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FOR DANIELLE the finest that ever was



PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS



Fools say that they learn by experience. I prefer to learn by other people’s experience.

—Otto von Bismark



As American military history has demonstrated, an abundance of war resources does not guarantee success. Political and military leaders must generate power from those resources and direct and sustain it at what the Prussian military theorist Karl von Clausewitz called the enemy’s center of gravity, its critical source of strength, to achieve victory.

Even before the Civil War, nationalism and industrialization had magnified the scope of war exponentially. No longer could a single individual supervise mobilization, oversee policies, plan strategy, administer the forces, and direct field operations. Warfare had become too complicated for that. Political and military leaders had to collaborate, to establish effective partnerships that could translate strategic vision into battlefield execution. They needed to learn how to join with others to harness and employ their resources most efficiently in order to triumph in the war.

This book is about those command relationships. It focuses on how commanders in chief interact with top field generals, and how those officers work with critical subordinates.

The study grew out of a course at the U.S. Army War College and focuses on six of those command relationships: Robert E. Lee and Thomas J. Jackson; Abraham Lincoln and George B. McClellan; Jefferson Davis and Joseph E. Johnston; Ulysses S. Grant and William Tecumseh Sherman; Grant and Sherman and David Dixon Porter; and Lincoln and Grant. I selected these six because of the critical effect of each partnership on the success or failure of its armed forces. Interesting and sometimes colorful personalities individually, together they either offer a unique perspective on or provide distinctive insights into the varied forms of command relationships. All mightily influenced the course of the war, shaping its conduct and affecting its outcome.

Certainly these are not all the significant command relationships in the war. As to the Confederacy, one can build a strong case for the inclusion of chapters on Davis and Lee; Davis and Braxton Bragg; Lee and James Longstreet; even Davis and his secretaries of war. From the Union standpoint, Lincoln and Henry Wager Halleck; Grant and Halleck; Lincoln and Edwin M. Stanton; and Grant and George G. Meade would make wonderful grist for the analytical mill. Several of these emerge in the chapters on other crucial command relationships, albeit in abbreviated form. Civilian and military leaders did not function in a vacuum; these alternative figures drift in and out of these pages as they influence or affect specific associations. One cannot analyze the Davis-Johnston relationship, for example, without delving into the Confederate president’s dealings with Lee. Likewise, Halleck’s exchanges with Lincoln and Grant come to the fore in several chapters.

Since this book deals with the highest levels of command, it devotes scant attention to battlefield tactics. Instead, the study concentrates on the operational and strategic levels of war, with particular emphasis on the operational art and military strategy. Some definitions, therefore, may be appropriate. The operational art is the use of military forces to attain strategic goals in a theater of war through the conduct of campaigns or major operations. Military strategy is the art and science of using the armed forces of a nation or an alliance to achieve policy objectives by the application or the threat of force. National strategy is the art and science of developing and using the political, military, economic, and psychological powers of a nation during peace and war to further national interests, priorities, and policies. The operational level fulfills military strategy, which in turn helps to accomplish national strategy. Strategy, as COL (Ret) Art Lykke at the Army War College explains, is a composite of ends (what one hopes to accomplish), ways (how one intends to accomplish it), and means (with what resources one intends to accomplish it). Colonel Lykke employs a three-legged stool to symbolize the concept. There must be a delicate balance among all three legs—ends, ways, and means—for the stool, strategy, to work properly. Alter one of the legs, and the others must also be adjusted.1

My thanks go to Jay Luvaas. Not only was Jay instrumental in the course selection, but I also had the great privilege of spending countless hours discussing military history and the course with him. He served as a continual source of inspiration, friendship, and good humor.

To the people of the U.S. Army Military History Institute, I owe a debt of gratitude for offering me the Harold Keith Johnson Professorship and making the year the most enjoyable professional experience of my life. COL (Ret) Thomas W. Sweeney, LTC (Ret) Martin Andresen, Kathryn Davis, and Al Farris, all friends, deserve special gratitude for their assistance over the year.

My fellow instructors in Seminar 2, COL John Connolly, now Deputy Commandant, COL Bill Eckhardt, and COL (Ret) Greg Snelgrove, along with both modules of Seminar 2, exposed me to all sorts of fresh ideas and information in and out of the classroom.

The War College students from “Command Relationships in the U.S. Civil War” deserve singular praise for their wonderful insights and the excellent learning environment they helped to create. Every class was, without doubt, an exhilarating educational event. Our relationship was symbiotic. These men and women, all officers in the armed forces or civilians in the defense world with over twenty years of professional service apiece, offered most stimulating and penetrating comments, based on the readings and their own experiences. They exposed me to entirely new perspectives. In turn, the reading assignments and seminar discussions unveiled a fresh world to most of them. Through the use of history, they gained insights into political-military relations, strategic planning and execution, the impact of leadership personalities and styles on the conduct of war, and the complex world of interservice cooperation and joint operations. Rather than draw exclusively from their own observations and experiences, they learned to benefit from those of others. After all, who could teach senior officers and Defense Department officials better than Lincoln, Grant, Sherman, Lee, Jackson, and Porter, to name just a few?

My deepest gratitude goes to COL Al Cantrell, USA; LTC (P) Fred Channels, USANG; COL Mike Corbell, USA; CDR (P) Dirk Deverill, USN; CDR (P) Conrad Divis, USN; Ms. Jean Ann Feneis; COL Jack Fox, USA; COL Gary Goff, USA; COL Roslyn Goff, USA; LTC (P) Rich Green, USAR; LTC Bob Grider, USMC; COL Robert Griffin, USA; COL Mel Heritage, USA; LTC (P) J.P. Hogan, USA; LTC (P) Bill Jones, USA; COL Bill Kennedy, USA; COL Al Marple, USA; CDR (P) Gary McKinley, USN; COL Howard McMillan, USA; COL Terry Nienhouse, USA; COL Billy Orr, USA; CPT Bob Payne, USN; Mr. Jerry Peacock, DIA; COL Jake Simmons, USA; Ms. Maria Spring; COL Jon Swanson, USAF; and COL John Welch, USA. Each one opened my mind in ways I had never imagined.

