
        
            
                
            
        


		
			Advance Praise for 
In the Shadow of the Round Tops

			 

			“Our knowledge of historical events is often based on a fragile combination of memory, bias, and flawed accounts written long after the fact. This is particularly true in the Gettysburg historiography when considering the controversies around Captain Samuel Johnston’s reconnaissance and Lt. General James Longstreet’s countermarch on July 2, 1863. Author Allen Thompson combines his knowledge of primary accounts and terrain to methodically deconstruct the myths, misconceptions, and falsehoods surrounding these events. After reading In the Shadow of the Round Tops, you will reconsider much of what you think you know and have more apparent answers to the debates that continue to haunt Gettysburg’s second day.”

			–James A. Hessler, Gettysburg Licensed Battlefield Guide, author of Sickles at Gettysburg (2009) and Gettysburg’s Peach Orchard (2019), co-host of The Battle of Gettysburg Podcast

			 

			“Allen Thompson has compiled the definitive analysis of the march by Longstreet’s Corps to strike the Union left on the second day of the Battle of Gettysburg, an event that would generate charges and counterattacks between former Confederate officers to rival the bloody battle itself. This is a must read for those interested in the Confederate command system at Gettysburg and the influence of those who defended their decisions that fateful day.”

			–John S. Heiser, National Park Service (ret.)

			 

			“Few Civil War battles evoke as much emotion and controversy as Gettysburg, particularly in assessing the performance of leading generals such as James Longstreet. The subject of much recent scholarship, Author Allen Thompson takes a fresh look at Longstreet’s countermarch on July 2 and the available military intelligence that influenced the Confederate decision-making that fateful day. Thompson’s thought-provoking work is a worthy addition to the historiography of the war’s bloodiest battle.”

			–Scott L. Mingus, Sr., co-author of If We Are Striking for Pennsylvania: The Army of Northern Virginia 
and the Army of the Potomac March to Gettysburg

			 

			“In the Shadow of the Round Tops is the definitive exploration of Longstreet’s march to the Confederate right at Gettysburg on July 2, 1863—one of the most controversial events in Civil War scholarship. Here, author Allen Thompson provides us with not only a deep dive into what happened that afternoon but also a splendid exploration of human memory, and how ‘Longstreet’s Fatal Delay’ became so important to post-war Confederate mythology in explaining away defeat. This is an excellent addition to Gettysburg literature, and I thoroughly enjoyed reading it.”

			–David A. Powell, author of The Chickamauga Campaign

			 

			“Few episodes of American history have generated more controversies than the Battle of Gettysburg, many of which still rages today. One of the most intriguing controversies is precisely where Capt. Samuel Johnston, the engineer officer assigned to headquarters of the Army of Northern Virginia, went on his late-night reconnaissance of the Union left during the night of July 1-2, 1863. Johnston claimed to have reached Little Round Top, which would have required him to pass through Union cavalry videttes, none of whom reported any contact that night. Johnston’s report, in turn, influenced Gen. Robert E. Lee’s battle plan for July 2, and also led directly to the lengthy and time-consuming march and countermarch of Lt. Gen. James Longstreet’s Corps to the battlefield. Allen R. Thompson’s excellent micro-history, In the Shadow of the Round Tops: Longstreet’s Countermarch, Johnston’s Reconnaissance, and the Enduring Battles for the Memory of July 2, 1863 addresses these events in more detail than ever before. This deeply researched and well-written volume deserves a place on the bookshelf of any serious student on the second day of the Battle of Gettysburg.”

			–Eric J. Wittenberg, award-winning historian

			 

			“Allen Thompson has done a masterful job of deconstructing all the Soldiers accounts on such a controversial subject. He treats them with consideration and respect. The parsing and sifting of Veteran’s memories to make sense of their experiences certainly was a factor about LTG James Longstreet’s Countermarch. In the Shadow of the Round Tops will be an important addition to a more accurate narrative of the pivotal events on July 2, 1863 at Gettysburg.”

			–Rob Abbott, Gettysburg Licensed Battlefield Guide, Colonel USMC (ret.)
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			“The historian delves into the dust of mouldering humanity, and learns what were its impelling motives, just as the geologist finds in the rocks the traces of the forces that have moulded the surface of the earth.”

			- Charles Marshall, June 3, 18861

			“A tradition may grow and flower surprisingly; but it doesn’t grow like a kind of historical orchid. It must have its root in something definite.”

			- Samuel Francis Batchelder2

			“By doubting we are led to question, by questioning we arrive at the truth.”

			- Peter Abelard





Introduction

			Esteemed historian Harry Pfanz wrote that the Confederate First Corps’ countermarch on July 2 was “one of the most difficult non-combat aspects of the Gettysburg campaign to reconstruct and to understand.”3 As with most of his observations, he was right. The lack of firsthand information is quickly apparent to anyone seeking to gain a solid understanding of what happened west of Seminary Ridge on the morning and early afternoon of July 2.

			Inevitably, when a subject lacks robust documentation, what little information is available understandably becomes the standard version of events by default. With only one or two pieces of evidence, it’s difficult, if not impossible, to compare, contrast, and challenge that evidence.4

			This particular subject, the countermarch and morning reconnaissance, is unique in a sense. While there is almost no contemporary record of what happened, it generated plenty of later discussion among the battle’s veterans, most of whom focused on the effects of the countermarch. That discussion, however, produced the primary accounts relied on by historians.

			The veterans’ debate was shrouded behind political agendas and character assassination; however, two individuals, Lafayette McLaws and Edward Porter Alexander, emerged and rose above the fray. There were two primary reasons for this. First and foremost, their accounts were detailed. For historians craving information, accounts from the people who were there, who were in charge of the situation and privy to all the inside details, these two accounts became invaluable.

			Second, the accounts seem at first glance (and even second and third glances) to be reasonable and trustworthy. Neither account bears serious accusations toward other Confederate veterans, something rare in the Southern postwar debates of the 1870s. And both accounts provide (mostly) dispassionate analysis, using little to none of the flourishing language that props up much of the discussion among the veterans.

			McLaws and Alexander dominate the footnotes of the histories from Douglas Southall Freeman’s southern opus Lee’s Lieutenants in the 1940s to the most recent studies of the battle.5 Since their accounts serve as the cornerstone of countermarch historiography, it’s important to understand how their accounts have been interpreted.

			Harry Pfanz and Gettysburg National Park Ranger Karlton Smith provide the most concise and insightful overviews of the traditional story.6 In the very early morning hours of July 1, General James Longstreet’s two divisions, commanded by Generals Lafayette McLaws and John Bell Hood, marched to the battlefield from their bivouac several miles west of Gettysburg. The divisions arrived soon after sunrise and took their positions along Herr’s Ridge, one of the dominant ridges running north to southeast.

			While Longstreet’s Corps marched up and formed along the ridge, General Robert E. Lee had ordered his engineer, a young captain by the name of Samuel R. Johnston, to reconnoiter the Federal left flank and find a concealed route into position. Johnston rode off at dawn and returned about three hours later. He reported that he had reached Little Round Top without encountering any Federal troops. From the panoramic vista on the hill’s summit, Johnston could see no Federal troops along the spine of Cemetery Ridge. He also reported that there were roads available to march Longstreet’s Corps around the Federal left flank without being seen. Lee then directed Johnston to ride with Longstreet and lead his men into position.

			When the order was given to march into position for the assault, Longstreet’s divisions first moved to the west side of Herr’s Ridge to follow Johnston’s concealed route, masking the movement from the prying eyes of the Federal signal station on Little Round Top. The column followed farm lanes behind Herr’s Ridge to Marsh Creek, then followed the creek south until they reached the Black Horse Tavern, an imposing inn along the Fairfield Road, a major thoroughfare to the southeast. Shuffling across the road, they stepped onto the Black Horse Tavern Road where, a mere three hundred yards further, McLaws and Captain Johnston crested a ridge and abruptly discovered they could be seen by the signal station on Little Round Top.

			McLaws and Johnston spent some time riding around the area, looking for another route. Unfortunately, none could be found, and when they returned, Longstreet himself had arrived to find out why the march had ground to an abrupt halt. Not happy with the delay, he asked what was going on. McLaws rode to the hill with him and pointed out the signal flags, telling him there was no route around the hill. However, McLaws had performed his own reconnaissance that morning (despite Longstreet’s admonition against it) and knew of a way into position without being seen. The only way to get there, unfortunately, was to countermarch back to where they had started. Longstreet agreed, and the column turned around.

			Meanwhile, Colonel E.P. Alexander, whom Longstreet had placed in command of all three battalions of the corps’ artillery, had led his guns along the same route. He, too, had noticed that continuing along the Black Horse Tavern Road would expose his column to the Federal signal station. But he also realized that by turning off the road to the left and taking a short detour of a few hundred yards through the fields, he could avoid the hill altogether. By doing this, he avoided the need to countermarch and before noon, was able to slowly roll his guns into the assigned rendezvous by a schoolhouse along Willoughby Run.

			After waiting a spell, he rode back to see what was taking the infantry so long, only to find the column stopped in the road, waiting for McLaws and Johnston to return. Alexander pointed out the tracks his artillery had left in the soft ground, telling whoever it was he talked to that they could simply follow his shortcut. But for some reason Alexander could never understand, the infantry wouldn’t do it. Instead, they countermarched, wasting hours and delaying the attack.

			The traditional countermarch route varies in the particulars depending on whose interpretation is being used (did they take this road or that road?), but the general route has always been the same. After following the initial line of march back to Herr’s Ridge, the column cut across the ridge to the Fairfield Road and followed it up to Willoughby Run. When they reached the stream, they turned right (south) down a ravine road that wound along the banks of the run to a schoolhouse (where Alexander waited with his artillery). Another road led from the schoolhouse to the divisions’ respective positions on the southern extension of Seminary Ridge, often called Warfield Ridge.

			When the column countermarched, McLaws’s Division—which was in the lead—got tangled up with Hood’s Division, which had been following it. Longstreet asked McLaws if he would let Hood lead the march instead, since his division was now in the rear. But McLaws insisted on keeping the coveted lead and spearheading the assault. Despite the logistical problems, Longstreet acquiesced and McLaws was allowed to move forward, keeping the lead and the honor of spearheading the attack.

			Finally on the right route and with the columns untangled, McLaws marched easily along the road and into position on Warfield Ridge. But as the division reached the crest of the ridge, they could see that the Federal line was not in the position they expected. Rather than emerging from the woods on the flank, they were staring face to face with an entire corps of Federal troops. Hood then marched further to the right in order to extend the line far enough to meet the new threat.7

			***

			This is the traditional interpretation. The conclusions I’ve reached are often different from the traditional ones. Sometimes they’re drastically different.

			I strongly encourage everyone to read the footnotes and endnotes. All of the sources used to piece together my conclusions are noted throughout the text rather than cited in bunches and string citations at the end of paragraphs or sections. That way, the reader doesn’t have to guess at, or search for, which source I used for a particular fact.

			I’ve also included the full quote I’ve relied on from those sources rather than simply referencing which source was used. This allows the reader to see the quote in as much context as possible, without seeking out the source. Some of the sources are obscure and unavailable without ordering collections of papers from archival collections and sorting through them. It also allows the reader to see the particular language I’ve relied on, rather than simply trust that the citation says what I’ve said it does.

			The notes also further explain the reasoning I’ve used to reach my conclusions. The narrative is designed to be readable by anyone, no matter the level of prior knowledge. Of course, the more knowledge of the battle coming into the book, the more the reader will ultimately get out of it, but I wanted it to be accessible to anyone with an interest in the battle, the countermarch, Johnston’s infamous reconnaissance, or how history is made. That ultimately meant that some of the more advanced and nuanced discussion had to occur in the notes, outside the primary narrative (though there’s plenty there, too!).

			As a final note, this project started as a follow-up to an article I wrote for Gettysburg Magazine about Johnston’s reconnaissance. The purpose was to simply connect Johnston’s morning recon with the afternoon’s countermarch, since those are the two places he shows up in the historical record. It seemed like a natural place to go from the first study.

			As I started digging into the sources, I realized that, like so many others who ventured into this subject, only a few accounts were readily available and those contradicted each other on some of the major points (and sometimes contradicted themselves). The actual events, though, couldn’t be contradictory; whatever happened that morning happened. Instead, it was the memories that were contradictory. That led to an exploration of human memory, since that was the ultimate basis for all of the recollections.

			People wrote the accounts that we rely on. Even if the brown and musty pages give a sense of prestige and authority to the accounts, they were written by someone who sat down with pen in hand, in a real time and a real place to write down their recollections. But they could only write down what they remembered. How memory works is just as important to a work of history as the ability to find and synthesize primary sources.

