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DS = A collection of 15 essays by Mc.  The first section discusses the origins of the war, with emphasis on southern aggression.  One essay analyzes the enduring impact of the war. Another traces the growth from a limited war to what might be called total war. “Race and Class” argues that social history is useful in understanding the war. And an essay on the film “Glory,” which M calls the most powerful movie about the war ever made.  Another section considers why the South lost, and M says that its loss was not foreordained or necessary; a twist of fate here or there would have spelled a southern victory. Robt E Lee and Genl Grant are also analyzes. “The Enduring Lincoln” argues that, though some attack AL, he guided the North in the war, led emancipation, and defined the new birth of freedom. Another essay points out the gap between professional historians and the large group of lay readers, which M believes can be bridged by narrative history An essay too on Uncle Tom’s Cabin called Tom on the Cross.: Within a year it sold 300,000 copies in the United States alone comparable to at least three million today (McPherson 89-90). Uncle Tom's Cabin ignited as a best seller in the United States and the novel enjoyed equal popularity in England, Europe, Asia, and eventually translated into over sixty languages. Catherine Clinton states, “Stowe’s novel swayed thousands of middle class whites to sympathize with the plight of slaves (Clinton 1110).” It is not possible to measure precisely the political influence of Uncle Tom’s Cabin. One can quantify its sales but cannot point to votes that it changed or laws that it inspired (McPherson 89). UTC is key to the Civil War, says McPh:  that “The extraordinary impact of UTC may have done more to arouse antislavery sentiments in the North and to provoke angry rebuttals than any other event of the antebellum era—certainly any other literary event.” P. 24 and he says when in summer 1862 AL was wrestling with the problem of slavery, he broowed from the Library of Congress Stowe’s A Key to UTC, an 1853 vol contiaining some documentation for scenes in the novel.” 25 M calls UTC “One of the crucial documents of the American past; to read it is to deepen and broaden one’s understanding of the Civil War” 26]
Fourteen of the essays have been previously published, but were revised for this edition. The one new piece "What's The Matter With History?" is worth the price of admission itself.

What's The Matter With History?"

McPherson hoped, with this work, to reach the three audiences that he feels all readers of history fall into: professional historians, Civil War buffs and general readers. He has succeeded admirably in this goal. Not only does he make you think,re-examining issues that have reached the point of seeming almost "cut-and-dried," but he does so in a manner that is enjoyableto read. If more professional historians approached their task with the grace and touch of McPherson, there would be no needto ask, "What's the matter with history?" You may not always agree with McPherson's conclusions, but you can't read DrawnWith the Sword without giving some consideration to his point of view. 
Perhaps the best way to approach James M. McPherson's Drawn with the Sword: Reflections on the American Civil War is to start at the end rather than the beginning. In his final section, entitled "Historians and Their Audiences," McPherson poses the question "What's the matter with history?" This chapter examines a central dilemma that historians face. If they write scholarly books for each other, they run the grave risk of history becoming irrelevant and boring for the general public. If they write popular history to appeal to a mass audience, there is an equal danger that what they produce may not measure up to the standards of the profession. 
Such success obviously pleased McPherson, that is until he received a letter from a Ph.D. candidate in English at the University of Michigan, asking the following question: "'Have you had occasion to feel that your public success has diminished your achievements in the eyes of fellow professionals?'" While his first inclination was to answer no, it dawned on him that despite the book's acclaim it had not won any of the prizes awarded by professional associations. He was also asked to address a major conference to discuss his work and then saw the invitation withdrawn. Apparently the thinking was that a book that had reached such a wide audience did not merit a session at a professional meeting.
Furthermore, he was chided by a colleague who said he risked the danger of becoming a "popular historian" rather than a "historian's historian." When asked why he couldn't be both, the colleague smiled sadly at what he considered to be an exhibition of naïveté.
These episodes illustrate that there may be more wrong with the historical profession than we like to admit. In fact, when we are honest we would acknowledge that there has always been a tendency to look down on certain areas of historical investigation. McPherson is hardly unique in having experienced his colleague's reaction.

McPherson argues that there are three basic audiences for Civil War history. The first consists of professional, academic historians who examine broad themes such as the causes and results of the Civil War or the socioeconomic basis of slavery. Ironically, many of these historians ignore the military aspects of the Civil War altogether. While these broad topics are important and deserve investigation, there are numerous college courses that make little reference to the 600,000-plus Americans who perished during the Civil War. Such an oversight is hardly a faithful representation of the lives of Americans who endured this traumatic conflict.
The second audience includes Civil War buffs. They are mostly interested in the battles. Many of the authors who write for this group tend to be nonacademics who are skilled in storytelling but usually avoid a broad synthesis. 
The third group consists of "general readers" or the "lay public," the group professional historians lament that they have not been able to reach. However, talented amateurs such as Douglas Freeman or Bruce Catton have made inroads with this audience, as Ken Burns and Shelby Foote did most recently with the PBS series on the Civil War. In fact, Burns, whose series was seen by millions of viewers, consciously attempted to use film and television 
to create a new narrative, which not only revived an interest in the battles but also incorporated recent scholarship on women, minorities, labor, and the social transformations that the war produced.
This struggle between professional and amateur historians is hardly a new one. Allen Nevins, a prominent historian of an earlier generation, who did not hold a Ph.D., nonetheless wrote numerous books and trained hundreds of doctoral candidates at Columbia University. Nevins, whose own work was sometimes attacked for being too popular, on occasion derided the academic who wrote unreadable manuscripts:
His touch is death. He destroys the public for historical work by convincing it that history is synonymous with heavy, stolid prosing. Indeed, he is responsible for the fact that today a host of intelligent and highly literate Americans will open a book of history only with reluctant dread.... It is against this entrenched pedantry that the war of true history will have to be most determined and implacable.
In an effort to remedy the problem, Nevins suggested to the American Historical Association that it begin a more popular magazine, in addition to its scholarly journal the American Historical Review, but his idea was rejected. This led to the founding of the Society of American Historians, which established prizes to reward books and dissertations for literary excellence. Nevins and his associates also launched their own popular magazine, American Heritage, which within a short time had a circulation of 300,000, far greater than all the professional journals combined. But many academic historians refused to submit articles for publication. 
Obviously, McPherson believes that history can be both scholarly and appealing to a broader audience, and he has consciously shaped his writing with this in mind. In Drawn with the Sword, he has assembled a collection of fourteen of his previously published essays ("What's the Matter with History?" was delivered as a lecture), in an attempt to explore several themes. These include the evolution of the conflict from limited to total war, the role of blacks in the war, why the North won, the political and military leadership of the period, and the impact of the war at home and abroad. He succeeds admirably in his purpose. Unlike many similar anthologies, whose articles are assembled with little attention to the connections among them, the reader comes away with a clear sense that this volume was crafted in a coherent fashion.
Even in an extended review essay, it is not possible to analyze each of the articles in depth, but by focusing on selected essays, one can gain an appreciation for McPherson's insights about the Civil War as well as for his approach to the historian's trade.
One of the things that makes history so fascinating—and yet so frustrating—is that historians, unlike mathematicians or scientists, can use the same material to reach radically different conclusions. One such paradox is explored in a chapter entitled "Antebellum Southern Exceptionalism." McPherson uses a clever juxtaposition of quotes from C. Vann Woodward and Grady McWhiney, in which they contradict themselves about whether the South really was exceptional, to demonstrate how difficult it has been for historians to determine whether the South was so different from the rest of the United States. 
With this as a starting point, McPherson challenges the work of Allen Pessen, who believes that the North and South had a great deal in common. While Pessen claims that the distribution of wealth and socioeconomic status of officeholders in the two regions demonstrate this similarity, McPherson argues that the same criteria could be used to prove that France and Germany were equally alike in 1914 and 1932. He concludes that, in reality, there were many differences between the two sections although it was the South, not the North, that was the more typical society in the context of the mid-nineteenth century. 
Similarly, in a chapter called "From Limited to Total War," McPherson challenges Mark E. Neely Jr.'s assertion that the Civil War was not a total war. While admitting that there was sometimes a difference between strong rhetoric and strong actions, McPherson believes that the brand of warfare practiced by generals such as William Tecumseh Sherman blurred the lines between soldiers and civilians. To McPherson, this fits the definition of total war.
Two recent collections of articles designed to be used in Civil War courses, Michael

Praise of B Cfry:
NYTBR:
one of the best is James M. McPherson’s Battle Cry of Freedom, a remarkably wide-ranging synthesis of the history of the 1850s and the Civil War presented in a highly cogent and readable narrative. It is the only recent book I know of that effectively integrates in one volume social, political, and military events from the immediate aftermath of the Mexican War through the sectional strife of the 1850s, the secession movement, and the Civil War, the same years covered by Allan Nevins in his monumental eight volumes.
Dudley T Cornish in JAH on BC: Not content to have written what is widely re- garded as the best one-volume history of the Civil War (Ordeal by Fire, 1982), James M. McPherson here offers a magisterial book un- surpassed in Civil War literature. Whether one judges it for historical accuracy, penetrating analysis, incisive interpretation, breadth of scholarship, or sheer readability, this work sets new standards in historical writing….holds one's attention with magnetic ease, draw ing it along from chapter to chapter, spinning a clear and understandable narrative, rivetted on every page by pertinent facts and figures (which never slow the book's forward motion), and humanized by choice quotations revealing the convictions, fears, hopes, and dreamsof men and women who lived the events of the Civil War era. There is an immediacy about McPher son's balanced scholarship and the fresh, vigor ous style flowing from it that makes this a rare reading experience for both amateur and spe cialist. Out of the facts and figures and excerpts from contemporary debates, diaries, court de cisions, and laws, McPherson re-creates the spirit of the times, faithfully reflecting the passions of the actors in the drama, sustaining the ten sions of the action whether it be in courthouse, statehouse, capitol, or contested  battlefield.  This is far more than "one more Civil War book ." McPherson begins with a sweeping re view of the politics of the Mexican War and its consequences. There follow fast-paced chapters analyzing the rising tides of sectional feeling, enriched by solid discussions of nativism , anti Catholicism, and other splinter movements that helped destroy the old Whig party. From the (temporary) Compromise of 1850 and the fu gitive slave controversy, to reiterated Southern demands for slavery's expansion into Caribbean areas, McPherson's treatment of the forces rend ing the nation in the 1850s leaves no important stone unscrutinized. (His discussion is particu larly good on the filibustering of such ill-fated worthies as William]. Crittenden, Narciso I.6- pez,  and William  H. Walker). The Kansas Nebraska Act of 1854 and the tormented events flowing from it require four rich chapters; the varied roles of Stephen A. Douglas, Deed Scott, John Brown, and Abraham Lincoln win special and illuminating  attention,  including  a per suasive analysis of events leading to Sumter There are twenty more chapters to the book, and in them McPherson provides much more than a narrative of military and political events. There is much military history here, but the book's strongest connecting themes are the com prehensive discussions of diplomatic, econom ic, industrial, political , and social aspects of the nation's  travail.  Whether  it  be conscription (draft evaders, bounty jumpers , hired substitutes), prisoners of war, military medicine and surgery, effectiveness of the blockade , or presi dential problems in both Richmond and Washington, McPherson handles his materials with consummate skill, treating conflicting his torical interpretations fairly and judiciously, the while driving his narrative from one dramatic turning point to another. He understands and treats strategy and tactics well; his after-action reports, especially those on Antietam and Get tysburg, are exemplary. His descriptions of the major campaigns of 1864 (from the Wilderness to Atlanta , to the sea, to Franklin and Nash ville) are impressive . Happily, McPherson finds room on two pages for that heroic Bowdoin Col lege professor, Joshua L. Chamberlain : his Twen tieth Maine on Little Round Top and his salute honoring Confederate forces in the surrender ceremony at Appomattox . M is only weak on naval history: Cornish says, it is “disappoint ingly weak on naval history. Indeed , the only discernible flaw in his otherwise superlative achievement is scanty mention of Union naval contributions in the second half of the book.”
Herbert Mitgand (?) writes in review of BC: . “It is the best one-volume treatment of its subject I have ever come across. It may actually be the best ever published. It is comprehensive yet succinct, scholarly without being pedantic, eloquent but unrhetorical. It is compellingly readable. I was swept away, feeling as if I had never heard the saga before. It is most welcome.” He complains only that the gray-scale maps are indistinct and AM overuses the term “revolution” to describe the events of 1860 and 1861. 

Things that led to war:
a. Slavery the main cause of the war:

In NYR review of books on the South, McP writes:

When Abraham Lincoln delivered his second inaugural address on March 4, 1865, at the end of four years of civil war, few people in either the North or the South would have dissented from his statement that slavery "was, somehow, the cause of the war." At the war's outset in 1861 Jefferson Davis, president of the Confederacy, had justified secession as an act of self-defense against the incoming Lincoln administration, whose policy of excluding slavery from the territories would make "property in slaves so insecure as to be comparatively worthless,... thereby annihilating in effect property worth thousands of millions of dollars."

The Confederate vice-president, Alexander H. Stephens, had said in a speech at Savannah on March 21, 1861, that slavery was "the immediate cause of the late rupture and the present revolution" of Southern independence. The United States, said Stephens, had been founded in 1776 on the false idea that all men are created equal. The Confederacy, by contrast, "is founded upon exactly the opposite idea; its foundations are laid, its cornerstone rests, upon the great truth that the negro is not equal to the white man; that slavery, subordination to the superior race, is his natural and moral condition. This, our new Government, is the first, in the history of the world, based on this great physical, philosophical, and moral truth." “The Lost Cause Revisited,” NYR.  BUT, once slavery was gone, the Southerners changed their tune, and said their noble cause had been to preserve independence and states rights: hence arose the myth of the Lost Cause:  To salvage as much honor and respectability as they could from their lost cause, they set to work to purge it of any association with the now dead and discredited institution of human bondage. In their postwar views, both Davis and Stephens hewed to the same line: Southern states had seceded not to protect slavery, but to vindicate state sovereignty. This theme became the virgin birth theory of secession: the Confederacy was conceived not by any worldly cause, but by divine principle.
--in this same review, McPh notes the case of the historian Charles Dew, raised in the South as a pro-Confederate descendant of South soldiers, who later as a historian was startled to learn from the reports of Confederate commissioners that slavery indeed was the cause of the war: “One of the questions in an exam administered to prospective citizens by the US Immigration and Naturalization service is: "The Civil War was fought over what important issue?" The right answer is either slavery or states' rights. For Charles Dew growing up in the South of the 1940s and 1950s, there was no either/or. His ancestors on both sides fought for the Confederacy. His much-loved grandmother was a member of the United Daughters of the Confederacy. In his dorm room at prep school in Virginia he proudly hung a Confederate flag. And he knew "that the South had seceded for one reason and one reason only: states' rights…. Anyone who thought differently was either deranged or a Yankee." 
Later, however, as a distinguished historian of the antebellum South and the Confederacy, Dew was "stunned" to discover that protection of slavery from the perceived threat to its long-term survival posed by Lincoln's election in 1860 was, in fact, the dominant theme in secessionist rhetoric. In Apostles of Disunion, which quotes and analyzes this rhetoric, Dew has produced an eye-opening study of the men appointed by seceding states as commissioners to visit other slave states -- for example, Virginia and Kentucky -- in order to persuade them also to leave the Union and join together to form the Confederacy. "I found this in many ways a difficult and painful book to write," Dew acknowledges, but he nevertheless unflinchingly concludes that "to put it quite simply, slavery and race were absolutely critical elements in the coming of the war.... Defenders of the Lost Cause need only read the speeches and letters of the secession commissioners to learn what was really driving the Deep South to the brink of war in 1860-61." 

--AL wanted to destroy slavery: McPh writes in NYR review:

Lincoln had always opposed slavery, which he believed made a mockery of the nation’s founding charter that proclaimed the self-evident truth that “all men are created equal” and “endowed by their Creator” with the unalienable right of liberty. Americans liked to boast of their republic as a “beacon of freedom” to the oppressed peoples of other lands. Yet by the mid-nineteenth century the United States was the largest slaveholding country in the world. “The monstrous injustice of slavery,” Lincoln had said back in 1854, “deprives our republican example of its just influence in the world—enables the enemies of free institutions, with plausibility, to taunt us as hypocrites.” 
The Civil War gave Lincoln the opportunity to attack this “monstrous injustice.” As commander in chief, he believed he had the power to seize enemy property being used to wage war against the United States. Slaves were such property, for their labor sustained the Confederate economy and the logistics of Confederate armies. By mid-1862 Lincoln had come to the conclusion that to win a war against an enemy fighting for and sustained by slavery, the North must strike against the institution. “Without slavery the rebellion could never have existed,” he said. “Without slavery it could not continue…. We [want] the army to strike more vigorous blows. The administration must set an example and strike at the heart of the rebellion.”4 

--JM on the controversy over his highlighting slavery as cause of war – also, his supposed pro-Union bias:

-in an otherwise positive review of BC, in the Florida Historical Quarterly,  Bertram Wyatt-Brown says, “Much of the discussion is devoted to the North's attitudes. In­ deed, he has little grasp of southern feeling and motive. “  

--pro-North but also sees weaknesses of the North, such as McClellan:

BC: in phone interview, McP says the war was a victory for the northern vision:
M says, “Union victory insured that the Northern vision would become the American vision.'' 