Friends Edward M. Coffman and Gary Gallagher read the entire manuscript, and Jim Jones, Archer Jones, and William C. “Jack” Davis, perused chapters. All provided astute comments. Lynda Crist, Mary Dix, and Ken Williams, who are both editors of the Jefferson Davis Papers and personal friends, provided me with access to their holdings and directed me in my readings on Davis and Civil War Montgomery. LTC Johnston Beach, Professor of Behavioral Sciences and Leadership at the United States Military Academy at West Point and a War College student, gave me an hour from his busy schedule to advise me and provide readings for the chapter on George B. McClellan. Psychiatrist and friend Norman Decker, M.D., read the completed chapter and provided astute comments on my interpretation of McClellan. Dr. Richard Kohn, another great friend, commented on the Grant-Sherman essay.

Longtime buddies Keith, Erin, Caitlyn, and Meredith Cotton in Philadelphia; Stephen, Marlin, Sam, and Lucia Perkins in Maryland; and most of all, Niels C. Holch in Arlington, Virginia, aided me in my travels. Dr. Russell Weigley shared some time and ideas over lunch in Philadelphia. Agent Gerry McCauley and History Editor at The Free Press, Joyce Seltzer, helped to make this all possible. Thanks to Kim Jetton and William Clipson for the maps and Tom Hughes for the index.

I take full responsibility for any errors in this work.

The chapter on Grant and Sherman was delivered originally in a slightly different version at a conference in honor of Dr. Edward M. Coffman at Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania, and sponsored by the United States Army Military History Institute. Everyone who knows “Mac” Coffman realizes that a conference pays an inadequate tribute for his friendship, professionalism, and contributions to the study of military history. To me, as to many others, he has been an invaluable friend, mentor, and source of inspiration.

J. T. G.

Houston, Texas

April 1993





The Fabric of War


 No event has so captivated the interest of the American public as the Civil War. It was the pivotal experience in the history of the United States, pitting brother against brother, section against section, and abolitionist against slaveholder. Northerners rallied around the flag to preserve the Union, and later to destroy slavery, while Confederates took up arms to protect their liberties and to defend their homes. At stake were not only the Union, the “peculiar institution” of slavery, and the rights of individuals under the Constitution but also the direction of this budding nation. The war erupted at a time when America was teetering on the brink of economic and societal transition. Industrialization, the transportation revolution, and burgeoning urban sprawl had begun to challenge the country’s rural, community-oriented roots that predated its most articulate spokesman, Thomas Jefferson. Tentacles of the federal government were extending deeply into the domain of state and local governments for the first time, commencing a long and drawn-out process of wresting from them much of their traditional might and influence. In a strange way, a complex debate between concentrated and dispersed power lay near the war’s epicenter.

The conflict shook the very foundations of both Northern and Southern society. Families reordered their priorities and responsibilities as adult males marched off to war and parents, spouses, siblings, and children filled the labor gap to maintain productivity. Manufacturers, artisans, and agriculturists churned out fabulous quantities of goods and foodstuffs to equip and sustain colossal armies. Politicians articulated wartime objectives and instituted controversial, sometimes revolutionary policies—conscription, income taxes, the wholesale confiscation or destruction of enemy property, including slaves, and the employment of men of African descent as soldiers and sailors, among others—to marshal sectional resources and convert them into military muscle. And army and navy leaders then attempted to organize and focus that power at the enemy. From the lowliest civilian or private to the commander in chief, they combined to weave an intricate fabric of interrelationships in quest of victory.

The personalities and interactions of civilian and military leadership, too, are an integral component of the enduring appeal of the Civil War. Never before or since has an American event brought forward such a rich and intriguing assortment of prominent individuals. Abraham Lincoln, who camouflaged a razor-like and visionary mind in rural trappings; the silent, directed, unrelenting Ulysses S. Grant; William Tecumseh Sherman, both brilliant and mercurial; David Dixon Porter, ribald in humor, innovative in warfare; and George B. McClellan, a mammoth intellect paralyzed by personal foibles, all rallied to the Union cause. Figures like the knowledgeable, distant, and temperamental Jefferson Davis; Robert E. Lee, an unusual blend of dignified gentleman and audacious warrior; the charismatic commander Joseph E. Johnston, who never measured up to the high expectations of others; and the quirky crusader Thomas Jonathan “Stonewall” Jackson drew the sword for the Confederacy. They served as the vital stitching in that cloak of war. The capability of these leaders to utilize their own skills and draw on the strengths of others, to employ the resources at their disposal most expeditiously, no doubt directly affected the war’s outcome.

Never before had the United States engaged in warfare on such a massive scale. During the clash of arms with Mexico fourteen years earlier, Maj. Gen. Winfield Scott commanded an army of only 10,000 men on a decisive campaign against Mexico City. Just prior to the outbreak of hostilities between the states, the nation boasted a puny defense establishment of 16,000 soldiers and 23 active ships. Within a few years, both belligerents had transformed elements of that Regular Army and Navy into a gargantuan fighting machine, with a total of over 3 million servicemen and 700 combat vessels. Indeed, various segments of society had pulled together in uncounted ways to support the martial undertaking.



This staggering endeavor placed enormous burdens on both the political and the military heads. Microscopic peacetime duties had prepared no one for the monumental responsibilities of wartime, as they grappled with an extraordinary array of perplexing problems that none could have fathomed just two years earlier. Civilian and military leaders soon realized that the complex nature of raising, arming, planning, and employing so many soldiers in combat exceeded the capacity of solitary persons. They had to discard outmoded notions of individual dominance in warfare and draw on the unusual talents of others to resolve these issues and supervise their armies. Only through cooperation could they devise strategies, oversee mobilization, and direct operations effectively. Constructive collaboration, top civilian and military officials learned, multiplied power on the strategic and operational level.

Although leaders on both sides possessed immense resources to accomplish their pronounced goals of secession or reunion and the end of slavery, advantages, at least on paper, tipped the scales heavily toward the Northern camp. The Federal states boasted a population of 22 million, most of whom championed a resort to arms. The Union possessed a stable, secure financial house, and its states included 90 percent of the United States’s prewar manufacturing and a huge, productive agricultural base. The extensive railroad network facilitated land transportation; the Regular Navy, along with an industrial capacity to expand it readily, could project forces along rivers and coastal areas. The Union also retained the small Regular Army and the bulk of its officer corps. While these professional soldiers calculated how to focus that strength on the enemy, a wealth of experienced Northern political leaders pondered the process of converting resources into military power.

