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sureof the details of Mr. Hittell’s story, in any of
its more complex or obscure portions. without
comparing it with Mr. Bancroft's account. But
it is easier to read Mr. Hittell’s book,chapterafter
chapter; and his opinion about the significance
of the once correctly narrated story is always
worthy of consideration. Were Mr. Hittcll‘s
book alone, one would think of it very highly in
deed. So long as it is not alone, but has for its
rival an undertaking that began to appear in the
field someyearsearlier, and that is founded upon
afar richer collection of original material, we
can only regret that Mr. Hittell did not either
publish his work five or ten years ago, or else
postpone publication until he could appear as
Mr. Bancroft’s best equipped and ablest critic.
. For the moment, however. Mr. Hittell saysno
thing of the existenceof the larger work, and the
two undertakings lack all evidenceof that friend
ly and criticalcodperatlon and rivalry with each
other wherein lies the very life of progremive
scholarship. Mr. Bancroft’s volumes have had,
to be sure, no opportunity to mention or to criti
ciseMr. Hlttcll’s book, which appears later than
they.
Our opinion as to the comparative accuracy of
the two books is indeed, wemust confess.necessa
rily dependent almost wholly upon a compara
tive study of their own pages,since, save the au
there, no man has had the opportunity todeal
elaborately with the manuscript sources upon
which nearly all this early California history
rests. But where the work done is so elaborate.
a comparison is sufficiently fruitful of results to
make such a judgment as we have formed at
least a possibleone. Both writers mention their
chief sources.and in Mr. Bancroft’s book these
sourcesare in all doubtful caseselaborately cited
and compared, sothat the reader is able to form
in somemeasurehis own opinion. Mr. Bancroft’s
work also cites numberlessand, for us, of course,
quite inaccemibleminor authorities, whoseactual
presence in mind, as determining factors in the
attainment of the results set forth, is at leastpre
sumable. Mr. Hittell’s citations are briefer, and
his principle of selection among the authorities
that he has used is seldom if ever confessed.But,
in any case,a fair companson of the work done
in the two books is, on the basisof these quota
tions and citations, not out of the question. One
sees.in the first place, the advantage given to
Mr. Bancroft by the far greater wealth of his
material. Wherever, for instance. the Russian
colony at Ross is under discumion.Mr. Bancroft‘s
collaborators have at hand original Russian do
cuments of great importance for the purpose,
while Mr. Hittell is confined to the printed ac
counts and to the Spanish archives. Mr. Ban
croft's Mimion documents,again. are vastly mcre
numerous, and his collections of private letters,
written by Californians of all periods from the
beginning down, are very helpful to him. Mr.
Hittell uses, among manuscript sources, for the
most part only the public archives, and has the
advantage of only a very few private manu
scripts. In this respect, then, he is at somedis
tancebehind his bulky competitor.
But the result of this, for the accuracy of the
work done, is considerable. If the history of
an outlying and impecunious Mexican province,
such as California was before 1846,is to be told
at all. especially in such large volumes, it might
as well beaccurately told. And where Mr. Ban
croft gives elaborate citations to prove what he
relates in great detail, while Mr. Hittell, passing
over the same point more hastily. and citing
either no authorities at all or less important au
thorities, makes statements in direct or indirect
opposition to the results of the rival work, the
general reader must have, at least provisionally,
more confidencein the historian whose witnesses
are the more numerous and the more carefully

crossquestioned. Examples of such conflicts are
not hard to find. Where dates are concerned,
the formality of Mr. Bancroft’s story, with its
strictly chronological statement of the general
history of the Territory for each successiveyear,
generally assures us of his greater care in this
respect. Thus, on page501of his volume,Mr. Hit
tell says that Sefian "seems to have held” the
two ofiicel of president and prefect of the mis
sions from 1823 to 1825; while Mr. Bancroft.
using mission archives that Mr. Hittell does not
cite, knows (vol. ii

,

p. 489,seqq.)that Sefian died
in August. 1823,and that thenceforth, until April,
1825,Sarrfa was mission president. The oflices
in question were of course important, if anything
in California in those days can be called impor
tant. There are anumber of instances of this
sort in Mr. Hittell’s record of the mission life, so
that one could not venture to found any conclu
sions on his datesof minor events.
More important, however, are the differences
betweenthe two historians as to the policy of the
Californian authorities in certain cases. Mr.
Hlttell knows (p. 494and p. 642ithat the San Ra
fael Mission was founded in 1817as “akind of
bulwark or barrier " against the Russians in the
north. This opinion he seemsto found on one or
two authorities only: but Mr. Bancroft’s book,
in a discussion founded on an elaborate study of
the whole correspondence of the time. concludes
(vol. ii