BC: Clearly, the author admires both Lincoln and his principal fighting general, U. S. Grant. Throughout, the Union president remains politically astute, frequently displaying the "genius" and "remarkable abilities" that would thwart his political and military enemies and ultimately lead him to embrace emancipation. Grant is the hard-driving soldier who presses his enemy with bulldog determination, despite a tendency to worry more with his own future actions than those of the enemy (which McPherson explains made him susceptible to surprise at Shiloh). McPherson is more severe in his criticism of other figures. A "Napole- onic vision" governs Robert E. Lee's "strategic thinking" (p. 471) compell- ing the Confederate general to smash his army during the Seven Days' Campaign and at Gettysburg in his zeal to "destroy" the Union forces opposing him. But the author reserves his harshest criticism for George B. McClellan. That Union commander not only appears cautious and vain- glorious as usual, but he is also venomously contentious and bitterly con- temptuous. Thus Lincoln's eventual actions toward him seem as necessary- and yet controversial-as Harry Truman's toward Douglas McArthur in a conflict nearly a hundred years later.

--biased against the South, says reviewer in Military History:

Inevitably, any writer expresses a point of view. The title of this study suggests that this author has done so himself . Unfortunately,  McPherson occasionally has a tendency to let his sympathies cloud his analysis. For instance, on too man y occasions the Federals lost battles (or very nearly lost them) beca use  they  failed  "for fatal  min utes"  to fire on advancing Confederates due to mistaken  identity. This happened  at First Manassas (pp. 342-44), Wilson's  Creek (p. 351), and Antietam  (p. 544 ). Of course, such incidents plagued both sides, particularly during the war's early years. McPherson's bias is particularly evident in his discussion  of military prisons. He focuses most of his critical attention upon Southern prisons. He mentions  Elmira,  a  Northern  prison,  only  long  enough  to  compare  it favorably in its space per prisoner to Andersonville. Then in a footnote the author admits that the death rate at Elmira stood at 24 percent, only five percen tage points lower than at the notorious Southern prison. Confeder­ ate prisoners indeed may have eaten better at Elmira tha n they would have in the field, but conditions there were sufficien tly poor to allow 755 of the 8,347 prisoners, by one account, to die of disease over a three-month period in the well-provisioned North. Nothing could or should mitigate the horrors of camps like Andersonville, but there is little evidence based upon the analysis McPherson presents in this section to substantiate his conclu­ sion that "the treatment of prisoners during the Civil War was something that neither side could be proud of" (p. 802).


	-- vs. Pessen, he says South was different from the north: With this as a starting point, McPherson challenges the work of Allen Pessen, who believes that the North and South had a great deal in common. While Pessen claims that the distribution of wealth and socioeconomic status of officeholders in the two regions demonstrate this similarity, McPherson argues that the same criteria could be used to prove that France and Germany were equally alike in 1914 and 1932. He concludes that, in reality, there were many differences between the two sections although it was the South, not the North, that was the more typical society in the context of the mid-nineteenth century.  DS


--oveemphasizes anti-AL dissent among Indiana Dems: so says Alan T. Nolan in Ind Mag of History: “McPherson's analysis is questionable with respect to a special interest of Hoosiers. This concerns his treatment of dissent in the North, especially among the Democrats in the Middle West, includ­ ing Indiana. Although he devotes needed attention to the compli­ cated economic and political sources of the Copperheads' attitudes, his choice of sources leads McPherson to overstate both the extent and the nature of dissent. Depending on which data one consults, Indiana ranked either first or second among the northern states in the percentage of its military population that enrolled in the north­ ern armies, and these soldiers were overwhelmingly volunteers. Gilbert R. Tredway's Democratic Opposition to the Lincoln Ad min­ istration in Indiana establishes that the Democratic Congressional Districts consistently furnished more volunteers in proportion to their population than the Republican districts. In short, the evi­ dence contradicts the once-prevailing view that the Indiana Dem­ ocratic party was rife with pro-Confederate feeling. There were surely some disloyal party spokesmen and a disloyal fringe group, but the mainstream, although racist and politically irresponsible, supported the Union. There is a difference between being wrong and being disloyal.

Beast: Some claim that you are biased in your history against the Confederacy and weigh slavery as a cause for the war too heavily. Some have said that about my book, The Bonfire, about Atlanta in the Civil War. How do you respond to such criticism?
I try to respond to that criticism by pointing to the unfolding of events that caused increasing polarization between North and South in the 1850s, all of which centered on slavery and the issue of its expansion, and to the contemporary statements by Southerners themselves about the salience of slavery in the coming of the war and in their statements about why their states were seceding. 

--NYTBR review of BCry: McPherson writes that the “multiple meanings of slavery and freedom, and how they dissolved and re-formed into new patterns in the crucible of war, constitute a central theme of this book.” Clearly he intends not only to recall the vital part that American blacks and racial issues had in the Civil War, but also to counter the notion, which has gained some currency among historians, that slavery was not necessarily the central issue of the 1850s. This makes sense. How many historians seriously believe there would have been a Civil War from 1861 to 1865 if there had been a national consensus on slavery? For if there had not been slavery, or if slavery had been national, what would there have been to fight about? Not state rights or the tariff. 
McPherson brings us back to first principles, to slavery and the question of race. He points out that “the greatest danger to American survival at mid-century…was neither class tension nor ethnic division. Rather it was sectional conflict between North and South over the future of slavery.”
But McPherson also understands that the true revolution lay in the change in the status of the slaves. Abolitionists favored emancipation, of course, but, although it was not one of the original aims of Lincoln, or most Republicans, many Republicans and War Democrats, as they were called, came to argue that emancipation was a military necessity. The slavery issue “just would not fade away.” McPherson quotes Ben Butler, a clever lawyer turned inept general, who put the hard questions in a letter to Secretary of War Cameron as early as July 1861. “If property, do they [escaped slaves] not become the property of the salvors? But we, their salvors, do not need and will not hold such property…. Has not, therefore, all proprietary relation ceased?” 

--enotes says M positions slavery over other issues as the cause of the war: If there is a unifying idea in the book, it is McPherson’s acknowledged emphasis on “the multiple meanings of slavery and freedom, and how they dissolved and reformed into new patterns in the crucible of war.” In spite of the existence of a growing class of urban workers and a burgeoning immigrant population, McPherson finds that “the greatest danger to American survival midcentury . . . was neither class tension nor ethnic division. Rather it was sectional conflict between North and South over the future of slavery.” He thus implicitly dismisses the idea advanced by some historians that conflicts over tariff policy and states’ rights were more central to the political tensions of the 1850’s than the South’s “peculiar institution.” McPherson emphasizes that “by the 1850s Americans on both sides of the line separating freedom from slavery came to emphasize more their differences than similarities.”

--revisionists vs McPh: 

--NYR review of “Cause and Comrades” by Bertram Wyatt-Brown places McPh in line with Schlesinger, who in 1949 challenged the anti-abol, proSouthern revisionists view of the war [Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., “The Causes of the American Civil War: A Note on Historical Sentimentalism,” Partisan Review 16 (1949), pp. 968-981]: 
:

[McP[ approaches [the Civil War] with strong moral concerns. In the 1930s and 1940s, experts on the Civil War—chiefly Southern in outlook and background—had dismissed it as an unnecessary war contrived by Northern politicians for their own political advantage. Slavery, they argued, would eventually have expired of its own economic weight. In 1949, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., challenged that view. The Union dead, he wrote, had no more died in vain than those who had recently fallen battling Axis tyranny.1 Stimulated by such sentiments and inspired by the rise of the civil rights movement, McPherson, along with others of his generation, has rewritten the story of the war from the perspective of racial justice and individual freedom, goals no longer in dispute. His most important work, Battle Cry of Freedom, which won the Pulitzer Prize for history in 1989, reflects in its title McPherson’s belief that the outcome of the war justified its sacrifices. His first published study, The Struggle for Equality (1964), favorably assessed the effects of the abolitionists on the racial policies of the Union leaders and exposed the distortions of scholars of the Jim Crow era who saw Lincoln and his closest associates as Jacobins secretly plotting the compulsory coupling of black males with white women…. [It’s ironic, then, that McPh has sometimes been charged with deemphasizing the role of abols and blacks in retelling the war; I’d say that he keeps in mind the contributions of both while rightly recognizing the centrality of Lincoln].

--Mark Neely writes, BC, “Some readers of the Georgi,a Historical Quarterly may find McPher­ son's grand book a little too pro-northern, pro-abolitionist, pro-Lin­ coln, and even pro-Sherman for their personal taste. A seriously fair­ minded assessment of Battle Cry of Freedom, however, would surely evoke realization that, by comparison with earlier texts like the highly regarded Civil War and Reconstruction by James G. Randall and David H. Donald, McPherson's definitely speaks to the modern era in a way that others do not. He gives race, emancipation, and black  people themselves  their rightful  place in as beautifully  balanced  a synthesis of the American  Civil War as has ever been written.

--a similar point:  BC - McPherson understands that in terms of cause and effect the central issue of the war was the status of black people. However flawed and inept the trial, freedom was at stake. McPherson therefore rejects the implicitly racist rationales  that have trivialized that issue in favor of once-fashionable cultural and economic explanations of the war. He has put black people back on the center of the stage, paying needed attention to their military contribution and to abolition and the survival of the Union

--revisionists ignored in bibliog of BC: Jl of Southern History says, Perhaps it is revealing that while he opens his bibliographical note at the end of the book with a discussion of "magisterial volumes" by James Ford Rhodes and Allan Nevins that "present a strong nationalist interpretation" (p. 865), works by the most famous revisionists, James G. Randall and Avery Craven, are not even mentioned, except for Randall's biography of Lincoln…. Despite his understandable and probably wise decision to avoid old con troversies and tired categories, McPherson  is very much in the nationalist tradition of Rhodes and Nevins .



b. Unpopular legislation: Bcry: The Compromise of 1850 relaxed these sectional tensions by allowing California to enter the Union as a free state, and leaving open the decision on slavery in the territories of Utah and New Mexico, while making the fugitive slave law more stringent. But the compromise worked only briefly, as “northern resistance to the fugitive slave law fed the resentment of fire-eaters still seething over the admission of California.” The decisive event in pushing the nation into Civil War, however, was the Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854, which repealed the Missouri Compromise of 1820, under which slavery would have been banned in both, thereby leaving the question of slavery in those territories open to the decision of the settlers. The battle over the Kansas-Nebraska Act destroyed the Whigs, and the Republicans emerged as the principal political opponents of the Democrats.
c. Popular Republican policies:
Bcry: Republicans were helped by the popular stands they took in favor of such economic measures as tariff revision, a homestead bill, a Pacific railroad bill, and a land-grant college bill. These issues, the slavery question, and the Democratic party’s self-destruction in the campaign of 1860 permitted the “Revolution of 1860”: the election of Lincoln and the overthrow of the alleged slave power.

--Events:

The story begins in the haze of Mexico City as a victorious General Winfield Scott marches triumphantly into the city amidst the strains of "Yankee Doodle." Yet it is this very moment of victory, McPherson con- tends, that threatens to poison relations between the North and South. This war-the training ground for so many future Confederate and Federal generals-and the territorial accretion resulting from it, leave the country with a bitter legacy over the expansion of the institution of slavery. Ulti- mately, the bitterness of "Bleeding Kansas," the formation of the Republi- can party and its success in the election of 1860, and the equal determ- ination of both sections to adhere to their inimical views concerning racial slavery lead to the outbreak of hostilities between them.

--John Brown, Tubman, etc: MS = Essays, including McPherson’s appreciative and revealing essay on Harriet Tubman, the sickly but dauntless ex-slave who guided many slaves to freedom (though perhaps only about a quarter of the 300 she is said to have retrieved, many of them relatives).The topics that McPherson (History/Princeton; Hallowed Ground, 2003, etc.) covers range from the conflict’s roots in slavery to the postwar Southern campaign to control how history is represented in textbooks. A piece in Section I examines the careers of Harriet Tubman and John Brown, who went beyond mere words in their opposition to slavery. The author questions Tubman’s claim of personally having freed some 300 slaves, as well as other details of her story, but he does not deny her importance as a symbol. Section II, “The Lost Cause Revisited,” looks at Confederate hopes and myths: the European reaction to Antietam (which effectively killed the chance for foreign intervention), Lee’s intentions in the Gettysburg campaign and the true character of Jesse James, whose mythic status as a homegrown Robin Hood survives in spite of ample and irrefutable evidence to the contrary. Section III groups essays on the Union leaders, in particular Grant and Sherman, and the harsher style of warfare they brought to bear on the South. Two particularly illuminating pieces in Section IV concern the Boston Brahmins who led some of the most effective fighting units in the war and the impact of daily newspapers on the soldiers of both sides; some observers reported men on picket duty with a rifle in one hand and a paper in the other. The two final essays consider Lincoln: One reviews several recent biographies, the other examines his suspension of habeas corpus….
- McPherson: I tend to look upon John Brown more as a freedom fighter than as a terrorist, recognizing however, that there is sometimes a thin to non-existent line between them. John Brown's goals were noble, but his means were not always praiseworthy.
-- Abraham Lincoln, by our standards, was a white supremacist, as were the vast majority of his contemporaries. One exception is John Brown, whose vision of racial equality was startlingly ahead of its time. He fits so many of the qualities of a terrorist: he killed unarmed civilians in the name of a cause that many once considered truly insane. Five and a half years after 9/11, his cause looks just, but his means seem unforgivable.
John Brown can indeed be described as a terrorist, though the scale of his attacks on unarmed civilians (mainly the five murders in the Pottowatomie Massacre) was so much smaller than terrorist attacks in our time that we are almost talking about different universes. I don't fully agree with David Reynolds, who defends Brown as a terrorist for freedom while today's terrorists are nihilists, but there is something in that comparison.
f John Brown doesn’t rise to the level of heroism because his tactics seem questionable, it seems there may be no real heroes, at least in today’s terms, from the Civil War era. Most of the Union Army, including Ulysses Grant, had little love for black people.
It is true that most Northerners had little love for black people, but during the four years of war many of them, including Grant and a majority of soldiers in the Union army, came to support the abolition of slavery as a crucial war aim and by the end of the war or the early years of Reconstruction, most of them -- again including Grant -- believed in equal civil and political rights for freed slaves as a cornerstone of Reconstruction. It would be wrong to overlook the tremendous change in attitude on this question between 1861 and 1866.




Election of 1860:
a. Bcry: Revolution and counterrevolution; . These issues, the slavery question, and the Democratic party’s self-destruction in the campaign of 1860 permitted the “Revolution of 1860”: the election of Lincoln and the overthrow of the alleged slave power. This, in turn, was the immediate cause of the “Counterrevolution of 1861,” which is what McPherson calls secession and the creation of the Confederacy. Counter-revolution may be a rather strong term, but he is making use of Arno Mayer’s notion of “pre-emptive counterrevolution,” a revolution launched to prevent the real revolution from occurring. In any event, Lincoln’s decision to send supplies to Fort Sumter presented Jefferson Davis with the choice of peace or war, and Davis didn’t flinch.  BC: All told, the war was a Second American Revolution: Because of the relationship of slavery to the Civil War, Jefferson Davis’s war turned out to be a revolutionary war—the “Second American Revolution,” McPherson calls it, referring to economic developments and quoting the view of Charles and Mary Beard that the war set in motion the process by which the capitalists, laborers, and farmers of the North and West drove from power in the national government the planting aristocracy of the South,… making vast changes in the arrangement of classes, in the accumulation and distribution of wealth, in the course of industrial development, and in the Constitution inherited from the Fathers.