			This is all to say that the project didn’t start with a particular goal in mind other than to try to figure out what happened behind Seminary Ridge on July 2. There wasn’t a preconceived result. Indeed, for the vast majority of the project, I had no idea what conclusions the research was leading to. Instead, to steal a line from Sam Johnston, “when I thought that I had gone far enough,” I took a step back and started putting the accounts in order.8

			I think the results surprised me just as much as anyone else.

			With that, and an open mind, I leave you to read and hopefully enjoy.





Perceiving History

			“I need not say how difficult it is to speak positively and accurately after so many years…. Few men can describe these matters accurately, many will not.”

			- Joseph Kershaw, letter to John Bachelder, Aug. 7, 18829

			“My difficulty about Gettysburg is to reconcile what I saw at the time, and what I heard from others after the battle.”

			- Benjamin Humphreys, Twenty-first Mississippi, to Lafayette McLaws, Jan. 6, 187810

			“There has been so much written on the subject that it is getting to be very difficult to reconcile the versions of undoubtedly honest and well-meaning men.”

			- Henry Hunt, Sept. 4, 188411

			Memory

			Our view of the past is often blurry. It is clouded by bias of one sort or another, hampered by incomplete memories, and frequently softened by nostalgia. Calling the past “history” has a way of formalizing the collection of memories into a sort of canonized historical narrative. Events occur, fall into a fixed chronology, and are left there for observation. History often has a sense of inevitability.

			History, though, is anything but fixed or inevitable. The events comprising the chronology derive from the memories of the people who were there. But people do not remember the same event the same way. Historical documents, which provide the basis for our view of historic events, are nothing more than personal memories. The collection of these memories becomes “history.”

			But history is more than just the memory of events; it is the memory of the perception of events. Perceptions vary with each individual; biases, experiences, time, physical viewpoint, faulty memory…all combine to create our individual perception. Two people can see the exact same scene in two very different ways, creating two separate primary sources that may contradict each other. Neither memory is wrong and neither memory is right (if a memory can even be “correct” since it is, after all, the perception of the event stored in the brain, not objective data).

			But the perceptions of the events are all most historians can rely on. Archaeology can prove, disprove, or question some historical “facts.” At the Little Bighorn, for example, a wildfire cleared away the grass and underbrush, allowing a full archaeological dig in the early 1980s. The results of the dig questioned the interpretation of the battle.12 Photographs, paintings, and drawings can provide other clues. But the primary means of interpreting human history has been the written word.

			Before the advent of audio recording, film, and camera shutter speeds quick enough to photograph action, there was simply no way to capture events in real time. The principal tool of conveying the human experience to future generations was pen and paper. Perhaps those jotted words eventually found their way to a printing press for broader reading. Maybe the family or community passed down local history through stories from generation to generation. Truly extraordinary events were eventually elevated to the status of myth or legend, becoming nearly unassailable. But they all started as memories. A basic understanding of how memory works, then, is vital.

			***

			Memories are affected by an incredible number of factors. For example, the place the person stood when he experienced the event affected what he saw. His past experience affected how he perceived it. Was he scared, determined, anxious? Was this a familiar experience or the first time? Was he numb to the sight or bright-eyed and more receptive to the sights, sounds, and emotions? How far from the event was he writing? Were the memories fresh in his mind? Was he still at the site where he could see the hills, trees, and ridges, or was he writing a nostalgic letter to a comrade in an office years later? Was he writing a defense of his actions in a public article or a dedication speech for his regimental monument? Had he compared his memories with others, which then innocently infiltrated his own? Were his own memories really his, or a collection of shared memories that latched onto his own? How do we know if a particular memory is accurate? Can we know?

			This is not to say that truth is relative. Whatever happened, happened, regardless of how it was remembered. It is to say that history is relative. All of these factors (and more) contribute to affecting the memory of the events and the memories that are eventually written down. Historians have to rely on these written memories—primary source material—in order to reconstruct the event. But over half a century of psychological research has determined that memory is a very elusive thing and often quite unreliable.

			A study conducted after the 1990–91 Gulf War revealed that veterans of traumatic experiences frequently remember the events differently as time progresses. This can happen within only a few years. The study method was simple: veterans were given a questionnaire within a month of returning from combat deployment and then again about two years later. Nearly 90 percent of the veterans changed at least one response, and almost two-thirds changed more than one answer. A third of the changed answers were initially answered as I did not experience this. Two years later, the response was changed to I did experience this.13

			None of this means the individuals were lying. Instead, in many scenarios, especially traumatic ones, the brain only stores parts of the event. On recall, it tries to fill in the missing portions of the memory. In situations where the memory is challenged—say, when a provocateur challenges one’s recollections of an old battlefield—a phenomenon known as “confabulation” can occur. In this case, the brain can invent memories to fill in the gaps. Often associated with dementia, studies have shown this can occur in healthy brains and probably does frequently.14

			In another example, a team of British psychologists recorded a formal discussion at a psychology seminar. Several weeks later, the team asked the attending psychologists to write down what they remembered. After comparing the responses with the audio recording, the research team found that the attendees only remembered about 8 percent of the information on average. And only half of those points were actually remembered correctly! Some of the seminar attendees—all trained psychologists—even remembered things that hadn’t actually happened; some remembered things happening during the discussion that actually happened elsewhere.

			As psychologist Elizabeth Loftus cautions, “even in the most intelligent among us is memory…malleable.” Indeed, “memory traces can actually undergo distortion. With the passage of time, with proper motivation, with the introduction of special kinds of intervening facts, the memory traces seem sometimes to change or become transformed. These distortions can be quite frightening,” Loftus warns, “for they can cause us to have memories of things that never happened.”15 As Loftus concludes, “errors and confusions seemed to be the rule rather than the exception.”16

			Whether created from whole cloth or manipulating existing memories, the brain tends to create the memory in the best light for the individual. This is part of a process called self-deception.17 The brain developed this interesting evolutionary tool essentially as a power-saving device. Lying takes energy, and the brain already uses more than its fair share of energy in the body. By the subconscious tricking the conscious part of the brain, “we hide reality from our conscious minds the better to hide it from onlookers.”18 This allows us to fool ourselves so we don’t use all that brain power lying (bluffing is a big part of survival—just look at a peacock’s plumage). Indeed, we’re not lying because we actually believe what we’re saying, even though the memory is untrue or significantly altered.

			Not surprisingly, self-deceit tends to make us look better in comparison to others. The derogation of others appears most commonly as a defensive tactic “when your own image has been lowered—suddenly it becomes valuable to deflect attention onto some disliked group—so that by comparison, you do not look as bad as they do.”19 Putting others down to make one feel better is a part of human nature we all intuitively know and understand, even if begrudgingly. This subconscious memory tool fits the dynamics of the July 2 countermarch debate perfectly. Postwar blame flew as thick as the bullets had on the battlefield—it was only natural (literally) that deflection and derogation would occur.

			People also have a tendency to remember their own actions in a more prominent role than they actually played. When a person is actively involved in a scenario—a conversation, for example—he is going to subconsciously focus on himself more than the other person. In addition to listening, he is preparing his own response. He’s engaged in both input and output processing at the same time. And because one’s own actions are almost always remembered most prominently, he’ll remember his own input to the conversation as more important than that of the other person.20

			When an individual is challenged, his immediate and natural response is to deflect blame, cast it upon others, and produce subconscious memories that put him in the best light. Curiously, when a group venture does not go as planned, the participants tend to find blame amongst themselves, rather than with the opponent.

			Whether it is a sports team or an army, a particular group is much more aware of its own actions and inner workings than it is of its opponent’s. In other words, while there are two sides to the story, the group has the most information about its own actions and is more likely to find the major faults there. This is part of what is called “availability bias.” The most readily available information concerns the group, so the focus is there.21 This is certainly on display when it comes to Confederates explaining the loss at Gettysburg. While the Confederate leadership spent the better part of the last three decades of the nineteenth century blaming each other for losing, George Pickett is famously quoted as saying “I think the Yankees had something to do with it.” He may not have actually said it, but the quote shines a light on the Confederacy’s availability bias.22 Thus, we have infighting on the causes of the defeat, which in turn biases our sources.

			Internal memory processing causes plenty of issues with recall. But there are external factors, too. What is known as the Misinformation Effect creates “false memories,” contaminating existing memories with the memories of other people and other information. The brain does not store memories in neat compartments dedicated to “personal memories” and “other people’s memories I’ve heard.” Instead, it tosses them into the same bin, and when recalling them later, it can be difficult if not impossible to decipher which part of the memory was actually experienced and which was added by hearing another person’s memory.

			The Gulf War study is applicable here. According to the study, the veterans’ accounts changed partly due to exposure to other information. For example, media accounts largely emphasized the relative bloodlessness of the Gulf War. The study results showed that veterans tended to minimize their memories of traumatic events after repeated exposure to the idea that the campaign was quick and painless. There is no way to know if the veterans had actually experienced what they said they did—the answers were self-reported with no verification. Whether the veterans enhanced the descriptions of traumatic events in the initial questionnaire or minimized the events later cannot be known. Ultimately, that’s not the important thing. What is important is that the veterans reduced their answers at least partly based on what others had reported. Public information played a role in altering their memories. At least, it played a role in altering what they told others they remembered.23 Since all we have of the countermarch—or most Civil War topics—are the memories the veterans shared, this is important.

			The idea that external events can create these false memories has been studied for over fifty years. The “growing body of research shows that new, post-event information often becomes incorporated into memory, supplementing and altering a person’s recollection.” Elizabeth Loftus writes that false memory “invades us, like a Trojan horse, precisely because we do not detect its influence.”24 Unintentionally attesting to this fact, Benjamin Humphreys, who ended up commanding a brigade in Longstreet’s Corps by the end of the battle, admitted that “my difficulty about Gettysburg is to reconcile what I saw at the time, and what I heard from others after the battle.”25

			This “misinformation effect” has been shown with a startling degree of accuracy. Where groups of people experience or witness the same event, the effect is even greater. Loftus is well-known for her work involving criminal witness testimony, so crime scene witness testimony produces a good deal of the examples. Crime scene “witnesses tend to talk to one another in the immediate aftermath of the crime,” she writes. “But because different witnesses are different people with different perspectives, they are likely to see or notice different things, and thus remember different things, even when they witness the same event. So, when they communicate about the crime later, they not only reinforce common memories for the event, they also contaminate each other’s memories for the event.”26 This is not far removed from the situation Civil War veterans would have encountered. Having participated in, rather than simply observed the events, their personal experiences were limited. They frequently describe the emotions and a cacophony of sights and sounds, but times and details they admit are fuzzy.

			Abner Small, an adjutant in the Sixteenth Maine Infantry, succinctly summarized this in his history of the regiment. “Any member of a regiment, officer or private, can have but little knowledge of movements outside his immediate command.” The soldier “has a specific duty to perform, and no time to look with a critical eye upon his comrade’s conduct.” The lay of the land, “the wooded slopes and deep ravines, the fog, the dense smoke, and the apparent and often real confusion of troops moving in different directions under different orders, utterly precludes the possibility of a correct detailed observation of a battle of any magnitude.” Because of this, the soldier “must draw upon his imagination, or from the experience of others.”27 “Like the knight in the story, each one sees the shield from his point of view,” confirmed Charles Pickett, brother of the more famous Pickett.28

			Civil War soldiers belonged to individual groups of friends, called “messes,” within companies, which then comprised regiments, brigades, divisions, corps, and armies. They talked about the battles, the loss of friends and family, their feelings. They read the official reports after the war, accounts of other veterans in veterans’ periodicals like the National Tribune, Southern Historical Society Papers, and Confederate Veteran. Veterans’ groups like the Grand Army of the Republic (GAR), the Military Order of the Loyal Legion of the United States, and numerous Confederate veterans’ associations flourished after the war. War stories—memories—were shared over the next few decades. Not until the 1880s did memoirs start to become profitable or desirable (for many, they understandably wanted to simply go home and move on with their lives in the immediate aftermath of the war). All of these things influenced the memories of the men who fought the war. A great many of the accounts that historians rely on were published well after the memories were contaminated.

			Events like the First Corps countermarch and Samuel Johnston’s reconnaissance are prime examples of how false memories permeate Civil War primary accounts. The more people talked about them, the more they turned into the proverbial fish, the length and struggle to reel it in increasing by the telling. An undefined delay in 1873 turned into a delay of several hours by the 1880s. Though in hindsight it may seem like lying, the continual collection of others’ memories simply snowballed into a false individual “memory.” As the research team conducting the Gulf War study concluded, “entire scenes of stressful events can be fabricated and then inserted into memory. These scenes are often believed to be true, even after the subject has been informed that the memory is actually false.”29 The story of Longstreet’s countermarch is a particularly good historical case study.