,

pp. 316 and 329;that “ there is nothing
to indicate such a purpose," and shows us that
commercial intercourse betweenSan Rafael and
the Ross Colony was from the first “ almost con
tinuous.” In case of the earlier affair of Rezzt
noff’s visit to San Francisco in 1806,the relations
of that oflicer both to the Californian authori
ties andto the fair Concepcion Argiiello, whose
romantic tale Mr. Bret Harte has made so fa
mons,appear in Mr. Bancroft’s account for the
first time in their true light, since Rezanolfs
ofiicial reports to his Government contain facts
about the policy and conduct of the officials
which the Spanish authorities could not well
record in their archives, and some facts about
his own intentions that even Doha Concepcion
herself never learned. Rezanofif, namely, al
though he tried to conceal the fact, had cometo
buy suppli for the starving Russian colony at
Sitka. The Californian officials had no legal
right to trade with him, and for a time refused.
Thereupon Rezanofi, to carry his point, made
love to the commandante'sdaughter at San Fran
cisco, and, when he had won her heart, her good
father permitted their betrothal. Thenceforth
Rezanofi', as he says, “managed this port of his
Catholic Majesty" in the interest of his own
undertaking. Soon the supplies were obtained,
by an illegal compromise with the officials, and
thereafter Rezanofl spread his sails, and, having
promised an early return to his beloved, disap
pearedthrough the Gate into the sea. His death
soonafter concealedhis to-day obvious infidelity,
and left Dona Concepcion a faithful mourner for
the rest of her life. All this afi’air Mr. Hittell
has read of only in the old and much-distorted
printed narratives. His entire account of it is

therefore untrustworthy. The incident itself is

important. as being the first in the history of the
Russian activity in California. Utterly un
grounded appears to be Mr. Hitlell‘s assertion
(p. 626)that the Russian Government ever gain
ed permission from the Spamsh Court to found
an establishment on the Californian coast for the
purposeof fur hunting. The settlementat Ross
was made without any sort of Spanish permis
sion (Bancroft, vol. ii, p. 82, p. 299, note, and
p. 304,note). Mr. Hittell’s assertion is apparently
founded only on Kotzebue’s, while Mr. Bancroft‘s
is, as usual, the outcome of the study of many
cited authorities.
Espeu'ally subject to error Mr. Hittell seems

further to bewherever he follows the manuscript
of very imperfect reminiscenceswhich Alvarado,
sometime Mexican Governor of California, pre
pared in his old age, and of which Mr. Bancroft
also possessesand frequently cites a copy. Upon
this manuscript is founded Mr. Hittell’s account
of the transition of California from Spanish rule
to the Mexican Imperial Regency of lturbide in
1822; and here, in consequence,his story of the
change is as dramatic as it is unreal and even
absurd. The locally important events of months,
painfully detailed in Mr. Bancroft’s account of
this period, are by Mr. Hittell treated as non
existent, and the events of entirely different
years are crowded into one scene. The result is
an extreme of misstatement that can only be ap
preciated by comparing the accounts of the two
historians at this point ; and Mr. Bancroft‘s rela
tive accuracy is plain from the fact that he could
not well have invented the months full of events
which be here carefully details, and which Mr.
Hittell’s account, were it true, would render im
possible. Mr. Hittell hora makes, in fact, state
mentsas far from the historical truth as would
be the assertion that our Declaration of Inde
pendencewas signed on the day of the battle of
Lexington.
While, therefore, Mr. Hittell’s accuracy, never
perfect, is at some points intolerably wanting,
his general knowledge. so far as, with his rela
tively imperfect sources and with his rather
summary method, he could be expectedto attain
it, is for the greater part of this volume indubi
table ; and so, properly checkedby reference to
Mr. Bancroft, his book will beof no small use to
students of his topic. His style is simple, un
adorned, and not unpleasant ; and his reflections
are always worthy of respectful notice.
Of volumes ii and of Mr. Bancroft’s ‘ Call
fornia,‘ considered in themselves,onemust surely
say that their method is obviously conscientious,
and has aimed to secure exhaustive accuracy.
Whether the end has beenfully attained, we can
in no wise judge. For if Mr. Bancroft frequently
gives as positive data whereby wemay with fair
assurance correct Mr. Hittell, the latter, so far,
has given us no such help with respect to his
rival, and a perfectly intelligent and thorough
going criticism of Mr. Bancroft’s results would
require long researchesamong the documents that
flll his own immense library. What we can say
here must be confined to a more external criti
cism of his book. That these volumes are un
readable is already a common assertion of popu
lar criticism ; and they are surely not exactly a
great work of historic art as art. But we find in
themmany admirable literary qualities. To whom
in particular theseare due is indeed not revealed,
since Mr. Bancroft confessedly and willingly
shares with his devoted anonymous collaborators
the honors of his colossal literary undertaking.
At all events, however, we do find in thesevol
umesonequality that somecritics have missedin
other volumes of the “Pacific Coast History,”
namely, a certain unity, both of workmanship and
of judgment, which we must highly admire in
view of the number of hands that are supposed
to have been at work in preparing the manu
script. Mr. Bancroft and his collaborators have
heresomehowjoined themselvesin an exception
ally close personal union. so that they for this
time actually work as oneman, whosecharacter
and general literary style are equally admirable:
an unrhetorical, thoroughly sensible man, with
an unwearicd diligence, a suppressedbut plainly
intense scholarly enthusiasm, a quiet humor, and
an excellent facility for summarizing, in few
words, characters and situations. As Mr. Ban
croft's useof many subordinates is too often sup
posedto give to all the labor done in his library
a composite and disnnited character, which his
own work in rewriting the manuscript is gene
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