--source of counterrevolution idea: For example, McPherson borrows from a historian of Europe, Arno Mayer, to suggest that the immediate secession ists of the Deep South were preemptive counterrevolu tionaries who struck first to protest the status quo before the revolutionary threat posed by Lin coln's election could materialize. O

--McPh misapplies “revolution” to the elction of 1860, says Mitgang in review of BC: On only one matter of importance did I feel inclined to take issue with Mr. McPherson. His seventh chapter bears the title, ''The Revolution of 1860,'' by which he refers to the election of Abraham Lincoln. Chapter Eight, which deals with secession, is called ''The Counterrevolution of 1861.'' Here, I think, he lets his vocabulary run away with him. ''Revolution'' is a much abused word. In politics it must surely mean something more than a victory in a regular election. No one can deny that the Republicans stood for something new in American history, but the forces they represented - liberalism, urbanism, industrial capitalism, nationalism - had been steadily gaining ground for decades, and some of the groups that gave them victory at the polls, especially the Western farmers, had been around for longer than the Republic. 
True, these forces had been held in check for a few years by Southern obstruction, but in 1860 all they actually did in revenge was to elect Lincoln, and they were much assisted by the collapse of the Democratic Party. They were not given time to attempt more, for their vic-tory was immediately followed by the real revolution of 1860 -the planters' revolution - the secession of South Carolina and her sister states, which were as committed to breaking up a long-established Government as the Bolsheviks were in 1917, and more so than the French revolutionaries of 1789…..In short, to my mind the election of 1860 was only a step on the way to revolution (just as the election of 1932 was), not a revolution itself.  To be sure, Jefferson Davis said it was an abuse of language to call secession a revolution. He and his followers had left the Union ''to save ourselves from a revolution,'' an assault on property in slaves. But Davis was not a very wise man or an accurate reasoner.                    
--both sides though they were refighting the Am Revoltuion: in Beast interview, JM says, Both sides in the Civil War professed to be fighting for the same "freedoms" established by the American Revolution and the Constitution their forefathers fought for in the Revolution—individual freedom, democracy, a republican form of government, majority rule, free elections, etc. For Southerners, the Revolution was a war of secession from the tyranny of the British Empire, just as their war was a war of secession from Yankee tyranny. For Northerners, their fight was to sustain the government established by the Constitution with its guaranties of rights and liberties. Neither side at first fought for the freedom of the slaves, and, of course, the Confederacy never did, but eventually that additional freedom also became a Northern war aim.


The Civil War

1. Lincoln during the War:

McPherson’s praise is not unqualified.. He finds that during the secession crisis Lincoln failed to comprehend the conditional character of southern Unionism—conditional on Lincoln’s not being elected or not attempting to force back into the Union any states that tried to leave—but he grew in wisdom and self-confidence.

2. Military strategy, tactics:
BC: Union strategies: challenges: necessity for constant rearguard action: On the other hand, McPherson gives an informative account of the changes in weapons and the inappropriate tactics that combined to produce carnage unmatched in the American experience. He reminds us that as early as 1861 Lincoln “believed that the North would win this war only by using its superior numbers to attack ‘different points, at the same time’ to prevent the enemy from shifting troops from quiet to threatened sectors.” If one could not always concentrate troops in all the places one wanted, at least one could coordinate the timing of their attacks. He points out that as Union armies penetrated the South they were drastically weakened by the need to detach troops to guard their lines of communications—the routes by which supplies, ammunition, orders, and replacements would get to the front, and information and the wounded would get to the rear. Thus, in the Atlanta campaign, Sherman had almost as many men guarding his rear as he had facing the Confederates.  Every Union advance had the effect of reducing the odds against the Confederacy, a problem that became especially serious when a hundred thousand hardened Union veterans decided to go home when their enlistments were up in the summer of 1864. Without quite saying so, McPherson thereby lays to rest the simplistic notion that Confederate armies were simply overwhelmed by larger Union forces. Sooner or later the point could have come, had Confederates willed it, at which Union forces would have suffered such depletion of their force that further advance would have been impossible. Their communications would perhaps have been secure, but their striking power would have been nil. 
6 Whole books devoted to battles: Battle Chronicles of the Civil War by James M. McPherson. New York : Macmillan Pub. Co. ; London [England] : Collier Macmillan Publishers, ©1989. – a six volume set that describes Civil War battles chronologically, discussing strategieds, troop movements, the progress of battle, timing, outcome, etc.
Hallowed Ground: A Walk at Gettysburg NY: Crown Journeys, 2003 Celebrated Civil War historian McPherson (Fields of Fury, 2002, etc.) holds our hands, points our heads, and evokes awe-ful and sanguinary images of July 1863 in Gettysburg, Pennsylvania.
Like many other entries in the Crown Journeys series, the text is brief, lucid, and learned. McPherson (History/Princeton) begins with an allusion to Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address and ends with its full text. An unabashed champion of the site’s importance—“More than any other place in the United States,” he declares, “this battlefield is indeed hallowed ground”—the author knows this ground intimately and has conducted uncountable tours there. He educates, even inspires with fluid ease. We learn along our vicarious walk that the battlefield comprises some ten square miles, that the town was only 75 miles north of the nation’s capital and had a population of roughly 2,400 in 1863, that some 4,000 acres now comprise the park. We learn as well that the total number of American casualties there over three days (50,000 or so) is tenfold the number on D-day. McPherson devotes a chapter to each of the battle’s three days, beginning with the first shot on July 1 and ending with Lee’s escape.  
-BUT, says another reviewer, there are errors: An area of more serious concern, however, is the number of errors. Nearly all of these are minor, though there are enough sprinkled throughout the book to give the reader serious pause. While some of these mistakes deal with the history of the park and post-battle incidents, others relate directly to the battle. Most of these could have been easily avoided if the manuscript had received even a cursory historical proofreading (which it apparently did not).
Considering McPherson's deservedly high standing in the Civil War community, these latter errors and other problems are both puzzling and disappointing. He appears to have written this book in haste, which may explain some of these issues. As an introduction to the campaign, this book is adequate, allowing the reader to understand the chronologically and relationship of the major events. For those familiar with Gettysburg, however, this book would probably be a disappointment.


--AL’s patience and flexibility as a military commander stressed in Craig Symonds’ book on AL and his admirals:  He begins with a chapter on Fort Sumter that shows Lincoln blundering his way forward into the unfamiliar responsibilities of a commander in chief, creating confusion by disregarding the chain of command, and encountering a complete and astonishing lack of cooperation and communication between the army and navy. At the same time, Symonds presents Lincoln as displaying the patience and flexibility that would continue to serve him well throughout the war. In subsequent chapters dealing with the institution of the blockade and the Trent affair, Symonds emphasizes Lincoln's willingness to listen to advisors and to adjust his course according to circumstances.

--The Navy and AL: 
War on the Waters: Pulitzer and Lincoln Prize winner McPherson (Abraham Lincoln, 2009, etc.) displays his massive knowledge of the Civil War, this time specifically concerning the naval battles. The Union Navy far outnumbered the Confederate, but it was still much too small to effectively blockade the coastline from Chesapeake Bay to Texas. In addition, the forces were required to patrol in the rivers, which were so vital to transportation. Union Secretary of the Navy Gideon Welles was lucky in that Congress quickly eliminated the requirement to promote according to seniority of service before older leaders did too much damage. Cooperation with the Army was 012Pont managed to take Port Royal in South Carolina without help from the Army, and other actions at Hatteras Inlet, New Orleans and Memphis proved the Navy’s value. Actions in North Carolina in 1862 and on the Southern coast, especially Mobile Bay, were examples of the most successful combined operations. David Farragut’s success in taking New Orleans enabled his push up the Mississippi in order to connect with Andrew Foote’s Western Flotilla. These two navies opened the Mississippi and aided Grant’s attack on Vicksburg. The use of ironclads, timberclads and even tinclads proved to be of more use in defending the Union ships and ramming the Confederates. However, when they met up with each other, it was usually a draw.
While the navies may not be on the top of the list for most Civil War enthusiasts, this is a solid contribution to Civil War scholarship.

Craig Symonds’ book on Admirals: . Admiral Samuel Francis DuPont, for example, began the war as a professionally trained, energetic captain with a brilliant reputation who was expected to do great things, but who instead made a habit of calling for reinforcements and proved reluctant to attack in the face of what he perceived as unfavorable odds. By portraying him as the saltwater version of George McClellan, Symonds implicitly attaches to DuPont the same negative baggage that Williams (who was unreservedly critical of McClellan) assigned to the Young Napoleon. Symonds uses the same shorthand to criticize Admiral David Dixon Porter, who "shared many of the same strengths—and weaknesses—of Joe Hooker" (188). When Admiral Charles Wilkes, whose rash actions toward the British-flagged ships Trent and Peterhoff entangled Lincoln in two international crises, tried to plead his case directly to the public in violation of naval procedure, Symonds compares his situation to that of General John A. McClernand in 1863. Admiral David Farragut plays for Symonds the same starring role, as a competent, apolitical, loyal war-winner that Grant did for Williams, although Farragut's record of holding important commands almost from the start of the war lacks the drama of Grant's gradual emergence. By the time Symonds describes Admiral Louis M. Goldsborough, who commanded the North Atlantic Blockading Squadron at Hampton Roads in 1862, as "not physically impressive" (148) and acting "as if his primary function was to ensure the efficient maintenance of the fleet rather than to attack the enemy" (156), the reader is tempted to jump up like a game show contestant and shout "Henry Halleck!" sparing the author the need to make that particular comparison explicit.
Symonds also follows Williams in his uniformly favorable interpretation of Lincoln, which in most cases is amply justified by the record. Symonds observes, for example, that under the Constitution Lincoln was the only person in the country who could give orders to both generals and admirals, and that whatever interservice cooperation developed during the war was largely due to his leadership, both by direct command and by example. Symonds credits Lincoln's visit to the Peninsula in May 1862 as galvanizing both forces into action and leading to the capture of Norfolk and the destruction of the Merrimac, although he discounts the story that Lincoln made a personal reconnaissance of the enemy shoreline, noting that the only eyewitness account of this alleged adventure was written sixteen years later and not corroborated by anyone else who would have been there. At times, however, the book could benefit from more critical distance. When David Hunter proclaimed freedom for slaves in South Carolina in 1862, Symonds contradicts himself by writing that "Lincoln saw that he had no choice" but to void the order, "although not everyone in the Cabinet agreed" (162). Lincoln may have been in a difficult position, but he clearly had a choice. Later, Symonds does a splendid job of untangling the complexities of the controversial reopening of the cotton trade late in the war, showing how naval officers became involved with treasury agents and private entrepreneurs, but he assigns Lincoln no blame for the ill-fated Red River expedition that followed, in contrast to the enthusiasm with which he lauds Lincoln for his role on the Peninsula. Like Williams before him, Symonds portrays a Lincoln who overcomes a few early missteps and thereafter can do no wrong. 


Weapons, technology:
BC: Especially commendable are his enlightening discussions of new weaponry and tactics and their impact on battle outcomes­ the development of the ironclads, rifled barrels to replace smoothbores, loose-order skirmish lines, revised cavalry  im­ plementation.


3. Military Campaigns:
--First Bull Run: BC - analysis and interpretation, however, are by no means neglected. To choose just one example, most persuasive is his conclusion about the South's victory at First Manassas, often pictured as the occasion when southern pride-and complacency-came before the  fall. Instead, he reasons that Irwin McDowell's defeat in the summer. of 1861 reinforced Federal  caution and sense of military in­ feriority, most evident in the dilly-dallying of George B. McClel­ lan.
-McClellan’s disastrous Peninsula Campaign:  A turning point came when General George B. McClellan failed in 1862 to capture Richmond, Virginia, by advancing up the peninsula between the York and James rivers—the disastrous Peninsula campaign. McClellan’s withdrawal was a bitter and sobering occasion. Nearly a quarter of his unwounded men were sick from malaria, typhoid, and dysentery.

McPherson’s account of the military campaigns is lucid and easy to follow, but on occasion misleading. For example, drawing on an old work of the historian Archer Jones, since revised by Jones himself, he argues that Lee’s Gettysburg campaign was an effort to relieve the pressure on Confederate forces at Vicksburg, then under siege by Grant’s army, and to bring off a major victory that would force the North to sue for peace. However, the campaign was really a raid aimed at providing the Army of Northern Virginia with food and other resources. Like Jones in 1961, McPherson was probably misled by the forty-year-old recollections of former Confederate Postmaster General John H. Reagan.2
4. Generals:
TW = When Gen. P. G. T. de Beauregard fired on Fort Sumter in April 1861, Lincoln was as green as any recruit. The United States regular Army numbered only 16,000 men, and a third of the officer corps, including a disproportionate number of high-ranking officers, were from the South. Lincoln was not necessarily left with the dregs of the service, but he had to fashion an army almost from scratch. 
Initially, he deferred to Gen. Winfield Scott and the military professionals. As McPherson points out, Lincoln “was not a quick study but a thorough one.” And as it became apparent that the Army’s senior leadership had neither the will nor the talent to suppress the rebellion, Lincoln took a more active role. 
Forced to raise an army of volunteers, Lincoln appointed political figures to high command. Some, like John Logan of Illinois and Daniel Sickles of New York, proved outstanding combat commanders. Others, like Nathaniel P. Banks, Benjamin Butler and Lew Wallace, proved adequate. And a few, John C. Frémont, for example, brought more problems than they solved. 
But the political officers were no worse than the West Point professionals. Scott, who had forced the Cherokees from Georgia and captured Mexico City during the Mexican War, was well over the hill and soon retired. George B. McClellan and Don Carlos Buell proved to be disasters; not only did both have the “slows,” as Lincoln phrased it; they had no interest in destroying the Confederate Army. Likewise, William S. Rosecrans, John Pope, Ambrose E. Burnside, Joseph Hooker and Henry W. Halleck, though eager to defeat the Confederacy, were risk-averse. As a result, Lincoln, in the first years of the war, often had to act as his own general in chief. 
The security of the capital in Washington, the necessity of maintaining Missouri and Kentucky in the Union and the need to preserve public support in the face of military reverses kept Lincoln fully occupied. McPherson devotes well over half his book to the first two years of the war, because that is when Lincoln’s leadership came most directly into play. 
Not until the president discovered Ulysses S. Grant, and not until Grant came to Washington as general in chief in early 1864, did Lincoln have a leader ready to end the rebellion by destroying the Confederacy’s ability to resist. “Lee’s army will be your objective point,” Grant told George G. Meade in April 1864. “Wherever Lee goes, there you will go also.” With Grant in command, Lincoln could relax his control of military strategy. Grant had no appetite for occupying enemy territory or capturing railroad junctions, but he was absolutely determined to destroy the enemy army, and the generals he promoted — William Tecumseh Sherman, Philip H. Sheridan and George H. Thomas — shared that view. 
Thanks to Grant (who had Robert E. Lee pinned to the wall at Petersburg), Sherman (who captured Atlanta) and Sheridan (who defeated Jubal Early in the Shenandoah Valley), the Union’s fortunes turned. If the Confederacy had the advantage of interior lines of communication, the United States had the advantage of timeliness. It could determine the time and place of engagement, and by attacking at several points simultaneously, could nullify the South’s ability to transfer troops from one theater to another. Under Grant’s direction, no Southern army was able to reinforce another. In 1864 Lincoln was overwhelmingly re-elected to the White House, and a separate peace with the Confederacy that would have preserved slavery was avoided. 
McPherson’s treatment of the last stages of the war moves at a breathtaking pace: Thomas’s rout of the Army of Tennessee at Nashville; Sherman’s march to the sea; the capture of Savannah; and the destruction of the Deep South’s will to resist. “Grant has the bear by the hind leg,” Lincoln told a visitor to the White House in early 1865, “while Sherman takes off the hide.” 
The final blow was delivered against Lee’s Army of Northern Virginia. Richmond and Petersburg were evacuated on April 2. Two days later Lincoln walked the streets of the former Confederate capital with an escort of just 10 sailors, while thousands of former slaves “crowded to see the Moses they believed had led them to freedom.” A week later at Appomattox the rebel army turned in its weapons and went home. 
“Tried by War” reminds us of how great a crisis the United States faced when the governments of 11 Southern states attempted to secede in 1861 — and how one man, Abraham Lincoln, stood in the way. It was his wise use of the war powers, as McPherson so ably demonstrates, that preserved the Union. 



-the glaring inadequacies of Lincoln's succession of generals until Ulysses S. Grant's installation, the brilliance, as well as lapses, of Robert E. Lee and Stonewall Jackson, the in­ trepidity of Admiral David Farragut, in sum, the personalities of the commanders are rendered in very penetrating sketches. Leaders figure more prominently than common  soldiers, but for this kind of history, the balance should not be otherwise

--Lincoln was astute in discarding inept generals and appointing skilled ones: . In certain campaigns, the South was outgeneraled. For example, at Gettysburg it wasn't only Southern mistakes that resulted in the Confederate defeat but Union leadership.'' In a telephone interview, he said that the President as Commander in Chief as well as political leader played a strong role during the war. 
''Lincoln held the North together, picked the right generals and, finally, moved in the direction of defeating slavery under his war powers,'' Mr. McPherson said. All along, he believed slavery was morally wrong. Union victory insured that the Northern vision would become the American vision.'' 


