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ICONOGRAPHYAND COLLECTIVE
MEMORY:
Lincoln'sImage in the American Mind
BarrySchwartz*
Universityof Georgia
to collectivememoryexplainawayimagesof thepastby relating
Existingapproaches
themto theireconomic,political,and social "sources."The presentcase studyof
AbrahamLincolnsuggestsa modification
of theseviews, one thatincludesas a key
elementthe agentswho connectmemoryandsocial structure.As the U.S. entered
WorldWarI, the agentsof Lincoln'smemorydebatedwhichversionof the Lincoln
imageto commemorate-theepicheroor thefolkhero;thestrong,dignifiedLincoln
or the tender-hearted,
commonman.Thepubliccontroversy
overGeorgeGrayBarnard'sandAugustusSaint-Gaudens's
statuesarticulated
thetensionbetweenthesetwo
reflecteddifferentpublicviews
images.Differentconceptionsof Lincoln'sappearance
of modemdemocracy.Sincethislimitedtherangeof Lincolnimagesthatcommemorativeagentscouldpromote,a structure-centered
thattreatspublicreadiness
approach
to appreciate
orrejectdifferent
thepastmustsupplement
theagentwaysof portraying
centeredapproachto collectivememory.
Thoughtsaboutsociety are almost always investedin personalimages. Historyis realized
in the same way: remembranceof the past begins with the remembranceof men (Cooley
[1902]1964, pp. 113-114). The intensity and warmthof such remembranceis unstable.
On the 1909 centennial of AbrahamLincoln's birth, for example, Henry Cabot Lodge
expressed the desire "to detach Lincoln from the myth, which has possession of us all,
that his wisdom, his purityand his greatnesswere as obvious and acknowledged . . . in
his lifetime as they are today" (SavannahEvening News 12 Feb. 1909, p. 7). Lodge's
assessmentwas correct. Lincoln did not become a complete nationalidol until the period
in the twentiethcenturythatbegan with TheodoreRoosevelt's presidencyand ended with
WarrenHarding's.(Fordetail, see Schwartz1990.) These years broughtthe greatProgressive Era economic and political reformsand fell between the Spanish-AmericanWarand
WorldWarI-the period in which America became a world power.
Exercise of expanding internationalpower and redistributionof domestic power elevated Lincoln but also limited the kind of man Americanscould make of him. Common,
weak men cannotrepresentgreatand powerfulnations;elitist strongmencannotrepresent
democracies. Lincoln's image was for these reasonspulled in contrarydirections:toward
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stateliness, authority,and dignity on the one hand, and towardplainness, familiarity,and
homeliness on the other.
This dualismshowed up in countlessbiographiesand articlesaboutLincoln's life, but it
was revealed more vividly by pictorial devices.1 For many people at the turn of the
twentieth century, these devices were not just elaborations of verbal accounts about
Lincoln; they were the principalmediumthroughwhich they interpretedhim. Among the
many likenesses of Lincoln publicly displayed duringthe early twentieth century, none
warrantcloser considerationthan those producedby George Gray Barnardand Augustus
Saint-Gaudens.Controversyover the relative merits of their statues of Lincoln reflected
fundamentaldisagreementover how he was to be remembered.To understandthatcontroversy is the purpose of this case study. Conflict between the admirersof Barnard'sand
Saint-Gaudens'sstatuesis importantnot only for what it tells aboutthe historicaldevelopment of Lincoln's image but also for what it contributesto understandingof a more
general problem:the relationshipbetweenpolitical cultureand collective memory.Statues
embody memory. They standfor the events and times, the achievementsand values, that
society chooses to look back on. Focusing thought on one statue after another evokes
different categories of remembrance.Argumentsabout statues often turnout to be arguments about the past and its legacy.
COLLECTIVE
MEMORY
"Collective memory" is a metaphorthat formulatessociety's retentionand loss of information about its past in the familiarterms of individualrememberingand forgetting. Part
of the collective memory is, in fact, defined by sharedindividualmemories, but only a
small fractionof society's past is experiencedin this way. Every memberof society, even
the oldest, learns most of what he knows about the past through social institutionsthroughoral chronicles preservedby tradition,writtenchronicles stored in archives, and
commemorativeactivities (makingportraits,statues, and shrines, collecting relics, naming places, observing holidays and anniversaries)that enable institutionsto distinguish
significant events and people from the mundane, and so infuse the past with moral
meaning. These processes, chronicallingand commemoration,constitutethe subject matter of collective memory research.
The most importantfeature that existing approachesto collective memory share is
analytic strategy-all relate images of the past to their "sources"in economic, political,
and social life; all contend that our understandingsof the past are projectionsof our own
social experience. Defined as "reflections"or "reproductions"of presentconcerns, these
understandingsare assumed distorted and beyond the rememberer'scontrol. The past,
then, is never an autonomousand consequentialculturalforce. A surprisinglybroadrange
of theoreticalorientationsembracethis assumption.For neo-Marxists,representationsof
the past provide "culturalratificationof a contemporaryorder"(Williams 1977, pp. 116117; see also Alonso 1988). Emile Durkheim'sphenomenologically-mindedfollowers,
notably MauriceHalbwachs,define collective memoryas "essentiallya reconstructionof
the past [that] adaptsthe image of ancient facts to the beliefs and spiritualneeds of the
present" (1941, p. 7; see also Halbwachs [1950] 1980; Douglas 1986, pp. 69-80).
Symbolic interactionistGeorge HerbertMead declaresthatevery conceptionof the past is
construed "fromthe standpointof the new problemof today,"and CharlesHortonCooley
observes that "presentfunction, not past" determineshow famous people and events are
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preserved in the collective mind (Mead 1929, p. 313; see also Mead 1932, 1938; Miller
1973; Maines, Sugrue, and Katovich 1983; Cooley 1918, p. 15).
These conceptions make the past precarious, always hostage to present conditions.
However, attemptsto explain collective memory by analyses of society's least mutable
featuresrely on this same correspondencetheoryof memoryand society. Cooley (1918) is
the one symbolic interactionistwho thoughtdeeply aboutcollective memoryin light of the
settled past as well as the unsettledpresent,but it is EdwardShils's recent (1981) concept
of the past as a traditionsustainedby "guidingpatterns"that did most to align the stable
elements of collective memory to the stabilizing elements of society.
Concentratingon conflict, utilitariancontemplation,reflection,or tradition,each theory
uniquely formulatesthe link between memory and society, but none include conceptual
termsthatattendto the agentswho actuallycarryout the conflict, use the past, or reflectin
their historical accounts the conditions of the present or of tradition. Granted, certain
theories assume the past is negotiatedand shapedby the activities of individuals, and for
Cooley and Mead this assumption is central. Yet, even their efforts make no use of
commemorationwork and its agents as theoretical categories. These categories alone
afford contact with the world in which commemorationtakes place, alone reveal the
process connecting social structureand social memory. As existing theories presume
ratherthandescribesuch dynamics, the correspondencebetween a society's conceptionof
its present and past is made to appearcloser and more secure than it may be.
Existing theoriesof collective memoryobscurethe lessons to be drawnfrom the 19171918 debateover the properAbrahamLincoln commemorativestatue. The men who took
partin this debatewere more thanpassive mediatorsmechanicallytranslatingculturaland
social pressuresinto conceptionsof Lincoln. These men were moved by a desire to make
sense of their nation, to discover its destiny and ultimatepurposes, its moral origins, the
rightful conditions of its existence. They knew their argumentsabout Lincoln entailed a
constructionof the past, and they raisedtheir own questions about its validity, its significance, its purpose, its affinitywith the contemporaryglobal situation. Their outlook was
reflexive and they focused not only on how their own but also on how other societies
regardedLincoln and on how these various impressionsmight be effectively managed.
The present case, then, intimates a theory that places the collective memory in a more
active relation to the world.
TWO DEPICTIONS
In 1917, the centennial anniversaryof peace between Great Britain and the U.S. drew
Augustus Saint-Gaudens'sand George Gray Barnard'sstatuesof AbrahamLincoln into a
commemorativeproject. Observedduringa world war in which the two countriesfought
as allies, the Peace Centenarymarkedthe most importantworld role America had ever
played and intensified the realization(taken for grantedtoday but then a cause of contemplation and wonder) that America had become the world's most powerful nation.
The American Peace Centenary Committee formed during the 1909 centennial of
Lincoln's birth. In 1913, it chose to markthe peace anniversary(scheduled for 1915) by
sending to Englandreplicas of AugustusSaint-Gaudens'sstatueof Lincoln (Figures 1 and
2) and Antoine Houdon'sstatueof George Washington.The stateof Virginiabore the cost
of replicating the Houdon statue, but no benefactorappearedfor Saint-Gaudens's.The
1914 onset of war delayed the entireproject,but as its resumptionapproachedthe fund for
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Figure 1. Abraham Lincoln by Augustus Saint-Gaudens. Front View. Source: Art World
17 Aug. 1917, p. 419.
Figure 2. Abraham Lincoln by Augustus Saint-Gaudens. Side View. Source: LiteraryDigest
13 Oct. 1917, p. 31.