			The scale on which these false memories can occur is astounding. It should also give us pause when researching historical events. For example, in a mid-1990s study, college students were told that family members had provided stories from the students’ childhoods. The stories were fake but were often traumatic in nature: getting lost in the mall, almost drowning, being attacked by vicious animals. Fully 25 percent of the students later recounted the event as an actual memory. While one in four subjects may seem small enough—after all, 75 percent did not falsely remember these things—the fact that a quarter of test subjects falsely, but honestly, remembered something as traumatic as nearly dying should be something to take serious note of. Other study subjects have been convinced they met Bugs Bunny at Disney World (an impossibility, given the different brands) and have earnestly remembered fake events after being shown a picture of the event photoshopped to include the participant.30 It is not far-fetched to assume that a good portion of Civil War recollections are not entirely accurate. Quite the opposite.

			According to Loftus, “eyewitness testimony is probably the most persuasive form of evidence presented in court, but in many cases, its accuracy is dubious.” This should be particularly concerning to historians who must, out of necessity, rely primarily on eyewitness accounts. Photographs of the war can show us what the uniforms looked like, how an army could devastate the landscape by scouring it of trees and digging zigzagging entrenchments to the horizon. They can show us the awful wreckage of battle, bloated corpses, stiff-legged horses, rows of wooden headboards, and even the flies feasting on the results of the carnage. But photographs and sketches say little as to how all of that happened. For that, we count on history’s witnesses and hope that they are both honest and accurate.

			The level of stress and anxiety during the event and how much interference immediately after the event plays a major role in memory storage, too. Studies have shown that sleeping immediately after an event, so as to prevent interfering events to cloud the memory as it is being stored, drastically increases the accuracy of remembrance. According to one study, people who slept within two hours of the event remembered nearly 80 percent of the details, while those who were awake for even five hours after the event barely remembered 20 percent. Likewise, the level of stress and anxiety during the event affects how much detail is stored to begin with—the more stress, the less level of detail being observed while one focuses on the event in a sort of tunnel vision.31 Needless to say, battle conditions, stressful marches, lack of sleep, and reconnaissances behind enemy lines (or at least near enemy lines) are less than ideal and reliable environments to collect accurate memories.

			Campbell Brown, one of General Ewell’s aides (and son-in-law), repeatedly surprised himself when he compared his memories with an actual visit to the battlefield more than a decade later. “As to [the] height of Cemetery Hill,” he jotted, “it is much less than I thought.” Likewise, Round Top is much further from as high as I thought it, but the rise is more gradual + it is hardly so steep as I imagined.” He found there were several names for the same road and noticed a significant bend in the main road (Baltimore Street) that hadn’t been stored in his memory.32 This should be of interest to us, as most of the accounts written about the countermarch were at least ten years old—some even several decades old.

			The distance from the events has a way of lending a sense of sagacity to the documents. But they were created in a real time in a real place by real people responding to real situations. Many of the writers understood the historical importance of what they wrote and tried to give us the necessary pause. For example, Joseph Kershaw, a brigade commander in Longstreet’s Corps, cautioned historian John Bachelder about giving too much credence to individual recollections. “Few men can describe these matters accurately,” he wrote. “Many will not.”33 John Bassler, a member of the 149th Pennsylvania, thought it “a herculean task to separate the truth from the falsehood in the multitude of reports that have rained down…since 1863.”34

			“I know how much our memories of events that took place so many years since fail, each and all of us,” Charles Pickett acknowledged. “All that we can…do now is to give our recollections and they are as a usual thing, rather poor reliance.” But “by getting the individual recollections of these gentlemen as well as my own, we may be able to get a more intelligent view.”35 This is, of course, how history is created. Comparing sources is a way to “weed out errors or reconcile discrepancies.”36 Joseph Kershaw agreed, telling Bachelder “you can’t have true history but by comparing [and] sifting—especially sifting.”37

			But some events have limited sources. Events like Longstreet’s countermarch and Johnston’s reconnaissance, for example, have a single “star witness” who tells the vast majority of the story. If they are wrong, we are back to having nothing but a large gap in the historical record. The temptation to believe the witness, especially if the story is engaging and detailed, is overwhelming. There is nothing quite like a well-written human-interest story that also fills in major gaps in the historical record. When it comes to the countermarch, McLaws’s accounts fill that role in every major history of the battle. But in order to truly understand what happened at any point in history, we must be able to separate fact from fiction, even if that results in being left empty-handed.

			All of this means that every source has to be intensely scrutinized for accuracy. This is not to confuse scrutinization for dislike, favoritism, or character assassination. All of our memories work this way, and we are all subject to these limitations. We should be grateful that people like McLaws and Johnston eventually did write down their reminiscences even if the details were not entirely correct. As Kershaw told Bachelder, McLaws’s account “is valuable if not wholly accurate.” 38 Sources are scrutinized here simply because they offer the central pieces to the countermarch story; if their memories are inaccurate, then so is the history.

			There is no judgment of the character of the officers here. Being wrong is not the same as lying, and one wrong memory does not negate all of a participant’s memories. Likewise, being correct about one aspect of the fight does not mean the entire account is credible. For the most part, the soldiers did the best they could with the training they had in absolutely unique circumstances and deserve immense credit for that. Life and death decisions were made quickly in conditions that were quite terrible for decision-making. Not only did men die immediately because of those decisions, but the commanders then came under lifelong scrutiny for them. Most students of the war have studied it many times longer than the soldiers ever served, having the benefit of numerous studies on nearly every aspect of the war. In many cases, it takes longer to read a chapter about the fighting than the fighting actually lasted.

			Casting blame for particular decisions is not the purpose here. Nor is it to chastise any participant for their beliefs, faulty memories, or inaccuracies. The biases and factors affecting the memories will be pointed out to show whether the memories are reliable or not, but the accuracy of memory should not be taken to reflect on the character of the veteran himself.

			***

			The word “history” comes from “historia,” the Greek word for inquiry. Historical inquiry is not only in searching for sources. Once the sources are found, Kershaw’s sifting takes place, comparing and contrasting the sources to determine their veracity. Only by comparing the accounts can we begin to get a glimpse of what actually happened.

			There are some things we will never know for sure. For example, we simply will not know exactly where Samuel Johnston went on the morning of July 2 or the precise route Longstreet’s two divisions took onto Seminary Ridge that morning. Even if the participants came back to the battlefield to give a personal tour, it would not be precisely accurate. They would have been the first to say that.

			Ultimately, that’s not the important part. What’s important is that we try to find the truth, or at least try to catch a glimpse of it. To do that, we have to understand that every account is partly right and partly wrong—how much of each will depend on a variety of factors. These were human beings remembering their personal experiences years later, often in the middle of heated political debates. It was hardly the environment to honestly extract fragile memories. Indeed, battlefield conditions are hardly the environment to form accurate memories to begin with. Even before the bullets started to fly, stress, anxiety, and exhaustion interfered with accurate memory storage. To expect fully accurate recollections of a battlefield is a tall order. To hope for accurate and unbiased details emerging in the tumultuous postwar environment is simply unreasonable.

			Even accounts of the battle that were not sparked by accusations of losing the war or wrapped up in discussion of “the cause” have their flaws. By the time many accounts were written, nostalgia had kicked in. Speeches delivered at the dedication of regimental monuments drip with sentimental prose as the survivors, now elderly men with canes and white hair, remembered the defining moments of their generation. One can hardly blame them for being proud of themselves; their defining experience was also very much one of the nation’s defining moments, too. It was neither the time nor the place for critical military analysis; it was a time to remember their comrades, their deeds, and their sacrifices.

			“Historiography” is defined as “the writing of history based on the critical examination of sources, the selection of particulars from the authentic materials, and the synthesis of particulars into a narrative that will stand the test of critical methods.”39 The term is typically used to describe works that study how a particular event is remembered rather than strictly what happened, i.e. social history versus military history. But really, all history is historiography; in order to know what happened, we need to know how the event was remembered in the first place.

			A book compiling, sorting, and analyzing memories—a history book—has to be historiography because any history book is simply organizing the memories of the people who lived through the event. As we’ve seen, those memories will be biased, which means leveling out that bias is necessary to figure out the who, what, where, when, and especially the why of a particular recollection.

			To put it simply, there is no such thing as unbiased history. Watching unedited film from the 1940s with no commentary is about as close as we can ever get; it is raw footage left for us to interpret without any filter from the person filming it.

			Or is it? Even though the image is unfiltered, the camera was still deliberately pointed at the subject for a reason determined by the photographer. The vantage point of a picture taken by an Allied soldier in World War II will necessarily give us a different point of view than one taken by a German photographer even though the image is untouched. Similarly, a letter written by one Confederate officer to another twenty years after the battle defending his performance against criticism from yet another Confederate officer is not pure, unfiltered history. It is the perception of events told through the lens of the writer’s memory at the time it was written. Even the author’s perception can change over time (for example, Lafayette McLaws had a different view of Sam Johnston’s reconnaissance after he spoke with him in 1892 than he did when he gave a speech in 1878).

			None of this is bad. It simply means we have to be careful about what sources we use. That means performing a diligent inquiry: doubting the accuracy of every source at first, questioning them, looking for inaccuracies, comparing them against other sources, then repeating the process with those sources. Then, we can step back and take a look at the results. They are often surprising.

			Keeping Time in the Civil War

			In the spring of 1853, barely ten years before the Battle of Gettysburg, an exasperated Vermonter calling himself Inquirer asked a question of the Burlington Daily Free Press: “What is the time of day in Burlington, Vermont?!”

			“The other day I went to church,” he began. “I was in my seat at 11 o’clock.” But the “clock in the church said it was 20 minutes past 11 o’clock.” Another attempt at piousness resulted in the same frustration. “Again, I was in church, by my watch, at 10 minutes past two. The Minister came at 25 minutes past two, and his clock and my watch were 20 minutes apart.” Inquirer “determined to keep my watch right—had it cleaned, regulated, all in excellent order—called every day to see that it agreed with the ‘true standard.’” But the “‘true standard’ and the town clock I found did not agree as to the church time; and the clock in the church did not agree with either!”

			Inquirer took his watch back to the watchmaker and demanded a refund. But the watchmaker said it kept perfect time, in line with the true standard. He pointed to the clock in his shop, which was the same as Inquirer’s watch.

			“But who regulated the town clock?” Inquirer demanded.

			“Why, sometimes the Sexton,” answered the watchmaker. But “sometimes Mr. A. orders it according to his watch; sometimes Mr. B.; and sometimes a Committee in Church Street.”

			So, Inquirer was back to square one. Determined to answer “What is the time of day in Burlington?” he headed to the train station. The railroad, he was assured, “is always regulated according to the ‘true standard.’” Inquirer arrived at the train station “twelve minutes before” the scheduled departure time “by my watch.” But the cars had left five minutes earlier. “Pray, what time is it by your Rail Road time?” he asked. Inquirer “looked, and was ten minutes too slow, of Rail Road time.” But his watch—which had been verified as the “true standard” time of Burlington—“was then three minutes faster than the Burlington ‘true standard!’”

			The hotel down the street, purportedly operating by railroad time too, told Inquirer that the train had left five minutes later than the station’s clock reported. Don’t the railroad clocks agree around here?! cried the exasperated Burlingtonian.

			The hotelier’s answer was illustrative of the problem: “Yes, Sir, they all agree, always agree to differ, in time as well as in everything else.”

			Inquirer was about to give up: “What is the time of day in Burlington? Is there any way of knowing? Or have the people come to believe, with certain philosophers, that there really is no such thing as time at all?”

			The editors of the Free Press had as much answer as the hotelier. “Mr. Inquirer, if we could help you we would.” They, too, had “been hoping, for a long time, that the chaos, which, so far as time of day is concerned…might clear away, and something like order come in its stead.” If the various clock regulators could agree on a standard time, “it would be news indeed.”40

			Twenty-three years later, the editors of the Leavenworth Weekly Times complained about the same thing. The patchwork of localized timekeeping standards was still causing too many problems. “Our jewelers give us ‘sun time,’” the editors explained, “and our hotels and ticket offices keep ‘railroad time,’ while the market house bell rattles around promiscuously between the two, and the town clock tries to give us all sorts of time at once, and generally succeeds.”