--Grant:  BC; Grant is one of McPherson’s heroes. Guilty at Shiloh of overconfidence and failure to entrench his troops, he also tended to drink too much. McPherson turns that to the advantage of Grant, believing that it forced the general to “struggle for self-discipline,” while his prewar humiliations “gave him a quiet humility that was conspicuously absent from so many generals with a reputation to protect.” Grant also understood the political implications of what he was doing. McPherson gives Lincoln and Lee the respect that virtually all Civil War historians seem bound to accord them—how convenient for us historians; we allow each section to take pride in the self-immolation of the dreadful war.


--does M overpraise AL’s role as a military strategist?  Wasn’t it in fact his best generals who won the war, while some of his lesser generals lost bloody battles due to his ill-considered aggressive tactics? This is what Civil War Hostry says about Tried by War:

that Lincoln invented the idea of commander-in-chief, and that he stepped beyond the narrow constitutional definition of the presidency and that this was a “good thing too, because his strategic insight and will to fight changed the course of history and saved the Union.”
What follows inside the book will be familiar to readers of McPherson’s full studies of the Civil War, Battle Cry of Freedom (1988) and Ordeal by Fire (1982). Those works contextualized Lincoln’s role, while this tome revises nothing but abstracts it from its broader surrounds, the better to emphasize Lincoln’s unique genius. Lincoln read up on military strategy early in the war and thereafter continually urged his commanders to swifter and more decisive action, a position that McPherson subscribes to as a great strategic insight. Although McPherson does not put it this way, in many respects it appears that Lincoln still believed that one decisive battle would annihilate the enemy and end the war, the Napoleonic fantasy that propelled many generals into battles of indecisive slaughter.
As readers of McPherson’s earlier work will recognize, George McClellan remains the bete noir of his argument. McClellan is of course an easy and customary target for modern historians: here as elsewhere in the McPherson oeuvre he serves as the perfect foil, the near-traitorous advocate of limited war whose slowness to attack proved Lincoln’s vastly superior wisdom.
Ambrose Burnside and Joseph Hooker, the two subsequent generals in the East, heard Lincoln loud and clear, and at his bequest launched aggressive attacks leading to massive and enormously demoralizing Union defeats. McPherson chalks up these catastrophes to poor generalship, ignoring the fact that in the Civil War those fighting tactically defensive battles rarely lost. Aggressive assaults deriving from the Napoleonic smoothbore era almost never won in the new day of the far more effective firepower of the recently evolved rifle. Pushing his commanders to attack as aggressively as possible was quite often the recipe for disaster.
McPherson also repeats several times Lincoln’s oft-stated dictum that the enemy army and not enemy territory was the chief objective and takes this as further proof of his strategic genius. Therefore Lincoln opposed both Grant’s Vicksburg campaign and Sherman’s March to the Sea for risking Union armies in unorthodox ways and by tactically moving away from enemy armies, and in the case of Sherman, placing the decimation of civilian material and morale well ahead of military engagement. As McPherson illustrates, Lincoln was humble enough to apologize to both generals after they ignored his advice and followed their own tactical insights.
Although counter-imperial apologies such as this are both rare and attractive in a commander-in-chief, these cases hardly prove Lincoln’s omniscience. In addition the Union effort in the west was essentially uncontrolled by Washington, a major example of the disorganized nature of this war, something that rarely appears as an important factor in tales of presidential triumph, including this one. Lincoln’s hand was effectively absent from this theater almost all of the time.
After Grant took command in the east, Lincoln imposed on him the Red River campaign in Texas. This was Lincoln’s single major contribution to military campaign planning, upon which he insisted despite Grant’s belief that it was at best strategic irrelevancy, and that it would undermine the Union effort to take Mobile, a far more important objective. Under Nathaniel P. Banks, a political crony of Lincoln, this campaign was an unmitigated and wasteful disaster. McPherson doesn’t exactly conclude that this was Lincoln’s mistake, blaming Banks almost entirely. Because this was the only time that Lincoln was clearly the strategic author of an idea he imposed on his army, it is a rather significant countervailing example to the notion of the ever-brilliant commander in chief.
Of course the Union won the war, and so it is easy enough to select those elements where the Union prevailed and lay them end-to-end as markers on the road to ultimate victory. But it was less the stunning victories and more the cumulative effect of the Union war effort that finally exhausted the southern will and ability to resist. The less disorganized and less impoverished side won over the long run, at enormous human and material costs, rather than in some inevitably unfolding military triumph. A less heroic and personalized version of the Civil War would be more accurate if less inspiring.
We know that Lincoln made far more modest claims on his supposed genius. It was of course he who drew the insightful conclusion, as he wrote a supporter, “I claim not to have controlled events but confess plainly that events have controlled me.”
Lincoln was thinking of the limits of his political as well as his military leadership when he wrote this insightful letter. But as is usual with the Lincoln genre, Lincoln appears in this volume as the bestriding genius of both realms. The conventional version mistakes Lincoln’s undoubted steadfastness and impressive sense of timing with sole effective authorship of northern political strategy. 



Soldiers – why they fought: for ideology – prosalvery in the south and antislsavery in the North:

, in his pioneering and now classic studies of rank-and-file soldiers, ''The Life of Johnny Reb: The Common Soldier of the Confederacy'' (1943) and ''The Life of Billy Yank: The Common Soldier of the Union'' (1952), Bell Irvin Wiley contended that men enlisted largely out of economic need and because their communities pressured them, and that they stayed and fought largely for the sake of their friends. And in ''Embattled Courage: The Experience of Combat in the American Civil War'' (1987), Gerald F. Linderman argued that combat disillusioned the soldiers, causing them to lose any purpose beyond ending the war and going home. But in ''For Cause and Comrades: Why Men Fought in the Civil War,'' the distinguished Civil War historian James M. McPherson, the George Henry Davis '86 Professor of American History at Princeton University, challenges these views. 

--NYR on CC: Bell I. Wiley, the historian who was regarded in the 1940s and 1950s as the leading authority on the views of the common foot soldier, argued that neither the rebels nor the Yankees were “concerned with ideological issues.” After reading the letters and diaries of 1,076 soldiers, 647 Union and 429 Confederate—a remarkable accomplishment in itself—McPherson discovered a strong sense of ideology which Wiley had missed entirely. The volunteers, McPherson asserts, were not fighting blindly just to stay alive. Both sides thought they understood very well why they were at war. And both, in carrying on the war, were concerned about “duty” and “honor.” On both sides, he writes, the soldiers used these terms freely and sometimes interchangeably….
Southerners, however, usually said that preserving honor—Southern honor, their family’s honor, and their own—was foremost among their reasons for repudiating the Union. Northerners, according to McPherson, were more likely to say that they were fighting because it was their duty to do so. For the mid-nineteenth-century Yankee, as he points out, the word had Victorian and institutional overtones—it was a man’s duty to uphold the Constitution and to suppress disorder….
McPherson demonstrates, moreover, how the two principles of duty and honor came to be applied in different ways during the war. Of course, so great a clash of arms was bound to change attitudes. Following the categories of the military historian John A. Lynn, he distinguishes between “initial motivation” at the time of enlistment, “sustaining motivation” that kept the troops serving in the ranks, and “combat motivation” that “nerved” them for the fight.
As the war went on, according to McPherson, Northern opinions of the war evolved more than those of the Southerners, and he demonstrates diverse ways in which federal attitudes were reshaped. Increasing contact with fleeing slaves and the system of slavery itself gave the idea of abolition an increasingly strong motivating force in the Union army. At first, most Yankee soldiers said they sought to preserve the fractured Union. But early in 1862, Northern Democrats, whose party saw support of racism as a matter of high principle, were already grumbling that the struggle was fast becoming “an abolition war.”
“Thank God,” wrote a pious upstate New Yorker, “the contest is now between Slavery & freedom, & every honest man knows what he is fighting for.” Even those who had once despised abolitionism began to change their opinions, if only for practical reasons. Almost from the start, “contrabands,” as the fugitive slaves were called, spared Union troopers from washing clothes, chopping wood, watering overheated cannon, and other drudgery. As the war lengthened, the soldiers grew accustomed to the presence and the usefulness of the freed people in their midst. Therefore, when the Lincoln government in 1863 authorized black recruitment, most white troops were reconciled to having 186,000 black soldiers who might help to shorten the war—and, perhaps, prolong their own lives. 
By that time, McPherson points out, even Democrats in the federal trenches had become disenchanted with the South’s cherished institution. They were marching through a region they had once admired from a distance. 
--Mcph less strong on the motivation of southern soldiers, says Wyatt-Brown:  
cPherson does not explain in any depth why Northerners preferred to talk of duty, as he says they did, while Southerners favored the concept of honor. For the most part, the reader must infer for himself that for Northern soldiers duty at first implied patriotism, loyalty to the Constitution, and defense of law and order and the Union, and later, as McPherson demonstrates clearly, the advancement of human freedom. Southerners evidently could not endorse such principles. For white Southerners in revolt, duty instead meant willingness to sacrifice their lives to protect family, community, race, and region against outside forces of evil and ruin. The Southern soldiers were well aware that from a Northern point of view they were seen as traitors sowing disorder. In fact, by way of response, they often referred to the glory of their own Revolutionary forefathers and their own resistance to the new threat of tyranny. Their position lacked the consistency, simplicity, and grasp of the Constitution that characterized the core of the Union supporters—at least as we see it now. For the Southerners, victory alone would show that they were justified in their rebellion.
Whatever remained obscure or crudely stated about the Southern appeal to duty, few whites in the South could acquiesce in the rule of Lincoln and the “Black Republicans,” as they were called. Above all, white Southern males could never imagine that duty required them to kill blood relatives on the Confederate side. For them the word “duty” meant above all obligations to family and kinfolk. In a letter to a cousin, Robert E. Lee, for instance, explained why he had to resign his commission in the US Army: “With all my devotion to the Union and the feeling of loyalty and duty of an American citizen, I have not been able to make up my mind to raise my hand against my relatives, my children, my home.”2 In other words, Lee appealed to a higher law—a view of duty that placed fidelity to family, friends, tribe, and race above any accountability to national institutions. 
That concept of duty, as Southerners defined it, was thus practically interchangeable with their belief in honor. Because honor was so central to their perception of moral behavior, it is no wonder that, in justifying themselves, Lee and most others of his persuasion preferred honor over any other concept. Honor had a more elemental and virile ring. When Southerners talked of duty they chiefly referred to its most localized or domestic meanings, as did Lee in his letter to his cousin. Not only does For Cause and Comrades omit discussion of these cultural and linguistic differences; in doing so, it also excessively emphasizes how similar, not how far apart, the two sides were in their reactions to the wartime crisis.
Bottom of Form


CC: In this book based on lectures, MPh draws extensively from diaries and letters of Civil War soldiers on both sides to explain their motivations for fighting so determinedly.  The answer is patriotism, devotion to the respective causes of freedom cum slavery in the South and freedom cum emanciptioon (at least as military necessity, even for some Dems) in the North. Both sides were passionately concerned about the issues they were fighting for, and they were both devoted to “liberty,” the principles of 1776 (hence, both were for the higher law). Confederates fought for liberty from a tyrannical govt; Union soldiers fought to prevent the dismemberment sof the nation founded by the Revolutionary generation. By the end of the war, about half of the Union soldiers endorsed emancipation, while a quarter opposed it sand another quarter expressed no opinion on it.  This is bottom up history, told by Billy Yank and Johnny Reb. Duty, honor, courage motivated both sides, and, unlike a number of previous historians like Bell Irwin Wiley,, McPh doesn’t see these impulses waning as the war wore on. Only a brief chapter on religion. Emphasizes brave volunteers – not the shirkers, cowards, or conscripts. 374 Confederate soldiers and 572 Union soldiers are sampled, but this leaves out the many illiterate ones and emphasizes the educated, thoughtful ones. Though he mentions deserters, he doesn’t account for the staggeringly high desertion rates, esp ad the war progressed. By 1865, one Confederate soldier in three was absent from his post. Officers and middle- and upper-class soldiers who left a written record are emphasized.

WF: Union and Confederate soldiers possessed deeply held political and ideological convictions, which were the major reasons they enlisted, remained in the ranks and fought. 

CC: In this new work, Mr. McPherson reinforces his ideas about political and ideological motivations but he goes further. He repeats his contention that Confederate soldiers acted largely out of the conviction that they were defending rights and liberty, and that Union soldiers believed that self-government everywhere -- and their own freedom in particular -- depended upon upholding the Republic against division and anarchy. However, beyond politics and ideology were the repeated stress and peril of battle, and in ''For Cause and Comrades,'' Mr. McPherson looks at why the soldiers were willing to endure the rigors of combat. He emphasizes the obligations of duty and honor: duty, a moral need to fight for principle; honor, a masculine dedication to preserving reputation and pride. Duty, he says, was slightly more prevalent as a motivator in the North than in the South; honor was slightly more prevalent in the South than in the North. 
Mr. McPherson's method is to study the letters and diaries of 1,076 soldiers, 647 Union and 429 Confederate. Overwhelmingly the documents he scrutinized came from the volunteers of 1861 and 1862, rather than from the draftees, near-draftees and bounty hunters who were numerous in the later years of the war. Still, he strove to make his sample as representative as possible. 
Of course, soldiers well enough educated to be articulate writers are necessarily overrepresented, as, therefore, are officers. Moreover, the soldiers in Mr. McPherson's sample suffered disproportionately high casualty rates: 17 percent of his Union soldiers and 29 percent of his Confederates were killed, compared with 5 percent of all Union soldiers and 11 or 12 percent of all Confederates. Yet high casualty rates signify a willingness to fight, and since Mr. McPherson is interested in combat motivation, his sample seems an appropriate one. 
Mr. McPherson does not reject completely the arguments of Bell Irvin Wiley and Gerald Linderman. His letters and diaries reveal a wide variety of motivations in addition to duty and honor, including those economic and social pressures that our 20th-century sensibilities have prepared us to expect. Among the other influences Mr. McPherson discusses are the fury of battle (that rush of adrenaline that comes in the excitement of combat), the sometimes surprisingly venomous impulses of revenge, and religious principle, never to be ignored when examining the culture of mid-19th-century America. Yet always his letters and diaries direct him back to duty and honor, and particularly to duty to a political and ideological cause, and honor beyond personal reputation and in defense of the cause. 
In the South, the cause candidly included the defense of slavery and white supremacy. In the North, it increasingly encompassed emancipation, even among those who at first rejected Abraham Lincoln's Emancipation Proclamation of 1863. And as the acceptance of emancipation grew among Union soldiers, dedication on both sides expanded rather than waned in intensity. 
That is, the harsh experience of battle did not in general dilute idealistic motives. Instead it enhanced the soldiers' determination to see their purposes fulfilled. Unlike so many combatants in this century's conflicts, Civil War soldiers did not come to regard the very words ''duty,'' ''honor,'' ''cause,'' ''comradeship'' and ''glory'' with disdain. 
--, it is commonly said, did not often fight out of political and ideological motives. Volunteer soldiers generally enlisted because economic and social pressures pushed them into the armies. Then their loyalty to their units and friends impelled them to fight. As the war went on, soldiers embittered by suffering and witnessing the horrors of battle simply persevered to get the war over with. 
Such assertions, nourished by the experience of 20th-century conflicts, have become practically the conventional wisdom about Civil War soldiers' motivations. Thus, in his pioneering and now classic studies of rank-and-file soldiers, ''The Life of Johnny Reb: The Common Soldier of the Confederacy'' (1943) and ''The Life of Billy Yank: The Common Soldier of the Union'' (1952), Bell Irvin Wiley contended that men enlisted largely out of economic need and because their communities pressured them, and that they stayed and fought largely for the sake of their friends. And in ''Embattled Courage: The Experience of Combat in the American Civil War'' (1987), Gerald F. Linderman argued that combat disillusioned the soldiers, causing them to lose any purpose beyond ending the war and going home. But in ''For Cause and Comrades: Why Men Fought in the Civil War,'' the distinguished Civil War historian James M. McPherson, the George Henry Davis '86 Professor of American History at Princeton University, challenges these views. 
Mr. McPherson does not reject completely the arguments of Bell Irvin Wiley and Gerald Linderman. His letters and diaries reveal a wide variety of motivations in addition to duty and honor, including those economic and social pressures that our 20th-century sensibilities have prepared us to expect. Among the other influences Mr. McPherson discusses are the fury of battle (that rush of adrenaline that comes in the excitement of combat), the sometimes surprisingly venomous impulses of revenge, and religious principle, never to be ignored when examining the culture of mid-19th-century America. Yet always his letters and diaries direct him back to duty and honor, and particularly to duty to a political and ideological cause, and honor beyond personal reputation and in defense of the cause. 
In the South, the cause candidly included the defense of slavery and white supremacy. In the North, it increasingly encompassed emancipation, even among those who at first rejected Abraham Lincoln's Emancipation Proclamation of 1863. And as the acceptance of emancipation grew among Union soldiers, dedication on both sides expanded rather than waned in intensity. 
 