a Saint-Gaudensreplica remainedempty. Realizing this, CharlesTaft, half-brotherof the
formerPresident,offeredto supply the committeea replica of Barnard'sLincoln (Figures
3 and 4), and his gift was immediatelyaccepted.
These proceedings assumed that statues can be a highly effective mode of political
commemoration,dependingon theirlikeness to the individualportrayed.By virtueof this
likeness, the centenary's participantsbelieved, the statue (and political portraiturein
general) has a special power to manifest its subject's moral qualities. As these qualities
invoke cherished nationalideals, the commemorativestatue is deemed sacred, deserving
dignified placement and serious contemplation.That a statue's life-likeness is key to its
mnemonic effectiveness is evident in certain imperfections attributedto George Gray
Barnard'sportrayalof Lincoln.
Originally in 1910 CharlesTaftcommissioned Barnard'sstatue for the city of Cincinnati. In December 1916 it was completed at a foundry in New York and was briefly
displayed in that city before shipment. Its stark, awkward lines puzzled many New
Yorkers,and its first nationalexposure, in LiteraryDigest (6 Jan. 1917, p. 18), provoked
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Figure3. AbrahamLincolnby George GrayBarnard.FrontView. Source: LiteraryDigest
6 Jan. 1917, p. 18.
Figure4. AbrahamLincolnby George Gray Barnard.Side View. Source: LiteraryDigest
13 Oct. 1917, p. 30.
an immediate stir. "Is it a faithful presentationin bronze of the real Lincoln?" asks a
Milwaukee newspapereditor. Having surveyed some who actually saw Lincoln, he reports, "The consensus of usually indignanttestimony is that it is fearfully and wonderfully unlike Lincoln as they knew him" (10 Feb. 1917, p. 338). The term "indignant
testimony" suggests that what was wrong with this sculpturewas not only a matter of
likeness, or artisticcompetence, but also perspective. Barnardchose to portraythe President in the worst possible way, exaggerating his every defect in body and dress. The
Savior of the Union was revealed as a common clodhopper,a lanky, stooped-overman
ridiculously dressed.
FormerPresidentWilliam HowardTaftofficially dedicatedthis statue in Cincinnation
March31, 1917-a few days before the U.S. enteredWorldWarI. Criticism, however,
continued. In June, a periodicaldedicatedto cultivatingtraditionalart forms, Art World,
launchedthe firstprofessionalattackagainstBarnard'swork, condemningit as a "mistake
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in bronze." Shortlyafterward,when the AmericanPeace Committeereportedits decision
to place this work on the BritishParliamentgrounds,the meritsof Saint-Gaudens'sstatue
were rediscoveredand the disputeover Barnard'sstatueintensified.The New YorkTimes,
for example, printed49 articles on the disagreement,the majorityduring a three-month
period-September-November 1917. Popularmagazines lagged newspapersby about a
month. The Readers Guide to Periodical Literaturelists 24 articleson the statue dispute,
two-thirds published during October through December 1917. Thus, media coverage
peaked with the Peace Committee'sinitial choice of Barnard'sstatue, strongchallenges to
and defenses of that decision, and the Committee'sfinal, if not formal, statementon the
matterin late December 1917. These events, however, do not explain the debate's broad
and intense fervor,why so manypeople so profoundlycaredwhetherone statueor another
was sent to London-a place few Americanshad ever visited or even thoughtmuch about.
The political context provided energy and relevance to discussions about Lincoln's
portrayal. Debate peaked six months after the U.S. entered the First World War, four
months after its first troop contingentarrivedin Europe, but several months before these
troops would be fighting and sustainingheavy casualties. In other words, the argument
raged hottest at the height of martialenthusiasm.The argumentassumedsuch importance
because it resonatedwith the values of democracy-values for which sake, presumably,
the war was being fought.
The argumentitself follows two lines. The first concerns refinementand simplicity as
alternativeprerequisitesof political greatness. Many Barnardcritics state their position
rhetorically:Is Lincoln to be rememberedas a man of dignifiedtastes and manneror as a
backwardman who never really outgrew the rudenessof his early environment?An Art
World commentaryputs the question in political context:
First-Was Lincolna clean, dignifiedmemberof the bar,dressingin reasonably
socialformsandbeautyof environgoodtasteandhavinga respectforcommon-sense
ment,or washe a rough-necked
slouch,dressinglikea despiserof elegancein life and
beautyof socialenvironment?
Second-Does democracymeanclub-footed,inelegant,vulgaruglinessto the destructionof all socialforms,or does it meangrace,dignity,self-respect,and ever(quotedin LiteraryDigest 13 Oct.
increasingbeautyof socialformandenvironment?
1917, p. 30)
The issue could not be statedmoreclearly.Must democracybringleveling and mediocrity,
as many American intellectualsbelieved, or can it be reconciled with a cultureof high
achievement and good taste?
That Barnardhad debased democracy as well as Lincoln is, in Art World's opinion,
undisputable.His statuesuggests that "even in its greatesthero democracybreeds nothing
but a stoop-shouldered,consumptive-chested,chimpanzee-handed,lumpy footed, giraffe
necked, grimy-fingeredclod-hopper,wearinghis clothes in a way to disgust a ragman."A
well-articulatedtheory of art and society underlies this apparentlyemotional outburst:
humanbody featuresrepresentsocial categories;they visibly express the ideas and values
that society's memberstreasure.Statuesof greatmen like Lincoln are thereforenot "good
to look at" but, in Levi-Strauss'swords, "good to think with" (1963, p. 89).
Since long necks, big hands and feet, and stooped shoulders degrade democracy, it