To win the war, Federals must subdue the secessionists, no mean task. Some nine million people resided in the over 700,000 square miles that comprised the Confederate States of America. Most of the 5.5 million whites supported the defense of the homeland, although their 3.5 million slaves committed themselves halfheartedly at best, and indeed many opposed secessionist success. Like the North, the South was a land of agricultural splendor. Its industrial base was weak, but a sound manufacturing infrastructure, and a population with enough know-how to expand it, promised adequate productivity. Although the huge Confederate coastline enabled its mariners to evade the blockade, it served as an avenue of invasion as well. The Southern railroad system lacked effective integration; this inhibited Confederate efficiency while they held it and the Yankees once they seized it. Fortunately, a host of Regular Army and Navy officers resigned their commissions to join hands with their Southern brethren, and seasoned politicians abounded within its vast borders.

Most importantly, the Confederacy did not need to win the war, just to keep from losing it. By contrast, the Union had to conquer the seceding states and break the will of the Confederate populace to resist Federal authority. Anything less would result in Rebel triumph and an independent Confederacy.

Nothing about the wars outcome, then, was inevitable. Victory would crown the side whose leadership best tapped and retained the support of its populace, whose civilian and uniformed commanders harnessed its resources and directed and sustained its power against the enemy’s source of strength. How successfully those political and military leaders forged partnerships to exploit their resources most effectively, therefore, would translate into ultimate success or failure in the war.



[image: Image]

Robert E. Lee (National Arcives)
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Thomas “Stonewall” Jackson (National Archives)



“He has lost his left arm, but I have lost my right” 
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Lee, Jackson, and Confederate Success in the East

On the night of May 1, 1863, among a cluster of pines about one mile south of the crossroads tavern called Chancellorsville, Gen. Robert E. Lee and Lt. Gen. Thomas Jonathan “Stonewall” Jackson gathered to formulate a plan. A massive Union army, over double the size of the Confederate defenders, had cleverly slipped its way across the Rapidan and Rappahannock Rivers above and below Lee’s forces and converged on them. In response, Lee too had divided his command, checking one portion of the Federals at Fredericksburg with 10,000 troops, while the bulk of his army wrestled with the lion’s share of bluecoats in a densely wooded area known as the Wilderness. That day, Jackson had probed the left flank of the primary Union wing and discovered no openings. Lee and Jackson were now convening to plot the next logical step, a blow to the extreme Federal right.

Armed with reconnaissance reports that the western flank of Mr. Lincoln’s army lacked a proper anchor and possessed no cavalry screen, Lee and Jackson scrutinized a map to devise a route that would conceal the Rebel columns as they swung around the central Union force. It would be tricky, but it could be done. Then the question arose: How many men did Jackson intend to take with him on this circuitous march? He wanted 26,000; this would leave Lee with a mere 17,000 veterans to hold the immense Yankee command of over 90,000 in place for the better part of a day, perhaps even longer.

Neither Lee nor Jackson flinched at these prospects. After twenty-four months at war, the two Confederate generals had forged a strong military relationship, based on an audacious, aggressive approach to warfare that compensated splendidly for their dearth of manpower and resources. There was no debate, no expressed doubts. Lee the planner, Jackson the executor, they fell into the boldest operational scheme of the Civil War almost matter-of-factly.

Since their days of service in Mexico some fifteen years earlier, Lee and Jackson had known and respected one another. No doubt Jackson came to Lees attention as a daring artillery officer from Lee’s home state. Every West Pointer in the Regular Army was familiar with Lee, the jewel of Maj. Gen. Winfield Scott’s elite staff. In 1854, Jackson had sought and received Lee’s recommendation for a professorship at the University of Virginia, and the two probably chatted in 1860 at the hanging of John Brown for his raid on Harpers Ferry. When Governor John Letcher appointed Lee military commander of Virginia Forces in April 1861, Jackson rejoiced. “This I regard as of more value to us than to have General Scott as commander,” he announced to his wife, insisting that Lee was “a better officer than General Scott.”1

Jackson was right about Lee. An exquisite-looking man in his younger days, at the midpoint of his sixth decade Lee had aged gracefully. He stood five feet ten inches tall, and weighed about 170 pounds. His thick chest and long trunk conveyed the appearance of robust health; on horseback, he looked impressively powerful for a man of his years. His eyes were deep brown, almost black to casual glances. When the war broke out, Lee had black hair speckled with a touch of grey and sported a black mustache. By 1862, the black had yielded swiftly to gray and then to white, and the facial ornament had blossomed into a full beard, also of white.

The Lee name provided him with one of the premier pedigrees in Virginia, with ancestral ties to all the best families in the dominion. His father, “Light Horse” Harry Lee, had won an excellent reputation in the American Revolution, but he never seemed to adjust to life in peacetime. Although Harry married well, and his son Robert lived for a time in magnificence at Stratford on the Potomac River, Harry’s profligate ways had scandalized the family and dissipated its wealth. Perhaps young Robert entered the army with an eye to reviving the family name and restoring the fallen reputation of the Lees as military men.

Throughout his long military career, Lee had punched all the right tickets. Graduating second in his West Point class, Lee entered the prestigious Corps of Engineers, where he performed well and caught the eye of his superiors. In the Mexican War, he campaigned under General Zachary Taylor and then served valiantly on Commanding General Winfield Scott’s staff. After a stint as superintendent of West Point, Lee left the engineers for field duty, specifically a lieutenant colonelcy in the cavalry. He resigned his Federal commission in April 1861, holding the rank of colonel in the First Cavalry Regiment. Just two days before, Scott had arranged for him to command the major field army of the United States. Even in his dotage, Scott recognized Lee as the preeminent officer in the U.S. Army. Many others in the service concurred with Scott’s assessment, as did informed people in the Southern states, Governor Letcher among them.

“You will direct Col. T. J. Jackson to proceed to Harper’s Ferry,” Letcher enjoined Major General Lee in April 1861, “to organize into regiments the volunteer forces which have been called into the service of the state, and which may be assembled in the neighborhood.” After consolidating the various companies into battalions and regiments, Letcher specified that Jackson should prepare the town’s defenses and determine the sentiments in northwest Virginia toward the Confederacy. “Promptness in all these matters is indispensable,” concluded the governor’s letter. That same day Lee reworked the governor’s directive for Jackson’s eyes, incorporating fresh details while retaining the original intent. But Lee also included his own twist to Jackson’s instructions, insisting that he expedite the dismantling and shipping of the arms manufactory there to the more secure location of Richmond, a most vital task. In the cases of both Jackson and Lee, the governor of Virginia had chosen wisely.2

Lee no doubt took comfort in the thought that such an accomplished officer as Jackson lay at his disposal as secession evolved into war. Jackson, a peacetime professor at Virginia Military Institute, held the rank of major in the state militia. A West Point graduate with an outstanding combat record in the Mexican War, Jackson had resigned his commission in the U.S. Army at the height of a dispute and joined the faculty in 1851. Cadets at V.M.I, played pranks on Professor Jackson and ridiculed him behind his back. In this crisis, though, they gravitated toward him, his reputation for extraordinary achievements in battle and his cool levelheadedness amid turmoil drawing them near. Jackson marched the corps of cadets to Richmond in defense of their beloved Virginia, and less than one week later he received a commission as colonel in the state forces.

