The American
Historical Review. “I killed twenty-eight head of beef for the people’s Christmas dinner. I can do
more with them in this way than if all the hides of the cattle were made into lashes.”716
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Harlow’s content on Reconstruction offers the only readily obvious relationship to a
reference list. In addition to the scholarship of Dunning acolyte W. L. Fleming, The Sequel to
Appomattox (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1921), and Southern sympathizer J.F. Rhodes,
Harlow relied on journalist Claude Bowers’ bestseller The Tragic Era (Cambridge: Houghton
Mifflin, 1920). This work, discussed in previous chapters, is the epitome of inflammatory,
stereotypical, titillating racism and the most widely read account of Reconstruction in the 20th
century.
For his discussion of the War itself, Harlow indicated reliance, primarily, on the works of
Professor Edward Channing and J.F. Rhodes. Close analysis of his use of these sources is
virtually impossible, as the bibliography cites very lengthy page spans and, in some cases, entire
volumes.717 Harlow’s inclusion of Channing, however, does raise questions regarding what,
exactly, he took from the work. Channing’s perspective was so pro-Union as to advance the
argument that the resignations of Southern-born military leaders should not have been accepted
when the South seceded, that most would have remained in service to fight against the
Confederacy, and, finally, if they did desert their posts, they should have been jailed and court
martialed.718 There are several potential explanations. By 1937, sole reliance on an amateur
historians would have been frowned upon. Perhaps Harlow read Channing to construct his own
pro-Southern arguments. Or maybe he simply padded his bibliography. Regardless, without more
information, Harlow’s inclusion of Channing in his bibliography can only be considered a
puzzling editorial choice.
Story of America is an interesting and alarming textbook from an intellectual perspective.
There is little that can even be termed “irresponsible” by early 20th century standards. Its use in
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New England – where David Saville Muzzey’s and William Guitteau’s textbooks were so
popular – is confusing and (admittedly) disappointing. For even if Harlow were aiming for a
truly reconciliationist perspective, he fell short in Story of America with his frank and open
disparagement of the North. As will become obvious in examination of the quintessential
reconciliationist textbook The Growth of A Nation.
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CHAPTER SIX
EUGENE C. BARKER, WALTER P. WEBB, AND WILLIAM E. DODD

Collaboration by three well-known and highly respected historians, Eugene C. Barker,
Walter P. Webb, and William E. Dodd, produced The Growth of A Nation: The United States of
America (New York: Row Peterson, 1928). The textbook was, as scholar Marie Carpenter noted
in her study “widely used and especially popular in the South.”719 It is included here for two
reasons. First, it is strongly pro-Southern reconciliationist, which renders it useful in comparison
with works authored by Northern authors who seemed to struggle with that particular corruption
of American memory. Secondly, Growth provides an enlightening contrast to Ralph Volney
Harlow’s Story of America, also documented to have been accepted by both the former Union
and the former Confederacy. The chapters germane to this study did not include useful reference
lists. Those that were included consisted primarily of biographies and narrowly focused thematic
works. This was probably because William Dodd, a well-respected expert in Southern History,
authored the textbook chapters on slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and Reconstruction
without the need to consult the works of other historians. Given Dodd’s reputation, it is very
doubtful that either Barker or Webb contributed significantly to the topics examined for this
study. But the partnership they formed is integral to understanding the popularity of the textbook.
Born in Riverside, Texas in 1847, Eugene Barker came from humble beginnings. He left
the Lone Star State only to complete a PhD at the University of Pennsylvania before joining the
faculty at his undergraduate alma mater, the University of Texas, in 1911. He was a
distinguished professor and a prolific writer, credited with establishing the field of Texas
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History. Upon his retirement in 1950, the Eugene C. Barker Texas History Center at UT Austin
was dedicated to him.720 The professional relationship between Barker and Walter Webb is
easily understood. Walter P. Webb was also born and raised in rural Texas. His undergraduate
and master’s degrees were from the University of Texas, where he worked under Barker’s
mentorship. When Barker died, Webb chaired the committee formed to eulogize him.721 Webb
began his doctoral work at the University of Chicago but left after a year and returned to Austin
to focus on Texas history. UT awarded him a PhD following publication of The Great Plains in
1931, which won Columbia University’s Loubat Prize. He authored or edited more than twenty
books, served as President of both the Texas Historical Association and the American Historical
Association, and was well-respected in Europe and the United States. Following his death in an
automobile accident in 1963, the University of Texas established the Walter P. Webb Chair of
History and Ideas in his honor.722
Webb soundly rejected the methodologies of “scientific history”723 Webb wanted to be a
novelist, not a historian. His examining committee at the University of Chicago was horrified at
his abysmal performance on his oral comprehensive exams, which even his staunchest admirers
attributed to his refusal to engage the historiography. Or as his former student Joe B. Franz put it,
“he liked to read what he liked to read. Not what some darn fool professor assigned him
[emphasis original].”724 Webb chalked up his own departure from Chicago to his “year of
educational inbreeding” and returned to the University of Texas to “write history as he saw it.”725

Tom Brewer, “In Memoriam: Eugene C. Barker,” Southwestern Historical Quarterly, 61, (1957): 173 – 181.
Joe B. Franz, “Remembering Walter Prescott Webb,” Southwestern Historical Quarterly 92, no.1 (1988): 23.
722
Necah Stewart Furman, “Walter Prescott Webb,” Handbook of Texas Online,
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/fwe06.
723
For a revealing discussion on the professionalization of history and the resulting controversy regarding the place
of historiography in the early 20th century, see W. Stull Holt, The Idea of Scientific History in America, Journal of
the History of Ideas 1, no.3 (1940): 352 – 62.
724
Frantz, "Remembering Walter Prescott Webb," 23.
725
Furman, “Walter Prescott Webb.”
720
721

271
Webb’s inspiration for his first substantive work, The Great Plains (1931) came to him “one cold
night in his office” when he decided that Frederick Jackson Turner – whom Webb had never read
– had “assembled his frontier thesis from an inbred eastern Yankee perspective.”726 Where
Turner had argued that pioneer culture based in resourcefulness and determination was rooted in
“winning the wilderness,” Webb theorized that the unique physical environment of the West
forced changed upon those who attempted to settle it.727 Webb devoted himself assiduously to
collecting evidence that supported his own thesis – and rejecting facts that did not – and
produced a work that was roundly condemned by critics. It was not until 1950, during a puzzling
mid-century period of academic introspection, that a poll of historians pronounced The Great
Plains “the most significant book by a living historian”728 After his experience in Chicago, Webb
refused to study formally for a doctoral degree, despite threats and coaxing from his mentors.
The University of Texas eventually capitulated and awarded him the terminal degree solely for
The Great Plains.
Eugene Barker invited Webb to collaborate on Growth of A Nation when Webb was
struggling to become a novelist and churning out short stories for pulp magazines. Webb was
given to metaphor-laden emotional description, sometimes at the expense of purpose. For
example, in a 1940 review of Maury Maverick’s In Blood and Ice, for The Mississippi Valley
Historical Review, Webb expressed admiration for the author’s “significant and descriptive name
- maverick: an unowned or unbranded calf. Maury is neither owned nor branded, and he has
some of the characteristics of a bull calf that has known neither knife nor iron.” The book, Webb
claimed, was an “amazing blend of bold thrusts, shrewd proof, language that hits like a
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sledgehammer and then murmurs down to poetry.”729 But the reader was left in the dark
regarding exactly what In Blood and Ice was about. There is some highly stylized language in
Growth that is undoubtedly attributable to Webb, given Eugene Barker’s methodical, compact
writing and William Dodd’s sophisticated, dry style.730 For example, the description of “the
dashing cavalry leader” George E. Pickett leading the charge now associated with his name” at
Antietam included “under the terrible shot and shell, the Southerners fell like sickled grain . . .