--more death, dying, from Perhaps the historiography of no war has been as focused on the men in the ranks as has that of the American Civil War. Bell Wiley began the trend with his two famous works, The Life of Billy Yank and The Life of Johnny Reb. Thereafter a number of historians have weighed in on this subject, including James L. Robertson, Reid Mitchell and most recently Gerald F. Linderman and Earl J. Hess. Now James M. McPherson has produced a very fine piece of work on this topic. Much like Hess' book on the Union soldier in combat, McPherson seems to be taking issue with Linderman's book Embattled Courage. In For Cause and Comrades, McPherson limits his subject to the motivation of the men who fought on both sides. Like Hess, McPherson regards the Civil War as a much more ideological struggle than has previously been thought. Going through the letters and diaries of over a thousand soldiers from both armies (429 Confederate and 647 Union), McPherson has done a most impressive job in researching the motivations of the men who were on both sides of the firing line. McPherson carefully discusses the ideological factors that motivated men to fight and withstand the stress of battle. Of particular importance for McPherson is religion, a factor in American life and the Civil War that was completely lost on Ken Burns in his documentary. Also receiving careful attention are the factors of support from home, the concept of liberty as seen by Union and Confederate soldiers and the concepts of patriotism, courage and honor, which McPherson finds, contrary to Linderman, still held as much importance in 1864 as they did in 1861. Consistent with his other works, McPherson stresses the importance of slavery as one of the principal ideological considerations as to why men fought. McPherson argues, convincingly in my opinion, that while many Union soldiers did not initially fight the war to end slavery, many did become convinced abolitionists by 1863-1864. His arguments about the motivations of the average Confederate soldiers who did not own slaves are less convincing.
--death stats: Of course, soldiers well enough educated to be articulate writers are necessarily overrepresented, as, therefore, are officers. Moreover, the soldiers in Mr. McPherson's sample suffered disproportionately high casualty rates: 17 percent of his Union soldiers and 29 percent of his Confederates were killed, compared with 5 percent of all Union soldiers and 11 or 12 percent of all Confederates. Yet high casualty rates signify a willingness to fight, and since Mr. McPherson is interested in combat motivation, his sample seems an appropriate one. 






5. Blacks—the role of Blacks:
a. Blacks passive (because incapacitated) before the war but active and potent during the war:
Bcry: Although blacks clearly were central to the events of the 1850s, their part was largely passive. Except for the occasional runaway, there really was little that slaves could do to improve their lot. Sometimes blacks are even assigned a relatively passive role during the war, simply because their activities are incompletely covered. Too often historians mention their significance for southern agriculture, or their place in the Union army, but not much more. McPherson and other historians demonstrate clearly, however, that once the shooting began blacks became active in their quest for freedom, more active than most Americans today realize. . According to one estimate, about 180,000 blacks—mostly slaves—served in the Federal army, and about 10,000 more were in the navy.1

--Stresses AL and challenges the thesis that black liberted themselves - Nor is McPherson hesitant to be a revisionist, even in areas where his conclusions might not be seen as politically correct. It has re cently been fashionable to downplay the role of Abraham Lincoln in emancipation and to claim that the slaves freed themselves by fleeing to Union lines. One of the leading proponents of this thesis has been Barbara Fields of Columbia University, who also became well known to American television audiences through her appearance on Ken Burns's series. While McPherson admits that there is a degree of truth in her contention, he tackles Fields's argument head on. He believes that many other presidential candidates in 1860, including William Seward, would have been willing to compromise with the South. If that had happened and war had been avoided, it is difficult to see just when slavery might have ended.
It was also Lincoln who decided that the slaves had to be emancipated, albeit as a war measure, and who saw the war through to its conclusion and pushed for the Thirteenth Amendment. Had Lincoln been defeated by George McClellan in 1864, there would have been no amendment ending slavery at the war's conclusion. Lincoln also persisted in his policies even when it appeared he might lose his reelection bid in 1864. While he sometimes waffled, or at least appeared to do so in other policy areas, McPherson says that his steadfastness regarding emancipation made this his finest hour. While Lincoln did not strike the shackles from helpless blacks, as the old stereotype would have us believe, McPherson argues convincingly that the president was indeed the key figure in all these events. 
Lincoln was firmly in Control – he, not blacks, saved the nation: In “Tried by War,” McPherson draws on almost 50 years of research to present a cogent and concise narrative of how Lincoln, working against enormous odds, saved the United States of America.
This is not a book about White House table talk, the president’s spiritual values, his relations with Mary Todd or even his deep-seated opposition to slavery. It is about how Lincoln led the nation to victory: his formulation of the country’s war aims; his mobilization of public opinion; his diplomatic and economic leadership. Above all it is about his oversight of military strategy, in short, his duties as wartime commander in chief — duties that Lincoln defined and executed for the first time in the nation’s history. A peacetime president is circumscribed by elaborate checks and balances. In the full flush of war, Lincoln learned to act unilaterally. 
This was not a war between the states, much less between sovereign countries. It was a war of treason and rebellion. The Constitution reflected the work of the people, not the states, and the people had made it supreme. 
Consequently, although the states of the Confederacy were temporarily under the control of rebel governments, they remained part of the Union. Lincoln was merely exercising his constitutional responsibility to take care that the laws of the United States were faithfully enforced — not only in New York and New Jersey, but in Virginia and South Carolina as well. 

--McPh underplays the roles of blacks and abols early in the war in order to accent AL’s alleged greatness: this is the charge of the CW Book Review [BUT I think M is right in attributing AL’s early caution on emancipation to his fear of losing wavering elements like the border states and northern Democrats, whose loss would have been fatal to the Union; also, I agree that black self-emancipation could not have happened except for the advance of Union armies, directed by AL – the army and the navy provided near, convenient escape destinations for slaves who otherwise would have been trapped in the South. Also, in this debate it is sometimes forgotten that M spearheaded the retrieval of forgotten black history in his early books on African Americans in the Civil War, books that in some ways have not yet been superseded]:

“During the first year of the war an ever-increasing flood of the enslaved liberated themselves and moved toward Union bases, creating huge numbers of antislavery facts on the ground. At the same time abolitionists as well as congressional radicals pushed relentlessly for emancipation. Lincoln, ever-open to the radicals, moved in their direction. He increasingly shared the compelling nature of their logic that only an antislavery war rather than a war merely for reunion would resolve the fundamental issue that had led to the Confederate revolt.
Here black self-emancipation is ignored and the role of the Radicals is barely mentioned, except as a wrong-headed drag on Lincoln’s careful and ever-correct strategizing. The fundamental political dynamic that pushed the war toward emancipation was constructed by forces to the left of Lincoln pushing him to greater political action, forces of which he was perfectly aware and that he increasingly welcomed.”
--Mcph’s rebuttal to this kind of challenge is well summed up in his NYR review of Masur & Holzer books:
Abolitionists, black leaders, and radical Republicans pressed Lincoln to ratify and expand this process by using his war powers as commander in chief to seize enemy property—slaves—being used to wage war against the United States. But Lincoln hesitated to embrace such a sweeping policy. He was trying to hold together a precarious war coalition of Northern Democrats and Unionists from the border slave states that had not seceded (Missouri, Kentucky, Maryland, and Delaware) as well as Republicans. He was concerned—with good reason—that the first two parts of that coalition might break away if he took the kind of bold action the radicals wanted.
When General John C. Frémont issued an order freeing the slaves of Confederates in the border state of Missouri in August 1861, Lincoln revoked it. To a friend who protested this revocation, Lincoln explained that if he had let Fremont’s edict stand, Kentucky would have seceded. “Kentucky gone, we can not hold Missouri, nor, as I think, Maryland. These all against us, and the job on our hands is too large for us. We would as well consent to separation at once, including the surrender of this capitol.

 

b. Northern Politics during the war; the Repubs were split, but the Dems even more so—Dems opposed emancipation and were blatantly racist (the Nasby syndrome): 

BC:While Republicans had problems with party unity even on the slavery question, the Democratic party split more deeply into war and peace factions. Some peace Democrats were so naive as to believe that if the Union granted an armistice, it could persuade the South to reunite with the North, a gross misjudgment that Jefferson Davis was naturally eager to encourage. Despite their internal differences, however, Democrats for the most part were opposed to emancipation. As slavery became a major issue in 1862, many Democrats who were not already against the war became so. They baited the Republicans with racial slurs in the 1862 and 1863 elections and in the 1864 presidential election, and they called for an end to a war that might bring equality to black and white. Indeed, writes McPherson, “the vulgarity of their tactics almost surpasses belief.” “Cartoons showed thick-lipped, grinning, coarse black men kissing apple-cheeked girls,” for example—all this to take place “following Lincoln’s re-election”; and there were reports “that New England schoolmarms teaching freedpeople on the South Carolina sea islands had produced numerous mulatto children.” 

-BC: Would-be Copperhead rebellion: He also discusses the evidence for and against the existence of Confederate and Copperhead schemes for an uprising in the North, concluding that although nothing much ever came of the plots, “there was some real fire under that smokescreen of Republican propaganda,” a conclusion supported by Eli Evans’s recent biography of Judah P. Benjamin.7

The Confederacy during the War:

1. Jefferson Davis:
BC: M quite negative on Davis in this book: Jefferson Davis is the prime scapegoat. McPherson does not think much of the distant and austere Confederate president, but his objections are on grounds not of personality but of lack of managerial skill. In 1863 when General Joseph E. Johnston called during the battle of Vicksburg for reinforcement of General John C. Pemberton by troops stationed in Arkansas, Davis merely suggested it be done, rather than ordered it done. Davis quarreled with Johnston and Pierre G.T. Beauregard, and he made a “maladroit visit” to the West in 1863 to investigate dissension in General Bragg’s top command. He declined to make difficult decisions, and “left behind a sullen army” when he returned east. He also lacked finesse. When Governor Vance of North Carolina suggested that Davis open peace negotiations in order to quiet the Confederate peace movement, Davis completely missed the point of Vance’s “Machiavellian subtlety.” Most historians have missed the point as well, and it is to McPherson’s credit that he understands Vance’s scheme. It is basic to our interpretation of the North Carolina governor, who was more loyal to the Confederacy than some historians believe. 


2. Confederate generals:
--Lee: . BC: Lee was successful in much that he attempted, notably at the battles of Chancellorsville and Second Manassas, and in his successful use of entrenchments, which forced Grant to fight the war of attrition that he had hoped to avoid. Lee nevertheless has some faults to answer for. He had as much trouble as other generals in comprehending the new weapons and other new military realities. Quoting Lee’s complaint after the defeat of McClellan in the summer of 1862 that the Federal army “should have been destroyed,” McPherson remarks that “this Napoleonic vision” characterized Lee’s thought until after the blood-bath at Gettysburg taught him to be more careful of his men. Lee’s successes were costly, for of the major commanders on both sides, his casualty rate was the highest.

            -Confederate soldiers:
	BC: NYTBR: There are some problems of emphasis here, although they pale beside McPherson’s achievements. Perhaps he could have devoted a little more attention to the problem of southern honor, which Bertram Wyatt-Brown has demonstrated to be so important in understanding the South.8 Some Confederates fought for honor in the first place, and others continued to fight at the end because honor seemed to require it. To fight valiantly and lose was honorable; not to fight at all would have been dishonorable.


Economy, economic questions:
BC: One of the most useful aspects of McPherson’s work is his frequent discussion of the views of other historians on controversial questions. He neatly summarizes the debate over why the South failed to industrialize, for example, and on the much argued question of the profitability of slavery he does not openly take sides but gives a persuasive summary of the skeptical argument of historians who suggest that investments in railroads and mills might have yielded higher returns than agriculture, that cotton was living on the borrowed time of an almost saturated market, and that whatever the rationality of individual planter reinvestment in agriculture the collective result inhibited the economic development of the South as a whole. 

Results of the War:

--slavery gone, a nation is created, the Northern vision supplants the Southern as the dominant force:

The Civil War creates a new nation and prepares the way for today’s America:
When asked in 2013 by the Beast why the war mattered, JM replies: The outcome of the Civil War assured that the United States would remain one nation, indivisible, and that the issue of slavery which had plagued the republic since its founding would plague it no more. The war shaped modern America by assuring the survival and preeminence of a dynamic and democratic capitalist society rather than a plantation slave society. The constitutional amendments that grew out of the Civil War have been the basis for most of the progress in the civil rights not only of African Americans but other minorities as well. Without that war, the U.S. today would be a much different nation—perhaps two or several nations. To understand the society in which they live, Americans need to understand how it got that way, and the Civil War determined a large part of how it got that way.

BC: Whatever the reasons for Confederate defeat, McPherson believes, the consequences are unmistakable. In the first place, slavery was destroyed and secession ended, and “the several states bound loosely in a federal Union…[were fused] into a new Nation.” It also caused a dramatic shift in political power from South to North. He believes that before the war “it was the North that was out of the mainstream, not the South,” and that it was the war that “destroyed the southern vision of America and ensured that the northern vision would become the American vision.” The argument is persuasive. “Thus when secessionists protested that they were acting to preserve traditional rights and values,” McPherson concludes, “they were correct.”
The South’s concept of republicanism had not changed in three-quarters of a century; the North’s had. With complete sincerity the South fought to preserve its version of the republic of the founding fathers—a government of limited powers that protected the rights of property and whose constituency comprised an independent gentry and yeomanry of the white race undisturbed by large cities, heartless factories, restless free workers, and class conflict. The accession to power of the Republican party, with its ideology of competitive, egalitarian, free-labor capitalism, was a signal to the South that the northern majority had turned irrevocably toward this frightening, revolutionary future. Indeed, the Black Republican party appeared to the eyes of many southerners as “essentially a revolutionary party” composed of “a motley throng of Sans culottes…Infidels and freelovers, interspersed by Bloomer women, fugitive slaves, and amalgamationists.” 

-rise the the modern bureaucratic state: does M overstate this in BC? Yes, says NYTBR - . McPherson’s claim that “the old federal republic in which the national government had rarely touched the average citizen except through the post-office” was replaced by the modern bureaucratic state seems exaggerated. The “weakened spring of government” (the phrase is Wallace D. Farnham’s9 ) was strengthened only temporarily; the government of the Gilded Age retreated to the normal condition of somnambulant torpor. 
--civil rights: M tells Beat, The constitutional amendments that grew out of the Civil War have been the basis for most of the progress in the civil rights not only of African Americans but other minorities as well….Yes, North-South divisions do still remain, but we are one country rather than two or more countries. And yes, full civil rights took a century or more to accomplish, but freedom came immediately and from 1865 onward black children could no longer be sold apart from their parents or husbands and wives from each other, and civil rights based on the constitutional amendments and legislation that grew out of the war were finally achieved.

	War Stats, Numbers, Statistics:
BC: M noted for his “precision. He avoids saying merely that Confederates were outgunned and opts instead to tell the reader precise numbers of cannon mustered by either side (in naval battles, how many shots fired and how many hits). He frequently compiled his own statistics for discussions of such subjects as conscription or casualty rates. Thus Battle Cry of Freedom rarely sounds like a survey of a big subject: it seems more magisterial, definitive, and detailed.”
 

Small details of battles, people, events:

BC: First, it is chock­ ablock with lore, from the role of "acoustic shadow" in the Battle of Perryville to the singing of "Home, Sweet Home" by Confederates and Yankees together as they tented on the eve of the Battle of Mur­ freesboro. There are memorably colorful thumbnail sketches of the generals and statesmen as well as chilling anecdotes and quotations (with which to sprinkle stale Civil War lectures and revive the atten­ tion of somnolent undergraduates) . Who could forget this scene (not found in McPherson's previous text)? The wounded Union soldiers after the Second Battle of Bull Run were laid on a hillside until they covered acres. Nurses spread hay from bales available from the Au­ gust harvest as bedding for some three thousand suffering men and through the night Clara Barton and others applied compresses, slings, and bandages, constantly "in terror lest some one's candle fall into the hay and consume them all" (p. 532).