Nearly six feet tall and solidly built, Jackson resembled a plow jogger rather than an officer. His large hands and huge feet conveyed an ungainly appearance, and a gaunt, weathered face, high cheekbones, and a bushy brown beard augmented his bucolic looks. Only a military uniform and sparkling steel-blue eyes that suggested clear, penetrating thought belied his seeming rusticity.

By nature an overachiever, Jackson was a man in perpetual conflict with himself. An intense interest in resuscitating his declining family name certainly drove him to attack his personal inadequacies. And experiences in his first two decades of life reinforced this penchant for self-improvement. Orphaned at a young age, Jackson managed to fall under the care of an uncle, who worked his nephew hard, instilled good values, and gained him an appointment to the U.S. Military Academy. With coaching and cramming, Jackson barely squeaked through the admissions examination. But on the lofty cliffs that bordered the Hudson River, Cadet Jackson learned to improve his scholastic performance by sheer strength of will. To compensate for his shortcomings he simply forced himself to work harder than his peers; he rose in class rank from the bottom after the first year to the top one third by graduation. The lesson never deserted him. A tireless worker, he never seemed to stray from the chosen path. Whatever Jackson needed, he drew from deep within himself. During the Mexican War, for example, Jackson brazenly exposed himself to enemy fire on sundry occasions. He simply willed away fear.

Once Jackson had accepted Jesus Christ into his life in 1849, the battle took on even greater meaning. He harnessed that keenly developed discipline and channeled it inwardly, struggling to control all vestiges of human flaw and life’s temptations. Every day Jackson fought a war to lead a Godly existence, poring over the Bible, reflecting deeply on its insights, boiling its messages down to precepts, and forcing himself to adhere strictly to them. In his own mind, he was conquering evil, but he paid a dear price for victory. Already awkward in the presence of others, Jackson’s intensified internal focus seemed to heighten his eccentricities and distance him further from most people. He felt at ease only with God, his wife, and a handful of friends. Ceaseless strife with sin had sucked the youth from him. To strangers, Thomas Jackson appeared much older than his thirty-seven years.3

In those frenetic first months of the war, Lee was delighted to have a subordinate like Colonel Jackson. While military and political officials and civilians bombarded Lee with demands, requests, and pleas, Jackson managed his own affairs at Harpers Ferry. Every day countless problems, large and small, fell to Lee, as he struggled to bring order to chaos. Refreshingly, Jackson eased the general’s burden by making intelligent decisions independently.

At Harpers Ferry, Jackson immediately took hold of the situation. He mustered into service available manpower and laid out defensive positions in the area. “Should Federal troops advance in this direction,” he vowed to Lee, “I shall no longer stand on ceremony.” On his own initiative, he elected to dismantle the musket factory first while continuing production of the more prized rifles; to ensure enough transportation to ship the equipment to Richmond he impounded railroad cars and supplies. All this he reported to Lee, along with the manpower strength and equipment needs that Lee had requested. When Lee instructed Jackson to offer local patriots five dollars per musket taken from the arsenal, Jackson replied that, “Previous to receiving your letter I had authorized the payment of $5 for the best arms, and graded pieces below that.” Jackson was one step ahead of his commander.4

In one instance, the zealous Jackson exceeded the bounds of his authority and committed a mistake that could have resulted in serious repercussions for the Confederacy. Yet Lee immediately rushed to his aid. To protect Harpers Ferry, Jackson occupied the heights north of the Potomac River, technically an invasion of the Northern states. Lee promptly alerted Jackson that “In the preparation of the defense of your position it is considered advisable not to intrude upon the soil of Maryland, unless compelled by the necessities of war.” The following day, he again hammered on the same theme. “Your intention to fortify the heights of Maryland may interrupt our friendly arrangements with that State,” and he urged Jackson to employ Marylanders in its occupation. “At all events,” Lee counseled, “do not move until actually necessary and under stern necessity.” The enterprising colonel obeyed Lee’s directives, and the crisis passed without consequences. To be sure, he had erred, but Lee could endure such mistakes. Most importantly, he had not failed through omission or inaction. Nothing rankled the overburdened Lee more than the reluctance or unwillingness of subordinates to act. This fellow Jackson made decisions.5

In late May 1861, Joseph E. Johnston arrived to assume command of all forces in the area on behalf of the Confederate government. Jackson, scrupulous to a fault, politely declined to observe the order. His authority came not from the Confederate States of America but from the State of Virginia. “Until I receive further instructions from Governor Letcher or General Lee, I do not feel at liberty to transfer my command to another,” he explained to Johnston. Unperturbed, Johnston submitted verification, and Jackson yielded.6

Although the ascendancy of Johnston removed Jackson from Lee’s watchful eye, he continued to thrive in service under his new commander. Johnston recognized Jackson as one of his finest officers and assigned him to command the First Brigade. In early July, at a place called Falling Waters, Jackson and a dynamic cavalryman named James Ewell Brown Stuart conducted a skillful probe and retreat against overwhelming Federal numbers, winning high praise from Johnston. Better yet, Johnston recommended Jackson for promotion to brigadier general, not in the Virginia state forces but the Provisional Army of the Confederacy. In forwarding the commission, Lee noted his “pleasure” at Jackson’s well-earned elevation to higher rank. “May your advancement increase your usefulness to the state,” Lee applauded.7

Meanwhile, Jackson, the stern disciplinarian, trained his soldiers rigorously, drilling them, marching them, pounding into them a confidence to stand firm in battle. Jackson knew from personal experience the demands of combat, and he prepared his men the only way he understood: He worked them vigorously, fostering an elan within the brigade. When the test came, at First Manassas, Jackson’s troops above all others were ready to meet the challenge.8
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THE SHENANDOAH VALLEY



