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time would have helped in showing readers the
geographic scope of Shelton’s topic. At rare times,
Shelton’s detail and narrative crafting can feel as
though it is getting in the way of directly making
her point. This typically comes in the form of pre‐
senting a series of quotations taken from diaries
or newspaper accounts. Be patient. It is in these
exchanges that she frames the intellectual context
within which her larger analysis sits. Shelton
marshals a variety of sources from newspapers
and novels to diaries and letters to support her ar‐
gument, and she does so well. Indeed, her use of
first-person accounts serves to humanize a ques‐
tion that can, particularly to students, seem a very
distant one. The book would be an engaging read
for undergraduates, but carries enough depth that
it would serve as an excellent addition to gradu‐
ate courses as well.
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