[before] being hurled back by greater forces.”731
William E. Dodd’s path to collaboration with Barker and Webb is puzzling. Dodd was
born and raised in North Carolina before entering the Virginia Agricultural and Mechanical
College (now Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University). Encouraged by a mentor who
had studied in Europe, Dodd earned his doctoral degree in 1899 at the University of Leipzig for
his work on Thomas Jefferson’s 1796 return to politics. He began his academic career at a small
Methodist college in Virginia but accepted a position at the University of Chicago in 1908.
There, Dodd established himself as a leading scholar in the history of the Old South, focusing on
the ideological parallels between Jefferson and Woodrow Wilson. In 1933, Franklin Roosevelt
appointed Dodd Ambassador to Germany. The professor’s diplomatic career, however, was
unsuccessful. Despite his strong support for FDR – including the plan to pack the Supreme Court
– Dodd was unable to contain his vehement opposition to Hitler and the Nazi government and
was removed from the position in 1937. He joined the faculty at American University in
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Washington D.C. but focused on speaking out against German atrocities and American foreign
policy, which he blamed for the rise of totalitarianism in Europe and Japan.732
William Dodd’s collaboration with Barker and Webb in the creation of a reconciliationist
textbook based in the alternate facts of the Lost Cause raises questions. Dodd was one of the very
few white Southern “liberal” academics of his time.733 He publicly pronounced W.E.B. Du Bois
“probably the greatest scholar of his race anywhere.” When white academia united in
condemnation of Black Reconstruction for its reliance on secondary sources, its overarching
Marxism, and its “bias,” Dodd was the only white academic to soften his negative review by
commending Du Bois’ effort.734 In his own scholarship, he was extremely critical of the
antebellum South, framing white society as a class struggle between aristocratic planters and
yeoman farmers. And he firmly rejected the reconciliationist mantra that attributed secession to
States’ Rights rather than the protection of slavery.735 This is not to suggest that Dodd or his
scholarship were immune to the societal prejudices of the period. Certainly, his admiration for
Jefferson strongly suggests he embraced Lockean philosophies. But nothing in Dodd’s writings
should lead us to view him as a champion of racial equality. But for the times, Dodd was a
forward thinker.
Nevertheless, Dodd’s Marxian take on the antebellum South in his early post-doctoral
work at Randolph-Macon College in Virginia, along with his position that the planter elite had
undermined the democratic principles of his beloved Jefferson, were highly distasteful to
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Virginians in the heyday of Mildred Rutherford’s textbook purge, and they campaigned
enthusiastically for his removal. Dodd resisted, writing in 1902 that Rutherford et al. were
engaged in blatant censorship. “No serious scholarship is possible when such a confession of
faith is made a sin qua non of teaching or writing history.”736 In the preface to his own
Expansion and Conflict (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1918) Dodd pulled no punches:
It is the primary assumption of this author that the people of this country did not
compose a nation until after the close of the Civil War in 1865 . . .. It is [not]
possible to describe this conflict satisfactorily even to all historians, to say
nothing of the participants who still live and entertain the most positive and
contradictory convictions. Hence, one must present one’s own narrative and be
content if open-mindedness and honesty of purpose be acknowledged.737
In this telling passage Dodd acknowledged the powerful role memory plays in history. He was
not only rejecting reconciliationism, but also the pervasive contemporaneous professional belief
that within any historical issue, there was objective truth waiting to be discovered. History,
according to Dodd, was much as we describe it today: a series of theories arrived at through
diligent, ethical research, to be proven, disproven, enlarged, perpetuated, or abandoned.
Eventually the discord in Virginia convinced Dodd to relocate north to the University of
Chicago, from where he penned a scathing criticism of the South’s antebellum rejection of
Jeffersonianism and adoption of Calhoun’s “slavery as a positive good” argument, in 1918.738 It
seems likely that Dodd met Webb during the latter’s short association with the University of
Chicago, but the textbook offers no clues to Dodd’s motivation for involvement in the project.
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The Growth of A Nation

The extremely cryptic Preface to Growth specifically addressed this authorial collaboration. And
strongly suggested someone’s desire to portray an inflated breadth of expertise and to counter
any potential accusations of bias. Referring to themselves, inexplicably, in the anonymous third
person, “The Authors” noted that [one of us] is a “special student of our early national and
constitutional history.” Among the three, Dodd’s work on Jefferson represented the only
published scholarship in this sub-discipline. It continued: “another has devoted his life to the
study and interpretation of southern history in both northern and southern universities.” Barker
never left Texas. Webb flunked out of the University of Chicago. So, again, this description fit
only Dodd. The passage ended with “the third has devoted himself to the history of the West,”
which characterized both Barker and Webb.739 It is difficult to attribute this carefully crafted,
opaque wording to anything except the desire to strengthen the credibility of constitutional
arguments pertaining to States’ Rights, secession, and Civil War causation. It was sufficiently
convoluted to confuse at least one period reviewer who noted: “Authorship . . . is shared by three
persons representing the North, the South, and the West, thus assuring the absence of
sectionalism.”740 As stated: both Barker and Webb were Texans and Dodd was from North
Carolina. Furthermore, given Walter Webb’s oft-vocalized belief that Northerners routinely procreated with close relatives, portrayal of this collaboration as “free from bias” was disingenuous
at best.
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Like Ralph Volney Harlow’s Story of America, Growth of A Nation was proConfederacy. But where Harlow used a sledgehammer, the authors of Growth were far more
skilled historians. Their bias was artful, insidious, and employed subtle manipulation of their
student readers. However, they were not above corrupting the historical record to make a point.
Barker, Webb, and Dodd established the foundations for their States’ Rights arguments
early in European settlement. Far-flung colonies with no means of “getting acquainted” were
settled as separate entities.
Local interests and differences were magnified, and jealousy and distrust were
stirred up. This attitude was at the bottom of the later American political doctrine
of states’ rights, that is, the right of a state government to guard the interests of its
people without interference from any other government.741
In fact, the authors were willing to parade the South’s abysmal historical record on public
education to make a point about Southern distaste for overarching authority.
In 1671 Governor William Berkeley wrote that he thanked God there were no free
schools in Virginia, and he hoped there would not be for a hundred years.
Education of the children was regarded as the private concern of their parents, not
as the duty of the state.742
The Growth of A Nation located the coalescence of sectional discord over slavery at the
Missouri Compromise and placed the acrimony in the mouths of antebellum Americans. The
North was “hostile” to slavery. “Many people” considered it a “national shame – even a national
crime.” The South should have freed their slaves as the North had done. The next line, however,
was a purposeful historical stretch aimed at furthering the validity of a States’ Rights position:
Northerners “admitted only the States could abolish slavery where it existed.” Within the welldocumented debate over the Missouri Compromise, which “Northerners” were they referring to?
Furthermore, the conclusion to this passage - Northerners were determined that slavery not
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spread. “Congress must act. . . just as a doctor establishes a quarantine around a dangerous
infectious disease” removed the North’s moral argument in favor of personal insult, that
“Northerners” equated slaveowners and their property with cholera or tuberculosis.743
But it is in the introductory lines detailing Southern defense of slavery that the authors’
perspective more clearly emerges. “People resent criticism at any time. They resent it all the
more when they believe it to be unfair.”744 One can easily imagine a classroom of adolescents,
criticized from dusk until dawn, nodding in agreement.