As Federals advanced on the Confederate position at Manassas Junction, Johnston’s Army of the Shenandoah slipped away from its Union adversary, Jackson’s brigade in the lead. After a swift and wearisome march to Piedmont, it entrained for Manassas arriving with a full day to spare before the Union attack. Designated a reserve for the right wing, Jackson’s brigade eventually served as the anchor for the opposite flank on that eventful afternoon. A surprise Union attack from upstream rolled back the Rebel left, and Jackson brought the bulk of his forces to the rescue. Through retreating Confederates his troops advanced, securing a strong defensive position and then acting as the rallying point for a revived Confederate flank. “Yonder stands Jackson like a stone wall,” cried Brig. Gen. Barnard E. Bee to the remnants of his brigade. “Let’s go to his assistance!” Bee gave his life, and Jackson a portion of his finger. The disciplined First Brigade, however, held its ground and saved the day. Its men then joined in sweeping the field, at point of glistening bayonet. Nothing could have made Jackson prouder.9

Kudos for the victory fell primarily to Johnston and Beauregard, the commanding generals. Despite the powerful ambition that he labored diligently to keep in check, Jackson graciously acquiesced. To his wife he penned, “I am thankful to my ever-kind Heavenly Father that He makes me content to await His own good time and pleasure for commendation—knowing that all things work together for my good.” He measured success by the performance of his brigade, not by public or newspaper attention. Jackson had out-trained, out-disciplined, and out-worked the other Confederate units, which explained why his brigade stood firm when others faltered. In a battle with many heroes, his superior officers knew full well the critical contributions that Jackson and his soldiers made in the victory. As he commented to a patron, “the First Brigade was to our army what the Imperial Guard was to the First Napoleon—that, through the blessing of God, it met the thus far victorious enemy and turned the fortunes of the day.” Its achievement vindicated Jackson’s leadership.10



Ever the indefatigable commander, Jackson refused to rest on his laurels. He again embarked on a rigid program of drill and discipline, tempered with personal attention to details that assured the good health and comfort of his men. Furloughs were out of the question. The Confederacy needed to augment its soldiers in the field, not reduce its effective strength. “Every officer and soldier who is able to do duty ought to be busily engaged in military preparation by hard drilling,” Jackson noted to his wife, “in order that, through the blessing of God, we may be victorious in the battles which in His all-wise providence may await us.” A good campsite with proximity to fresh water, proper tentage, pay, and clothing allotments offset the rigors of service in Jackson’s brigade.11

The tranquility of camp life did not last long. In early October 1861, the War Department promoted Jackson to major general, followed two weeks later by an order to assume a new command, the Valley District, still under the overall authority of Johnston. His old troops, the famous Stonewall Brigade, would remain behind. In a tearful farewell Jackson saluted his men with affectionate words, doffed his forage cap, and charged off on horseback to their raucous cheers.

Now headquartered at Winchester, Jackson began the laborious process of cobbling together disparate elements to form a bona fide command. Militiamen and some scattered horsemen formed the core of his soldiery. That would not do. He needed a substantial mass of infantrymen around which to build his force. To fulfill Jackson’s request, authorities in Richmond assigned him a veteran unit, familiar with the region and Jackson himself. The War Department restored the Stonewall Brigade to its old commander.

Not long afterward, Jackson undertook his first major independent operation. The plan, excessively ambitious in the winter season, called for troops under Brig. Gen. W. W. Loring to reinforce Jackson for a campaign against Federal troops at Romney. The movement would clear out Union forces in the northernmost sections of the Shenandoah and South Branch Valleys, thus gaining access to valuable supplies in the area, and would perhaps compel the Yankees to pull back from the northern banks of the Potomac River in Maryland. If McClellan interpreted the venture as a sign of weakness in the Manassas area and launched an offensive against the Confederates, Jackson’s columns would drive on to aid Johnston. Otherwise, he would crush the Romney garrison, push through the mountain passes into northwest Virginia, and clear out the Kanawha Valley. Military officials toned down the expansive scheme by striking the Kanawha operation, yet endorsed the remainder of the plan, if Loring agreed.12

Execution proved far more difficult than Jackson anticipated. Loring willingly cooperated, but it took him longer to join with Jackson than he expected, and operations did not commence until New Year’s Day. By indirect march, a practice that soon became Jackson’s trademark, his gray-clad column trudged northward to Bath, near the Potomac River, to drive back some Federals and isolate the Union garrison at Romney. Biting cold, sleet and slush, and icy-slick roads taxed the campaigners horribly. By the time they descended on Romney, the Union prey had slipped away. Pursuit by the exhausted Confederates was out of the question. Instead, Jackson divided his forces into small garrisons for easier supply and enemy observation, and then settled into occupation duty for the winter. The campaign, he admitted, had succeeded only partially. His army had forced the Union troops from a substantial chunk of northwestern Virginia, but he failed to deliver a decisive blow to the Federals at Romney.

In the end, Jackson had demanded more than the troops could give, and they reacted with hostility toward him. Grumbling in Loring’s army percolated from the bottom ranks up to regimental commanders, who petitioned him to remove the troops from the Romney area. Two colonels appealed directly to politicians for intercession, and brigade commander Col. William B. Taliaferro blamed Jackson for the dreadful condition of the troops, accusing him of depleting “The best army I ever saw of its strength” through “bad marches and bad management.” Jackson himself recognized the problem, commenting to Johnston that “Since leaving Winchester General Loring’s command has become very much demoralized.” Eventually, the complaints and petition landed on the desk of Secretary of War Judah P. Benjamin, who directly intervened. Bypassing Johnston and Jackson, Benjamin withdrew Loring’s men from Romney. Jackson responded by requesting reassignment to V.M.I. or acceptance of his resignation. Intercession by Governor Letcher and others kept Jackson in field command, but Benjamin’s order stood. Jackson then levied charges of insubordination and neglect of duty against Loring.13

Lost in the controversy lay a critical insight into Jackson’s command and leadership style. Only the Stonewall Brigade fully met the challenges of the campaign. Through forceful discipline and extensive training, Jackson had prepared his old troops for just such an operation. At an early stage in the war, he had established an exacting regimen as his training standard, one more severe than that of any other commander. The fight at First Manassas proved the commander’s practices right. There was genius to Jackson’s madness. Troops in the Stonewall Brigade realized that Jackson had been hard on them in camp and in the field to save their lives in battle. By contrast, Loring’s men were unaccustomed to Jackson’s mode of warfare, lacked the training for it, and never grasped its utility. Whereas the Stonewall Brigade evinced confidence in Jackson’s leadership, Loring’s troops balked at their new commander and his methods.