Iconographyand CollectiveMemory

307

becomes an urgentmatterto show Lincoln free of such defects. Art Worldset forth a series
of photographsto show his real appearance,and underneatheach photographis a caption
urging the readerto look closely: "Note how small the hands were"; "Note the graceful
fingers";"Note the squareshoulders";"Note throughouta neck of ordinarylength" (Dec.
1917, pp. 198-199).
Revelationof Lincoln's true physical traits,Art Worldbelieved, entails an appreciation
of his gentility, of the fact that he was never "a suffererfrom the hookworm," that his
"fatherand motherdid not belong to the white trashbut were really from Virginia stock
passing throughKentucky."Thus, Lincoln was "fully awareof the importanceof elegant
social forms." People in general think of the young Lincoln as a man "bent from hard
labor,"but this was not so. Fromthe day he became a lawyer, "he never againdid another
day's work of rough manual labor." Also, he "hated ugliness, disorderand vulgarity,"
loathed beyond measure "the class of hobo-democratsand the mobocratswho, together,
imagine that slouch-democracyis the salvation of the world, and the last expression of
what democracy should mean" (Art WorldAug. 1917, p. 416; Dec. 1917, p. 190; June
1917, pp. 191, 208, 213, 217, 218).
While Art World's criticism states the case against Barnardwith unusual force and
coherence, that case also appearedelsewhere. If Lincoln were a rail splitterfor so long,
one New YorkTimes (28 Oct. 1917, sec. 7, p. 7) observerwrites, "we should have never
heardof him." Anotherobserverdeclaresin his letterto the Times, "Tome, [the Barnard
statue]portraysa brainlessdullardwho has neverrisen above the toil of rail-splitting. ...
[I]t is un-American;there is no go to the fagged-out sufferer-none of the alertnessthat
characterizedour pioneers . . ." (11 Nov. 1917, p. 10). This gives the Lincoln symbol a
new twist. It does not evaluate but disparages the common man as an un-American
weakling, a failure. Such a man cannotrepresentdemocracy-only those who rise above
him can. Success: that is what democracymeans and what Lincoln stands for (for detail,
see Schwartz 1990).
The kind of democracy Lincoln stands for could not be the kind Barnard'sstatue
depicts. The real Lincoln believed "in regulated political liberty"; Barnard'sLincoln
representsradical democracy, a "brandof sans culottism, of the downward, levelling
type" (New YorkTimes28 Sept. 1919, p. 11). Behindthese criticismsof a sculptorandhis
statue is the belief that a democracygovernedby common men cannot match Old World
achievementsand power. Such an idea might seem arroganttoday,but was engagingwhen
America's position as a world power was new and precarious, when many intellectuals
(Persons 1973), including sociologists (see, e.g., Cooley [1909]1962)-not to mention
the people at large-took reactionaryideology aboutdemocracy'sshortcomingsseriously.
In this context, Americandemocracy'svitality became an importantissue, and around
that issue formed the second dimension of the controversy:power versus weakness. Is
Lincoln to be rememberedas a man of capacityand initiativeor as a weakling distinguishable mainly by his good nature?Since Barnardnever appreciateddemocracy's moral
energy it was no surprisethathis Lincoln statue, accordingto the first in a series of Times
editorials, portrays "a long-suffering peasant, crushed by adversity." It will not, and
cannot, "symbolize to the coming generationsthe true spirit which animatesthe militant
democracy of our times" (26 Aug. 1917, sec. 2, p. 2). On this same point, another
commentatordeclares that a statue of Lincoln should represent "the triumph of the
democraticprinciple"and depict "not the humbleand despairingLincoln, but the power-
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ful, unshrinking,heroic, and triumphantLincoln" (3 Oct. 1917, p. 12). Although treacherously assassinated, this man deserves our "stem admiration,"not our tears; a loving
man, his was yet "virile love"; magnanimous, he was never a "weeping willow."
Throughouthis public life, "Lincolnwas a conqueror"2(Art WorldDec. 1917, pp. 190,
192).
These concernsreveal not only why so much was said aboutthe Lincoln statuesbut also
why so little was said about the other statue sent to London: Houdon's George Washington. Begun in 1785 at Mount Vernon and completed in France, the Houdon image
depicts a landed gentlemanreturnedfrom war, dressed in coattails and breeches, leaning
gently on his walking stick-irrefutably an idealized, pre-democraticeffigy. That not a
whisper opposed it reflects a general admirationfor the statue's respectable mien. No
artist, as one of Nation's commentators(13 Dec. 1917, p. 658) puts it, would dare insult
Washington'smemory by depicting him as Barnarddoes Lincoln: "a great splay-footed,
raw-boned, long-legged frontiersman."Thus a new wrinkle in the debate developed
through the symbolic relationship between Washington and Lincoln. Previously contrasted to Lincoln's simplicity and commonness, Washington'saristocraticdignity and
power is now deemed appropriatefor Lincoln and even requiredfor his accurateportrayal.
TWO VALUES
Not all Americans in 1917 and 1918 were concerned with making the world safe for
democracy;yet the WorldWarwas fought in a highly idealistic climate that accentuated
the tension between two traditionalways of thinking about the relation between leaders
and masses. These two conceptions do not fully capture the multifariouscharacterof
Americanpolitical culture, but they do convey an importantpartof it. Alexis de Tocqueville articulatesthe first conception. Prominentcitizens, he (1946, p. 111) observes,
takecarenotto standalooffromthepeople;on thecontrary,
theyconstantlykeepon
easy termswiththe lowerclasses;theylistento them,theyspeakto themeveryday.
Theyknowthat. . . in democraticagesyou attacha poormanto you moreby your
mannerthan by benefitsconferred.. . and even want of polish is not always
displeasing.
Based on observations made in 1832, midpoint of Andrew Jackson's presidency, this
account reflects the Democratic-Jacksonianview of democracy, one that stresses the
common man's dignity and capacity for self-rule. But de Tocquevilleoverlooks the strain
of American democracylegitimatedby America's "hierarchical,"as opposed to "equalitarian,"values (Ellis and Wildavsky 1989). The hierarchical,elitist aspect of American
political life was rooted in Federalismand cultivatedthroughoutthe antebellumyears by
the Whigs, who, by Daniel Howe's (1979) account, representeda culture as well as a
political party.Hierarchicalvalues promoteddistrustof the common man and belief that
the nation's "best men" alone were fit to govern. Believing also in the essential evil of
privilege and caste, the hierarchs,no less than the equalitarians,celebratedthe ideal of
social mobility, of men rising up from poverty to affluence and privilege.3 Yet, they
upheld a respect for individualsuperioritynever matched in the equalitarianmind.
To infer that the enduranceof hierarchicalvalues underminedthe Jacksonianrevolution
would be a mistake:America'spolitical and economic democracygreatly expandedafter
Jackson,especially duringthe early twentiethcentury.Yet, the industrialrevolutionand its
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excesses, the very forces thatbroughtProgressivereforms, also engendereda new elitea class of businessmen, managers, and professionals (Mills 1951, pp. 3-76) who set
themselves above the common run of urbanand rurallaborersand sought culturaldominance by preservinga portionof the manners(Veblen[1899]1934) and hierarchicalvalues
of earliertimes. As the U.S. developed into a world power and as its Progressivegovernment became more centralized and more active, these manners and values gained salience. And as both the culturaland political framesof referenceshifted to Europe, America's doubts about its own achievementsand refinementgrew as fast as its pretensions.
World War I was a pivotal point in this development, a point at which the carriersof
equalitarianand hierarchicaldemocracy achieved a culturalparity never known before.
Debate over the merits of Barnard'sand Saint-Gaudens'sportrayalsof Lincoln expressed