			Like the flustered Vermonter, the Kansas newspaper editors were not talking about a matter of seconds or even a few minutes. The railroad engineer’s “chronometer, which does not vary a second, tells him it is nine forty-five, but the jewelers can prove to him by their ‘regulators’ that it is only nine-twenty. Under some circumstances this is a small matter,” the Weekly Times acknowledged. “But when a man goes to the depot at five minutes before ten, and finds that the ten o’clock train has been gone twenty minutes, the thing assumes to him a very serious aspect.” Historians trying to piece together a timeline for a particular Pennsylvania morning in 1863 can easily sympathize with the inquisitive Vermonter and Leavenworth’s confused commuters.41

			During the Civil War, and prior to standardized time’s general institution in the 1880s, time was generally kept by the town clock. Times between towns could vary (indeed, they were generally not in agreement). Local time was kept, logically enough, by a local regulator, who recorded time according to the position of the sun. Local noon—when the sun crosses the meridian—was the benchmark. To an observer without any astronomical tools, this was the highest point of the sun in the sky.

			Local noon, however, does not necessarily happen at the same time every day. The rotation of the Earth, its position in orbit, and the fact that the Earth’s orbit is elliptical, not perfectly circular, affects the time the sun crosses the meridian.42

			Because of this, local noon is not necessarily the exact same time every day. Thus, if a soldier were to set his watch based on a precisely accurate reading of local noon one day, it would be no guarantee that his watch would be accurate the next day. Local noon might not be precisely 12:00 p.m. The sun may crest a few minutes later or earlier, meaning his watch would be incorrect by those few minutes when the sexton set the clock again.

			As if all this wasn’t confusing enough, local time meant the clock was only applicable to that locality; every ten to fifteen miles east or west and the time changed by a minute due to the curvature of the earth. Someone standing fifteen miles west, for example, experiences sunrise a minute later than an eastern counterpart.43 But like the Burlington watchmaker explained, the accuracy of the town clock depended on who set the time on a particular day. Was the clock tower set by an actual observation of the solar position? Or was it set by the watch of an influential citizen—or even worse, a whole committee of them?!

			Exactly how the position of the sun was judged was a question, too. Did the sexton make a best guess as to whether the sun was at its highest point? Or was he using a tool like a sundial to help him measure? Given the variations of local noon, combined with human error and self-interest (Burlington’s “Mr. A.,” for example, not wanting to reset his own watch or a railroad executive insisting he had the true time), clocks set by local time alone can vary significantly.44 As we saw in Vermont, two people in the same town could be off by nearly a half hour!

			In Civil War accounts, we add yet another wrinkle. Soldiers set their watches, if they had them and if they were trying to keep accurate time in the first place, by clock towers, market squares, or railroad stations in the towns they passed through on the march. As we saw in Vermont and Kansas, there was no guarantee the town would have any sense of a standard time within its own town limits. Expecting one town to be even relatively synchronized with another town’s clock tower was simply unreasonable. Heading into the battle at Gettysburg, each soldier would be relying on a watch set according to any number of individual timekeepers.

			The effects on historians are the same as those for a Burlington churchgoer or Leavenworth traveler. Chambersburg to Gettysburg is approximately twenty-five miles, so local time is two minutes different based on the longitude. Gettysburg to York is approximately forty-five miles, a difference of about three and a half minutes. Assuming the clocks in Chambersburg and York were precise, a Confederate setting his watch by the clock tower in Chambersburg would show a five-minute difference from a Confederate who set his watch by a completely accurate clock in York, all else being equal. But there was certainly no guarantee that the times were accurately set in the first place (Were they set according to a reading of the sun’s position on the same day? Did “Mr. A” demand his own timepiece be used? Did York use railroad time while Chambersburg used an erroneous local time?).

			A veteran who had set his watch in York could have observed the same event as a veteran setting his watch in Chambersburg. But due to the various factors involving local time-setting, the York observer could have noted the time as 12:00 p.m., while the Chambersburg soldier wrote “1 p.m.,” or even “11 a.m.” Both soldiers could be right in their recollection if that’s what the watch reported, but both could also technically be wrong if the clocks were both inaccurate.

			This is assuming the soldiers recorded a precise time at all. Understandably, but still frustratingly, many soldiers simply wrote “some time in the morning” or “after sunup,” or something similar.45 Many didn’t have watches, so one man’s “1 p.m.” was another’s “about noon,” which was “late morning” to another and just “midday” to someone else. Even for soldiers with watches, precise times were usually not at the top of the priority list. They were fighting a battle, after all.46 (We’ll ignore, for the moment, the fact that the Federal army saw many of the same events and recorded their own times, setting their watches by different towns and railroad stations, adding even more time confusion into the mix.)

			Soldiers in the same company or regiment, standing within yards of each other and witnessing the same events, could have recorded times more than a half hour apart, even if they had looked at their watches at the same moment and precisely remembered the time later. Add to this the fact that the soldiers were several days removed from timepieces that had any pretense of regulation and the idea that times can be precisely measured on the battlefield becomes absurd. There is simply no way for a historian 150 years later to know what the exact time was for a particular event.

			In order to determine the order of events for a particular day, then, we have to compare accounts. We can look at what else was happening at the same time to determine where in the chronology the event happened. For example, we know there was a sharp skirmish between Wilcox’s Confederate brigade and Berdan’s Federal sharpshooters, supported by the Third Maine Infantry. Wilcox reported that his brigade encountered Berdan’s Federal sharpshooters before 9:00 a.m.47 Berdan, on the other hand, reported the fight started well after 11:00 a.m. (Moses Lakeman, commanding the Third Maine, didn’t report any time at all).48 Who was right?

			In order to figure this out, we have to look to other witnesses. Confederate artillery chief William Pendleton mentioned the “sharp contest” between Wilcox and the sharpshooters in his official report. But he reported it happening after midday while he and E.P. Alexander examined the Confederate front.49 Wilcox, Berdan, and Pendleton all witnessed the same event but recorded markedly different times. While we don’t know precisely what time that happened, we do know where Wilcox’s brigade, Berdans’ detachment of sharpshooters, and Pendleton and Alexander were at that particular moment. From there, we can backtrack to another recorded event, like Wilcox taking his place in the Confederate battle line or the movement of Longstreet’s artillery, plug this event into the chronology, and continue on.

			***

			None of this means that we can’t figure out what happened on July 2, 1863. But in order to sort it all out, we have to know our limitations and face the reality of the sources we are dealing with. The people who left their recollections did not simply record their story for posterity’s sake. While some wrote for their families as a written legacy, others wrote in journals to keep busy, keep a memento of what they knew was a historic era in their country’s history, or as a catharsis. Others wrote letters home to battle loneliness, keep family members informed, or to provide their own take on events. After the war, veterans spoke and wrote with an audience and purpose in mind; often, it was to defend or actively blame another party for a certain action taken (or not taken). In all cases, the story was not objective history, but the author’s take.

			Subjectivity is not a bad thing at all. Their experiences are important—invaluable, really—but none of them are infallible, objective pictures of what happened. They are not so much a snapshot of history as they are an artist’s rendition; the memory only paints the picture recollected by the artist, which is not the same as a photograph, which captures things even the artist didn’t notice.

			As Peter Abelard said in the Middle Ages, we must approach the subject with a sense of doubt as to its accuracy. That leads us to ask questions. Answering those questions brings us closer to the truth, which is, after all, the goal. Questioning a source and doubting its ultimate veracity does not mean we’re calling the writer a liar. We’re all subject to the same memory problems, especially when the event is traumatic and the post-event discussions so controversial and ubiquitous. McLaws, Early, Pendleton, Alexander, Johnston, Longstreet…all were human, subject to biases, rivalries, and faulty memories. Questioning their memories and comparing—sifting, as Joseph Kershaw would put it—merely recognizes that they had no superhuman powers of observation or memory recall. They were people in extraordinary circumstances. But in the end, they were people.

			Not one of the soldiers or citizens in Gettysburg in July of 1863 ever forgot how those days felt, even if some of the chaotic details were blurred by time and memory. Many of us have lived through defining moments and can relate: Where were you when Kennedy was shot? when you got the news a loved one was killed in Vietnam or Iraq? when you watched the Twin Towers collapse on 9/11? Everyone remembers the feeling, but the details can be fuzzy…who said what to whom, did I do that the day after, or a few days later…was that me, or am I remembering what a friend told me? Rather than confusing the matter, this can make the soldiers and citizens less distant. We can all relate.

			The purpose of this inquiry is not to make villains or heroes. It is not to prove a point or a personal theory. No one is above the science of memory or the tug of human nature. There was no hypothesis when beginning the research, no predetermined result or favored person. This is not a pro-Longstreet inquiry, nor does it seek to vilify him or anyone else. The project started as a question: what happened before the fighting started on July 2, 1863?

			Throughout the process, trying to answer each question spawned entire lines of new questions. Definitive answers are few and far between, but there’s one thing anyone researching the activities west of Seminary Ridge on July 2 can attest to: there was much more to the countermarch than a simple mix-up in directions or a botched reconnaissance.

			The countermarch became a symbol of all that went wrong with the Confederate army at Gettysburg. Gettysburg, in turn, became the fountainhead of all of the wrongs suffered by the South after the war. As we’ll see, Jubal Early and William Pendleton quickly saw the need to shape Southern memory. They jumped into the project immediately after Lee died and with exceptional enthusiasm and vigor. Early especially seems to have understood the power of collective memory and made a concerted effort to create it and foster it in future generations. Pendleton, through a national speaking tour and with the benefit and fervor of his sermonizing career, carried the message throughout the South.

			Early and Pendleton were deliberately creating an origin story for a stillborn nation. Early was not shy about his intentions, either, freely proclaiming that his goal was to “furnish…an enduring witness of our fidelity to our cause and the memory of our great leaders.”50 He intentionally framed it as a “holy crusade” and treated it that way in his speeches and writings throughout his life.51

			The story of the defeat, of why the Southern nation had never taken its first independent breath, took on the hallmarks of most origin stories. Lee became the father of the Confederacy, much as Washington had become the father of his country. Both were apotheosized and elevated to the realm of mythology the moment they departed the earth (though the process had begun even before their respective deaths).

			But there were villains, too…traitors, snakes in the grass. In the American Revolution, there was Benedict Arnold, a trusted subordinate of Washington before turning coats and joining the British to feed his insatiable ambition. In the Bible, the traitor was Lucifer, an angel of God who became convinced of his own superiority and jealous of God’s glory. His pride caused his fall from Heaven and with it, created all the wrongs of the world.

			In Early’s history, Longstreet played the role of traitor. Like Arnold and Lucifer, his hubris convinced him of his own superiority. He violated orders, delayed the attack, and the delay caused the loss of the battle. Longstreet’s fall at Gettysburg took with him the hopes of the South and created the evils and humiliations they suffered after the war. After the war, Longstreet provided his detractors plenty of fuel for this view by publicly siding with the Northern administrations’ goals, aligning himself with Republican causes, and publicly criticizing Lee (to Northern publishers, no less).

			Initially, Early’s statements were confined to a few speeches. Pendleton’s evangelistic tour spread the word throughout the South. Eventually, the speech reached Lafayette McLaws in Georgia. As the lead division in Longstreet’s column, McLaws became worried that Longstreet would respond and blame him for being the true culprit. McLaws and Longstreet suffered a volatile relationship in the Confederate First Corps, and McLaws’s reputation had not been stellar among his colleagues in the Army of Northern Virginia. So, he made a quick decision to preempt any blame. McLaws got his account public and made sure Longstreet knew about it. His would be the first word on the subject.

			In his account, McLaws deflected the blame for the delay back to Lee’s staff—engineer Samuel Johnston. He had performed the reconnaissance that morning, led the march, and got the First Corps turned around. If the delay in the July 2 attack had caused the loss at Gettysburg, then the First Corps had nothing to do with it.

			This, of course, prompted a heated debate that generated nearly all of the documentation of the countermarch, its causes, and its dire effects. Later efforts by John Bachelder and Edward Porter Alexander to objectively document the battle were frustrated by a campaign of silence from the First Corps commanders. The only voices left for history to hear were those of McLaws, Early, Pendleton, and a few other biased accounts published in veterans’ magazines.

			So, the record the soldiers and citizens left us can be tough to sort out. But if we listen closely, shutting out the political noise and avoiding the distractions of blame-mongering, we can begin to hear the authentic voices of the men who were there and begin to put together their stories. The process of figuring it out is both rewarding and enlightening.

			From this point on, we’ll jump into the sources, the controversies, the biases…the people who gave us history. My hope is that the answers are as interesting and surprising to you as they were to me. And hopefully, even more questions are raised.





Part One

			The Fatal Delay: Longstreet Loses the Cause





Knights of the Quill

			“It is necessary…that we should take charge of the history of the war on our side—we who have a greater interest in it than all others living.”