Another review of BC: The reader suffers the traumas of the battlefield and the dilemmas of command. McPherson is at his best when describing how "acoustic shadow" prevented the Union commander, Don Carlos Buell, from hearing the fighting at Perryville, or how soldiers stuffed their ears with cotton to muffle the deafening roar of battle at Stones River.

Another review of BC: Of these the greatest is surely his literary skill. It shows in little things and great. For instance, he knows how to use precise details to bring the past, even the overfamiliar past, to vivid life again. I was aware that the Army of the Potomac suffered shocking ill health (largely from bad sanitation) until Gen. George McClellan took it in hand, but I had never heard that in 1861, in the western Virginia theater of war, the Confederates suffered as badly because their farm-boy recruits went down with measles and mumps, to which they had never before been exposed. Unfairly (these children's complaints are killers for adults), ''measles and mumps'' has a slightly ludicrous ring; precisely because of that I shall never again forget how Robert E. Lee was dealt his first defeat, and how West Virginia got its statehood. Mr. McPherson is wonderfully lucid. Again and again, hopelessly knotty subjects (for example, Lincoln's relations with the radical Republicans) are painlessly made clear. Above all, everything is in a living relationship with everything else. This is magic. Accounts of the Civil War usually sacrifice either detail (often important detail) to narrative flow, or narrative to detail. Mr. McPherson does neither. Omitting nothing important, whether military, political or economic, he yet manages to make everything he touches (say, Union finances or the prisoner-of-war camps) drive his narrative forward.


McPherson’s Research Skills:

Bcry – NYTBR: The valuable bibliographical essay is nicely supplemented by shorter comments in the footnotes, dealing with such issues as the origins of the Kansas-Nebraska Act, Lincoln’s decision to supply Fort Sumter, and Grant’s drinking problem. Indeed the footnotes are a survey of the literature of the Civil War era and suggest how comprehensively McPherson has combined his own research and interpretations with those of two generations of other scholars. He demonstrates a remarkable command of standard as well as recent bibliography.

Beast interview:
You estimated in a 1994 interview that you had read by that time 25,000 letters written by some 1,000 soldiers, Union and Confederate. I imagine the number is all the greater now. Are there aspects of any of the individual letters that still stand out for you?
The aspects of those letters that still stand out, as they did two decades ago, are the patriotic and ideological convictions of so many soldiers, which kept them in the ranks and fighting for two, three, four years despite their homesickness and fears of the consequences of death or wounds for themselves and their families. I was also struck by the religiosity of many soldiers.
McPh’s Style:
Balanced, fluid, solid: “Despite treating the sequence of developments in all theaters of the military conflict without losing sight of the important political and even diplomatic dimensions of the war, McPherson's narrative never breaks down and rarely compartmentalizes . He seems equally interested in all aspects of the Civil War, and a reader unaware of the author's earlier scho­ larly publications might be hard pressed to guess what McPherson's historical specialties were. He maintains throughout the book almost a sense of wonder at the spectacle and scope of the Civil War. He never soundsjaded in covering familiar territory or merely dutiful in describing obscure campaigns or complex economic and legislative subjects. Even when  he says of the preliminaries of the Battle of Antietam that they "proved that truth can indeed be stranger than fiction," McPherson presents something worthy of the assertion (p. 536). His almost boyish sense of wonder is not often found in books of such solid scholarship.”

--synthesis of many diff themes—political, military, economic, socil says this reviewer of BC: 
Pervasive events like the Civil War tend to receive specific treatments. One book is a military history. Another is a political history. Still others pres­ ent social or economic histories. In addition to offering significant insights into the ordeal, McPherson skillfully synthesizes its many aspects. In this reviewer's experience only one prior historian has had this faculty for dealing with the Civil War as a whole. This was Allan Nevins in his multivolumed works of a generation ago, The Ordeal of the Union and The War for the Union.

--lucid but literary: And though no one could write less like those ostentatious Civil War buffs (Bruce Catton springs to mind) whose prose is unrelentingly oratorical, at times he adds to the reader's pleasure either by quiet touches of humor or by literary contrivances so bold as to force themselves on our attention. The supreme example is his omission of Lincoln's assassination. One moment the President is making a speech, with John Wilkes Booth snarling in the crowd (''Now, by God, I'll put him through. That is the last speech he will ever make''). In the next sentence a new chapter begins; Good Friday, 1865, is already in the past and Mr. McPherson is pressing on to describe the very last incidents of the war. It is breathtaking, almost insolent; but it is right. Everybody knows the story of the murder.

--writes books on electric typewriter: in an interview for Book TV in 2010, M said he still writes his books on an Olympia electric typewriter that he said was “state of the art as of about 1970”; he bought it second hand in the early 80s. Magical prose comes out of those clattering keys. Fn: Only for reviews or articles does he sometimes use the computer. http://histsociety.blogspot.com/2010/09/james-mcpherson-and-gordon-wood-on.html

--BC attains a narrative drive, crispness, and vividness that contrasts with his more obviously textbooklike Ordeal by Fire:

Princeton historian McPherson has produced [in Ordeal by Fire] what is unapologetically--in heft, in physical design, in the use of myriad headings and subheadings--a high-class undergraduate textbook. It does not so much supplant The Civil War and Reconstruction (Rev. 1969), by J. G. Randall and David Donald, as offer a worthy alternative--incorporating not only recent research findings but also far more detail on non-political matters and much quotation from contemporary and other sources. (McPherson's previous works--The Struggle for Equality and The Negro's Civil War--have made notable use of documentary material.) But, jam-packed with information, it is much more a book to learn from than a book to read. Most interesting in the larger scheme of things is the section on pre-Civil war currents--the modernizing, reformist Yankee Protestant ethos; the contrasting Southern socioeconomic order ("Herrenvolk democracy"); the anti-slavery movement ("the most modernized sector of the economy") and the proslavery counterattack (the "siege mentality," the wage-slave theme, the cavalier image). Moving into the war, McPherson pauses to explain "the process of raising a three-year regiment" and the specific advantages of the newly-perfected rifle; the outstanding feature of the material on the war itself--one not to be disparaged--is probably the maps. To that must be added--reflective of the whole--McPherson's attention to the role of blacks (the debate over their recruitment, the conditions under which they served). On Reconstruction--which he extends to 1890--McPherson is precise and pointed. Klansmen renegades? Not so: "Klansmen came from all social classes and their leaders were often prominent men or the sons of prominent men. . . . Their hit-and-run guerrilla tactics made them, in effect, a paramilitary arm of the Southern Democratic Party's effort to overthrow Republican rule in the South." Less than compulsive reading--but a valuable book to have around.
Another review: It had been nearly J. Randall’s The Civil War and Reconstruction (1937) and two decades since David Dionald’s revision of that book (1961). Thye vst amount of new scholarship makes a rewriting necessary.  McPh easily, concisely incorporates thefindings of other historians in his essay – T. Harry Williams, Bruce Catton, Avery Craven, Allan Nevins and many other leading historians. The book has a theme: the rise of the industrial, consolidated North (modernization) ; the font of that modernizing impulse was NE; and that abolism and an unobtrusive b ut unmistakable enthusiasm for the moral earnestness of righteous Yankees. With new research, McPh finds that 51% of the era’s business executives had been born in NE, as had 14 % of inventors, evemn though NE then had only 16% of the nations population.




Lack of originality?

BC: One comes away from this skilled narrative, at a minimum, with an enriched sense of the interplay of military, naval, political, and diplomatic events. Of course novelty must therefore generally be sac­ rificed . Yet it would be difficult to imagine a reader so learned that he or she could finish reading this huge book without learning some­ thing from it. There are succinct and eye-opening discussions, for example, of the role of medicine and of prisoner-of-war exchanges, of weaponry and currency inflation , as well as of election issues and expiration of enlistment terms.

--unoriginal, says Cal Lit Review of Tried by War;  --Tried by War (Cal Literary Review: Mcph not original enough here):
Professor McPherson tells us that among the thousands of books on Lincoln only a relatively small number focus on his role as the Union’s supreme commander. This reviewer finds that a little disingenuous. If there are few books with such a focus, there are many that tell how the careworn President spent hours at the War Department, reading telegrams from the field; how he tried repeatedly to get General George B. McClellan to take action; how distraught he was after Gettysburg, to read General George G. Meade’s proud report that Lee’s defeated army had left Northern soil—when Meade should have followed up and destroyed it; and how Lincoln’s strategic views were sounder than those of many military men.
As McPherson tells us at the outset, Lincoln came to the Presidency without any real military experience. He had been an Illinois militia captain in the Black Hawk War of 1832 but as he said in self-deprecation to his fellow Members of Congress in 1848, his combat record amounted to “charges upon the wild onions” and “a good many struggles with the musketoes.” Lincoln, though, was a man who could learn. His secretary John Hay recalled years later how the President stayed up until late at night reading books on strategy and poring over reports from the field.
Lincoln’s adversary, Jefferson Davis, on the other hand, came to the presidency of the Confederate States with deep military experience. As McPherson writes, Davis had graduated from West Point, had commanded a regiment in the Mexican War, and had served as “an excellent [U.S.] secretary of war from 1853 to 1857.” (He had also chaired the committee on military affairs in the U.S. Senate.)
There is more to be said about Davis as Confederate commander in chief. If President Lincoln sometimes gave his commanders more leeway than they deserved, President Davis tried too often to manage distant armies from Richmond, without great success. Perhaps in a future work McPherson might usefully contrast the two men’s military works and ways. He would certainly do well to borrow from accounts—beginning with William Plum’s 1882 work—of the amazing achievements of the United States Military Telegraph service, which made possible the coordination of Union campaigns, and Lincoln’s communication with his generals, in ways never possible in earlier wars.
McPherson describes the immense task Lincoln and his team faced, in turning the tiny prewar U.S. army of 16,000 men into what became a force of 637,000 in just a year. The Union needed not just new privates but new generals, and many of the latter had to come from civilian life. Perhaps the situation was not as bad as some other writers have said; McPherson reports that “Two-thirds of the 583 Union generals commissioned during the war had prewar military training and experience.”
For some of these “improvised generals” (Henry Adams’ phrase), this experience had not amounted to much more than Lincoln’s charges upon the wild onions. Sam Ward, king of the lobbyists and an acute observer of the American scene, was distressed to hear that a brigadier general’s commission had been given to Daniel Sickles, best known for having shot his wife’s lover across the street from the White House. Ward’s biographer Lately Thomas quotes Ward as saying “Good God! Fancy him caught in a tight place by Davis, Beauregard, Lee, or Whiting!” Indeed, two years later at Gettysburg Sickles got caught by Lee in a very tight place, when he brought his brigade too far forward and endangered the whole left end of the Union line.
There is so little new factual material to add to our picture of Lincoln that a little more speculation would be welcome. What if Lincoln had not left it to McClellan in July 1861 to provide his plan—breathtaking in its grandeur and wholly unrealistic, McPherson says—for winning the war? Even if the Union army was, that first summer, still far from the great machine it became, what if Lincoln had found another commander to strike quickly, overland, at Richmond?
Conversely, one may ask what would have happened later that summer if the South had done what that fiery Richmond editor John Moncure Daniel urged on Jefferson Davis, and struck north into largely undefended Ohio and Pennsylvania. But Davis, as defensive-minded as McClellan, was instead placing garrisons along the long coast of the Confederacy, fearing possible invasion from the sea. One must add, though, that as McPherson stresses, while Union forces had to operate from exterior lines around the periphery of the Confederacy, the Confederacy had the advantage of operating on interior lines, which no doubt tended to produce a defensive strategy.
--unoriginal Tried by War is a rehashing of T. Harry Williams’ study of AL and his generals:
The literature has sorely been in need of such a text as it has been a half-century since the “military Lincoln” has been analyzed, then by T. Harry Williams and his classic, Lincoln and his Generals. 
Over a half century ago, T. Harry Williams wrote an exceptional work with as major theme that the performance of President Abraham Lincoln as commander in chief during the American Civil War positioning him as the true director of the war efforts of Northern armies and the progenitor of the country’s first modern command system. He shows Lincoln to be an able student of military strategy who ramped up quickly, grasped the end game and generally how to reach it, but struggled to find the right executioner of those plans. [McPh’s thesis]That he was even more skilled as a politician meant that he functioned superbly as leader in both political and military spheres throughout the conflict.
This is a work about the challenges of leadership set against what Williams calls the first of the “modern total wars.” (3) Williams chronicles the war from Lincoln’s perspective presenting the strengths and, more notably, the many foibles of the men who served the North in senior military positions. Their relative caliber appears to have been directly correlated to the attention Lincoln had to give them. More attention from and scrutiny by Lincoln was thus not a mark of achievement. Williams’ work reflects that relative attention. For example, he begins his discussion of McClellan in Chapter 2 and does not finish with him until Chapter 8 at which point Lincoln finally dismisses McClellan in disgust. (179) Williams takes his readers through the agonizing months Lincoln spent attempting to manage McClellan and his paranoia regarding enemy troop strength and inability to execute when it would put his men in harm’s way or there was the potential to fail. Grant, by contrast to McClellan, received some but not extensive coverage by Williams reflecting Lincoln’s own confidence that Grant could carry forward Lincoln’s strategic aims effectively. Williams concludes that in the waning months of 1864, Lincoln had sufficient trust in Grant to intervene little in the war’s management. That is not to say that Lincoln shrugged off any responsibility in setting strategic direction or in monitoring closely “and sometimes anxiously” the conduct of the war. (336) He was quick to reset direction when required.
Williams’ organization of the book is driven largely by the order of his encounters with senior military leaders. He begins with the infamous but corpulent and declining General Winfield Scott….
Regular army man Irvin McDowell is then tagged by Lincoln to take command of the swelling number of troops in and around Washington, a number that by the summer of 1861 exceeded 30,000 men. Lincoln pushes McDowell, of course, into an offensive movement at Manassas to disastrous results. While the mark against McDowell’s mediocre reputation is severe, Williams allows us to see that Lincoln is willing to bear some of the blame.
The scene is thus set for the summoning of McClellan to Washington. This begins Lincoln’s relationship with “the problem child of the Civil War.” (25) Williams chronicles the early months of McClellan’s experiences in the East, his messianic complex, disrespect for Lincoln and others with whom he had to deal, and the efforts that Lincoln had to make to manage a man who held such promise but failed to deliver. It is clear that Lincoln, to this credit, attempted many different techniques in his efforts to supervise McClellan.
John C. Fremont, McClellan’s peer in the Western Department and a political appointment made by Lincoln himself, proves disastrous in his mismanagement of Missouri and a bitter disappointment. Williams captures well the odd quirks of both Fremont and the Blair family, his patrons, and the lengths to which Lincoln had to go to remove him.
Halleck is portrayed as only marginally effective and jealous enough of Grant’s successes in the field to take credit for them. (61) His self-directed shift to subordinate role as coordinator and communicator between Lincoln and his staff is fascinating.
Other commanders are mentioned primarily for their lack-luster performances including Rosecrans, Buell, Thomas, Banks, and Butler to name a few. Williams’ provides an excellent summary of each man including physical characteristics, approach to command, reputation, and personality traits. He often reveals the quirks or failings that made them less than acceptable as senior command candidates. For example, he describes Benjamin F. Butler as “ingenious, resourceful, and colorful, but …no field general.” (188) Williams’ description of Rosecrans reveals a well researched sum of the man from his “intensified Roman nose” to his “good strategic sense and aggressive instincts.” (186-187) But he is thorough enough to point to Rosecrans weaknesses including a lack of “balance and poise that a great commander should have” which revealed a man unable to “control himself and the situation.” (187)
Clearly apparent in this history is that Lincoln, while climbing a steep learning curve, became an astute war strategist. In fact, Williams contends that the notion of “total war” as a means of destroying the Confederate Army was identified earliest and most enthusiastically as a strategic plank by Lincoln who “saw the big picture” better than most of his commanders and staff. (7) He further asserts that no one in the military leadership of either side had the experience to wage war at the scale that would be America’s Civil War. Both sides shared an equal innocence of the knowledge war making. (4) That said, Lincoln’s performance when viewed against that of Davis is all the more impressive.
At the time of publication, this book was the only one to fully examine Lincoln’s performance as commander in chief and stood as such for many years. Interestingly, in 2009, historian James McPherson visited the same topic and drew much from Williams’ foundation in his work, Tried by War: Abraham Lincoln as Commander in Chief. While good, I find it no better and in many ways a rehashing of  Williams’ work, one that continues to stand on strong scholarship and goes far toward explaining Lincoln’s brilliance as both politician and military strategist.
----Tried by War: a review of Craig L. Symonds. Lincoln and His Admirals. New York: Oxford University Press, 2008. Pp. 448. points out that not only Williams but also other scholars, running back to the 1920s, had probed AL’s military genius—though to the virtual exclusion of the Navy):
Williams thus brought to a climax the trend toward the favorable reinterpretation of Lincoln's military reputation that had begun after the First World War with Colin R. Ballard, The Military Genius of Abraham Lincoln (1926), and Frederick Maurice, Statesmen and Soldiers of the Civil War: A Study of the Conduct of the War (1926). While previous writers had praised Lincoln as superior to all of his generals until he found Ulysses S. Grant, for whom he wisely stepped aside, Williams went a step farther and argued that even Grant was second to the president, "who, by his larger strategy, did more than Grant or any general to win the war for the Union."[1] Williams's book was a popular success, selected by the Book of the Month Club, and its interpretation of Lincoln as a brilliant commander in chief has prevailed for almost sixty years.[2] 
To write a book that invites comparison with the quality and influence of Lincoln and His Generals is no small task, but that is what Craig L. Symonds has done with Lincoln and His Admirals.