the tension of this uneasy balance.
Barnard'sdefense of his statuerevealeda conceptionof Lincoln and of democracythat
critics consideredobsolete, unworthyof America'snew world-powerstatus. He made an
icon of equalitywhen hierarchicalvalues were, in theirview, necessary.He celebratedthe
crude and weak commoner when the nation needed gentility and strength. Not only did
Barnard'scritics and the privileged class hold this belief. Popularwritings, drama, and
poetry since the turnof the centurygentrifiedLincoln and transformedhim from folk into
epic hero (Basler [1935]1969; Schwartz 1990). Such depictions reflected a widespread
desire among people of Lincoln's working class backgroundto share also his success in
transcendingit. Yet, the gentrified image never replaced but was rather superimposed
upon the common Lincoln. The original conception of Lincoln as a man of the people
continuedto inform the people's understandingof him, and it was this original, realistic
conception that Barnardsought to recapture.
To ignore the real Lincoln, Barnardexplained, insults the people and thwartsdemocracy's essence. And it was democracyalone-American democracy-that he intendedto
represent.Having studiedLincoln's life for years and contemplatedhis life mask for three
months before startingwork, Barnardfound in Lincoln's face "the song of democracy
writtenby God." This face, neitherOld Worldnor Olympian, utterlyopposed "those of
the Emperors of Rome or a Napoleon." In demeanor and dress as well as physical
appearance,Lincoln was of the New World,he "carriedhis weight unconsciously, without pride in rank or culture."His clothing, "worn, baggy trousers, forgotten, unthought
of, honored their history . . of labor" (LiteraryDigest 16 Jan. 1917, p. 18). And so
Barnardportrayedand made understandablethe freedom that American democracy ensures. Expansive personalliberty shows up in physical parallels;political looseness, as it
were, in looseness of personal appearance.It would not do to portrayLincoln along the
symmetricallines of classical art. The model must be the common man, and ungainliness,
even ugliness, is his characteristicattribute.Barnardinvoked Isaiah'smessianic prophecy
to add force to his point:
The commonman'sRedeemer"shallgrowup ... as a rootoUtof a dryground:he
hathno formnorcomeliness;andwhenwe shallsee him, thereis no beautythatwe
shoulddesirehim."(NewYorkTimes18 Nov. 1917, sec. 2, p. 2)
The same could be said, and must be said, about AbrahamLincoln.
Beauty is to homeliness what elitism is to democracy:Barnard'slogic made good sense
to many. Lincoln's defects and inelegance make him the perfect symbol of America:the
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awkwardnessof his body enhancesthe beautyof his spirit(Outlook27 Dec. 1916, p. 891;
17 Oct. 1917, pp. 117, 241; see also North American Review Dec. 1917, p. 838).
Barnard'ssupportersreiteratedas well as embracedthis logic. They revealed it to "the
unimaginativepatriotswho have no power to evoke mentallythe simple figureof Lincoln"
as well as to "ignorantaliens" who know little aboutthe country'straditions(Outlook27
Dec. 1916, p. 891). For these and other people, Barnard'ssculptureprovides a gripping
lesson, a revelation of democracy.Barnardhimself was a great democrat, his admirers
explained. He opposed the Czarand supportedthe democraticrevolutionin Russia. Once,
on his way to Europe, "he hurriedthroughEnglandwithouteating so he would not have to
sleep in a land ruled by a king." His portrayalof an undignifiedLincoln was accordingly
"the people's Lincoln and the people will know it as their own." Barnard'sLincoln is
"not pretty,"Mary Roberts concedes in Touchstone,but this is precisely what puts his
statue rather than Saint-Gaudens's"in America's heart." The appeal is in the details.
Lincoln's hands awkwardlyplaced across his groin were so positioned when he debated
Douglas on slavery.His large and "bulbous"feet are "like roots of an oak spreadinginto
the common sod" (Oct. 1917, pp. 54, 59, 60).
Lincoln's closeness to the soil symbolized the poverty and manual labor Barnard's
critics openly despised. "It is amazing," observes Ida Tarbell, "to see this old dislike to
leanness and poverty and rough clothes . . . expressing itself in an organized campaign
against an interpretationof AbrahamLincoln which not only admits the poverty and
meagerness of his early life but glories in it" (TouchstoneDec. 1917, p. 225). At stake,
Tarbelladds, is how democracyis to be conceived. "To many of us, democracyexists in
no class below our own" (p. 227). On this same point Edwin Markhambrings his weight
to bear: "Do we not speak in song and story of the dignity of labor? This statue is an
eloquent expression of that great idea, and if that idea is a mistake, then . . . the democratic ideal is a hollow bubble" (p. 228).
This theme, the celebration of the common man, also had an ugly, nativistic tone,
evinced in the claims Barnard'ssupportersmade about his critics-for example, that the
"artlords' " complaintthatBarnardis too democraticderivedfrom theirown foreignness.
In this connection, the public was reminded that Art World's editor, F. Wellington
Ruckstuhl, is an "adoptedAmerican" born in Germany and committed to the kind of
autocratic statuarydisplayed in Berlin's Sieges Alle. That Lincoln's bitterest enemies
condemned him for his homeliness and commonness-the same foreign grounds that
Barnard's critics used to condemn his statue-was also brought to public attention
(TouchstoneOct. 1917, pp. 57, 58, 62; New YorkTimes 27 Sept. 1919, p. 13).
The Northernaristocratswho duringthe Civil WardenouncedLincoln's vulgarity also
criticizedhis indecisiveness and meekness. They believed him a weakling and their views
reappeareddecades later in criticism of Barnard'sstatue. Chargedthat his Lincoln image
would look patheticbeside thatof real men, like the fearsome Oliver Cromwell, Barnard
could only agree. Not only was Lincoln's naturemore tenderthanCromwell's;it was also
shaped by a definite maternalstrain. As his own mother "left on Lincoln's memory an
overwhelming impression, so Lincoln himself physically and mentally 'mothered' his
neighbors, his State, his country"(LiteraryDigest 6 Jan. 1917, p. 19). Correspondingly,
in Lincoln's many acts of personalkindness, includinghis famous letter of consolation to
Mrs. Bixby for the loss in battleof her sons, "he displays an understandingof motherhood
unsurpassedin English literature"(Outlook 17 Oct. 1917, p. 241). Indeed he "embodied
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the universalmotherhoodas no man has since Christ"(Outlook27 Dec. 1916, p. 891; see
also Lemmon 1909).
Capturingthese and other Lincoln traits-rough appearanceand manner,modest ability, perseveringwill, tenderheart-Barnard gave the Americanpeople a tangibleportrayal
of their democracy.TheodoreRoosevelt, at least, saw in Barnard'saccomplishment"the
living Lincoln, the GreatDemocrat,"as did noted sculptorFrederickMacMonnies,painters John S. Sargentand Abbot H. Thayer, illustratorCharlesDana Gibson, and art critic
RichardFletcher. As the debate wore on, other distinguishedpeople, includingPresident
WoodrowWilson and former PresidentWilliam HowardTaft, sided with Barnard.
TWO TRUTHS
"If that weird and deformed figure [by Barnard]really representsthe results of democracy, we can hardlyexpect Europeto fight that democracymay be made safe" (New York
Times 1 Jan. 1918, p. 17). This statementreflects the concern not only that Barnard's
Lincoln portraysnationalweakness ratherthan strengthbut also that it confirmsbelief in
America's culturalinferiority.A letter to the Times editor puts it squarely: "Don't give
Britons proof of what they believe aboutthe crudityof Americandemocracy."Likewise,
Art World argues that "this slouchily dressed and presumablydemocratic despiser of
elegant social forms will certainly give to every Europeanreactionaryand enemy of
democracy a justificationfor saying: Do you see the disgusting fruit of the vulgar social
life of Democracy?"(Aug. 1917, p. 416). Such talk alarmedBarnard'ssupporters:"Are
we ashamed of Our Commoner, so that we want to hide his hands and feet and gaunt