They could not afford to free the slaves. They could not risk the danger of freeing
them and of having a multitude of unfortunate and irresponsible people on their
hands. Moreover [Southerners] declared, the negro was happier and more
comfortable as a slave than he would be if he were free. Slavery was better for the
slave himself. Besides, the southerners said, they had inherited slavery. It was
fastened on the South before the present generation was born. They were doing
the best they could, both for the slaves and for themselves. They were not
criminals, and they were not ashamed. They had no apologies to make. The North
must recognize their rights and keep hands off.745
Such a statement is a glaring example of Southern nationalist writing and must have made the
members of the United Daughters of the Confederacy beam with approval. A key problem,
however, is that such apologist rhetoric was starkly in contrast to Dodd’s individual scholarship
and one of the reasons he had left the South for Chicago. In all his well-respected publications in
Southern History, Dodd stalwartly refused to hijack black feelings. He was willing, from his own
white perspective, to characterize slaves and freedmen as lazy, ignorant, physiologically and
intellectually “different,” but never as miserable and downtrodden or contented and happy.746
Dodd’s co-authorship appended his credentials to the textbook and his endorsement to the
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content. And this begs the same ethical question James Loewen posed to James McPherson on
the pages of the History News Network: was Dodd advancing history he did not believe? Or was
use of the third person – “Southerners believed” – simply recitation of the accepted historical
record?
The very limited help de Baets’ provides here is his inclusion of “reckless disregard of
implicit moral judgements” on his list of epistemological irresponsibility / abuse.747 If Dodd
believed it was unethical to characterize slaves as happy, presenting the historical record
describing them as such without commentary to that effect could be termed irresponsible or
abusive history, depending on intent. Today, historians would be abdicating their professional
responsibilities to present genocide or oppression or corruption completely neutrally, as simply
one perspective on some divisive issue. But in 1928, professional historians were obsessed with
eliminating anything they perceived as bias. Furthermore, the overarching premise of
reconciliationism was abandonment of long-held historical judgement in favor of shared whitewashed “memories” constructed on the South’s terms. So based on the professional standards of
his time and the pervasive social atmosphere of reconciliationism, Dodd cannot be accused of
irresponsible or abusive history.
Students were supplied with subtle encouragement toward the tired maxim that Southern
slavery was preferable to Northern factory work. Very limited discussion of plantation life was
immediately preceded by a very detailed – and very grim - portrayal of the lives of Northern
industrial workers. “The company was the master of thousands of native-born or foreign-born
workers [who] came trooping. . . before day light . . . heavy-eyed from the little box-like houses
into unpaved streets which would later in the day be filled by children, old people, and dogs.”
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The “master of the mill lived in a mansion on the river bluff” with carefully landscaped grounds.
He was served by free negroes from the South. He was the great man in town. The mills were
filled with “thousands of machines” that “droned and buzzed in stifling heat and deafening
noise” and were tended by men, women, and “pale-faced children who needed sunlight, fresh air,
and food.”748 This was in contrast to discussion of slave plantation life, which immediately
followed and was three times shorter.
While mill owners lived in “mansions,” the homes of plantation owners – commonly
called ‘mansions,’ were actually just “rambling, roomy, two-story buildings.” Instead of the
whistle that “drove” Northern workers, slaves were “directed” by a bell or a cowhorn. Slaves did
work long hours for no pay dressed in clothing of the “coarsest sort.” But some were allowed “an
acre or two” to cultivate and to keep the money made from his crop. “Dinner was carried to them
at midday” and field work “varied with the seasons and lacked the sameness of machine
work.”749 There were “busy times” but also time for “some hunting, a little fishing, some fencemaking, and some loafing.”750
It is interesting that this “comparison” spoke to both Northern and Southern white
students in ways that promoted white supremacy. In 1928, conditions in Northern factories had
not changed appreciably, except, perhaps to become bigger, louder, and dirtier. Southern textile
mills had emerged offering identically abysmal working conditions. By the 1920s, North
Carolina, for example, had become the largest cotton textile producer in the nation, complete
with factory “masters” (their term!) who maintained control over workers’ private and work
lives. They expected total loyalty, and any efforts to the contrary could cost the worker not only
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his job but the jobs of his entire family, as well as their home.751 And finally, the federal child
labor provisions, authorized by the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) would not be passed for
another decade. So, whether the history classroom was in the urban former Union or the urban
former Confederacy, chances were excellent that the white student had friends or family who
were missing digits or had tuberculosis and would have welcomed “some hunting, a little fishing,
some fence-making, and some loafing.” So, in the absence of teachers willing and able to point
out the drawbacks of livelong servitude and the absence of chains, whips, human auctions, and
regular rape in urban factories; teachers willing to advance morality as an issue, the construction
and wording of this scholarly comparison invited – encouraged – white supremacy. Just as
contemporary racists continue to call on the myth of “Irish slavery” to rebut the legacy of black
suffering under chattel slavery and the oppression and discrimination that followed.752 If it were
believed that 19th century white urban workers suffered more than black slaves, then why was
there only a 20th century “Negro Problem?”
Growth of A Nation stressed, early and often, the absence of Congressional authority to
regulate slavery. This included an interesting description of northern logic in support of
Congressional intervention. According to Barker, Webb, and Dodd, the North believed that
slavery should not be allowed to spread because:
The area of the old [Southern slaveholding] states was limited and the time would
come when no more land in them could be brought under cultivation. Then, when
that time came, there would be no way to employ the surplus slaves, and their
owners would have to sell them to get rid of them. Therefore, Congress should
prevent the admission of new slave states.753
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Not only is this complete invention by the authors, it is so completely incoherent as to have been
questioned in draft review as possible typographical error or misinterpretation on my part. It is
neither. The South’s logic, on the other hand, was not only impeccable but patriotic.
And, not surprisingly, grounded in Dred Scott v. Sanford, the crown jewel in their
collection. But here we see a corruption of the historical record, another abuse of history, in the
name of reconciliationism. Barker et al. introduced the topic with a heavy-handed lead-in. When
popular sovereignty “failed,” there was “one other chance” to avoid disunion and, possibly, war:
“obtaining an official decision of the Supreme Court.”
The Supreme Court of the United States is the most powerful court in the world. .
.. [Its] decision settles all disputes at law in the United States; in fact, the decision
of the court becomes law. It was decided therefore, to obtain . . . a decision
concerning the rights of Congress to control slavery in the territories, and for that
purpose the Dred Scott case was tried [emphasis added].754
This, of course, was untrue, and certainly professional historians who avowed that “one [of us] is
a special student of . . . constitutional history” knew it. Dred Scott was heard by the Supreme
Court to determine if the Circuit Court of St. Louis had committed reversible error. It was only
via Chief Justice Roger Taney’s tortured reasoning in his damnable obiter dicta that slaveholders
were freed from the pesky efforts of Congress to limit their right to relocate their “property” into
the western territories. In his own scholarship, William Dodd had observed, rather opaquely (or,
perhaps, disingenuously) that the decision was “far-reaching.” This could have meant
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geographically or legally. But nowhere did he imply that a final decision on slavery expansion
was why the case was heard.
Happily, for Southern Leaders, the Supreme Court in the spring of 1857 was of
the opinion that [slaveowners] had the legal right to carry [their] human property
into any Territory and keep it. . .. If this [far reaching] decision was in harmony
with the spirit of the Constitution, and it certainly seemed to be, [popular
sovereignty] was untenable.755
But even assuming Barker, Webb, and Dodd believed that complicated legal distinctions were
beyond the purview of a history textbook, framing the issue as they did removed Dred Scott from
the equation. It was no longer about a black man seeking his legal freedom, it was about respect
for the infallibility of the Constitution and the authority of the Court. But only by the South. In
its rejection of Dred Scott, the North could then become the irrational bad guy. Under a bolded
topic sentence – The North loses respect for the Supreme Court - Growth summarized:
“northern people said that the court [made up largely of] southern men, was biased in favor of
the South [and] refused to accept the decision.”