During the next two months, Jackson’s troops rested and refitted in the Winchester area for the upcoming spring campaign. Although drill and firm discipline remained standard fare, Jackson attended to the welfare of his soldiers, providing clothing, ample amounts of food, and adequate protection from the elements, as he had done after First Manassas. Loring and his men did not stay long. The War Department, fearful of insurrection, transferred Loring from Virginia and broke up his command, shipping several regiments into Tennessee and scattering others throughout Johnston’s department.

By early March 1862, though, renewed Federal activity destroyed the tranquility of camp life. McClellan’s massive army began gearing up for a long-awaited offensive, which stirred Johnston to life. In the Valley, reinforcements increased the strength of Jackson’s opponents to approximately 35,000; he commanded barely 4,600 troops. On March 12, the last of Jackson’s soldiers evacuated Winchester in the face of a Union advance, which marked the opening of his spring campaign. The following day, President Davis signaled his grave concern for the plight of the Confederacy when he formally entrusted Gen. Robert E. Lee with “the conduct of military operations in the armies of the Confederacy.” For the past four months Lee had directed the defenses of South Carolina and Georgia, and on March 2 he received a terse telegram from Davis: “If circumstances will, in your judgment, warrant your leaving, I wish to see you here with the least delay.” The recall to Richmond brought a valued military advisor to the president’s side and rekindled the Lee-Jackson relationship.14

If Jackson had been the Confederacy’s great overachiever, Lee had become its most pronounced underachiever. While Jackson’s fame soared, Lee’s reputation sank into the abyss. Military fortune, it seemed, had bypassed Lee during the first ten months of the war. His service alongside Davis in organizing the defense of Virginia had been excellent. Above all others, Lee had foreseen the struggle for Manassas Junction and had assembled a substantial force in northern Virginia to defend the valuable railroad intersection. Yet his contributions in a staff position had been relatively invisible to the public and the press. In his first command assignment, Lee’s standing as a skillful officer plummeted when he attempted to coordinate a sloppy campaign in northwestern Virginia. Caught between officers who lacked competence to lead men in battle, rough terrain, and bad weather, Lee attempted to converge too many independent columns on the enemy position. The scheme failed and Lee withdrew without delivering a major blow to the Federals. The news media and the public suddenly lambasted Lee as an officer lacking in the necessary strength of will to command men to victory. Gossip of Lee’s indecisiveness swirled throughout the capital city. Davis then sent him south, away from the hostile public’s eye and where his engineering skills could aid the Confederacy significantly in the preparation of defenses in Georgia and South Carolina. In those first ten months Lee may not have lived up to the expectations of most Confederates in and out of uniform, but neither Davis nor Jackson lost faith in him.15

At first, Lee did not intrude on affairs in the Shenandoah Valley. While his position required him to oversee all military operations in the Confederacy, in the chain of command Jackson reported directly to Johnston. Absent from the seat of power for over four months, Lee needed some time to familiarize himself with the situations of the various armies in the field. And military crises to the southeast, north, and east demanded Lee’s immediate attention. A Union invasion of North Carolina, Johnston’s clumsy retreat from Manassas to the Fredericksburg area, a substantial accumulation of manpower at the Yorktown Peninsula that signalled the first wave of George B. McClellan’s campaign for Richmond, and a large force to the north that threatened Johnston’s army below the Rappahannock River—all these greeted Lee in rapid succession.

Strangely enough, what tempted Lee to divert attention to the Valley was a bungled attack on March 23 by Jackson at Kernstown, just south of Winchester. Confederate cavalry had misreported that the Federals had withdrawn northward, leaving behind a small rear guard ripe for Jackson’s picking. Since Jackson’s instructions called for him to defend the Valley against Union incursions and cover Johnston’s left flank, he thought that an attack now might scramble Federal plans and draw off substantial forces that would otherwise oppose Johnston’s beleaguered numbers. After a demanding march of forty miles, Jackson boldly hurled two brigades at the Federals, who held Kernstown in much larger force than the Confederates had anticipated. At first Jackson’s troops drove the Yankees, but soon an extension of the Union line enveloped his left flank. Men from the Stonewall Brigade resisted until their ammunition ran out. Jackson expected them to defend their advanced position with the cold steel of bayonets. Instead, their line collapsed, as soldiers rushed pell-mell to the rear.

Through faulty intelligence and impetuosity, Jackson blundered tactically at Kernstown. He struck a force twice his size, was out-flanked, and had his line shattered, suffering heavier losses than his opponent. He then shifted blame for the entire failure onto the Stonewall Brigade commander, Brig. Gen. Richard B. Garnett. With no information from the secretive Jackson on the general battle plan, Garnett had retreated without authorization in order to save his troops from capture. Jackson levied charges against him, and it took Garnett months to shake the weak accusations and return to field duty.

Yet the implications of Jackson’s attack far exceeded the disappointment of defeat. Jackson’s boldness prompted Lincoln to inquire whether McClellan actually intended to leave behind enough troops to protect Washington and northern Virginia as his forces pushed up the Peninsula. On paper, McClellan claimed a defensive strength of 73,000; in point of fact, he lumped the 35,000 Federals operating in the Valley area among those defenders and stripped much of the rest for his operations east of Richmond. It appeared that McClellan had failed to live up to his promises. Lee observed with amazement how the Lincoln government reacted to Jackson’s band of 4,500 by withholding large numbers of reinforcements from McClellan’s army.