			- Jubal Early, Address to Survivors’ Association for the State of South Carolina, November 17, 187152

			“If there be any, in all the land, who have proved renegade to their comrades and our holy cause, let them go out from among us with the brand of Cain upon them!”

			- Jubal Early, Address before Washington and Lee University, January 19, 1873 53

			“Knights of the quill have consumed many of their peaceful hours in publishing, through books, periodicals, and newspapers, their plans for the battle, endeavoring to forestall the records and find a scapegoat.”

			- James Longstreet, From Manassas to Appomattox, 189654

			January 19, 1872

			The day was as dreary as the mood in the South. Outside the simple chapel at Washington and Lee University, an icy storm whistled and howled, sleet clattering against the windows, rain pounding on the thick wooden doors. Inside, a large crowd, shaking off beaded raindrops and melting ice from their top hats and rubberized ponchos, gathered to hear one of Robert E. Lee’s old generals commemorate his birthday.55

			Lee would have been sixty-five years old that Friday, but he had succumbed to ill health on the morning of October 12, 1870.56 Southern hyperbole matched its sorrow at the loss of its patriarch that autumn: “The Potomac—overlooked by the home of the hero…conveys to the ocean a nation’s tears,” wailed one Southern eulogy.57

			Throughout Southern cities, “the busiest streets were almost deserted.” The former Confederate capital had also shuttered its businesses as a “token of sorrow,” replacing open signs with mourning badges, photos of Lee, and a simple note: Closed in consequence of the death of Robert E. Lee. Houses were draped in laurel wreaths, flags flew somberly at half-mast, the doleful wail of church bells rang from sunrise to sunset, and all public buildings were closed. The whole city had shut down to mourn the loss of its most beloved citizen, “the dispensation of Providence so painful, but so hard to realize.”58 Special church services were held to honor and memorialize “the departed Hero, Soldier, Patriot and Christian.” Lee’s “high moral qualities and manly virtues…have caused his name to be famed abroad, to the admiration, if not the envy, of the nations of the world.” Indeed, the very “land which gave birth to Robert E. Lee may hold its head aloft among the greatest nations in their palmiest days of chivalry.”59 Such was Robert Edward Lee revered throughout the Old Dominion.

			Prayers for Lee echoed off the chamber walls of the Virginia Assembly. Reverend George Peterkin, who had traded in his lieutenant’s braid for a bishop’s mitre after the war, opened the legislative session the day after Lee died. Methodist Reverend John Edwards apotheosized Lee the following day. Lee was “that highest type of humanity,” Rev. Edwards declared, “a Godly man…. His goodness paralleled his greatness, and surrounds it (as it still surrounds it) with a holy halo.” Southern hearts “are indeed sad, and our tongues refuse to give forth the feelings of our souls.”60

			Monuments would be needed to commemorate Lee’s life and achievements. Living up to his surname, Jubal Early quickly organized a convention to erect a fitting monument to Lee’s memory.61 The committee brought in heavy hitters from northern Virginia and Maryland. Reverdy Johnson, a former U.S. senator and attorney general, noted in private practice for his eclectic defenses of slave-owners (Dred Scott v. Sandford), a Union general (Fitz-John Porter’s court-martial), and a Lincoln assassination conspirator (Mary Surratt) sat on the committee. Johnson had also been a pallbearer at Abraham Lincoln’s funeral, making him seem an odd choice to aid in commemorating a Confederate of the stature of Robert E. Lee. Nonetheless, Reverdy Johnson accepted the invitation “to show his appreciation of the character…of the late” general.

			Alongside Johnson, former Confederates such as General Isaac Trimble and Colonel William Norris attended with other prominent attorneys and politicians rounding out the committee.62 Thirteen years later, the Lee mausoleum and memorial would be inaugurated in the same building Early was now speaking.63

			Robert E. Lee was the patriarch of the postbellum South, the quiet and aloof paterfamilias that everyone loved and no one really knew, the “Marble Man.” He had guided the army through the choppy turbulence of war and now stood as a beacon for the South in this new storm of reconstruction. As Dabney H. Maury, a former Confederate officer and founder of the Southern Historical Society lamented, “I feel reluctant to suffer anything to detract from Gen. Lee’s fame. It is all we have left to us out of the great shipwreck we have suffered.”64

			Now that the light had flickered out, the South was left to navigate the tempest of Reconstruction without their Polaris. Not only would the storm wreak havoc on the culture, both North and South, it ripped giant holes in the history of the war, patched together to help the nation survive the ordeal. In most cases, the patches woven through the turmoil of Reconstruction have not been replaced.

			***

			By the time the crowd settled in to await Jubal Early’s commemoration speech, the reconstruction of the South had begun in earnest. Ulysses S. Grant, who had committed the unforgivable sin of defeating Robert E. Lee’s Army of Northern Virginia, was now president of the United States. Self-styled Radical Republicans, intent on wiping away all remnants of antebellum Dixie, seemed to be running the show. “Old Jube,” however, had no intention of “[surrendering] our cherished traditions” and refused to “adopt the progressive civilization of the age.”65 The societal and cultural upheaval in the country was always going to be difficult, especially in the South. The Southern states were very proud of their traditions, as most cultures are, and were not willing to give them up just because their armies had surrendered. The war may have been lost—for now—but the fighting spirit of the South had not.66

			With a zeal even more fiery than on the battlefield, Early launched into a fight for the memory and meaning of the war. Unlike the one that ended with the weary stroke of a pen in a parlor in central Virginia, this war would take place within the gaudy pages of magazines, the tightly pressed serifs of newspapers, and between the busy wallpapered partitions of meeting halls.67 In this contest, the Confederacy would have a more meaningful victory than it had achieved on the battlefield.

			The South’s traditions, its romantic self-image, history, heroes, and sense of honor lived on. As far as Jubal Early was concerned, he would pick up the banner to preserve the memory of the war in the manner he thought their deeds deserved. “It is necessary…that we should take charge of the history of the war,” he exhorted fellow veterans the prior November, “we who have a greater interest in it than all others living.”68

			The South would not—could not—forget and simply give up its way of life. Never would the South “turn our backs on the graves of our fallen heroes,” Early promised. Southerners would “cherish the remembrance of their deeds, and see that justice is done to their memories.”69 No matter how “gloomy and dark everything may now appear around us,” Early soothed, he had “a firm and abiding faith that the time is coming when it will be a higher and more honorable title for a man to be able to say” that he was descended from Confederate soldiers.70

			Now, at Washington and Lee University, he called upon Southern women to keep the spirit of the South alive in its memory. “In you, my fair countrywomen,” the entire South would rely “to instill the sentiments of honor and patriotism into the hearts of the rising and future generations, and teach them to venerate the memory, emulate the virtues and cherish the principles of those who fell fighting for your homes.”71 The “noble and true women of the South will,” he promised, always “strew flowers” on the graves of the fallen, “and teach their fair daughters to perpetuate the pious custom.” The entire South, he promised, “will adhere to the principles for which Lee, Sydney Johnston and Jackson fought and died.”72 Remember, he cautioned, “a people who forget or discard their traditions, are unworthy and unfit to be free.” It is not “proper to run the ploughshares over the graves of our fathers, in order to conform to the utilitarian spirit of this age.”73

			The traditions and principles were more than just political positions. They were the very heart and soul of the South. Their preservation required the utmost care and dedication. “Let every Confederate soldier jealously guard his reputation and honor,” Early counseled. “Let us then foster and extend our fraternal associations and perpetuate them.”

			To do this, the former Confederates had to remain united in this fraternity. Those who disagreed were a threat. The Northern press was all too quick to snatch up dissenting Confederates and plaster their names throughout their campaign columns. As the Philadelphia Press noted several years earlier, letters from an “ex-rebel leader are the best campaign documents yet issued. If they had been written for the very purpose of being used in Pennsylvania this Fall they could not be clearer or more telling.”74

			What was more, both Northerners and Southern opportunists were seeking to alter the history of the war. Northerners, of course, had a “view of casting odium on our people and damning our cause in the estimation of the world and posterity.” That would certainly make their own cause seem nobler. Southerners could find themselves contributing to this, perhaps unwittingly. “Some mere literary tyros and adventurers” who had never set foot on a battlefield tried to profit off of the popularity of war stories. Both hurt the cause of preserving the true memory. “We must weed out all this trash,” Early demanded, “and it can only be done by concert and united action.”75

			“The plan is to have divisions in all the States from which any part of that army came,” Early announced. “I hope, also, to see associations formed of all the other armies, and that there may be a general association of the whole…. This will be the means of bringing together, in one grand Confederate Association, all those who fought and suffered for the same cause.”

			The purpose of this pan-Confederate association was not merely fraternal. “The ends to be accomplished by these associations will be two-fold,” Early instructed. “First, to bring into harmonious intercourse the defenders of our cause from all parts of the country.” Second, and even more important, “to secure the materials for a history of the whole struggle, without the risk of its being disfigured by jealous bickerings or discordant views.”76

			Punishment against these “bickerings” and “discordant views” had to be swift, harsh, and overwhelming. “If there be any, in all the land, who have proved renegade to their comrades and our holy cause, let them go out from among us with the brand of Cain upon them!” Early howled.77

			Some Confederates had already earned their mark of Cain. “By their conduct since the war,” these soldiers had “forfeited all claim to an honorable association with their former comrades.”78 Early did not name names yet, but he had Confederate Generals James Longstreet and William “Little Billy” Mahone in mind.

			Mahone had made the mistake of criticizing the military prowess of one of the members of the Confederate fraternity—none other than Jubal Early. In an article published in June 1870, Mahone was the subject of a “memoir” written by one of Early’s “literary tyros and adventurers,” the Northerner J. Watts de Peyster, who fancied himself “General,” despite having only served in a local militia. De Peyster’s memoir quoted Mahone as quipping “although his name was Early, he was always Late,” a running joke since Early’s West Point days. Mahone went on to say that he “did not like to fight under him…Early was always hesitating whether to fight or not; he would ride up and down his line, from fifteen to twenty minutes, debating whether or not to begin; whereas the battle was to be lost or won, meanwhile.”79

			Early didn’t come across the article until March, but was furious. He scribbled a jeremiad to Mahone and waited. Hearing nothing back, he wrote to Walter Taylor, Lee’s former aide-de-camp, and instructed him to get the message to Mahone. “I will wait just one month patiently,” he warned.80

			Mahone eventually got back to Early and after a series of letters, Mahone agreed that he could understand, “through a careful reading…where inferences may be taken, however justly or imaginary.” Early accused Mahone of giving an interview to a northern officer, “a bitter enemy of the country and cause to which you professed devotion.” Early made sure, through back channels and mutual acquaintances, that Mahone was aware their entire correspondence would be published. Mahone eventually conceded and re-published a revised article without the insulting language, along with a partial exchange between Early and Mahone.81

			Longstreet, who had a much higher national profile than Billy Mahone, did not repent. Longstreet would continue to commit sins against the canons of the united history of the war. He would be dealt with, and harshly.
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			Jubal Early (left) and William Pendleton (right). Library of Congress.

			***

			Precisely one year later, Reverend William Nelson Pendleton stood before an equally adulatory (but less frozen) audience at the Lee Chapel. Serving as Lee’s artillery chief during the war, Pendleton took Early’s place as keynote speaker at the 1873 birthday commemoration in Lexington. For fans of Early’s speech, “Parson” Pendleton would not disappoint.

			Pendleton’s speech mimicked Early’s, if longer and more sanctimonious. Early was a lawyer, after all, and his speech followed the logical progression of his argument. Pendleton was a preacher, and his address overflowed with evangelistic hyperbole. Lee, for example, was a “great man,” “sublime in his career,” possessing a “halo that will forever encircle his name.” An “almost peerless man,” Lee “was borne with such consummate ability, practical wisdom and unsullied virtue as to attach to him forever the admiration of mankind.”82 The Episcopal priest left no stops in his apotheotic descriptions of Lee.

			The Southern commander was, quite simply, infallible. “Again and again,” Pendleton preached, “our army, so small by comparison, defeated and slaughtered day by day thousands upon thousands” of Federal soldiers.83

			But in defeat, perhaps, Lee’s grandeur gleamed even greater. The “non-achievement of results popularly expected” (Pendleton’s cumbersome term for “loss”) “was simply proof of [the object] being impracticable.”84 Or, of course, incapable subordinates.85 Infallible people did not lose battles, after all.