The Supreme Court, with its black-robed judges sitting in their high seats, and
with all their dignity and power, could not settle [the discord] over slavery. The
quarrel grew fiercer. Congress had failed, the people of Kansas had failed, the
Supreme Court had failed, and it remained [for the North] now to try force.756
Force by abolitionists, that is. Barker, Webb, and Dodd conceded that Nat Turner’s
inspiration to murder had not originated from the pages of The Liberator. 757 John Brown, they
argued, made a better example of abolitionist-incited slave rebellion. Here, the dramatic
emotional language used to describe Southern reaction to the Harper’s Ferry raid strongly
suggests the influence of Walter Webb’s pulp fiction career. “When would another abolitionist
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attempt to start a slave rebellion? They asked the question and shuddered in horror, for no one
could answer.”758
But this chain of events Growth was constructing, made no sense. First, it suggested that
all of “the North” was in favor of “force” following Dred Scott and that “refusing to accept the
decision” meant launching violent abolitionist attacks. Furthermore, it made no cogent
connection between John Brown’s objectives and stopping the spread of slavery to the West. The
argument was a cleverly constructed paper tiger.
The Growth of A Nation acknowledged the anti-slavery sentiment generated in the North
by Revolutionary republicanism, noting also that, even in the South, there was the “feeling that
slavery had gone far enough, that the slave trade should be stopped and emancipation . . . by
owners should be encouraged.” As time passed, however, “fewer and fewer people in the South
wanted to free the “poor and ignorant” slaves who were likely to become “vagabonds and
nuisances and a burden on the communities in which they lived.” The cotton gin and
skyrocketing slave prices as the transatlantic trade ended were also important considerations in
this “knotty problem.”759 A later “consideration” was discord over abolition of the slave trade in
Washington, D.C. as part of the Compromise of 1850. Didn’t the capitol belong to both North
and South? Besides, like the plantations, Washington also depended upon slavery, the authors
explained.
The hotels and boarding houses were served by slaves. Much of the gardening,
boating, and hauling of goods was done by slaves . . . Men from all parts of the
country met there, and it was for that reason a good slave market.”760
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William Lloyd Garrison was the only abolitionist mentioned by name, and then only in
the context of opposition to slavery in Washington. Garrison’s Liberator masthead illustration of
a flag over the capitol saying “Liberty” with a slave auction and slave being flogged “illustrated
the attitude of the abolitionists [and was] “of course unfair and very misleading.”761 It was the
underground railway and the abolitionists, Growth argued, that violated slaveowners’ rights to
property and forced the South to demand a new, more strict Fugitive Slave Law:
Southern slave owners were losing nearly a million dollars a year. Naturally they
resented the loss and demanded a new Fugitive Slave Law with such heavy
penalties for its violation that the abolitionists would not dare continue their
operations.762
Abolitionists drove the South to the “verge of secession” in 1850 by their anti-slavery
activism and their violations of the Fugitive Slave Act. The Compromise of 1850 “merely
interrupted the controversy.” When popular sovereignty failed and Northerners “refused to
accept the decision of the Supreme Court in Dred Scott,” according to Barker, Webb, and Dodd,
the South left the Union to protect its Constitutional right to property and its States’ Rights
ideals. New England, after all, had once believed in the legal right to secession during the
Jefferson and Madison administrations, although “now most northerners denied that right.”763
There was no mention of Lincoln’s election in the discussion of secession.
In fact, the authors of The Growth of A Nation seemed unable to decide where to land on
Abraham Lincoln and Civil War causation. This was, again, probably attributable to the scant
five years that had elapsed since Mildred Rutherford’s dust-up with the Sons of the American
Revolution over her inane proclamation that the 16th President started the Civil War because he
was “jealous of slaveholders.” Barker, Webb, and Dodd conceded Lincoln’s resolve not to
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interfere with slavery where it was already established but also queried, “had not the new
president said the country must become ‘all slave or all free?’”764 Some pages later, it was
Lincoln’s refusal to let the South secede that indirectly started the shooting. Then Growth
acknowledged that “the people understood that Lincoln would . . . undertake to enforce federal
law in all the states. This meant war” and then implied that Lincoln had deliberately provoked
the War’s first shots. 765 “Until Lincoln came into office, little effort was made either to reinforce
or to provision the men [at Fort Sumter].”766
Whatever the cause, content on the War itself (predictably) consisted of blow-by-blow
military minutia, odes to the courage and honor of valiant Rebel soldiers, and praise for the
superlative abilities of Confederate brass.767 Ultimately, the South was defeated by the Union
naval blockade and its love of farming: “devotion to a single occupation,” agriculture. The War,
the authors noted rather anti-climactically, “made more intense [the] dislike between [North and
South], traces of which still remain.” The chapter closed with a textbook description of “The
Lost Cause:”
The heroism and courage displayed by the South have excited the sympathy and
admiration of the world. The skill of the generals, the daring of the soldiers, and
the sacrifice of the whole people have given to the failure of the South a dignity
that compels respect -768
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And a classic nod to reconciliationism:
With the passage of time, feeling becomes less bitter. The Union veterans in blue
and the Confederate veterans in gray have met in joint reunion to recount the story
of many a bloody field. Captured battle flags have been returned and Congress,
with a majority of Northern members, authorized the coining of the Stone
Mountain Memorial half-dollar, the proceeds of which were used in carving
across the face of Stone Mountain, a monument to the heroism of the South.769
The Growth of A Nation’s chapter on Reconstruction was surprisingly short and almost
entirely political. It included very little identifiable Dunning School rhetoric. But, like Ralph
Volney Harlow’s Story of America, it, too, featured Abraham Lincoln as the doomed hero of the
period and a few corruptions of the historical record. For example, according to Barker, Webb,
and Dodd, Lincoln meant for his 1863 Emancipation Proclamation to include provisions for
slavery to be “abolished gradually” and “under rules made by the States.”770 But Lincoln was
stymied by Charles Sumner and Congressional abolitionists – who allegedly accused him of
aspiring to dictatorship. Sadly, the President’s plan for kindness to the South died with him.771 In
fact: Sumner and the President were “great chums after they got acquainted” according to Mrs.
Lincoln in 1866.772 Furthermore, Lincoln never entertained “abolishing” anything. The
Proclamation emancipated slaves in the states in rebellion. And finally, when Lincoln announced
his plan to his cabinet on July 22, 1862, he made it very clear he would wait until the Union
achieved a significant victory. Waiting until Antietam to issue a proclamation for “gradual
abolition under unidentified / non-existent states’ rules” would have made no sense. Barker,
Webb, and Dodd had ready access to all this information. WorldCAT identifies 239 biographies
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of Abraham Lincoln published between 1880 and 1925. There are no references for this
argument: whether they invented it or relied on some obscure source is immaterial. It was
deliberate corruption of the historical record: abuse of history.
Andrew Johnson’s plan was more objectionable, but acceptable. It was, again, the
Radical Republicans who took control and passed the 14th Amendment to “keep the South under
control.” But Barker, Webb, and Dodd added an argument I have not seen in any other textbook.