figure from British eyes?" (TouchstoneOct. 1917, p. 62). The answer was a resounding
yes.
Although many distinguishedartistsand politicians, and a few artjournals, supported
Barnard,the majorart establishmentsand even certainpolitical bodies opposed him. The
NationalAcademy of Design, the AmericanFederationof Art, and the Fine Art Federation
of New York passed official resolutions against Barnard'swork. Many individual art
authoritiespublicly condemnedit. The U.S. Departmentof State decidedly opposed it. In
December 1917 the National Academy of Design polled the American Peace Centenary
Committee-the very body that had officially acceptedthe Barnardstatue-to determine
how it felt about its original choice of the Saint-Gaudensstatue. Of 76 replies (abouthalf
the Committee's membership),only one favored Barnardover Saint-Gaudens;51 were
either againsthim or for Saint-Gaudens.The remainderexpressedno preference.As soon
as he received this result, HowardR. Butler, Academy vice-president, wrote Sir Alfred
Mond, the British Commissioner of Works responsible for receiving and placing Barnard'sstatue, describingthe findingsand urginghim to prevailupon the Britishcommittee
to reject it for Saint-Gaudens'swork. The American Committee, for its part, did not
officially withdrawendorsementof Barnard'sstatuebut came to recommendSaint-Gaudens's as well. About this time, however, a four-member"AmericanCommission," including J.P. Morgan, Jr. and Elihu Root, formed for the purposeof getting Saint-Gaudens's
Lincoln into London and keeping Barnard'sLincoln out.
These activities fairly well representedpublic opinion. In November 1917, a few weeks
before the NationalAcademy of Design's CentenaryCommitteepoll, Independentmagazine, a general periodical, invited its readersto assess six Lincoln statues. Of more than
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20,000 replies, 49% preferredSaint-Gaudens's.Statues by J. Patrick,Gutzom Borglum,
Daniel ChesterFrench,and ThomasBall received 7-17% of the votes, and Barnard'sonly
6%, rankinglast (29 Dec. 1917, pp. 590-591). Althoughno model public opinion survey,
the study's one-sided resultsjustify the tentative conclusion that Saint-Gaudens'simage
better reflectedthe public's conception of Lincoln than Barnard's.The only real question
is precisely what that conception consisted of, and what statue features expressed it.
Uncertaintyin the public's perceptionimpedes understandingits preferencefor SaintGaudens'sLincoln. Barnard'sstarkportrayalof Lincoln's commonnessallowed for little
interpretivevariance, but the Saint-Gaudensimage was ambiguous. Unveiled in Chicago
in 1887, its observers tended to appreciatethe very attributesBarnardemphasized. A
Chicago Tribunereporter,for example, notes delightedly the democratic shabbiness of
Saint-Gaudens'sportrayal:"the carelessly rolled collar," the "wrinkled vest, none too
well fitted," the "baggy" coat sleeves, the "loose trousers, ill fitting at the ankles."
Overall, Lincoln appears "lank, grave, careworn, Yankeeish,and homely. . ." (23 Oct.
1887, p. 9). Although not everyone saw the statue in this way, descriptions regularly
mentionedelements of shabbiness.The sculptorM.G. VanRensselaer,for instance, finds
nothing "baldly commonplace"in the portrayal,but neitheris it "sculpturesque.""Neither physical facts nor facts of costume are palliatedor adorned."The statuethus revealed
the entirerange of Lincoln's distinguishingtraits:not only "dignity," "strength,""inflexibility," "courage," and "intellectualconfidence," but also "simplicity," "tenderness,"
"humility," "homely vigor," "sadness of spirit." Beneath Lincoln's manifest greatness
"lay the heartof a child and the tenderinstinctsof a woman" (Century1887, pp. 37-39).
As late as 1911 poet F.B. Eddy describes Saint-Gaudens'sLincoln as "gaunt and tall,"
"carelessly arrayed/Inloose, ill fitting clothes," with a face whose "deep lines tell/His
suffering and unimagined woe" (Outlook 11 Feb. 1911, p. 311). What could better
symbolize democracy? However, years later, against a new social and political background, the statue's quaint features seemed to fade, its more dignified aspects to dominate. Selective perceptionconcealed from an equalitarianmentalitywhat it later revealed
to a mentality grown more appreciativeof elitist qualities.
If the strongpreferencefor Saint-Gaudens'sLincoln was a reactionagainst equalitarian
democracy, subsequentLincoln portrayalsshould suggest whetherthis was a temporary
adaptationto war pressuresor a permanentresult of fundamentalsocial changes. This is
crucial to understandingwhat the Barnardand Saint-Gaudensstatuesmeant and what the
conflict between their respective admirerswas about.
Of first importance, in this regard, is that in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries the portrayalof prominentpolitical leaders followed neoclassical conventions:
formalattireand cloak;body andhead erect, one leg slightly bent;one handrestingupon a
pillar or fasces, or upon an ornatetable or chair,or holding a scrolledpublic document, or
pointing in some direction; if seated, the figure's back and arms fully supportedby a
symbolic chair of state. These features define the genre of Saint-Gaudens'swork (and
Daniel Chester French's more familiar Lincoln Memorial statue).4 Prior to Lincoln's
death, and for many years after,neoclassicism shapedevery statueof the Americanpublic
figure. Few sculptors then knew how to depict public men in any other way. Different
media thus conveyed differentconceptionsof Lincoln. The printedmedia, notablybiographies and magazine commentary,usually portrayedhim as a man of the people; the
pictorial media, notably sculpture,a man above the people.
At the turnof the century,however, new elements enteredinto the neoclassical Lincoln
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statuary.Seated, Lincoln is portrayedwith legs crossed, or leaning forwardas if to rise up,
or with body twisted and one arm resting on the back of the chair; standing, with weight
distributedequally (and ungracefully)on both legs, or leaning against a wall, or without
his presidentialbeard.5 Designated as mixed forms, these statues combine neoclassical
with realist conventions that affirmequalitarianvalues.
Equalitarianstatues, unveiled after 1910, portrayLincoln as a common man, closely
identifiedwith common people. One such statue shows Lincoln seated, slightly stooped,
on a simple bench rather than an ornate chair of state; others portrayhim with head
lowered and body hunched forwardin despondencyand grief, or in the company of his
wife, with a shawl drapinghis legs to warmthem, or readingto his son, or sittingwith his
arm arounda black child. Some portrayLincoln as a youth, patting a dog on its head or
holding an ax in front of a tree stump.6Barnard'sLincoln statue was an early manifestation of this democratic genre. Through it, the "weeping willow" representativeof
"slouch democracy"took his place beside the virile symbol of refinementand "militant
democracy."
As Table 1 shows, the neoclassical genre in Lincoln statuary dominates until the
century'sturn. Of the 11 statues unveiled before 1899, 10 are neoclassical, 1 unclassifiable. The next 30 years bring 16 neoclassical images, 48% of the total; and 1930 to the
present only 5, or 21%. Conversely,the equalitarianand mixed-formstatues'percentage
(excluding two unclassifiable)increases from 0% through52% to 78% over these same
intervals.7Thus, the equalitarianelement in Barnard'sstatue is not anomalousbut rather
begins an equalitariantrend in Lincoln statuary.
Earlytwentiethcenturyverbalas well as iconic depictionsreveal thatelitist views never
replaced equalitarianviews of American democracy. Through popular literature,children'sbooks, newspapercommentary,holiday oratory,and films, the equalitarianLincoln
retainedhold of the people's imagination.Not only did the immigrant"feel drawnclose to
the ragged boy whose childhood was filled with struggleand hardships"(Outlook7 Feb.
1917, p. 237); the native American, too, saw Lincoln as essentially one of his own.
Lincoln's "greatnessof mind and heart,"explains CongressmanRubey in a 1919 House
Table 1
Statues of AbrahamLincoln by Type and Year of Dedication
Yearof