			“Our chief, even under grief and disappointment, appeared grander, if possible, than ever,” Pendleton proclaimed from his pulpit on the dais. “With a magnanimity well-nigh unparalleled in history, [Lee] shielded from blame all under him, and took its whole charge upon himself.” As far as the “non-achievement of results” at Gettysburg was concerned, “this was not strictly just. Not at all was he responsible for disappointment here.” But such was the character of Lee.86

			The proper memory of the war relied heavily on the deification of Robert E. Lee. The memorial addresses were filled with references to halos, sublimity, and Providence. Pendleton was not the only one engaging in godly rhetoric.

			If Lee was godlike, then he was unconquerable. But the South had, of course, lost the war. Since Lee could not be both invincible and have been defeated, something else, something outside of his control, must be to blame. Exactly what caused the defeat occupied considerable breath, ink, and pages.

			Both Early and Pendleton outlined the history of the war in terms of numbers of men and materiel. Early’s two-hour speech deliberately, though not always spellbindingly, laid out the case. Northern armies had not exactly defeated the Southern armies as much as ground them down. The year before, Early had reminded the audience that Lee “had not been conquered in battle.” Rather, he was forced to surrender because his army had been whittled away. “What he surrendered” at Appomattox was “the skeleton, the mere ghost of the Army of Northern Virginia.”87

			Lee had been in an unwinnable contest from the beginning, Early insisted, facing “not only…the mere brute power of man, but against all the elements of fire, air, earth and water.” Nothing less than the “thunderbolt of the gods” stood between the Confederacy and its independence.88 Those were formidable odds even for Robert E. Lee.

			Indeed, no one in the annals of history could have prevailed against these odds. Homeric Greeks, Leonidas, Alexander the Great, Hannibal, Caesar…none of them could hold a flickering candle to Lee’s prowess. The Crusaders did not compare. Napoleon and Wellington came close, but ultimately fell short. Not even George Washington quite measured up to Lee. Though he won his war, Washington had needed the help of European powers, something Lee couldn’t count on. No, “our beloved chief stands, like some lofty column which rears its head among the highest, in grandeur, simple, pure and sublime, needing no borrowed lustre; and he is all our own.”89

			But no matter how great the odds, something other than vindictive bolt-hurlers had to be to blame. Divine thunderbolts did not defeat armies. Certainly, the lopsided mathematics played a part. The lack of adequate supplies from the Confederate government and the outcome of the fighting in the other theaters of operations contributed, too.90

			But the primary cause of the Army of Northern Virginia’s defeat was the inadequacy of Lee’s commanders. They just could not keep pace with Lee’s abilities (except for perhaps Thomas “Stonewall” Jackson, who did possess the necessary “unselfish patriotism, Christian devotion and purity of character”).91 Time after frustrating time, Lee’s subordinates let him down. At the end of the Peninsula Campaign in the summer of 1862, the Union army could have been utterly “annihilated, had General Lee’s orders been promptly and rigidly carried out,” Early lamented.92 Shortly after, at the Second Battle of Manassas, Longstreet dithered while Jackson continued collecting rays of glory.93

			But it was at Gettysburg, only two months after Jackson died, that Longstreet’s true colors were revealed. On the ridges west of town, Longstreet lost The Cause. Unlike Longstreet, Pendleton issued Generals Richard S. Ewell and Jeb Stuart only mild rebukes. Stuart simply made a “miscalculation,” and Ewell suffered from a “want of decision” likely chalked up to a severe wound the previous summer. Early, being a division commander in Ewell’s Corps, was conspicuously quiet when it came to laying blame on anyone other than Longstreet.

			According to Early, Longstreet was ordered to attack the Federal army at daylight. But the assault didn’t step off until late in the afternoon. “Had the attack been made at daylight, as contemplated, it must have resulted in a brilliant and decisive victory,” Early concluded. As it were, “General Lee saw his plans thwarted by the delay on our right.”94

			Pendleton agreed with Early, telling his audience that Lee had ordered Longstreet “to attack [the Federal left] at sunrise” on July 2. Lee had explained this to Pendleton personally, along with orders for Pendleton to “reexamine the ground as early as possible in the morning.” Pendleton rushed out “as soon as light at all appeared,” reconnoitering quite a way and even capturing a few Federal soldiers. No time at all was to be wasted so that the attack could begin as soon as possible that morning.95 (How Longstreet was supposed to attack at sunrise and simultaneously rely on a reconnaissance Pendleton conducted at sunrise was not clarified).

			The attack did not, of course, begin at sunrise. Not until 4:00 p.m. did Longstreet’s guns open. In the meantime, “hour after hour slowly dragged on” while the Federal army adjusted and strengthened its position. By the time Longstreet was in position, the Federal line looked nothing like it had that morning, and more time had to be taken for the Confederate attackers to adjust to the new situation. “The golden opportunity passed,” lamented Pendleton to his audience in 1873.96

			The delay “was at the time known to be lamentable and…will probably be always judged wholly inexcusable.” Lee suffered “mental anguish” as the hours ticked by and Longstreet’s guns remained silent on the southern end of the battlefield. Indeed, according to Pendleton, Lee “elaborately discussed” this in his official report of the battle written over the winter of 1863–64. (Though the report was published in both northern and southern outlets, Pendleton was either deliberately disingenuous or didn’t bother to read it; Lee does not so much as hint that the attack was designed to take place earlier than it did.)97

			Longstreet’s “violation of explicit orders” caused “the loss to us of that battle, and with it the cause of constitutional government.”98 If only the attack had been made in the morning, “as intended…General Meade and his force would with comparative ease have been swept away,” judged Pendleton. Then peace terms would have been issued and the South would have gained her independence.99 Losing the Battle of Gettysburg “eventuated most probably in our ultimate ruin,” Pendleton insisted.100

			Lee was certainly not to blame for the loss of southern independence. In fact, “never were General Lee’s genius and power more signally displayed” than at Gettysburg. “Yet through the errors of others…his admirably planned combinations failed.”101 “The vigor on which” Lee should have been able to count on “under circumstances so imperative” was utterly lacking.102

			To attendees of last year’s speech, this would have all sounded very familiar. “A commanding General cannot do the marching and fighting of his army,” Early had explained to the audience inside the chapel. “These must, necessarily, be entrusted to his subordinates, and any hesitation, delay or miscarriage in the execution of his orders, may defeat the best devised schemes.” Success required “the utmost dispatch, energy and undoubting confidence in carrying out the plans of the commanding General.” Longstreet did not do this. Doubting the wisdom of Lee’s plan for July 2, he balked, failing to execute his orders “with that confidence and faith necessary to success.”103

			***

			Though not widely published, Pendleton’s speech was widely written about. After his presentation at Washington and Lee, he went on a speaking tour of the South. Newspapers published reviews and notable quotations of the speech where Southerners first read of Longstreet’s betrayal.104

			Longstreet had clearly been cast as Judas in Confederate memory. But why? Certainly, others had made mistakes during the war, if Longstreet’s actions on July 2 were indeed faulty. Early himself was fired by Lee in March of 1865 after Lee determined he had lost the confidence of both the Confederate army and the Southern public.105 What made Longstreet’s actions on July 2 the “fatal failure” of the Confederacy?106

			The answer is not military, but political, cultural, and personal. Barely a year after the war ended, a journalist named William Swinton published Campaigns of the Army of the Potomac, a full history of the most prominent Federal army. Swinton had traveled with the army during the war and had earned a reputation for his way with words and influential reporting. His insight on matters ranging from detailed battle accounts to courts-martial were eagerly anticipated and reviews appeared in nearly every major newspaper (and most minor ones), both in the North and South.107

			The book was very well received. Even in the South, reviewers agreed that Swinton “writes as impartially as we had expected to see any Northern historian write twenty years hence.” The New Orleans Crescent agreed that Swinton’s history “appears to be by far the most impartial and the most able publication in regard to the recent war that has yet been issued from the American press.”108 It certainly didn’t hurt Southern reviews that Swinton had the good sense to praise Lee, as the Richmond Dispatch noted in its May 2, 1866 issue.109

			Most reviews touched on the 1862 campaign on the Virginia Peninsula and Richmond, Second Manassas, and the Overland Campaign, which pitted Lee against Grant in 1864 and produced horrific numbers of casualties. Perhaps surprising to modern readers, most reviews glossed over Swinton’s treatment of the Battle of Gettysburg, if they covered it at all.

			While the reviewers may not have discussed the battle much, Campaigns of the Army of the Potomac spent sixty-four pages covering the campaign and battle, just over 10 percent of its 610 pages. On page 340, Swinton wrote that Lee, “[having]…gotten a taste of blood in the considerable success of the first day…seems to have lost that equipoise in which his faculties commonly moved.” In staying and fighting at Gettysburg, Lee “committed a grave error.” What was more, his primary reason for doing so—the inability to withdraw through the mountains with his wagon trains—“can hardly be considered valid.”110

			What should Lee have done, according to Swinton? “There was open another and still bolder move,” he wrote. Longstreet, holding the Federal left flank on the Emmitsburg Road (and therefore blocking Meade’s route south to Washington), could have maneuvered southeast to Frederick and “could undoubtedly have manoeuvred [sic] Meade out of the Gettysburg position.” Longstreet, said Swinton, “begged in vain” for Lee to let him move to the right. But Lee would not budge, despite having promised his Old War Horse that he would not commit to offensive tactics on the battlefield.111

			“This, and subsequent revelations of the purposes and sentiments of Lee,” Swinton divulged, “I derive from General Longstreet, who, in a full and free conversation with the writer, after the close of the war, threw much light on the motives and conduct of Lee during this campaign.”112

			A small portion of Longstreet’s information was revealed in a few of the reviews, but given the backlash that eventually swept away Longstreet’s reputation, there was little commentary on it. Indeed, the Richmond Dispatch passed over the whole subject with a derisive dismissal of Meade and his abilities, sneering “So little have we in regard to General Meade and the battle of Gettysburg that we are inclined to think that Mr. Swinton does not regard the result as the great Federal victory which the most of writers on that side represent it to be.”113

			The reviewers may have been willing to pass over Longstreet’s criticism, but not Early. “If Mr. Swinton has told the truth, in repeating in his book what is alleged to have been said to him by General Longstreet,” Early told his audience at the Lee Chapel, then “there was at least one of General Lee’s corps commanders at Gettysburg who did not enter upon the execution of his plans with that confidence and faith necessary to success.” That was, remember, vital to any commander’s success. “Perhaps,” Early mused, that is why “it was not achieved.”114

			***

			Despite the attention it later received, Longstreet’s opinion of Lee’s “equipoise” at Gettysburg had no immediate effect on his reputation. The Richmond Dispatch concluded its review of Swinton’s book with a short list of “our gallant Confederate Generals,” a list that included Longstreet.115 Just ten days later, Louisiana’s Opelousas Courier recounted a toast at a Texas picnic that Longstreet attended. After the party drank to Robert E. Lee (who was not present), a toast was raised to Longstreet, “the hero of forty-nine pitched battles, and the idol of every true lover of Constitutional Liberty.” Three cheers were then given for the old First Corps commander “as a testimonial of the high esteem in which [the soldiers] of our community hold the General.”116

			Just seven months after the Army of Northern Virginia’s surrender, British correspondent Francis Lawley wrote of the “last and saddest” conversation between Lee and Longstreet before the surrender, when Lee arrived at “the headquarters of his ‘old war horse.’” Lawley had spent his time in America reporting with the Army of Northern Virginia and remembered the “sacred” scene was indescribable. He marveled at the “sustained heroism with which Lee and Longstreet, for four years bore up and stood erect under such a burden as never yet was laid upon man.”117 He would change his opinion later, but in 1865, Lawley found Lee and Longstreet to be a nearly biblical pair, heroes to the South.

			A South Carolina paper, announcing Longstreet’s new business venture as a partner in a cotton merchant company, was impressed with his stoicism and the example he was setting. “A great deal has been said concerning the attitude of the Southern ‘leaders’,” the paper reported, referring in part to the habit of some former Confederates to flee the country after the war (Jubal Early, for example). Longstreet had stayed put and tried to go about his business, rebuilding himself after the war. It was “a great satisfaction to see that one who has occupied so prominent and important a position as General Longstreet, has determined to meet the difficulties of the situation fairly and without flinching in thus devoting himself to the accustomed paths of commerce.” Longstreet, as the second in command of the Army of Northern Virginia, set a fine example by remaining and trying to push through the difficult transition. His example, and hopefully others like it, “will do more than all else to dissuade the young men of the South from any scheme of speculative emigration, and they will soon come to the conclusion that home, with all its troubles, is better than even a peaceful foreign land.”118

			Had Longstreet merely focused on his new business venture and acted the stoic, if somewhat repentant, Confederate, he may well have tumbled into the same sort of iconoclastic status of Stonewall Jackson or Jeb Stuart. No one could compare to Lee, but Stuart and Jackson were demigods in the Confederate Pantheon. A wounded Confederate leader, especially one who had served the duration with distinction and had been with Lee at the surrender, could easily find himself inducted into this immortal hall.