“Keeping the South under control” was necessary to prevent returning Southern congressmen
from joining with the West and undoing all the work of the last years.” They did not elaborate on
what “work” they were referring to. Johnson then joined forces with “the most distinguished
leaders of North and South” to advocate for more moderate measures. But “all the good work
was wrecked by a series of unfortunate incidents which discredited the South and led to
Johnson’s impeachment.”773 The “unfortunate incidents” were establishment of the Black Codes
and the “race riots” in Memphis and New Orleans. Scallywag turncoats, carpetbagger
exploitation, “negro” rule, and moral justification for the Ku Klux Klan were all included.
Although the later Klan did include some “corrupt, unruly bands,” overall it “did much to make
life in the South tolerable for white people” by flogging or hanging “Negroes who were too
troublesome.”774
In the sixteen lines that Growth devoted to discussion of the Ku Klux Klan, another of
that organization’s good deeds was portrayed in an illustration picturing two hooded, armed
Klansmen engaged in the home invasion of a black man. (Figure 11) Nowhere in the written
content was there any suggestion that white Southerners were in danger from armed freedmen, or
even that freedmen possessed guns. Barker, Webb, and Dodd had already conceded the hundreds
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of black protesters killed in Memphis and New Orleans without mentioning even one white
death. However, the illustration is captioned “During Reconstruction days members of the Ku
Klux Klan often entered the home of terrified Negroes and deprived them of their weapons and
ammunition.” The black man is wide-eyed, barefoot, and in his nightshirt. It is only by digital
magnification of the image that it becomes apparent he is holding a candle.

Figure 11. Ku Klux Klan Confrontation. Eugene Barker,
Walter Webb, William Dodd, A Growth of A Nation,
(New York: Row Peterson, 1928) p. 510. Public Domain

The laws of large numbers dictate that, despite the prohibitions in slave codes, and later
the Black Codes, some number of freedmen did possess firearms. But whether these were old
hunting rifles permitted by former masters or military-issue acquired by scavenging Southern
battlefields, the implication that any significant number of former slaves was hoarding guns and
ammunition with an eye toward their use against whites is historically unsound. Frances Butler,
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operated an isolated, post-war Georgia plantation alone, except for a black workforce. She was
awakened one night by loud, unfamiliar noises and sent her “man servant” to investigate:
I sent him down to the river to see what was the matter. It turned out to be a raft
full of mules from Butler's Island, which I had not expected. and who objected to
being landed, hence the struggling and shouting. . . This was my only real fright,
although for the next two or three years we were constantly hearing wild rumours
of intended negro insurrections, which however, as I never quite believed, did not
frighten me.775
Not surprisingly, Butler’s account was not included in The Growth of A Nation, If, in 1928, there
were historical research, or even anecdotal news that supported this white-Southerners-in-peril
position, Barker, Webb, and Dodd and every other Southern apologist scholar would have used
it. I cannot even find this claim advanced on contemporary virulently neo-confederate white
supremacist websites!776 Furthermore, if the freed slaves were as ignorant, inferior, and shiftless
as the universally-accepted Dunning School portrayed them, how could they possibly have
organized and executed a miliary-style insurrection?
This caption is an example of history abuse at the epistemological level according to de
Baets’ “Theory.” The caption “misapplied logic” by implying that if the Klan needed to “deprive
[the freedmen] of their weapons and ammunition,” it must have been because white Southern
lives were in jeopardy. It also “weighed evidence incorrectly by omitting, ignoring, minimizing
contradicting evidence, and exaggerating supporting evidence.”777 In the overall context of The
Growth of A Nation, this one illustration caption might seem insignificant. But it is another
example of the insidious nature of reconciliationism and the manner in which it advanced white
supremacy by corrupting the historical record.
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Compared to the Lost Cause eloquence that closed out the chapter on the War, discussion
of Reconstruction ended perfunctorily. It had been a failure; “Liberal Republicans revolted” from
radical control; Rutherford Hayes was a “just and kindly man” who “ended the [Southern]
nightmare of carpetbag government.”778
The Growth of A Nation fit the reconciliationist agenda perfectly. It was demonstrably
pro-Southern without openly disparaging the North to open new wounds. This approach
provided a thin layer of perceived “fairness,” that countered potential claims of bias. The book
minimized social discussion of slavery; it did not defend it as a “positive good” or as an issue of
social control. Instead, Barker, Webb, and Dodd led the reader to an inevitable conclusion
through a comparison of the peculiar institution with Northern factory work. That comparison
was obviously fatally flawed, omitting the drawbacks of being owned for life. But it was elegant
in its manipulation and therefore, appeared rational and logical to a lay reader.
The very questionable assertion of expertise in “constitutional history” in the Preface laid
an important foundation for reliance on the Constitutional right to property under the 5th
Amendment and the vital premise of legal secession, which then removed the issue of slavery
from Civil War causation and supported the pro-Southern position of the North as the aggressor.
And finally, the abbreviated content on Reconstruction was historically sound by
contemporaneous standards. It provided tacit confirmation of the early 20th century “Negro
Problem,” but also and allowed the authors to move quickly beyond it to a very long and detailed
chapter on the rise of the “New South.”
The two identified abuses of history – the wording of the Dred Scott content and the
caption under the KKK illustration – may seem trivial. But I would argue they were deliberate
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and important. Framing the Dredd Scott decision in respect for American juris prudence and the
Rule of Law, in Southern patriotism for its acceptance and in implied scorn of the North for its
rejection, was, again, crucial to arguing legal secession. And as there was no historical basis for
freedmen being armed and dangerous, the only way to introduce the idea was with a powerful
image and a written “aside” in the form of a caption. In that one sentence, the authors provided
“justification” for Reconstruction violence against freedmen that would have seemed just and
reasonable to both Northern and Southern student readers. Where Ralph Volney Harlow
employed a sledgehammer to drive home his Southern apologist position, Barker, Webb, and
Dodd, tragically and to their great benefit, used calligraphy.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSIONS

This case study constructed a focused snapshot of how six early 20th century United
States History textbook authors portrayed slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and
Reconstruction. They were all second-generation professional historians who held the terminal
degree, and all produced very successful works. But they were selected for inclusion as much for
their differences as for their similarities. David Muzzey, William Guitteau, and Ralph Harlow
were all northern born and penned the most widely adopted textbooks in Agnes Connell’s New
England Study. But while Muzzey’s long, well-documented, and highly contentious textbook
publishing history tells us a great deal about him professionally (and, perhaps, personally),
almost nothing is known about Ralph Volney Harlow. And of the three, only Harlow’s Story of
America was also used in the South. William Guitteau, although he held a PhD, was a wealthy
businessman, influenced by Progressive Era values, immune to any forces potentially detrimental
to maintaining an academic reputation. And finally, Eugene Barker, Walter Webb, and William
Dodd were all Southern-born academics whose collaboration was both logical and puzzling.
Their textbook was used in the North, but also very popular in the South.
It was not the purpose of this study to exonerate these authors for the bigotry, racism, and
advancement of white supremacy that mark all of their works. That is an unassailable legacy
shared universally by early 20th century white academics. However, rejecting the pat explanation
that these were simply racist people in a racist society who wrote racist books, the study sought
to explain how and why these themes were perpetuated in textbooks within the context of the
accepted practices in the newly professionalized field, contemporaneous historiography, and
authors’ individual scholarship. It also attempted to determine if the white supremacy advanced
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in these textbooks could be documented as “abuse of history.” Given the traditional difficulties
in defining and documenting abuse of history, especially in textbooks, it also sought to determine
the usefulness of the algorithm created by Antoon de Baets’ in “A Theory on the Abuse of
History.”