To deal with the overwhelming Union numbers, Lee concluded on a powerful diversion. McClellan’s army on the Peninsula totalled approximately 100,000, and smaller commands—Maj. Gen. Irvin McDowell at Aquia with 40,000, Brig. Gen. C. C. Augur commanding 5,000 near Fredericksburg, Banks in the Valley at 35,000, and Maj. Gen. John C. Fremont west of the Valley in charge of 19,000—placed the Confederacy in a precarious position. Armed resistance to the Federal hordes consisted of Johnston on the Peninsula with about one-half McClellan’s strength; Jackson in the Valley now augmented to approximately 6,000; Maj. Gen. Richard S. Ewell, a bald-headed, long-nosed, witty veteran whose penchant for indecision sometimes paralyzed him, between Brandy Station and Gordonsville with 8,500; rough-and-tumble Brig. Gen. Edward “Allegheny” Johnson guarding the Staunton area with 2,800; and athletic and intelligent Brig. Gen. Charles W. Field heading 2,500 men at Fredericksburg. But reinforcements could by no means offset the staggering manpower disadvantages. Jackson was Lee’s great hope to distract the Lincoln government and prevent further increases to McClellan’s army.16

From active duty in Mexico and the Confederacy, readings on Napoleon’s campaigns, and mature reflection, Lee had honed his skills in the operational art of war. Simply stated, the operational art is the use of military forces to achieve strategic objectives in a theater of war. Often accomplished through a campaign or series of campaigns, it seeks to concentrate military power against the enemy’s center of gravity, its source of strength. Lee certainly possessed a powerful sense of vision and a firm grasp of the complex interrelationship of ends, ways, and means. Both qualities lay at the heart of effective thought on the operational level. Yet Lee also had an uncanny talent for anticipating the movements of the enemy. As a trained engineer and student of war for more than thirty years, Lee understood the possibilities that confronted his opponents, and by studying their decisions and courses of action, he gained great insight into the minds of the enemy leaders. He understood how they reacted to particular circumstances and used that information to predict how they would respond to specific situations that he created.17

In this instance, Lee most likely perceived Northern public opinion as the enemy’s true source of strength. If he could convince the populace that the price for victory was too high, or that the Union could not conquer the Confederacy, the Federal war effort would collapse. He also surmised that Lincoln, a politician with limited military knowledge, believed above all else that the Union could least afford to lose Washington to the Confederacy. The North could replace manpower; but shock waves from Washington’s capture could collapse public support for the Union war effort. The Federal president, then, took excessive precautions to defend the city, and Lee, sensitive to his opponent’s decisions, intuited this fear and intended on exploiting it.

Jackson, too, began to see his army as a means of influencing Federal strategy in the Eastern Theater. Lacking Lee’s muscular intellect and knack for understanding human behavior, Jackson nonetheless possessed an unusual brilliance that made him one of the truly formidable commanders in the war. A weak tactician, and untested as a strategist, Jackson’s true genius lay in his development as an operational commander. Just as he reduced God’s teachings to fundamental tenets with which to assess his own conduct and feelings, so he boiled down war-making to precepts that he employed time and again. Seizing the initiative, skillfully maneuvering troops, massing forces at the decisive time and place, and employing the element of surprise lay at the heart of Jackson’s style of fighting. When he engaged the enemy, Jackson turned those inward tensions outward, striking with unbridled ferocity. His two previous independent campaigns, against Romney and at Kernstown, exhibited his promise as a military planner and executor on the operational level. With counsel from Lee and maps prepared by topographical engineer Jed Hotchkiss, which enabled him to visualize the Valley and its features as never before, Jackson blossomed into an outstanding operational commander.18

Military activities in other areas preoccupied Lee for his first month, but once the War Department charged Johnston with command on the Peninsula, Lee became much more acquainted with Jackson’s predicament. All correspondence between Johnston and Jackson passed through the Adjutant and Inspector General’s Office in Richmond, where Lee could peruse its contents. And with Johnston engrossed in everyday operations near Richmond, Lee stepped into the void and opened a frequent exchange with Jackson.

Professionally, Lee and Jackson meshed splendidly. Unlike many Civil War commanders, Lee did not feel compelled to control all aspects of campaigns personally. Far to the rear in Richmond, he defined his job as one of coordination, support, and general supervision. Commanders on the scene had to decide many issues for themselves. Lee could lay out the options, provide viable alternatives, and offer recommendations, but he refused to micromanage the war. Circumstances in the field changed on a daily, sometimes hourly basis. A good field commander understood his army and its morale, the capabilities of his subordinate officers, the terrain, the weather, and a host of other factors that influenced planning and execution. From a distance, Lee knew none of this. Thus, the officer entrusted with command, the individual in charge at the scene, was the person best poised to judge for himself. If that officer lacked the capacity to formulate and implement decisions, then he must be replaced. Jackson suffered no such problems. He had long exhibited a willingness to make hard choices and carry them out.

Three weeks after his defeat at Kernstown, Jackson began lobbying for reinforcements. A victory over Banks in the Valley “may greatly retard McClellan’s movements,” he asserted. If the Confederacy could amass a force of 17,000 and twelve artillery pieces to join him, he could threaten Banks’s rear, drive that army back, and strike it in flight. The request fell on deaf ears.19

Then, on April 21, Lee intruded in the process by initiating an exchange with Jackson and Ewell. The Union and Confederacy had scattered their forces from the Peninsula to the Valley. Everywhere the Confederates were hard pressed, and Jackson had to use Ewell’s 8,500 as reinforcements to attack Banks or yield them to Fields at the Fredericksburg area. Four days later, Lee exposed Jackson to his own assessment of the operational level in the Virginia Theater. He explained the entire military situation to Jackson, who some weeks earlier had complained to Ewell of his isolated state. Then Lee spelled out his agenda. “I have hoped in the present divided condition of the enemy’s forces that a successful blow may be dealt them by a rapid combination of our troops before they can be strengthened themselves either in their position or by re-enforcements.” He intimated a preference for an advance on Banks, but a Jackson-Ewell attack on Federals around Warrenton, northwest of Fredericksburg, offered a viable second option. Both plans would relieve the pressure on the defenders near Fredericksburg, which Lee had just bolstered with 8,000 fresh troops. “The blow, wherever struck, must be successful, be sudden and heavy,” Lee insisted. “The troops used must be efficient and light,” an ideal mission for Jackson’s command. Finally, Lee concluded by confessing, “I cannot pretend at this distance to direct operations depending on circumstances unknown to me and requiring the exercise of discretion and judgment as to time and execution, but submit these suggestions for your consideration.” He had skillfully established the context for their relationship. Lee would offer aid and advice; Jackson would decide and execute.20