Tried by War [Steve’s book reviews – says the book is clear, entertaining but not original or novel—is narrowly focused on AL as commander in chief, and even there adds few new facts]:
Happily, the book’s pace as well as the author’s insight into Lincoln’s management of the war are terrific. “Tried by War” is easy to read and understand, and proves consistently informative and entertaining. Where some Lincoln-oriented biographies become bogged down in dull explanations of war tactics or troop movements, this book appears calibrated for a younger, less patient audience.
However, little about McPherson’s book is truly unique. Given the author’s background, I expected deeper analysis and a richer, more robust interpretation of Lincoln’s actions during the war. Although McPherson frequently demonstrates his mastery of the subject, broad swaths of the commentary are superficial and breezy. And while the book contains new information concerning some of Lincoln’s military leaders and a few battles, none of it is important enough to alter the complexion of Lincoln I’ve gleaned from other biographies.
Readers seeking special insight into the war’s great battles, or overall military strategy, will also be disappointed. Although “Tried by War” is not intended as a Civil War primer (and makes no attempt to supplant the excellent “Battle Cry of Freedom”) McPherson’s focus is almost exclusively on Lincoln and his management of the war. The Battle of Gettysburg, for example, is dispatched in just two sentences.
Rather than writing a potent, fresh study of Lincoln’s life from an unconventional perspective it almost seems as though McPherson has taken a standard six- or seven-hundred page biography of Lincoln and condensed it dramatically by removing Lincoln’s pre-presidency and a great deal of the interaction with his mercurial cabinet members. Rather than seeing Lincoln from a new perspective, I simply saw Lincoln from only one perspective. Interesting though that perspective was, I find found the book limiting rather than revealing.
Overall, James McPherson’s “Tried by War” is an educational and entertaining book best suited for readers already acquainted with Lincoln who seek incremental insight into his management of the Civil War. For readers looking for a comprehensive cradle-to-grave analysis of Lincoln’s life and presidency, this book is clearly less appropriate. But for its intended purpose, “Tried by War” is usually satisfactory and sometimes extremely satisfying.
--Tried by War (Wash post review says that McPh takes an obvious, well-known point—AL was frustrated by his slow-as-molasses, unaggressive generals until he discovered his heavy hitters, Grant and Sherman—and relates it well, with illustrative facts and quoations; meanwhile, huge battles are rendered bloodlessly, with few ground-level pictures of the action):
EVEN NOVICE CIVIL WAR BUFFS know that Abraham Lincoln spent much of the war prodding a series of timid, reluctant Union generals to more aggressively take the fight to the Rebels. But Pulitzer Prize winner James McPherson spends the nearly 300 pages of his new book, “Tried by War,” proving this conventional wisdom over, and over and over again.
Lincoln sure must have been frustrated by those lousy generals’ stutter-steps, excuses and missed opportunities because it sure is frustrating to read about. But to say that “Tried by War” is a dry, tedious book is not to say it is without merit. McPherson, the author of “The Battle Cry of Freedom,” is one of America’s eminent Civil War historians and “Tried by War” offers a wealth of specificity about individual battles, campaigns and strategies and illuminates the era’s political issues, trends and personalities….
Ultimately, though, “Tried by War” is a mass of evidence in support of a well-known fact. The reader wishing to explore the epic Lincoln psychodrama will be unsatisfied. Those looking for controversy will find that the great man’s halo is not even slightly jostled. Most problematically, the author does not show us any blood from the unceasing barrage of battles he recites.
The big pictures are reasonably well drawn, but smaller details, which could make for more compelling reading, are lacking: 10,000 men die here, 20,000 there, and none of it makes much of an impression upon the reader. The facts, figures, names and dates go by in blur after blur as the mind numbs and the eyes glaze.


Lincoln hagiography?
Civil wr Book review – attacks McPh for hero worship, like that of Goodwin (Political Genius), Shenk  (Melancholy yields greatness) and other hagiographic recent studies – says the war was messier and less organized than the Lincoln-in-total-control picture that McPh gives; also, McPh discounts abols as nagging radicals who were a distraction for AL):
recent flood of books, perhaps the most original is Joshua Wolf Shenk’s Lincoln’s Melancholy (2005), a study of the effects of the deep depression in which Lincoln lived almost all the time, a condition Lincoln himself acknowledged but which few historians have fully factored into their reckoning of his personality. However, even the subtitle of Shenk’s subtle and rich study demonstrates the adulatory nature of this entire genre: How Depression Challenged a President and Fueled His Greatness. Except for a bitter and marginal squad of neo-Confederates, nearly every Lincoln book is elegiac to the point of worshipfulness. Myth and man are fully united; critical analysis is subordinated to celebration.
Tried by War, written by the best-selling James McPherson with his customary clarity of prose, depth of detail, and force of narrative, is yet another full-bore contribution to this flood of hero-worship. Depicting Lincoln as national savior right on his dust jacket, McPherson (or the copy writer whose prose he approved), tells us that Lincoln invented the idea of commander-in-chief, and that he stepped beyond the narrow constitutional definition of the presidency and that this was a “good thing too, because his strategic insight and will to fight changed the course of history and saved the Union.”
Why has this image of an essentially controlling, ever-unfolding genius triumphed over a more realistic and struggling version of Lincoln? Why does belief in the mythic savior displace contradiction and complexity, making the assertion that Lincoln was a genius suffice as the thesis of endless numbers of books? Such triumphalist special pleading tends to be dehumanizing and in many ways undynamic and ahistorical.

--and the Wash Post review of Tried by War also charges McPh with hero worship and unoriginality:
Those looking for controversy will find that the great man’s halo is not even slightly jostled. Most problematically, the author does not show us any blood from the unceasing barrage of battles he recites. The big pictures are reasonably well drawn, but smaller details, which could make for more compelling reading, are lacking: 10,000 men die here, 20,000 there, and none of it makes much of an impression upon the reader. The facts, figures, names and dates go by in blur after blur as the mind numbs and the eyes glaze.
--“Tried by War” is NOT hagiographic, though it does reflect M’s growing admiration for AL – so says James Oakes in NYR review:
The “army war” is the focus of McPherson’s new book and, like Symonds’s, it reflects the unusually high standards of Civil War military history. But McPherson also brings special strengths to the subject. He began his career with two sympathetic books on abolitionism and a pathbreaking study of The Negro’s Civil War. That broad background enriched his two one-volume histories of the Civil War. Over the years McPherson has become a great admirer of Abraham Lincoln, and his admiration reflects the trajectory of his scholarship. As a young historian and a student of the abolitionists, “my own attitudes” toward Lincoln “reflected their continuing criticisms of him,” McPherson has recently explained.
Only after years of studying the powerful crosscurrents of political and military pressures on Lincoln did I come to appreciate the skill with which he steered between the numerous shoals of conservatism and radicalism, free states and slave states, abolitionists, Republicans, Democrats, and border-state Unionists to maintain a steady course that brought the nation to victory—and the abolition of slavery—in the end.* [Abraham Lincoln (Oxford University Press, 2009), p. x]
Lincoln’s successful navigation of these crosscurrents is the theme of Tried by War, a study of Lincoln as a commander in chief. But the book is also a distillation of McPherson’s wide-ranging scholarship and a demonstration of how effectively, and unpretentiously, he brings together his unparalleled command of the social, political, and military history of the Civil War. 
Lincoln’s greatness as commander in chief derived from much more than his increasingly sharp instincts as a military strategist. For one thing, as good as they were, Lincoln’s instincts were never infallible. His obsession with the naval capture of Charleston, for example, nearly destroyed two good admirals. But Lincoln’s grasp of politics, and with it the interplay of military and political strategy, was unsurpassed. Lincoln quickly saw the “military necessity” of emancipation and, from the earliest weeks of the war, he helped set in motion and guide the long process of slavery’s eventual abolition. He knew that a crucial part of this process involved preparing the political ground for popular acceptance of emancipation as a war aim. But he also understood that no matter how much political skill and verbal dexterity he could muster, popular support for the war depended on the ability of his generals to win battles. 
--AL’s brief 70-pp biog of AL:
Best-selling author James M. McPherson follows the son of Thomas Lincoln and Nancy Hanks from his early years in Kentucky, Indiana, and Illinois, to his highly successful law career, his marriage to Mary Todd, and his one term in Congress. We witness his leadership of the Republican anti-slavery movement, his famous debates with Stephen A. Douglas (a long acquaintance and former rival for the hand of Mary Todd), and his emergence as a candidate for president in 1860. Following Lincoln's election to the presidency, McPherson describes his masterful role as Commander in Chief during the Civil War, the writing of the Emancipation Proclamation, and his assassination by John Wilkes Booth. The book also discusses his lasting legacy and why he remains a quintessential American hero two hundred years after his birth, while an annotated bibliography permits easy access to further scholarship. With his ideal short account of Lincoln, McPherson provides a compelling biography of a man of humble origins who preserved our nation during its greatest catastrophe and ended the scourge of slavery.
Marking the two-hundredth anniversary of Lincoln's birth, this marvelous short biography by a leading historian offers an illuminating portrait of one of the giants in the American story. It is the best concise introduction to Lincoln in print, a must-have volume for anyone interested in American history or in our greatest president.
McPh in NYR review: The other matter that all of us who face the camera or microphone in this Lincoln bicentennial year must confront is the “Why” question: Why this enduring fascination with Lincoln? Why have so many books been written about him—16,000 by a common estimate (though that number, if accurate, probably counts titles, not whole books, and therefore includes many pamphlets, published speeches, and the like)? In any event, no other American comes even close to this number. Why so many more statues of Lincoln than of anyone else? Why do polls of historians regularly rank Lincoln as our greatest president?
There are several possible answers to this composite “Why” question, and taken together they may constitute a composite answer. First, Lincoln faced a greater crisis than any other president….
Lincoln met this challenge as commander in chief of the Union army and navy. Without his leadership and determination through times of defeat and despair—times that brought showers of derision down upon him—the cause for which his people fought might have failed. He carried that cause on his shoulders as George Washington had done in the American Revolution and with even greater resolution than Franklin D. Roosevelt did in World War II. At a low point in the war for the Union in June 1862, Lincoln declared that “I expect to maintain this contest until successful, or till I die, or am conquered, or my term expires, or Congress or the country forsakes me.” And so he did, surmounting all the obstacles that portended defeat and assuring the survival of the United States as one nation, indivisible. That achievement alone would have won him a place at the pinnacle of the American pantheon. 
But there was more. The new birth of freedom that Lincoln spoke of at Gettysburg referred to the imminent abolition of slavery. The Civil War did not begin as a war to abolish slavery. Quite the contrary, the Union that the North initially fought to restore was a Union in which nearly half of the states were slave states. As late as August 1862—sixteen months into the war—Lincoln declared that
my paramount object in this struggle is to save the Union, and is not either to save or destroy slavery. If I could save the Union without freeing any slave I would do it, and if I could save it by freeing all the slaves I would do it; and if I could save it by freeing some and leaving others alone I would also do that. 
Often misinterpreted, Lincoln’s purpose in this statement was to prepare public opinion for the proclamation of emancipation he had already decided to issue at the right time. He had concluded that it would be necessary to free at least some of the slaves in order to save the Union. He knew that many defenders of the Union disagreed, and he was telling them in advance that necessity might require them to accept emancipation if they wanted to save the Union..

As he went to his office on the cold afternoon of January 1, 1863, to sign the Emancipation Proclamation, Lincoln told friends who had gathered to witness the event: “I never in my life felt more certain that I was doing right than I do in signing this paper.” If “my name ever goes into history it will be for this act, and my whole soul is in it.”5 Lincoln was surely right. His name went into history, as much for the Emancipation Proclamation as for anything else he did. 
But there is more. Lincoln’s life exemplified what has been variously labeled “the American dream,” “the right to rise” from “rags to riches”—or in Lincoln’s case quite literally to rise from a log cabin to the White House.

Paradoxes, ironies, contradictions noted by M:
B Cry review NYTBR—
Many Repubs were racist:
--McPherson is careful to note, however, that Republicans of the 1850s were not all free from racial prejudice themselves. Many of them wanted to keep slavery out of the territories simply to protect white labor from black competition. The Dred Scott decision of 1857, which seemed to indicate that Congress could place no restriction on slavery in the territories, threatened the existence of the Republican party as the main political force opposing slavery’s extension; it also widened the divisions within the Democratic party by laying down the principle that while Congress had no power to exclude slavery from the territories, no one else did either. Thus the peculiar institution would in all likelihood expand, perhaps even into states that had already excluded it.
--still, Mc doesn’t stress the Republican-as-racist paradox: No reputable historian writing in the late twentieth century can ignore the racist component  in the Free Soilers' and later the Republicans' cry for a West for whites only, and McPherson by no means ignores that aspect. He even concedes, when discussing Lincoln's colonization proposals, that racial fears constituted the Republican party's "Achilles' heel" (p. 508). Yet he is somewhat skittish in his treatment of the subject, and it may or may not be significant that there is no entry in the index for "racism" of either the southern or northern variety.