The absence of black voices in these textbooks was not surprising. The early 20th century
version of “social history” was history written by elite white male academics presenting the
perspectives of elite white male historical actors, accomplished, with rare exceptions, by relying
solely on white authored secondary sources. Damnable, certainly, from a contemporary vantage
point. But also, simply the state of the professionalized field at the time. Given these
circumstances, one might expect to see little variation between textbooks. However, within this
small sample of textbooks, there were significant differences as well as unexpected consistencies
in portrayal of slavery, abolitionism, Civil War causation, and Reconstruction. However, if some
of these findings seem to convey praise, it is important to remember everything is relative.
Content on the transatlantic trade was conspicuous in its absence from every textbook
except An American History. How do we explain this, given that blame for the trade could
plausibly be located in the North, the South, Great Britain, or all three, and its eventual
prohibition, framed as a non-sectional victory?
In the early 20th century, there were no secondary sources on the transatlantic trade
authored by professional historians. Textbook authors would have had to rely on primary
sources, like Olaudah Equiano’s memoir, The Interesting Narrative of the Life of Olaudah
Equiano, or Gustavus Vassa, the African (London, 1789) or Reverend John Walsh’s A Cargo of
Black Ivory (1829). It is almost certain, however, that these would have been labeled “biased,” or
that their credibility was in dispute among white academics, which the American Historical
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Association specifically warned against in its 1899 report The Study of History in Schools. Either
would have precluded reliance on them to establish “objective truth,” according to the AHA. So,
while from a 21st century perspective, we might wish they discussed it and feel they should have
discussed it, this, as we will see in other textbook content, those who chose not to include it can
only be charged with making editorial choices within their purview based on the professional
standards of their time.
David Muzzey’s treatment of the transatlantic trade, however, is a more complicated
issue due to the circumstances under which he removed it. Here, de Baets’ “Theory” is useful in
defining it as an abuse of history. As discussed in Chapter Three, Muzzey self-censored in
response to public pressure to preserve his book royalties. Because of his detailed reference lists
and his well-documented controversial publishing history, his motivation can be ascertained, and
his abuse of history defined by de Baets’ “Theory.” This same reasoning arrives at the same
conclusion regarding Muzzey’s abrupt exoneration of the Founders for allowing slavery to
continue after the Revolution in the 1920 book.
Given the almost indescribable level of academic enthusiasm for Ulrich Phillips’
American Negro Slavery, I expected universal advancement of his “merry slave / kindly masters”
narrative in these textbooks. That was not the case. We see three disparate characterizations of
slavery as an institution. Northerners David Muzzey and William Guitteau stood alone in
actively arguing that slavery was morally wrong. Even in their ham-handed abuse of history
purported to “reconciliation-ize” their textbooks for sale in the South, they never wavered from
this position. This is a rather surprising indication that there were concessions some Northern
authors refused to make despite the prevailing dominance of reconciliationist thought in
academia and in society. It would seem that the Southern contingent of Barker, Webb, and Dodd
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would certainly have relied on Phillips. But while they strongly implied the condition of slavery
to be not entirely unpleasant, they studiously avoided promoting “slavery as a positive good” as
objective truth. They framed the anti-slavery position, not as one of “morality,” but as one of
perceived “national shame or national crime.” But what was most startling was the skillful
manipulation of student readers to see Southern apology as logical and rational. The absence of
Phillips’ influence in A Growth of A Nation can also be attributed to Dodd’s theories on class and
the positive economics of slavery, which were diametrically opposed to Phillips’ belief that
issues of race defined the South and slavery was a dismal economic failure, thus rendering The
Growth of A Nation an acceptable outlier within the scope of reconciliationist textbooks. William
Dodd’s respected status in the field of Southern History is also demonstrable by William
Guitteau’s strong reliance on the economic model from A Cotton Kingdom in A History of the
United States. While I initially questioned William Dodd’s role in this collaborative work, his
stalwart refusal to comment on slaves’ state of mind and his rejection of the “slavery as a
positive good” apology may have outweighed condemnation of the Lost Cause mantra in his own
scholarship. There were undoubtedly many shades of reconciliationism, some of which surely
called on the “expertise” of Ulrich Phillips. But portraying slavery as good and slaves as happy
not only reinserted slavery into a confrontational discussion, but also actually diluted the
reconciliationist mantra that the South did not secede or fight to preserve the status quo.
This brings us to New Hampshire-ite Ralph Harlow, who, in Story of America¸
jackknifed from a balanced, accurate description of the evolution of Southern slavery as an
institution to the most rank social apologism for reasons I cannot ascertain. Harlow relied so
heavily on Phillips that he plagiarized his work. But he also relied on Claude Bowers’ The
Tragic Era, which supplied some of the more graphic, racist language. Yet this textbook was
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used in New England. As the most widely used textbook in Connell’s survey was David
Muzzey’s, and Harlow tied for second place with Guitteau, it is conceivable – likely, even - that
New England high school students separated only by a short car ride were simultaneously
learning that slavery was an abomination of cruelty and that slave masters were kindly
benefactors. Are we to assume that four New England school systems were simply Confederates
at heart? That they were unaware of what they were teaching? Or that Story just . . . slipped in
under the radar? I can think of only one potential explanation: the perceived absence of bias.
The early 20th century obsession with “unbiased” history (despite the inability to define
or recognize it) virtually guaranteed the success of Harlow’s textbook. He was born in New
Hampshire, educated in an ultra-liberal northern high school, and associated with a northern
university. Therefore, he could not possibly be biased against the North. A book agent trying to
sell a Southern apologist history textbook to a northern school system could not have asked for a
better CV than Ralph Volney Harlow’s.
While there is not much positive to say about the portrayal of slavery in Story of America,
one thing does stand out. Even in Harlow’s abject bigotry and embrace of Ulrich Phillips, he
stopped short of advancing Phillips’ most damning, overarching theses. Harlow strongly implied
inherent, biological black inferiority but he did not spell it out as did Phillips. Nor did Harlow
suggest slavery to have been a necessary and acceptable means of racial control. Whether this
was due to lack of space, forgetfulness, or a line that even Harlow was unwilling to cross, is a
mystery. And in the grand scheme of things, did nothing to redeem either book or author.
Southern apologists relied heavily on the position that abolitionism forced the South to
secede and so, ultimately, caused the War. Harlow and Barker et al. thoroughly applied this
reasoning. But determining if their historical bases for this position was sound so as to apply de
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Baets’ “Theory,” here, is impossible due to the absence of reference lists. Much of de Baets’
algorithm deals with historians’ use of sources to define and identify irresponsible or abusive
scholarship. This, along with difficulties establishing intent, are problematic in evaluating
textbooks based on secondary sources. This is also the case with Ralph Harlow’s content on
abolitionism. It was extremely detailed and, except for his implication that Wendell Phillips was
advocating for federal accountants quitting their jobs not for their secession from the Union,
factually accurate. But in the absence of source lists, Harlow’s questionable and inflammatory
conclusions cannot be tested for epistemological abuse using de Baets’ “Theory.”
David Muzzey and William Guitteau both provided detailed discussion of white antislavery and abolitionism. Muzzey’s well-documented revision history, however, clearly shows
the creeping influence of reconciliationism between An American History and A History of Our
Country and a shift toward crediting the South with far stronger and widespread abolitionist
sentiment than actually existed. Here, however, Muzzey revised his bibliography to conform to
the new content, which provided justification for the revisions. William Guitteau’s portrayal of
abolitionism never changed, even when the “Civil War” became “The War Between the States.”
It was extremely effective, sound, compelling (albeit, white) social history. But it is the
compelling nature of this content that, even considering the standards of the day, renders the
absence of black voices in The History of the United States harder to accept.