Type

Dedication

Neoclassical

-1899
1900-1909
1910-1919
1920-1929
1930-1939
1940-1949
1950-a
Total

10
2
8
6
3
1
1

3
2
4
2

31

11

Mixed

Equalitarian

Unclassifiable

Total

% Neoclassical

1

11
5
17
11
15
5
4

91
40
47
54
20
20
25

7
1
9
4
3

1

24

2

68

Notes: aLast entry: 1961.
Sources: Bullard, FredericL. 1952. Lincoln in Marble and Bronze. New Brunswick:Rutgers UniversityPress.
Bulletin of the Lincoln National Life Foundation. Feb. 1962. (Replicas exluded.)
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of Representativesspeech, "was not derived from modem educationor from schools and
colleges. It came from the very soil from which he sprang. He did not look over the
people's head; he sympathizedwith them in all their thoughts, their ideals, and their
aspirations.He was of the people and for the people and thereinlay his greatnessof soul
and thought and action" (CongressionalRecord 12 Feb. 1919, p. 3196). Likewise, when
the English playwrightJohnDrinkwater'sAbrahamLincoln reachedNew Yorktwo years
afterthe Independentpoll showed most AmericansrejectingBarnard'ssculpture,the critic
Montrose Moses notices that "the actor who portraysLincoln often stands as though he
had studied the Barnardstatuefor every wrinkle of his coat" (Independent31 Jan. 1920,
p. 170). The general makeup of this actor, Moses adds elsewhere, reproduces "the
Lincoln of Barnard"(BookmanFeb. 1920, p. 544). Anothercritic finds that Drinkwater's
depiction of Lincoln conformsto "whatwe might call the Barnardstatueside of the man.
[T]he huge hands sticking out from shirt sleeves, the slovenly clothes, the shocking hat
[and] the general behavioris far more Barnardthan Saint-Gaudens"(New YorkTimes 16
March 1919, p. 4). This depiction took New Yorkby storm.8
The iconic, verbal, and dramaticportrayalsof Lincoln thus testify to the selective
characterof America's self-portrayal.What many people wanted concealed from Europe
they embraced enthusiastically themselves. Learning to appreciate Lincoln's epic
qualities, Americansnever lost sight of the folk qualities that initially drew them to him.
If controversyover Barnard'sstatuewas not a rejectionof the image of Lincoln or the
conception of democracythatBarnardportrayed,how is the uproarto be understood?The
majorclue is that not one word opposed the idea of placing the statuein Cincinnati, even
from those who believed it a travestyof both Lincoln and democracy.The storm broke
only with the prospectof its erection in London.9 A New YorkTimes (28 Sept. 1917, p.
10) editor explains: "We have often greatly admired [Barnard's]statuary, and to his
Lincoln the only objection we have to make now is that it is not a fitting embodimentof
the Emancipatorto place publicly in London." And in a widely distributedpublic letter,
Robert Todd Lincoln, the President'sonly surviving son, says he understands"that the
completed statue has gone to Cincinnatito be placed. As to that I have nothing more to
say, but I am horrifiedto learnjust now that arrangementsare being made for a statue of
PresidentLincoln by the same artist, and I assume of a similarcharacter,to be presented
for location . . . in London" (LiteraryDigest 13 Oct. 1917, p. 30). These statements
imply that Barnardaccuratelydepicted at least one side of American democracy-its
belief in the common man's dignity. The issue was in what context this facet was to be
displayed. Althoughno absoluteagreementon the matterwas reached, a working consensus did develop. To the local monumentwent the task of portrayingthe nation'scommonness; the nationalmonument,its greatness. This is what the critics seemed to be saying.
WhateverBarnard'sstatueof Lincoln meant to the Americanviewer, it could only undermine America's dignity if viewed abroad.
Late December 1918, a year after the National Academy of Design survey and an
"AmericanCommittee"supportingthe Saint-Gaudensstatuewas established, the British
centennial committee declaredboth statues acceptable, both to be placed in fitting locations. Late summer 1920, Saint-Gaudens'sstatue was unveiled in London's Parliament
Square before a group of distinguishedcitizens and high British and American officials.
Barnard'sstatuehad been affectionatelyreceived ten monthsearlierby Manchester,a city,
as one observerputs it (LiteraryDigest 4 Oct. 1919, p. 29) "closer to America in thought
than any partof the BritishIsles." Thus, the two memorials,each representinga different
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facet of America's self-conception, found suitableforeign display in places that amplified
one aspect of the democraticdualism they respectively embodied.
debate cultivatedkey
Independentlyof its outcome, then, the Barnard/Saint-Gaudens
elements of Lincoln's image-the remoteand the intimate,the genteel andthe commonthathad subsistedfrom the very time of his death. Traditionconveyed dual images of him;
reiteratingthis duality the debate preservedit.
TWO PUBLICS
The Barnard/Saint-Gaudens
controversyraises questions about how to theoreticallyformulatecollective understandingof the past. Currently,collective memoryis regardedas a
thought mode that "reflects" or "reproduces"society's conditions and concerns. This
study, however, reveals a more complex relationbetween memory and society. Interpreters of Lincoln's memory were not passive objects in a field of social forces; they were
active agents, ferventconveyors of the past. In consideringtheir efforts, the majortask is
to clarify the social circumstanceswithin which they contemplatedthe past and devised
their memorial activities.
Foreigners'views of America were importantpartsof this context. In the 1909 Lincoln
Centennialcelebration, for example, foreign representativesspoke in most large American cities. Presumed objective, their assessments of Lincoln, validated national selfconceptions in a way that internalassessments alone could not. Preoccupationwith the
1917 packagingof America'spast for consumptionabroadis a differentaspectof the same
matter.The peculiaritiesof the age, however, amplifiedthe past's relevance and gave to