The final days of April marked the genesis of the Valley Campaign. After two meetings with Ewell and messages back and forth to Lee, Jackson laid out three courses of action. He could unite with “Allegheny” Johnson’s small band of men near Staunton and drive back a Federal advance from the west there, leaving Ewell behind at Swift Run Gap to threaten Banks’s army if it pursued Jackson. A second alternative called for Jackson to link with Ewell and swing around Banks’s main columns near Harrisonburg, employing the Massanutton Mountains as a shield, and attack detachments in his rear around New Market. With Jackson sitting on his line of communication, Banks would most certainly retreat. The third possibility was to slip through a gap in the Blue Ridge and march on Warrenton. Again, Jackson’s army would turn Banks’s position and perhaps cause mayhem among the Federals in the Fredericksburg area. His preference fell with the plan to merge with Johnson near Staunton and eliminate the threat to his supply base. Then, if Lee could provide reinforcements, the combined commands of “Allegheny” Johnson, Ewell, and Jackson could confront Banks’s Federals directly. A decisive victory over Banks would enable the Confederacy to reinforce Fredericksburg or Joe Johnston with the Valley army. Lee immediately replied that no reinforcements were available, and after pondering the three scenarios for a day, he expressed a partiality for joining forces with Johnson and fighting west of Staunton first, but again explained, “I must leave the selection of the one to be adopted to your judgment.” Within three days, the threat west of Staunton forced Jackson to arms.21

To deceive Banks, Jackson adopted a roundabout route to Staunton, joined forces with Johnson’s small command, and pushed on to the town of McDowell. There, he repulsed a Union assault, but pursuit by his exhausted troops proved impossible, especially with the sloppy condition of the roads.

Meanwhile, ranking officers yanked a frazzled Ewell in three directions. As part of Banks’s command hunkered down in Strasburg and a division left the Valley and headed eastward to link with Union forces under General McDowell north of Fredericksburg, Lee, Johnston, and Jackson issued Ewell conflicting orders. To folks at home the besieged Ewell griped, “I have been keeping one eye on Banks, one on Jackson, all the time jogged up from Richmond, until I am sick and worn down. Jackson wants me to watch Banks. At Richmond, they want me everywhere and call me off, when, at the same time, I am compelled to remain until that enthusiastic fanatic comes to some conclusion.” All Ewell wanted to do was serve one master. Finally, Jackson resolved the multiple tug of war when he instructed an exasperated Ewell, “as you are in the Valley District you constitute part of my command.” Ewell would obey Jackson’s directives and alert him of any conflicting orders from headquarters.22

After defeating Federal troops at McDowell, Jackson hoped to turn on Banks’s command and drive him from the Valley. Lee agreed. Banks appeared weaker than they had assumed, and the combination of Jackson’s and Ewell’s forces might enable Jackson to clear him from Virginia soil. Two days later, Lee again urged Jackson to strike Banks. A decisive Confederate victory might eliminate the Union threat in the Shenandoah Valley and draw Federal reinforcements from Fredericksburg or McClellan’s army near Richmond. “Whatever movement you make against Banks,” Lee advised, “do it speedily, and if successful drive him back toward the Potomac, and create the impression, as far as practicable, that you design threatening that line.”23



One last time, conflicting orders nearly scuttled the campaign. Johnston ordered Ewell to come to his aid near Richmond or chase Shields’s division, which had left the Valley to join McDowell’s forces. Jackson read the disturbing news and acted quickly. He suspended Johnston’s order temporarily and wired Lee for help. “I am of opinion that an attempt should be made to defeat Banks, but under instructions just received from General Johnston I do not feel at liberty to make an attack,” he explained. “Please answer by telegraph immediately.” Lee ran interference one more time for Jackson. He assumed responsibility for blocking Ewell’s transfer if Jackson would attack.24

Jackson did not disappoint his protector. With cavalry acting as a screen, Jackson slipped through the gap in the Massanutton Mountains undetected, rendezvoused with Ewell’s forces, and crushed a Union detachment at Front Royal on May 23. Suddenly, Banks discovered Jackson’s army a scant dozen miles to his east, when he assumed his Confederate foe was closing from the south.

After some hours of indecision, Banks ordered a retreat to Winchester. The next day a huge cloud of dust blanketing the village of Middletown, some five or six miles north of Strasburg, exposed Banks’s flight. With Jackson’s soldiers nipping at their heels, Banks’s troops discarded vast quantities of impedimenta and stores en route to Winchester. Only ravenous plundering by Rebel cavalry and infantry, much to Jackson’s mortification, saved Banks’s army from a horrible thrashing.

All night, with but a brief respite, Jackson drove his army to seize the prized hill southwest of Winchester. A breakdown in discipline had enabled Banks to escape once; it would not happen a second time. At daylight Jackson deployed for an attack. Simultaneous assaults from the Confederate right, center, and left caved in the Union position. But again, complete success eluded Jackson. Exhaustion, confusion in triumph, and the unwillingness of Ewell’s subordinate to execute a direct order from Jackson permitted Banks to slip away. This time, however, he retreated without a fourth of his command, now prisoners of war. By midday on May 26, Banks and his mauled command gazed back toward Virginia from the north shore of the Potomac River.25

Banks’s whipping and chaotic retreat suddenly spurred Lincoln to action. Rather than panic at the prospect of an attack on Washington, Lincoln perceived an opportunity to trap the rampaging Jackson. The Union president ordered Fremont to the west at Moorefield to pass through a gap in Shenandoah Mountain, cross Little North Mountain, and occupy Strasburg. McDowell’s Corps east at Fredericksburg, which was destined for McClellan’s army, now would converge hastily on Strasburg. With a head start on Jackson and a little luck, the two Union commands could seal off Jackson’s escape route from the south. Several days of good marching was all they needed. Lincoln had chomped at the bait. The plan of Lee and Jackson worked.

After his victory at Winchester, Jackson devoted the next two days to a well-deserved rest for his troops and then marched lazily toward Harpers Ferry. By May 28, he had learned of Lincoln’s plot to snare his army, but the lure of Harpers Ferry and the idea of threatening a Maryland invasion proved too tempting. Not until May 30 did Jackson awake to the gravity of his situation. It was almost too late. Leaving his best unit, the Stonewall Brigade, to cover the rear, he directed one of the great forced marches of the war. McDoweirs Federals, commanded by Brig. Gen. James Shields, had already seized Front Royal, and Frernont was closing in on Strasburg. This desperate predicament would have discomposed the most placid commander—but not Jackson. He summoned up that extraordinary strength of will and calmly calculated a solution. His cavalry blocked Fremont’s troops and an infantry brigade checked Shields’s division, while the remainder of his army slipped along the pike toward Strasburg. By noon of June 1, the elusive Jackson had slithered through Lincoln’s trap.
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