Guitteau was willing to challenge convention in his unqualified praise for Stowe’s Uncle
Tom’s Cabin. But not enough to identify Frederick Douglass as black. This may seem trivial. I
would argue it was not, that it was deliberate, and that the de Baets’ “Theory” supports its
characterization of abuse of history. Guitteau obviously believed Douglass to have been a vital
force and worthy of inclusion in discussion of the movement. But inclusion of a black radical
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abolitionist would have been decidedly. . . radical by the professional standards of his day.
Additionally, as black perspective on anything in the early 20th century was immediately
characterized as “biased,” in keeping Douglass silent and in racial limbo Guitteau effectively lost
the battle with his conscious by, essentially, playing it safe. And, according to the “Theory,”
abused history.
If, by mid-life, for most people, high school history is forgotten, one exception probably
would be the cause of the Civil War. This is one of the things people tend to remember being
taught. The reason that there are, today, still enduring, disparate answers to the question is due to
the fork in the historiographical road created by the South’s frantic determination to not be
remembered in perpetuity for seceding or fighting to preserve slavery. This was foundational to
the Lost Cause scenario. Newly professionalized historians looked for acceptable alternates in
States’ Rights, cultural misunderstanding, economic differences; these all worked their way in to
segments of the American collective conscious by way of moonlight and magnolias and remain
there today, long after they ceased being taught. Muzzey’s pivot from his long-held position that
slavery caused the Civil War to War Between the States causation based on economics in the
revision of A History of Our Country aimed at Southern book adoptions clearly demonstrates the
sectional importance of this distinction. But it also, then, renders Guitteau’s change of
nomenclature moot. Re-characterizing the conflict as The War Between the States and removing
a photograph of the Lincoln Memorial, while maintaining the South seceded and fought to
preserve slavery would have done nothing to make the book acceptable in the South, effectively
removing intent and harm from Guitteau’s revision.
Both these Northern authors made this unexpected, abrupt historical about-face late in the
lifespans of their respective textbooks. The common objective was increased sales through
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Southern adoption, and this applies to Guitteau even if the changes to his textbook were made
by, or at the behest of, his publisher. Both authors were solely responsible for the content of their
textbooks, and both were guilty of history abuse according to de Baet’s algorithm. But do we
need to acknowledge the differences? Muzzey made sweeping changes to support Lost Cause
ideology. Guitteau substituted a five-word term for a three-word and eliminated a picture. De
Baets offers consideration of mitigating circumstances, such as admission, remorse, and
correction. A History of Our Country eventually reverted to Muzzey’s original version of history.
Is correction synonymous with remorse? Did correction a decade delayed partially exonerate
him? Does Guitteau’s refusal to fully commit to the Lost Cause lessen his culpability. De Baets
does not offer guidance here. “Degrees of abuse” or even “extent of harm” are not accounted for
in “Theory.” Furthermore, if they had been, it would only serve to insert an additional layer of
subjectivity to the documentation of history abuse.
Not surprisingly, both Southern apologists argued vehemently that abolitionists,
Republicans, general Northern aggression, and to differing degrees, Abraham Lincoln caused the
Civil War. But neither removed slavery entirely from secession. And this was logical given
professionalized history’s demand for primary source-based evidence and the text of South
Carolina’s Secession Proclamation. But it was not preservation of the institution per se that they
attempted to justify. Harlow, Barker, Webb, and Dodd worked diligently throughout their
content to legalize Southern secession in the Fifth Amendment, the Constitutional right to
property. Property in slaves. So vital was this constitutional position to the Lost Cause that the
authors of The Growth of A Nation were willing to misrepresent the scope of their collective
expertise in their Preface and to deliberately mischaracterize the basis of Dred Scott v. Sanford.
But it also ironic because they did not need to do either. This Constitutional apologist argument
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would have been just as compelling without these abuses of history. For so well-organized,
logical, and pervasive was this position – especially in the Barker, Webb, and Dodd work – that
white student would not have realized the moral issue was nowhere to be found. The validity of
the Lost Cause was based in a moral, upstanding, honorable South. Removing morality from the
issue of slavery created white-washed memory on Southern terms.
It was not difficult or controversial for early 20th century historians – even Southern
historians - to condemn slavery. It was over. But conceding slavery was wrong certainly did not
speak definitively to whatever personal opinions might have been held on contemporaneous
racial issues. Since European settlement, anti-slavery sentiment had co-existed with racial
prejudice. It is the degree to which academics promoted the scholarship of the Dunning School in
their discussions of Reconstruction that offers insight into their personal perceptions of the
“Negro Problem” they, themselves, had codified in “scientific” scholarship. William Dunning’s
arguments located the historical origins of this perceived contemporaneous threat in the not-sodistant past. And by so doing, justified the very white supremacy that created it. All
contemporary evidence to the contrary, this was objective truth.
Progressive William Guitteau was the outlier here. Although Reconstruction: Political
and Economic appeared on Guitteau’s chapter reference list, there was no Dunning School
thought in his discussion of Reconstruction. Guitteau did characterize the freedmen as ignorant
and helpless, but not derogatorily or genetically. It was their circumstances that deprived them of
leaders, resources, and education. He discussed the Freedmen’s Bureau and the Civil Rights Act.
And while he conceded a period of very hard times, he did not consider Reconstruction a failure.
Granted, to the 21st century eye, there was a conspicuous absence of black agency. But here
again, Guitteau was drastically reinterpreting Dunning, not composing a new history of
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Reconstruction. I would argue that Guitteau’s willingness to depart so completely from the
bigotry of Dunning School scholarship can be attributed to his status as an outsider. He had no
academic reputation to maintain.
David Muzzey, on the other hand, had extensive experience with attacks on his academic
reputation. Although it is impossible to determine exactly how much of Dunning’s scholarship
Muzzey actually believed, I would argue that his very uneven and often contradictory content on
Reconstruction was symptomatic of an unsuccessful struggle between ethics and academic
credibility. There really is no other explanation for his condemnation of the Black Codes and
black suffrage. Or his detailed Dunning-esque descriptions of the newly-freed slaves’ gullibility,
sloth and general uselessness alongside blaming Congress instead of carpetbaggers and freed
slaves for the failure of Reconstruction.
Of the two apologist textbooks, Harlow’s offered the closest adherence to the Dunning
School through strong implication of inherent black inferiority, unambiguous endorsement of the
Black Codes and argument that the Freedmen would have been better off remaining in slavery.
The more elegant reconciliationists – Barker, Webb, and Dodd – did not attribute the failures of
Reconstruction to black suffrage. That blame was attributed to “abolitionists” in Congress. But
although their language framing the historical South’s justification of the Black Codes very
strongly suggested they were, in fact, logical and necessary, the authors did not openly endorse
the Codes from their perspective as professional historians. Instead, Barker et al. corrupted the
historical record in one sentence that led student readers to believe white lives were in danger
from armed Freedmen; another example of insidious manipulation to legitimize the white
supremist position.
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What is interesting about this textbook content on Reconstruction is that none of the
authors who did rely on Dunning – even those who justified the Black Codes and Klan violence advanced his most damning, overarching argument: that the black race – not slaves, not former
slaves: the entire race - was inherently biologically inferior to the white, and so, merited the
harsh treatment during Reconstruction and, by inference, contemporaneous scorn and the
oppressive control of Jim Crow. They suggested it. They implied it. But they did not say it.
Whether this was attributable to a microscopic crack in walls of bigotry built by William
Dunning and his acolytes cannot be determined without examining every history textbook in
publication at the time. It is possible that school administrators and teachers would have rejected
such blatantly inflammatory “science.” But the fact remains that, had these authors been inclined
to advance the worst of Dunning, they would have been on sound academic, if not moral,
ground.