the managementof historical impression an importanceand moral seriousness it never
before possessed.
The questionof how Americashouldappearabroadbecame explicit as its influenceas a
leader, if not the leader, of the Westerndemocracies grew greaterthan ever. With this
condition some types of art are more compatible, more "ideologically convergent,"than
others. As Gladys and KurtLang (1988, p. 100) put it, "Those whose artcan be made to
serve a broadercause, such as definingemergingidentityor dramatizingnew aspirations,
are more likely to be granteda prominentplace in the collective memory."Theircountry's
broadercause, emerging identity, and new aspirationsdid not impress all Americansin
1917 and 1918, but did impress most, including Saint-Gaudens'sadvocates. A conservative taste in monumentalstatuary,elitist approachto democraticpolitics, hawkish war
attitude, and acute sensibility of their country'sreputationcharacterizedthese people, as
did apocalyptic thinking: a wrong decision in even so small a matter as a long-dead
President's statue would "in the judgement of many wise men, bring down upon us so
much ridicule as to prove a nationalcalamity" (New YorkTimes 28 Sept. 1917, p. 11).10
Most of Barnard'sactive supporterswere, in contrast, progressive regardingart, equalitarianpolitically, and less engaged by the war. Few spoke of the nation's reputationor
how Lincoln's portrayalmight bear upon it. They pressed their case enthusiasticallyand
coherently,but with neither urgency nor hostility against Saint-Gaudens.
Nonetheless, the two groups shared many importantideas. Men and women in both
camps spoke articulatelyabout the political uses of the past. They also believed eyewitness testimony, photographicevidence, life masks, and live models could establish Lincoln's true appearance.While all were sureLincolnwas in fact the man they imagined, no
one substitutedcertainty of conviction for objective evidence. And as interpretationof
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evidence promotedan ideological agenda, it animatedprofessionaland political interests.
Saint-Gaudens'ssupporterswithin the artworld contendedopenly thatthe cult of degenerate art that influencedBarnardsustained "hobo democracy,"or the cult of the common
man. Its extensive reach embracedeverythingfrom starkrealism to "the neurotic, anarchistic Bolsheviki 'artists,' denizens of the modernisticart camp and fabricatorsof cubeistic, vortex-isticand future-isticdegenerateart creations."This statementappearsin Art
World(Dec. 1917, p. 190), whose editorhad himself representedLincoln in a neoclassical
deathbed sculpturecomplete with two angels. To defend neoclassical art against realist
and abstractencroachmentswas plainly importantfor many Saint-Gaudensadmirers.Just
so, Barnard'sadmirersexpressly challengedthat traditionin public statements. But these
were secondary concerns in a debate fundamentallymoved by a determinationto comprehend American society and gauge its new world role. Sharp distinctions were not
always made between that larger world and the artist's and audience's smaller world.
Controversiesover art thereforeacquiredpolitical meaning and served as a vehicle for
political participation. Political meaning, not professional dominance, was at issue.
Whether democracy was to be a haven appreciatingcommon men, whether its ideals
could tolerate culturalinequalities, whethera nation dominatedby the tendencies of the
mass could ever succeed in criticalundertakings,like war-these matterswere arguedtoo
fervently, too emotionally, by artists and nonartists alike, to have been contrived for
ulterior reasons.
The Barnard/Saint-Gaudens
controversyover collective memories of Lincoln took on
salience as partof a broaderprocess of identifyingand understandingthe culturalenvironment. A considerablepart of these self-defining activities, however, involved efforts to
influencethe perceptionof Lincolnby anonymouspeople abroadratherthan influentialor
powerful people in one's own environment.Into this enterprisethe dramaturgicalmechanisms of selection and idealization figured directly. In particular,Saint-Gaudens'sLincoln, as perceivedby most people in 1917 and 1918, exaggeratedthe actualprevalenceof
genteel values in the society and at the same time muted aspects of the past that were
incompatiblewith gentility. This statuewas preferredbecause it compensatedfor cultural
shortcomingsthatBarnardhad correctlyrecognizedas nationalvirtues. AdaptingWilliam
James's (1892, p. 190) notion, we may say a nation has as many identities and pasts as
there are other nations about whose opinion it cares. Therefore nations do not always
show to one anotherthe symbols they create for their own citizens and do not always
believe their own self-representationsor include in them all importantinformation.The
aspects of collective identityincludedin self-portrayalsare always, to some extent, linked
to situations.DuringWorldWarI, the Americanpeople wantedto representitself one way
to its allies, anotherway domestically.Affirminga "simultaneousmultiplicityof selves"
on a collective scale, Americans selected images of refinement and competence for
"frontstage"state display, and of their common side for "backstage"local display. For
the capital of Englandthey turnedto the stately Lincoln, for themselves, to the folk hero.
The Lincoln portrayalthey found most revealingof themselves, they considereda liability
abroad.
CONCLUSION
No case study can establish decisively an object's meaning but can suggest alternative
ways of studying it. The present case suggests an approachto collective memory that
centers on the active constructionand interpretationof commemorativeobjects. This
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constructive and interpretiveactivity-generalizable from the present case-is undertaken by those who care more aboutthe past than do others, wish to accuratelyrepresent
it, and are offendedby whatthey take as its distortion.Some commemorativematters,like
the present one, mobilize relatively few; others, a largerand wider range of participants.