			But Longstreet went beyond mere pragmatic stoicism. Everything began innocently and harmlessly enough. On March 2, 1867, Congress passed the first of its Reconstruction Acts. The March 2 statute divided the former Confederate states into five military districts to be governed by U.S. generals tasked with protecting all people in the district, “[suppressing] insurrection, disorder, and violence, and to punish…all disturbers of the public peace and criminals.” The district commander had complete discretion whether to allow the local judicial system to adjudicate these matters or to set up military tribunals. Only the death penalty required approval beyond the district commander.

			The only way for a Southern state to be rid of the district commander and tribunals—for all intents and purposes martial law—was to accept the Radical Republican agenda. In order to be eligible for political restoration, Southern states would have to ratify a new state constitution acknowledging and authorizing suffrage for any male who had lived in the state for at least a full year aged twenty-one or older “of whatever race, color, or previous condition.”

			The other requirement was to ratify the Fourteenth Amendment, which mandated state citizenship to those individuals residing in the state and born in the U.S. This was a long way of stating that former slaves were now citizens of both the state in which they lived and the United States simply by virtue of their birth within the jurisdiction of the United States. The amendment gutted the prior United States Supreme Court decision Dred Scott v. Sandford, which only four years before the war began had decreed Black people (even those who were free) had no citizenship or civil rights in any state. What was more, the Fourteenth Amendment explicitly forbade any state from depriving anyone in its jurisdiction “of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law” and mandated “equal protection of the laws.”119

			Only a few days after the passage of the Reconstruction Acts, the New Orleans Times sought the opinions of eighteen Southern leaders, including former Confederate generals P.G.T. Beauregard, John Bell Hood, Simon Buckner, and Longstreet.120 Longstreet responded with a letter to the editor, W.H.C. King, the next day and the letter appeared in the March 19, 1867 issue.121

			Though he needed no introduction, the Times praised Longstreet as a “highly respected and honored…chief” and that no former Confederate “was more distinguished for earnestness, zeal and tenacity” than Longstreet. Longstreet “never applied myself to politics,” he cautioned, but “can only speak the plain, honest convictions of a soldier.” His advice: “We are a conquered people. Recognizing this fact fairly and squarely, there is but one course left for wise men to pursue. Accept the terms that are offered us by the conquerors!” There was no shame in this. “There can be no discredit to a conquered people for accepting the conditions offered by their conquerors,” nor was there any reason to feel “humiliation.” The South made an “honest” and “creditable fight, but we have lost. Let us come forward then and accept the ends involved in the struggle.”

			As much as anyone, Longstreet wanted to shed the government imposed under the new military districts and re-establish a constitutional state government. “The only means to accomplish this,” he reminded his readers, was “to comply with the requirements of the recent Congressional legislation,” as unpalatable as it may have seemed at the time. Addressing the skeptics who counseled that Congress would refuse to accept the Confederate states back into the nation even if they allowed Black suffrage and citizenship to former slaves, Longstreet counseled to “accept the terms as we are in duty bound to do, and if there is a lack of good faith, let it be upon others.”122 For now, that seemed like good advice.

			Longstreet found himself in good company, as Lee himself had expressed similar thoughts. Lee, however, religiously confined his views to private correspondence (as Longstreet had prior to this letter). Writing to John Letcher, Virginia’s wartime governor, Lee said in August 1865 that “the questions which for years were in dispute between the State and General Governments, and which unhappily were not decided by the dictates of reason, but referred to the decision of war, having been decided against us, it is the part of wisdom to acquiesce in the result, and of candor to recognize the fact.” Lee counseled that “the interests of the State are therefore the same as those of the United States. Its prosperity will rise or fall with the welfare of the country.”123 The sentiments would be difficult to distinguish from Longstreet’s views published in March two years later, though the political situation would be markedly different.

			Lee also counseled that there was no shame in accepting the outcome of the war, even though it had not been the one they had hoped for, and Southerners should do what was necessary to move on. In discussing the application for amnesty and restoration of rights, Lee wrote that “in order to be restored to their former rights and privileges,” former Confederates “were required to perform a certain act, and I do not see that an acknowledgment of fault is expressed in one more than the other.”124 Lee was referring to a presidential proclamation from May 1865, issued by President Andrew Johnson, granting full pardons and restoration of rights to former Confederates by taking an oath swearing never to own slaves or take up arms against the United States.125

			General Beauregard, the influential South Carolina cavalier Wade Hampton, and the wartime governors of Georgia and Virginia all agreed. South Carolina’s Columbia Daily Phoenix published Longstreet’s letter on March 28, advising its readers to follow its advice. “No Southern man…with whatever disfavor he may reward the requirements of the present law, can be humiliated or dishonored by following the counsels and examples of such tried and trusted men as Robert E. Lee, Wade Hampton and James Longstreet,” wrote the editors of the Phoenix. The paper counseled the “advice of such men must have a large and controlling influence over the sentiments of their fellow citizens,” since they “enjoyed the confidence of the Southern people in their most trying day.”126

			Beauregard’s response to the New Orleans Times’ solicitation also counseled submission to the law in order to get back to normal as quickly as possible. Like Longstreet, he first stated he was unqualified for political discourse, but having been asked numerous times for his thoughts, “I shall not shrink from the responsibility of expressing them.” They had fought and exhausted their military capabilities. Continuing the struggle on the battlefield was simply not an option. “We must, therefore, submit; but with that calm dignity becoming our manhood and our lost independence.” They had to “adopt the least of the two evils” before them.

			Although Black suffrage was regrettable, Beauregard wrote, it could become a valuable resource to defeat the Radical Republicans. Black people were born in the South, after all, and their prosperity would rise and fall with the South. On issues like tariffs and “internal improvements,” southern Black voters “will side with the whites of the South and West.” Black voters would therefore “contribute to give us back the influence we formerly had” in Congress.127

			This was certainly the approach Wade Hampton was taking in his “miraculous” conciliation in South Carolina, astounding many in the North. At a convention of local Black citizens celebrating their new voting rights on March 19, 1867, Hampton “spoke of the vast importance of the present movement,” encouraging the recently emancipated Black workers “to give their friends at the South a fair trial…for as the country prospered, so would they prosper.”128 The New York Daily Herald marveled at this. “Has the age of miracles returned?” it mused. “Short of some miraculous agency [how] can we account for the extraordinary fraternization…of whites and blacks at a political colored meeting for the celebration of the enfranchisement of the colored race.”129

			Longstreet privately agreed. In a letter to R.H. Taliaferro that summer, he wrote that since Black people had been granted the right to vote anyway, “it is all important that we should exercise such influence over that vote, as to prevent its being injurious to us, and we can only do that as Republicans.” Since the Republicans controlled Congress, they required “reconstruction upon the Republican basis. If the whites won’t do this, the thing will be done by the blacks, and we shall be set aside, if not expatriated.”130

			Longstreet expounded on his own thoughts in a second letter to the New Orleans Times on April 6. He acknowledged that the South lost the right to secede, lost the “former political relations of the negro,” and surrendered the Southern Confederacy in its entirety. Like so many Southern soldiers, those ideas died on the battlefield. It was time to perform “the last funeral rites of the Southern Confederacy” and “deposit in the same grave the agony of our grief, that we may the better prepare ourselves for a return to the duties of this life.”

			It was “too late to go back to look after our rights under the law and the Constitution,” he acknowledged candidly, if naively. Whether the loss of the rights was “by lawful or unlawful process” was irrelevant. The rights were gone and even if the South had the power to fight on (it didn’t), it would be futile. If, as Jubal Early would later claim, the principles of the South had never been at stake, what exactly had the South been fighting for?

			“When a people resort to the violence of war they should be prepared to show to the world just cause of war,” Longstreet reminded the proponents of violent resistance. “What cause can we claim unless we say that we did not know what we were fighting for…?” To Longstreet, it was absurd to argue the South had fought so passionately and arduously, had given up the lives of its young men, had sacrificed its cities to the ruins of war, and had faced deprivation for nearly half a decade over something as seemingly trivial as an abstract political principle. The right of secession alone was barely worth arguing over. It was what the South wanted to preserve by secession that had brought the men into the armies and fueled them through their hardships.

			As it now stood, Longstreet saw two options: return to the federal government as states in good faith as quickly as possible or seek shelter with a foreign government. It certainly didn’t seem as though the second option was viable, so speeding up the political restoration process was the only practical course. This was against his own personal interest, he reminded the readers, for as a high-ranking Confederate general, he would be among the last to receive restoration of his rights—if they were restored at all. In a published correspondence with John A. Campbell, a former Southern attorney who had mediated unsuccessful peace talks between the Lincoln Administration and the Confederate commissioners before the war, Campbell agreed whole-heartedly with Longstreet’s assessment. The concurrence appeared alongside Longstreet’s letter in the April 7 issue of the New Orleans Times.131
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			***

			Had Longstreet stopped there, he would have remained in good company. But Longstreet published one more letter to the New Orleans Times. The letter was intended as an open reply to the Times, who had taken a turn away from its initial conciliatory approach. The turn was likely fueled by continuing legislation from Congress that more and more Southerners felt was purely vindictive.132

			In the June 6, 1867 issue, the Times printed a piece buried on page four under the heading “The World Upside Down.” The two-paragraph snippet highlighted two “perplexing tangle[s]” in postwar politics. The first involved a controversy between the military commander, former Union General Philip Sheridan, and the Louisiana governor. The second paragraph referenced “a letter from one of the bravest and stoutest of the late Confederate generals, who gives in his adhesion to a party whose whole policy seems to be one of vindictive persecution and abuse of his late confederates in arms.”133

			Longstreet surmised he was the brave and stout former Confederate general, and the letter was one he had written to Republican attorney John M.G. Parker on June 3, which evidently ended up in the hands of the Times. He immediately wrote the Times, demanding the full context be provided. Longstreet’s letter to Parker and his reply to the Times were both published in the June 8 issue.134

			At some point between March 18 and June 8, 1867, Longstreet seems to have visited his uncle Augustus Baldwin Longstreet in Mississippi. Augustus was a well-respected politician, judge, minister, and writer. While he agreed with Longstreet’s sentiments, he discouraged his nephew from publishing them, especially as Republican policies were viewed as more and more vindictive in the South. According to a biography of Augustus nearly sixty years later, Augustus cautioned James Longstreet against publishing any further letters supporting Republican policies. “It will ruin you, son, if you publish it,” he prophesied as to one of the letters Longstreet proposed to write. The account may be apocryphal, the only source being a “Ms. L.B. West” in the 1924 biography, but if it is accurate, it could not have referred to the March 18 or June 8 letter, as both of those were immediately printed and submitted to the Times. Although Ms. West was confident Longstreet ignored Augustus’s advice, it is also possible James listened to his uncle and scrapped any further effort to clarify his beliefs, even though the damage had been done.135

			On June 8, apparently anticipating some negative reaction to his thoughts, Longstreet sought the public support of Robert E. Lee. This was asking a big favor from Lee, since Lee had yet to make any public pronouncement regarding the current politics. Lee eventually responded at the end of October, citing various reasons for the delay, but he ultimately declined any public support. Though a wise move on Lee’s part, it would not help Longstreet. Lee reminded Longstreet of his position regarding public statements but also issued a rebuke of Longstreet’s politics. “While I think we should act under the law…imposed on us, I cannot think the course pursued by the dominant political party the best for the interests of the country,” Lee replied, “and therefore cannot say so, or give them my approval.”136

			Against all advice, Longstreet published the letter to Parker, earnestly believing it would do some good. But the mood had so drastically changed in the South since March and April that even objectively sound advice seemed radical. Longstreet continued to counsel as he had earlier that year, wildly miscalculating the shift in the public mood.

			In his letters to the Times and Parker, Longstreet readily admitted that the South’s principles had been defeated on the battlefield. The “sword has decided in favor of the North,” Longstreet wrote. “What [the North] claimed as principles cease to be principles, and are become law.” The “views that we hold cease to be principles because they are opposed to law. It is therefore our duty to abandon ideas that are obsolete and conform to the requirements of law.”137

			Longstreet was naïve if nothing else. He was no less a Southerner than Early or the editors of the Times. He wrote his letters in an unsteady hand and spoke in a rough, hoarse voice after taking a bullet in the neck fighting for the South. But his frank analysis was entirely unwelcome in 1867; the wounds of the war were too raw, the politics still hot to the touch.

