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ries of uncoordinated, piecemeal, frontal attacks against nearly 
impregnable positions. The author does not hold with the usual 
theory that Beauregard withdrew his army just as the Confed- 
erates were on the verge of total victory. By that time, Ulysses 
S. Grant was stabilizing his shortened lines and was receiving 
reinforcements. 

McDonough makes these points quite convincingly, even 
though he may seem a bit hard on Johnston, who had not yet 
had time to mature into a theater commander. I t  was, after all, 
only April, 1862. Johnston had not, however, demonstrated any 
competence in handling large bodies of troops, and it is not 
certain that he would have developed into a great commander 
had he lived. McDonough is quite right that the battle was lost 
through faulty tactics rather than from Johnston’s death or 
premature withdrawal. The Confederate strength was not sig- 
nificantly greater than that of the Union, and because of the 
poorly executed southern attack the northern army was given 
time to recover from the initial surprise and allowed to hold the 
river bank to land reinforcements. 

The author’s last point concerns the importance of Shiloh. 
He believes that it was the crucial battle in the western thea- 
ter. It is true that if Johnston had won at Shiloh, the North’s 
offensive down the Tennessee River would have been delayed, 
perhaps even permanently stalled, and Grant’s and William T. 
Sherman’s careers would have been ruined. That is not to say, 
however, that the South did not have other opportunities to  win 
the war. In the West alone, Chickamauga, Chattanooga, and 
especially Vicksburg were battles at least as important as 
Shiloh. 

None of the above criticisms detract a great deal from the 
value of McDonough‘s work. It is a short, accurate, and fas- 
cinating account of one of the crucial battles of the American 
Civil War. McDonough has produced a needed scholarly work 
in the field of military history. 

Indiana Historical Society, Raymond L. Shoemaker 
Indianapolis 

Jefferson Davis. By Clement Eaton. (New York: The Free Press, 
1977. F‘p. xii, 334. Illustrations, notes, bibliographical note, 
index. $12.95.) 

“Jefferson Davis, pride of Mississippi, First President of the 
Confederate States . . . you are the South in word, Deed, 
thought and temper,” wrote poet Stephen Vincent Benet in 
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John Brown’s Body. The tragedy of Davis was a microcosm of 
the tragedy of his region’s slave society. Born in 1808 in Ken- 
tucky, he moved with his family to Mississippi where, on land 
given him by his wealthy brother Joseph, he became a pater- 
nalistic cotton planter. A graduate of West Point, Davis com- 
manded the First Mississippi Rifles in the Mexican War and 
distinguished himself at the battle of Buena Vista. Entering 
the United States Senate in  1847 as a n  uncompromising 
states-rights Democrat, he resigned to make an unsuccessful 
race for governor of Mississippi in 1851, served as secretary of 
war in the Franklin Pierce administration, and then returned 
to the Senate in 1857. He supported secession after Abraham 
Lincoln’s election in 1860. 

As Confederate president, Davis has been the subject of 
much controversy among historians, and the weight of 
scholarly opinion is at present against him. The late David 
Potter suggested that if the Union and the Confederacy had 
exchanged presidents with one another, the Confederacy might 
have won its independence. Davis has been faulted for his 
endless feuds with military and civilian leaders, his sensitivity 
to criticism and refusal to  admit mistakes, his inability to 
communicate with the people of the Confederacy, and the mis- 
handling of his duties as commander-in-chief. 

Clement Eaton, professor emeritus of history at the Uni- 
versity of Kentucky, does not seriously dispute these conclu- 
sions, although he believes that critical scholars have not ade- 
quately taken into consideration the tremendous difficulties 
that faced Davis. “Was Jefferson Davis the best available man 
for president of the confederacy?’ he asks and answers yes, 
quoting General Josiah Gorgas’ remark: “I have cherished and 
long ago expressed my conviction that the President is not 
endowed with military genius, but who could have done better? 
(Eaton’s italics)” (pp. 250, 268). So much for the South’s 
vaunted political leadership. 

Eaton suggests that the key to the riddle of Davis’ self- 
defeating personality “may well have been an  invincible 
pride-far beyond that  of ordinary individuals-that was 
closely associated in his mind with the notion of honor” (p. 
273); but he admits that the “Sphinx of the Confederacy” re- 
mains an enigma. Without writing a psychoanalytical study, 
Eaton might have shown a greater willingness to probe his 
subject’s private life. Davis’ postwar years, when he became a 
martyr and defender of the Lost Cause until his death in 1889, 
deserve fuller treatment than the six pages Eaton gives to 
them. 
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To date there has been no satisfactory life of Davis. The 
best of a rather poor lot is Hudson Strode’s laudatory three- 
volume work, Jefferson Davis, completed in 1964. Eaton’s book, 
based on a lifetime of research on the Old South and the 
Confederacy, is superior to any of its predecessors; but it is still 
not the definitive biography of this puzzling figure who pre- 
sided over the South‘s experiment in rebellion. 

The University of Texas at Austin Norman D. Brown 

Another Part of  the Twenties. By Paul A. Carter. (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1977. Pp. xiii, 229. Sources, 
index. $9.95.) 

Tin Lizzies, raccoon coats, flaming youth, and something 
called “normalcy” are all part of the colorful, simplistic set of 
images reminiscent of the 1920s, one of the least understood 
decades in American history. Paul A. Carter’s scholarship, 
however, strives to go beyond these stereotypical interpreta- 
tions by depicting that “broad continuum of Americans” who 
neither flapped nor flamed but “whose stories have never 
properly been read into the record.” Since Carter offers his 
conclusions “in addition to, not as a replacement of” more 
familiar portraits (p. x), he omits such well-worn subjects as the 
Ku Klux Klan or Charles Lindbergh. As a result, the reader 
encounters a series of perceptive essays analyzing the uncon- 
ventional, be it the Women’s Organization for National Prohib- 
ition Reform or Albert Einstein and the “democratizing” of 
science. 

Carter’s first chapter is his most provocative, encompassing 
as it does an unlikely combination of subjects (August Derleth, 
Ray Bradbury, Sinclair Lewis, and George McGovern) while 
exploring the ballyhooed “revolt against the village.” Carter 
contends that scholars have exaggerated the significance of the 
“watershed” census of 1920, when a statistically urban nation 
supposedly replaced agrarian America. Challenging the gov- 
ernment’s misleadingly liberal definition of “urban” (2,500 
people or more), the author argues that historians have ignored 
the persistence of rural values and loyalties, which endured 
even in McGovern’s radicalism of the 1920s. Though relying on 
some admittedly problematical sources-the reminiscences of 
three authors and one politician several years later-Carter 
concludes that if an “end of American innocence” came before 
the 1920s, “some Americans seem never to have gotten the 
message” (p. 17). 