On all matters,their activity is critical. Images of the past bear the imprintof the present
not because of an impersonalaffinitybetween them but because of the actions of people
who feel deeply about both, and in some measuresuccessfully impose their convictions
upon contemporaries.
However, an agent-centeredconception of collective memory cannot replace the prevailing structure-centered
conception. Commemorativeagents do possess autonomyas to
how they representthe past, but therearedefinitelimits on the kinds of memoriesthey can
convincingly propagate. However imaginative they may be, these agents must confine
their portrayalswithin what Schudson (1989) calls "the available past." They cannot
conceive of Lincoln in a way totally unfamiliar and expect their ideas to be widely
understood,let alone accepted. Since this availablepast reflects fundamentalqualities of
the social structure,believable individualconceptionsof the past are not boundless. Two
social forces dialectically shape collective memory: different people bearing different
images of the past and social structuresimposing limitationson those images. This essay
emphasizes one part of the dialectic, the part that has been most commonly ignored in
collective memory research-the role of individualagency. Subsumableunder perspectives rangingfrom Blumer's (1969, pp. 78-89) notion of society as symbolic interaction
to Wuthnow's (1987, pp. 18-65) conception of the "neoclassical" traditionin the sociology of knowledge and culture,this approachdefines social structuresnot as causes by
which memories are produced, but contexts in which memories are contested, selected,
and cultivated. This newer approachstops trying to discover how portrayalsof the past
"reflect" present realities, and views the past as a vehicle for making these realities
meaningful.
The practicalimport of such debates is not dramatic.Despite the heated controversy
over the Lincoln statues, neither achieved what their proponentsexpected. Immigrants
who gazed upon Barnard'sLincoln were Americanizedno faster than those who did not;
Saint-Gaudens'sLincoln neitherincreasednor decreasedEngland'swillingness to defend
democracy. At most, these statues provided ways of thinking about assimilation and
democracy, ways of reading different aspects of American life. Like other commemorative devices, they were less instrumental,in the sense of producingpracticaleffects,
thansemiotic, in the sense of formulatingmeaning."ITheircoexistence constituteda dual
symbolic structurethat delineated and explained the dualism of the nation's political
culture.
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NOTES
1. Fora generaldiscussionof iconography
and its use in representing
politicalvalues, see
Schwartz1982;MillerandSchwartz1985;SchwartzandMiller1986.
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2. The militant Lincoln image united power and democracy and appearedprominentlyin the
promotion of WorldWarI goals. On one poster, "TrueSons of Freedom,"an oversized, etherealized Lincoln looks down approvingly from the heavens as black soldiers fight hand-to-hand
against the German enemy. "Libertyand Freedom Shall Not Perish" is inscribed over Lincoln's
signature.In anotherposter, Lincoln and George Washingtonframeand enhancePresidentWilson's
countenance, while two battleshipsmake plain the object of the design. In yet another, Lincoln's
call for "a new birth of freedom" is placed in service of the currentPresident, who "fights for
America and all Humanity."Elsewhere, a War-Bondposter shows Lincoln grippinga rod-an icon
of personal strengthreflecting nationalstrength. With this virile man all could identify: "As your
hand signs your applicationfor one of these Bonds it becomes the hand of Abraham Lincoln."
3. These two strains of political culture are superimposedupon a consensus regarding both
taken-for-grantedvalues and the rules, procedures,and laws that realize and preservethese values.
In the U.S., as elsewhere, consensusmitigatesculturalconflicts by narrowingtheirrange, diminishing their affective intensity,andpromotingcompetitors'desire to resolve them withoutdenying each
other's essential interestsand dignity (see Shils 1975, pp. 164-181).
4. Prominent neoclassical statues of the standing Lincoln are by Lot Flannery, erected in
Washington,D.C., 1868; Henry K. Brown, New York City, 1870; CharlesMulligan, Rosamond,
Illinois, 1903; and AdolphWeinman,Frankfort,Kentucky,1911. Seated examples are by Randolph
Rogers, Philadelphia, 1871; and Adolph Weinman,Hodgenville, Kentucky,1909.
5. Examples of mixed form are by Charles Niehaus, Muskegon, Michigan, 1900; Merrell
Gage, Topeka, Kansas, 1918; JohnRogers, Manchester,New Hampshire,1910; LeonardCrunelle,
Freeport,Illinois, 1929; and LoradoTaft, Urbana, Illinois, 1927.
6. Equalitarianexamples are by Gutzom Borglum, Newark, New Jersey, 1911; James Fraser,
Jersey City, New Jersey, 1930; FrederickHibbard, Racine, Wisconsin, 1943; Mr. and Mrs. Fred
Torrey,Des Moines, Iowa, 1961; CharlesKeck, New YorkCity, 1949; Paul Manship, FortWayne,
Indiana, 1932; and CharlesMilligan, Chicago, 1911.
7. A full, classified list of statues is available upon request.
8. For furtherdiscussion of the "Barnardstatue side" of this immensely popular play, see
LiteraryDigest 28 June 1919, p. 29; 25 Oct. 1919, p. 30; CenturyFeb. 1920, p. 450.
9. The plans for Paris and Saint Petersburgwere also discussed, but never materialized.
10. So fateful was the matterthat some believed the original Lincoln and Washingtonstatues
(by Saint-Gaudensand Houdon),not mere replicas, shouldbe sent abroad(ArtWorldAug. 1917, p.
416). And at a Lincoln MemorialUniversitymeeting, someone proposedthatthe school's chancellor, ReverendDoctorJohnWesleyHill, be appointedas "nationalcensor andcustodianof the plans,
lines, proper figures, postures, etc., showing how Lincoln should be presented to the people of
Europe or any other country" (New YorkTimes 25 Nov. 1917, sec. 9, p. 5).
11. For detail on the semiotic conception of collective memory, see Schwartz, Zerubavel, and
Barnett 1986.
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