			Longstreet, who had admitted he had little political acumen, proved himself correct. As hatred toward Republicans was boiling over, Longstreet wrote “the war was made upon Republican issues, and it seems to me fair and just that the settlement should be made accordingly.” While making it clear that he believed it to be “practical advice” in order to “relieve the distress of the people, and to provide for their future comfort,” the language about acceding to Republican principles was italicized and would be what people remembered.138

			He said the same thing to Mr. Parker in his June 3 letter, reprinted just below his June 7 letter to the Times. “Practical men can surely distinguish between practical reconstruction and reconstruction as an abstract question…. I shall be happy to work in any harness that promises relief to our distressed people and harmony to the nation.”

			But then Longstreet, continuing to speak in “the plain, honest convictions of a soldier,” as he had said in March, reverted to his belief that defeat on the battlefield settled all questions. “I shall set out by assuming,” he wrote Mr. Parker, “a proposition, that I hold to be self-evident.” His assumption? “The highest of human laws is the law that is established by appeal to arms.” After years of debate, the political questions yielded to physical force and the north won that fight. Thus, might made right and the Northern principles became the law of the land, regardless of whether the South agreed with it. Like it or not, the South had an obligation to accept it.

			As if that weren’t bad enough, Longstreet saw the Reconstruction Acts as “peace offerings” by the North, and the South “should accept them as such.” Longstreet then explained that the Democratic party had no platform other than opposing Black suffrage and citizenship, which was a lost cause. Those things were already here, and they would just have to live with it.139

			This is where Longstreet departed from the more politically attuned Southerners such as Lee. Most had been on board with practical reconstruction, but Longstreet had jumped headfirst with reckless abandon into the abstracts of reconstruction, admitting that the South’s principles were defeated on the surrender of the last Confederate army. This was something no Southerner would abide, not while its cities still had piles of rubble, its valleys were still ripped and torn from battle, and its homes scarred with the loss of fathers, brothers, and sons…all while the generals who had defeated them on the battlefield were given increasing political power over their governments.

			Historians have cited Longstreet’s call to cooperate with Republicans as the reason for the scorn of his former comrades.140 But Southern hostility stemmed from something much deeper than mere political affiliation, policy disagreements, or even criticism of Lee.141 Longstreet had accepted the fact that the South and her principles had fundamentally lost—not because they were wrong or immoral but because they had not withstood the brutality of the battlefield.

			As a result, those Southern principles were called “obsolete,” and the defeated Southerners were obligated to “conform” to Northern principles, dictated by abolitionist Radical Republicans.142 To make matters worse, Southern principles had been defeated in the crassest way possible—by force and force alone.

			Not only did the South’s cherished ideals lie in a pool of blood in the trampled fields of battle, but the radical U.S. Congress, filled primarily with northerners, seemed to be standing over the carcass of their principles, ruthlessly mocking them. In addition to requiring Southern states to ratify the Fourteenth Amendment and allow Black suffrage, the military commanders of each district were now instructed to keep a registry of all male voters who had taken the oath of allegiance. Only those registered by the military commander were allowed to vote for a convention of delegates to vote on accepting the requirements for readmission to the United States.

			Congress also passed a bill authorizing the military commander or the “General of the army of the United States” to remove any official elected by a former Confederate state. The same bill gave the military commander power to determine a Southerner’s eligibility to vote.

			Back on March 19, Longstreet had declared “if there is a lack of good faith, let it be upon others.” It certainly seemed to a good deal of Southerners that there was a lack of good faith from the U.S. Congress, who seemed to be moving the goalposts (or at least adding unnecessary and vindictive obstacles to burying the hatchet). While accepting the terms may have seemed sage advice at the beginning of March, by June, the situation was different. Unfortunately for Longstreet, he failed to recognize quite how much the mood had changed.

			***

			The hyperbole of Southern newspaper editors was hot, the fiery indignation stoked by the perception of betrayal. Column after column made it clear that the South took issue not with Longstreet’s idea that they reconcile with the North or even his admission that they were a conquered nation. What made Longstreet a pariah was his admission that the cause was defeated, that somehow the South had put it all on the table, winner takes all, and they came away empty-handed, the victorious Northerners not only basking in their shiny new principles, but trampling and mocking those forfeited by the South.

			Most of Longstreet’s contemporaries would vehemently disagree that Southern principles were ever even at stake. “The result of the war settled no question of right,” Early had thundered before a crowd of South Carolina veterans two months before his address at the Lee Chapel. The “war of invasion and coercion” so “unjustly and ruthlessly waged…merely furnished another instance of the fact, that in this world truth and justice do not always prevail, and that might is often more powerful than right.”143 Pendleton echoed this in his own speech: “As well claim that any ruffian’s knock-down argument against a virtuous though less vigorous citizen proves his quarrel just.”144 Enforcing culture at the point of a gun was no moral victory. It certainly didn’t speak to the superiority of any ideal.

			The editors of the New Orleans Times agreed. “It would be a sad doctrine to prevail…if truth, right and justice were subjected to such an arbitrament as that of mere physical force.”145 The fight between North and South had been only about the right of secession. Perhaps that question had been answered, but certainly nothing else. No one had even put slavery, Black citizenship or suffrage, the Southern economy, or Southern culture on the table.

			“The only principle, if principle it can be called, settled by the surrender,” Pendleton preached to his Washington and Lee crowd, was “the assertion of the superior power of the North, which maintained intact the geographical limits of the Union.” Southern principles had been stolen as postwar spoils, perhaps, but they had not been defeated. To admit as much was akin to medieval heresy with punishment just as harsh, at least in a figurative sense. After four years and roughly three-quarters of a million dead soldiers, the white flag at Appomattox had only proved that the national government would expend extraordinarily massive amounts of blood and money to keep the borders static and intact.146

			While Early and Pendleton saw treason in Longstreet’s letters, others were more generous, chalking it up to political naiveté. While wrong, no doubt, Longstreet had merely been taken for a sucker by the ruthless Republicans. The New Orleans Times thought Longstreet a “brave and reliable military chief,” but he was “evidently inexperienced, we may say unsophisticated, in the devious ways of politics and politicians.”147 The Shreveport South-Western remembered Longstreet as a “patriot and a soldier” through the war, an “honest, unsuspecting soldier,” but “politically he is not a well-informed man, either as to general history or to party politics.”148 Longstreet had “simply fallen into a very common error of military men,” believing military victory to equate with moral victory. But only the Bible and the Almighty could dictate morality. The war was “led by the wicked one.” It certainly couldn’t have settled any moral principles.149

			Republican politicos like John Parker were simply “tricksters” seeking to “entrap and circumvent” Longstreet’s influence. As a soldier entering the admittedly unfamiliar realm of politics, Longstreet was warned against the “too intimate recognition of political flatterers.” Like highly evolved beasts of prey, these politicians would lure someone like Longstreet, seeking to do good, into their trap. Not only would they destroy his credibility among Southerners, they provided campaign fodder for their own cause. After all, what better prize than Lee’s Old War Horse converting to Republican politics and denouncing the Southern principles?150

			Longstreet’s hometown papers were quick to give him the benefit of the doubt. But within the cradle of secession, the Southern press breathed unforgiving fire. By endorsing the reconstruction principles of the Republicans, Longstreet had betrayed the South and his fellow veterans. In doing so, he was worse than Judas Iscariot, who at least had the decency to kill himself after betraying his comrades. “If General Longstreet had been one of [Christ’s] disciples, he would not, like Judas, have hanged himself—but he would have joined his murderers, and have helped them to persecute his other disciples and to crush his cause,” howled South Carolina’s Charleston Mercury.151

			The Mercury’s editors “had thrown aside General Longstreet’s letter, disgusted at the positions he assumed.” Because he had been a “gallant soldier,” they initially thought to give him the benefit of the doubt. That is, until the northern press got hold of the letter and began flashing it across Republican campaign columns throughout the North.152 Longstreet’s letter quickly became “the best campaign documents yet issued” for the Republicans.153 The Mercury column quickly spread throughout the South, appearing in page after reprinted page that summer.154

			Before Lee’s death and his speaking invitations, Early and his future cabal privately agreed. “All of the Confederates here have been very much distressed at the course pursued by Longstreet,” Early wrote his brother from his self-imposed exile in Toronto a month after Longstreet’s last letter was published. Despite his war record, “his letters are calculated to throw discredit to our cause. It is for this reason that I regret his course more than any other.”155

			“Longstreet has buried himself,” former General Braxton Bragg jubilantly wrote Early a few years later, just after his speech at the Lee Chapel. “In Virginia, you have buried Mahone,” Bragg wrote, congratulating Early on the public relations victory. “And so they will go.”156

			Early’s postwar Confederate efforts were even effective internationally. Despite riding with Longstreet’s headquarters during the war and keeping up correspondence after the war, the British journalist Francis Lawley wrote Early that “I am satisfied that much of the responsibility for that defeat [at Gettysburg] must hereafter rest on Longstreet.”157 Lawley had become a southern sympathizer, though, and despite his postwar words to Early, he had personally marveled at Longstreet’s leadership at Gettysburg. Indeed, just a month after the battle, he had exclaimed to his readers that there was a category of men who are “unselfish, and natural men, who seldom attract and care nothing for public applause, but on whom in the direst stress of critical battle the sternest and most hazardous role devolves. To this order belongs a General Longstreet—a man fighting not for praise, or civil or social distinction.” Lawley in July 1863 adulated Longstreet’s attack: “the advance of Longstreet’s two divisions was completely successful” against the first Federal position. It only stalled because “he had not men enough to” press on.158 Early’s strategy was proving most effective, to the point of changing impressions formed by actual observation.

			***

			Early’s crusade for the memory of the war was ruthless, zealous, and wildly successful. For Pendleton, his speaking tour was nothing less than a “Sacred Mission toward the best commemoration…yet possible, of our late glorious Commander, and revered Christian friend.”159 Within a few years, the Southern canon had all the elements of the best Greek tragedies and Biblical parables. Lee was apotheosized. Longstreet, who had once sat loyally by his side, had betrayed him. Fallen from glory, he would be despised as the source of all that was bad in the postbellum South.160

			And of course, there was a distinct moment when the soul of the South was tragically lost by one rash decision. At Gettysburg, in a moment of selfishness, Longstreet ate the proverbial apple. His delay, his petulant insubordination, deliberately ignoring Lee’s command because he knew better, lost the Confederacy its Eden: victory over the North and an independent country.

			With staying power rivaled only perhaps by the Testaments themselves, the South’s war gospel has driven the narrative on Gettysburg perhaps more than any other factor. Early’s self-proclaimed “Lost Cause” narrative is a part of history in its own right. The effort started immediately after defeat was apparent and has continued to this day. As Longstreet and Billy Mahone discovered, there was no room for debate, well-intentioned or otherwise. To do so meant to be labeled a heretic.

			Because nearly everything written about the morning and early afternoon of July 2, 1863 was written after the war, the accounts are heavily influenced by Early’s canon. What was said was either in support of the accepted view or in defense of accusations of unorthodoxy.

			This influenced not only what was said, but just as importantly what was not said. Perhaps taking note of Billy Mahone’s experiences in criticizing the keepers of Southern memory, almost nobody in a position to know what happened said anything to anyone, publicly or privately (as Longstreet discovered, it was not uncommon for private correspondence to find its way into a newspaper column).

			The vast majority of accounts surrounding the arrival, movements, reconnaissance, and countermarch of Longstreet’s Corps on July 2, 1863 exist within this melee and were shaped by it. More importantly, the July 2 controversy was entirely created by the Lost Cause narrative. By loudly and vehemently blaming Longstreet for losing the battle and the war through his tantrum-induced foot-dragging, Early and Pendleton set the narrative. Because Longstreet failed to initially respond to the charges and due to the frequent reprinting of those charges throughout the country, the only story that was available was the one presented by Early.

			Most importantly, the responses from the First Corps commanders accepted Early’s premises. Rather than challenge Early’s facts, they simply excused the delay as being caused by intervening factors. When accused of wrongdoing, it is human nature to remember facts in the best light possible and to subconsciously fill in lapses of memory with events that may or may not have occurred. While understandable, it adds additional “false memories” to the equation, further obscuring what actually happened.

			This is all in addition to the conscious bias inherent in this sort of discussion. Serious blame was being hurled across the pages. Of course the targets attempted to deflect and land counterblows in their articles and speeches. Unfortunately, the accounts of the pre-attack hours on July 2 come almost exclusively from this political battle. Though they would be distinguished by age, ultimately earning the title “primary sources,” they were anything but objective accounts.
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