The diverse ways in which these academic textbook authors portrayed slavery,
abolitionism, Civil War causation, and Reconstruction were attributable to a number of factors.
The most obvious and expected differences were between Southern apologists and pro-Union
traditionalists. It can be said with certainty that a student using Story of America or The Growth
of A Nation would accrue a far different perspective on these topics than would a student
studying from An American History or A History of the United States. That was the purpose of
the Southern apologist position, to shape the historical record to support a desired vision,
unobtrusively, plausibly, and convincingly. The willingness of the Southern apologists to abuse
history through manipulation and misrepresentation points to the authors’ determination to
propagate their version of history. Barker, Webb, and Dodd were better scholars than Harlow,
and so, produced a more eloquent and elegant textbook. But their messages were the same. It is
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not surprising that New England high school students were reading pro-Southern history
textbooks. The romantic appeal of the Lost Cause in the North and the strong nation-wide forces
of reconciliationism are well-documented. But it is both strangely shocking and illogically
reassuring that William Guitteau’s A History of the United States tied Ralph Volney Harlow’s
Story of America for second place in popularity in Agnes Connell’s textbook survey.
Despite their overarching pro-Northern similarities, David Muzzey’s textbook would
have engendered a much more racist perspective in white students than William Guitteau’s book
for two reasons. In following recommendations of the AHA to connect the past to the present,
Muzzey tied the legacy of the transatlantic slave trade to “the problems with Negros in our
Southern states today.” Secondly, Muzzey’s use of Dunning’s degrading and belittling
descriptions of the Freedmen was exactly the same language employed to describe the
contemporaneous Negro Problem.
Antoon de Baets’ work “A Theory on the Abuse of History” is an elegant, innovative,
and insightful theoretical model for professional historians to identify irresponsible and abusive
history advanced by their peers. But in practice, it presents problems in the study of archaic work
and work based on secondary sources. Although locating frank corruption of the historical record
in these textbooks was possible, de Baets is based on contemporary standards for historical
research and writing. Great care was required to hold authors only to the norms of their time.
“Theory” also assumed examination of scholarly work based on primary sources. It is not
difficult to see how it could be useful in that context. But dispositively establishing intent to
deceive from an authors’ use of secondary sources – especially in the absence of footnotes - is
too often completely subjective, inviting over-analysis, which, in and of itself, would be
irresponsible. Only in textbook authors’ reliance on themes and theses easily attributable to one

304
scholar or school of thought – such as Ulrich Phillips or The Dunning School – is it possible to
place textbook content side-by-side with scholarly research and evaluate how the textbook author
utilized it.
Comparing the books by David Muzzey and Ralph Harlow demonstrates the need for
background information on textbook authors and consideration of their publishing histories in
establishing the abuse of history. The circumstances of Muzzey’s long, and sometimes,
contentious, career as a history textbook author contributed greatly to minimizing subjective
conclusions, which are really all that we can draw from the little that is known about Ralph
Harlow. [please clarify this last sentence]
Antoon de Baets, himself, conceded the inherent difficulties in documenting the abuse of
history in textbooks. This case study confirms that. Even examining very narrowly focused
topics in a very small sample size, except for frank misuse of the historical record, proves abuse
of history in archaic textbooks is extremely difficult.
The abuses of history documented in this study all contributed to the advancement of
white supremacy, and in the works of the Southern apologists, that was certainly their purpose.
Muzzey’s reversal from his long-held pro-Northern position to advance the mantra of the Lost
Cause definitely advanced white supremacy. Northern acceptance of the Southern apologist
position created an exclusive club with only one criterion for membership: whiteness. With
slavery erased from the equation, black Americans were reduced to historical ephemera, left
outside of history, deprived of “legitimate” historical memory, and trapped in white perception
of the “Negro Problem.” But Muzzey’s motivation was financial. William Guitteau’s failure to
identify Frederick Douglass as black was a choice friendly to white supremacy. But Douglass’
inclusion at all was antithetical to white supremacy. The point here is that these history abuses
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were idiosyncratic to their respective authors. And while the authors might well have been raging
white supremacists, they did not have to work hard or even deliberately to advance the idea in
their textbooks. The secondary source material upon which they relied, the vagaries related to a
newly professionalized field, the AHA’s stand on the selection and use of primary sources, belief
in history as scientific endeavor capable of producing objective truth, the social force of
reconciliationism, the misguided obsession with eliminating “bias” in history, academic
legitimization of the Negro Problem: these all worked insidiously and cooperatively to provide a
common framework upon which white supremacy was automatically superimposed. These were
racist people who wrote racist textbooks, but it was their individual scholarly choices within this
framework that determined their relative positions in the historiography of white supremacy.
When I began this dissertation, liberal Americans were in shock over the election of
Donald Trump. As I complete it, his legacy has emerged in the form of a social schism so deep
within American society that imagining a path to repair is virtually impossible. History, again,
has become a weapon of abuse, misinterpreted and mis-applied by forces determined to replace
the secular state with white, heterosexual, armed, pseudo-Christian nationalism. The toxic racial
atmosphere of the early 20th century pales against the very real possibility now, that American
republicanism may fail due to the same factional dangers the Founders sought to protect it from.
Examination of the white supremacy in these early history textbooks against the current
backdrop of book banning, censorship, and the state-sanctioned empowerment of ultra-right
parents begs the question: who legitimizes history? Newly professionalized academics were
convinced that their search for “objective truth” accomplished that goal. Within our present
social apocalypse, where “history” is applied like a misaimed sledgehammer by everyone from
senators to Instagram influencers, do we, as academics, believe that peer reviewed articles and
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monographs from university presses will preserve history as a liberal pursuit of inquiry? As an
evolving chain of theories, to be debated, broadened, accepted or rejected? That our specialized,
narrowly focused research can counter Tik Tok?
I experienced a personal epiphany during the research for this case study: for the vast
majority of the students I teach, the first half of the U.S. survey will be the last history course of
their entire lives. Such finalities are exceedingly rare in the context of late adolescence.
Whatever concepts of republicanism or theories on democracy they take from my sixteen weeks
of influence will become clouded memories if presented in isolation, outside the context of
historiography, and without connections to the ways in which they lend themselves to
contemporary abuse. My already overcrowded syllabus, therefore, has been revamped to
incorporate these elements. Assigned readings now include excerpts from the textbooks I
examined for this case study.
To argue that discord over history textbook and pedagogy loom large today would be a
gross understatement. It is a prime target for those wishing, once again, to whitewash our past.
The power of the for-profit educational publishing industry lends itself to this strategy. While the
prospect of genuinely credentialed ultra-conservative history academics penning textbooks that
advance the causes of the ultra-right may seem unlikely, in a vacuum created by the disinterest of
liberal academics and the determination of the right to advance their version of America, it is
well within the realm of possibility. A small but extremely valid countermeasure already exists
in The American Yawp, a “massively collaborative open-source U.S. History textbook” authored
by some of the most well-respected historians of our time.779 Theoretically, this project could

779

See: The American Yawp, https://www.americanyawp.com/.
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have made the purchase of high school and survey-level history textbooks unnecessary and
obsolete. It still can if access to the digital world is made equally available to everyone.
My sphere of influence is small. University history departments are hamstrung by budget
cuts and dropping enrollments. STEM has assumed a position so dominant in administrative
priorities that the study of history is assumed even by the best-informed lay public to be a
financially irresponsible pursuit. Superimpose these factors onto the pervasive atmosphere of
ultra-right anti-intellectualism and we have a recipe for disaster. But just as the history academy
alone enabled the abuse of history in the early 20th century, it is only contemporary academics
who are capable of recognizing, documenting, exposing, and countering it today.
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