Why the Confederacy Lost:
BC: no single reason – 4 major turning points - contingency:
McPherson is reluctant to assign Confederate defeat to any single reason, believing that at several points the war might well have gone the other way. He calls this “contingency.” McPherson sees four of these “major turning points,” or “contingencies.” He seems to suggest that a shift in local circumstances or in leadership could in each case have produced a different outcome, with the result that the South might have won. The first was the summer of 1862, when Confederate counteroffensives in both eastern and western theaters prevented Union victories. Other “turning points” were the Confederate setbacks at Antietam and Perryville, which postponed the possibility of European recognition of Davis’s government; the Union victories at Vicksburg, Gettysburg, and Chattanooga in the summer and fall of 1863; and the events of the summer of 1864, when Federal casualties undermined Union morale and will, and gave some hope for the defeat of President Lincoln in the fall elections. “But the capture of Atlanta and Sheridan’s destruction of Early’s army in the Shenandoah Valley clinched matters for the North,” McPherson writes. “Only then did it become possible to speak of the inevitability of Union victory.” He claims that “the loss of will thesis” puts “the cart before the horse. Defeat causes demoralization and loss of will; victory pumps up morale and the will to win.” But the point of the thesis that the loss of will caused the South’s defeat is that the Confederates started out with weaker morale and less will to fight than they should have had. Once defeat began to erode that will, it brought further defeat.
As if to disprove his own thesis, moreover, McPherson discusses the deep problems of southern morale. He gives vivid accounts of the bread riots in Richmond, Davis’s gloom after Bragg withdrew from Chattanooga in 1863, of desertion in the army, destitution on the domestic front, the disaster of Confederate finances, the development of peace movements, and the feeling that God had forsaken the South. These are not mere contingencies. They spring partly from military defeat, as McPherson believes; but they also caused military defeat, because Confederate morale and will were sustained only by military victories, not by an enduring sense of nationalism that could have withstood ever more frequent bad news from the front. So many Confederate deserters went home by 1863 that they were looked upon by Jefferson Davis as a promising source of man-power. By the middle of 1864 the Confederate army had only about 257,000 men in uniform out of a paper strength of over 400,000.6 This was not just a contingency either. What better demonstration could there be of the destruction of Confederate will? 
The notion of contingency also reminds us of the role of chance in history. Historians generally do not like to talk about chance. They like to ascribe effects to precise causes, or at least to possible causes. Contingency therefore runs against the grain of most historians, although that does not mean there may not be something to it. The difficulty is that contingency works both ways. What if the Union had captured Richmond in the summer of 1861, or the spring of 1862? What if Lincoln’s mistaken belief in the strength of southern Unionism had been an accurate assessment of the situation? What if…. But this is the trap into which “contingency” leads us. 
--contingency opens up McPh in BC so that the is not confined to a restrictive thesis: one reviewer notes, “his thesis verges on saying that no thesis will explain the outcome of the Civil War. And that allows the narrative to flow evenly over the whole subject.”
--the Confederacy could have won at several points: contingency: Mr. McPherson argues that narration is the only mode by which what he calls the contingent factor in the Civil War can be made clear. For he does not think Northern victory was inevitable. The Confederacy had the simpler war aim - to survive until the Union gave up in despair. The Northern will to go on fighting was thus the essential precondition of victory, and if Antietam, or the Gettysburg campaign, or the election of 1864 had gone the other way, as they easily might have done, that will might have cracked. 
Only after the fall of Atlanta and Sheridan's defeat of Jubal Early had insured Republican victory in 1864 did the defeat of the South become certain, or so Mr. McPherson thinks; and by his narrative he argues his readers into thinking so too. Events, he reminds us, are frequently unpredictable, and frequently they master men.
--contingency frees Mcph from strict thesis:  He does not find convincing either the argument that internal divisions disastrously weakened the Confederacy or that the Confederate loss of the will to fight led to defeat. Internal divisions equally plagued the North, McPherson suggests, and the North 's will to fight rose and fell depending on the outcome of battles, just as was true also for the South. McPherson believes that the interpretation that "comes closer than others to credibility" (p. 857) is that the North gradually developed supe rior "leadership both military and civilian" (p. 856). Yet he admits that if the war had turned out differently, historians would be quick to use the same argument in reverse. Concluding that attempts to explain the North's vic tory or the South's defeat "lack the dimension of contingency-the recogni tion that at numerous critical points during the war things might have gone altogether differently" (pp.  857-58), McPherson insists that it is precisely "this phenomenon of contingency" that is "best . . . presented in a narrative format" (p. 858). That he is clearly correct his own book demonstrates .
--contingency confirmed by scholars since BC appeared, like Holzer’s Emancipating Lincoln and Masur’s L’s Hundred Days, about the lead-up to the Emancipation proclamation: as Mcph writes in his NYR review,
When Lincoln published a preliminary proclamation on September 22, 1862, warning Confederate states of his intention to issue a final edict on January 1, he did not realize that those two dates stood precisely one hundred days apart. Louis Masur’s Lincoln’s Hundred Days focuses on that crucial period, but it starts more than a year earlier to set the stage for those hundred days, and follows up with the aftermath and consequences of Lincoln’s historic action. Masur and Harold Holzer argue persuasively that the progression of events during that critical autumn of the war were full of contingencies and that the final outcome was by no means certain.
--DS: In the chapter "Why Did the Confederacy Lose?" he examines both the internal and external causes that have been said to contribute to Confederate defeat. However, as he dissects each one, whether it is the South's alleged loss of will, internal conflicts within the Confederacy, or simply the North's greater numbers or supposedly better leadership, no explanation seems to be entirely satisfactory. As he notes, the North also had many internal conflicts, and if the South had won, Jefferson Davis, despite his faults, would have been hailed as the Confederate George Washington.
In this case, McPherson concludes that a better way to answer the question of why the Confederacy lost is to avoid broad generalizations that imply some sort of inevitability and to study the specific contingencies that hung over each military campaign, each election, and each decision made during the war. He demonstrates once again why, when historians have continued to agonize about whether there is anything left to be said about the Civil War, the answer has always been yes. This is not necessarily because there are a great many primary materials left undiscovered, although there have always been neglected and underutilized sources, such as information on the role of women from 1861–65, but rather that, in the hands of skilled historians, new questions yield new perspectives.

--Also, many Confederates eventually came to believe that defeat was for the best. But why did Confederates lose their bid for independence? McPherson hedges, but largely rejects the standard explanations. He reminds us that few historians believe southerners were so foolish as to enter a war they must inevitably lose and that other countries have achieved victories against equally overwhelming odds. He also suggests without much commentary that internal dissent may have weakened the rebels, perhaps fatally. 
Surely growing resentment of the planters by southern yeomen helped to undermine the will of the southern forces. One southern woman informed the Confederate secretary of war that “thare is no use in keeping a man thare [in the army] to kill him and leave widows and poore little orphen children to suffer.” Such appeals were useless, remarks McPherson, “so thousands of husbands discharged themselves.” Political differences related to past politics also eroded morale. But to the extent that McPherson argues that the states’ rights activities of certain governors crippled the southern effort, he over-states the case. It is true that when Governor Zebulon Vance of North Carolina and Governor Joseph E. Brown of Georgia attempted to supply their own troops, they seemed to threaten the supremacy of the central government. But as a practical matter, they helped to maintain the army, and far from subtracting from the total resources of the Confederacy, they added to them. They were also criticized for upholding local prerogatives, but no one did more to head off serious local disaffection than Vance and Brown, who initiated badly needed relief efforts for the benefit of soldiers’ families while Davis’s government did little for them. Some historians claim, with justice it seems to me, that southern morale was undermined and individual and national will was destroyed by the disillusion and suffering of the yeomen and their families. But the governers helped them when the Confederacy would not, or could not. 
McPherson is certain that defeat was not simply a question of morale or will, because the North had the same problem, as in truth it did. But this is very much like arguing that if both sides had been short of ammunition, lack of munitions could not be one cause of the outcome. The deeper question that must be asked is which side was most deficient? Which would have run out of bullets and shells—or the will to win—first? McPherson believes that the southern leadership may very well bear some responsibility for defeat, but he asserts that explanations involving leadership, morale, and will commit “the fallacy of reversibility—that is, if the outcome had been reversed some of the same factors could be cited to explain Confederate victory.”
However, a recent study, in which this reviewer had a hand, has suggested that the Confederacy lacked a sufficient sense of nationalism to support national will, and that when victories became infrequent and the Confederate war goal changed from maintaining slavery to achieving independence for its own sake, many Confederates felt betrayed. They resented a war that was no longer intended to save their domestic institutions; their will to continue the war crumbled as they watched the casualty lists lengthen.4

--the South, the Lost Cause, etc: myths and ideology in the South: 
-in BT, he studies the cavalier myth: He goes deeper than other scholars into the cavalier image, in mass newspapers, journals, and even letters. McP sees the cavalier element as predominant in the South (it was not) and there was no countervailing Northern impulse (as NE Pruitanism), other than AL’s civic nationalism.

-in MS, he covers range from the conflict’s roots in slavery to the postwar Southern campaign to control how history is represented in textbooks..Section II, “The Lost Cause Revisited,” looks at Confederate hopes and myths: the European reaction to Antietam (which effectively killed the chance for foreign intervention), Lee’s intentions in the Gettysburg campaign and the true character of Jesse James, whose mythic status as a homegrown Robin Hood survives in spite of ample and irrefutable evidence to the contrary…
McPh writes in NYR review of books on South: Thus the Civil War was not a war to preserve the nation and, ultimately, to abolish slavery, but instead a war of Northern aggression against Southern constitutional rights. The superb anthology of essays, The Myth of the Lost Cause, edited by Gary Gallagher and Alan Nolan, explores all aspects of this myth. The editors intend the word "myth" to be understood not as "falsehood" but in its anthropological meaning: the collective memory of a people about their past, which sustains a belief system shaping their view of the world in which they live. The Lost Cause myth helped Southern whites deal with the shattering reality of catastrophic defeat and impoverishment in a war they had been sure they would win. Southerners emerged from the war subdued but unrepentant; they had lost all save honor, and their unsullied honor became the foundation of the myth. Having outfought the enemy, they were eventually ground down by "overwhelming numbers and resources," as Robert E. Lee told his grieving soldiers at Appomattox. This theme was echoed down the years in Southern memoirs, at reunions of Confederate veterans, and by heritage groups like the United Daughters of the Confederacy and the Sons of Confederate Veterans. "Genius and valor went down before brute force," declared a Georgia veteran in 1890. The Confederacy "had surrendered but was never whipped." Robert E. Lee was the war's foremost general, indeed the greatest commander in American history, while Ulysses S. Grant was a mere bludgeoner whose army overcame his more skilled and courageous enemy only because of those overwhelming numbers and resources....

Bloody War:. 
Review of Cry:
This four-year war was the bloodiest of American wars. It claimed the lives of more than half a million soldiers and countless civilians, out of a population, white and black, that numbered only 31.5 million. The military casualties equaled those of all our other wars put together. The death rate was 5.2 times greater than that for World War.
--details of the suffering wounded given by McPh: BC: chilling anecdotes and quotations (with which to sprinkle stale Civil War lectures and revive the atten­ tion of somnolent undergraduates) . Who could forget this scene (not found in McPherson's previous text)? The wounded Union soldiers after the Second Battle of Bull Run were laid on a hillside until they covered acres. Nurses spread hay from bales available from the Au­ gust harvest as bedding for some three thousand suffering men and through the night Clara Barton and others applied compresses, slings, and bandages, constantly "in terror lest some one's candle fall into the hay and consume them all" (p. 532).
--battle details given by McPh:  BC - In well-ordered, thoroughly researched chapters, McPher­ son makes the reader hear the zing and thud of shells, see the wisps of rifle-fire smoke, and smell the stench of the dead and dying. On the slopes of Malvern Hill, an observer whom McPherson cites could see 5,000 men, dead or wounded , but enough were " 'alive and moving to give to the field a singular crawling effect' " (p. 477). Quote!
--more battle details – BC: McPherson is at his best when describing how "acoustic shadow" prevented the Union com- mander, Don Carlos Buell, from hearing the fighting at Perryville, or how soldiers stuffed their ears with cotton to muffle the deafening roar of battle at Stones River. One also senses President Abraham Lincoln's very real frustrations in trying to get some of his commanders in the East to march and fight as vigorously as their opponents were doing.
--general effect is one of tragedy, says a reviewer: As regards the romance of the war, by discarding the cliches of "the Blue and the Gray" McPherson makes it plain that the war was nothing less than a tragedy. It was an abject failure of Amer­ ican politics and the source of untrammeled harm in human terms. Thus, unlike much previous writing, the book does not glorify the events of the war.

--DS: M challenges Neely, who says it was not a total war:  Similarly, in a chapter called "From Limited to Total War," McPherson challenges Mark E. Neely Jr.'s assertion that the Civil War was not a total war. While admitting that there was sometimes a difference between strong rhetoric and strong actions, McPherson believes that the brand of warfare practiced by generals such as William Tecumseh Sherman blurred the lines between soldiers and civilians. To McPherson, this fits the definition of total war.
Two recent collections of articles designed to be used in Civil War courses, Michael Perman's Major Problems in the Civil War and Reconstruction (1991) and Eugene Berwanger's The Civil War Era (1994), contain chapters contrasting the McPherson-Pessen articles and McPherson-Neely articles, respectively. The idea behind such anthologies is that students will become more interested in history and be excited enough to investigate further the questions raised by reading different interpretations from leading historians. 
--BUT, some have accused MCP for deepmphaszing the bloody toll of battle – e.g., the Wash post review of Trid by War: “Most problematically, the author does not show us any blood from the unceasing barrage of battles he recites.


Publishing History of M’s books:
Battle Cry of Freedom:
Sales stats of BC: [from Daily Beast, June 18, 2013; at http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2013/06/18/25-years-of-battle-cry-of-freedom-an-interview-with-james-m-mcpherson.html

James M. McPherson’s Pulitzer Prize–winning history of the Civil War, may be the finest one-volume history of any American war ever written, let alone the Civil War. Its publication 25 years ago was a publishing phenomenon. The 900-plus-page, richly footnoted scholarly book from Oxford University Press spent 16 [19? Ck] weeks on the New York Times hardcover bestseller list and subsequently 12 weeks on the paperback list, selling more than 700,000 copies in the United States, the U.K., and elsewhere, with several foreign translations. Battle Cry still sells about 15,000 copies each year.
[To his and his publisher's great surprise, his nine-hundred-page volume Battle Cry of Freedom spent sixteen weeks on the New York Times's best-seller list in hard cover and another twelve weeks in paperback. Selling well over 600,000 copies worldwide [CK], it was also awarded the Pulitzer Prize.]
The book’s popularity is not hard to explain. McPherson miraculously manages between to recount the origins of the war and its progress in virtually every theater of fighting through its entire four years, explain the political maelstrom that engulfed both the North and South, touch on heartbreaking stories of individual warriors, follow the machinations of government officials, and describe the military, cultural, and social consequences of the greatest cataclysm in American history, all while carrying the reader along within a brisk and vivid narrative.
- For nineteen weeks, James McPhersons's Battle Cry of Freedom appeared on the New York Times bestseller list, with copies sold reaching six digits. Paperback rights, rumor has it, went for a king's ransom. The enormous popularity stems from a number of factors. McPherson has written a very dramatic story about a subject that often elicits wide national response. Moreover, enough time has passed since the Civil War Centennial to re­ build an audience after the oversaturation of the 1960s market . Finally, at a time of uncertainty and declining world power, a tale of triumph, colossal events, and military glory has special appeal.

--Battle Cry unleashes widespread interest in the war; Daily beast: The book was the blasting clap that set off the explosion of popular interest in the war that then greeted Ken Burns’s epoch-making PBS documentary The Civil War when it was released two years later. Since then, America has devoured a seemingly endless stream of new histories, film, and documentaries about the war. The ongoing sesquicentennial celebration has only redoubled that flood of new material and public fascination with the war. That fascination—with the Civil War’s causes and violence, its great players from Robert E. Lee and Abraham Lincoln to common soldiers writing loved ones on the eve of battle, and the myriad interpretations of an outcome that still seems not fully resolved today—appears destined to last as long as the United States remains a country.


McPherson biography:
--M’s Civil War roots:
D Beast: Now retired after a long career as a history professor at Princeton, McPherson continues to publish about the Civil War. His most recent book, War on the Waters: The Union & Confederate Navies, 1861–1865, his 20th, appeared last year. He has previously published a children’s history of the war and books about Lincoln, abolition, why soldiers on both sides fought, Reconstruction, and the battles of Antietam and Gettysburg, as well as editing and contributing to scores of other volumes on the war and regularly writing for The New York Review of Books.

Beast; To get it out of the way, you are not related to Union Army Gen. James Birdseye McPherson, who was killed at the Battle of Atlanta in July 1864. Are you related to any participants in the war?
--I am not related to Gen. James Birdseye McPherson. I did have two Civil War ancestors: a great-grandfather, Luther Osborn, who enlisted in the 93rd New York Volunteer Infantry in December 1861, rose to corporal, became a lieutenant in the 22nd U.S. Colored Infantry in January 1864, rose to captain in that regiment; and a great-great-grandfather, Jesse Beecher, who enlisted in the 112th New York Volunteer Infantry in August 1862, rose to sergeant, died of typhoid fever in April 1865, is buried in the National Military Cemetery at Wilmington, North Carolina.
-- Mr. McPherson, who is a professor of history at Princeton University, has a family connection to the Civil War, although none that he knows of to James B. McPherson, a Union general who was killed when he inadvertently rode behind Confederate lines and then refused to surrender. The ancestors he knows about were somewhat less exalted. 
''One remained a private and the other took an examination when he was 19 and became a lieutenant in the 22d U.S. Colored Troops. He ended up a captain. That's how a lot of young soldiers were commissioned - as white officers of black regiments.'' 


--background of Battle Cry;
Beast; M says, I was asked by C. Vann Woodward and Sheldon Meyer, editors of the Oxford History of the United States series, to do the volume on the Civil War era in 1979. It was indeed a daunting prospect, not so much because of the 50,000 books on the Civil War as because of the prestige of the series and the prominence of other authors in the series.
--M did not anticipate the book’s success: Beast - No, I did not anticipate the success of the book. One reason readers were receptive to the book was the growing interest at that time in the Civil War, of which the also unanticipated success of Ken Burns's video documentary two years later is additional evidence. My book got a tremendous send-off by very positive front-page reviews in The New York Times Book Review and The Washington Post Book World, so it hit the ground running.
--M tells Beast that today he would add more social and cultural history: In retrospect, I don't think I should have done anything differently.  If I were writing it today, I would include more social and cultural history and perhaps cut back on the military and political history, but the scholarship to sustain those differences didn't yet exist in the 1980s.
The constitutional amendments that grew out of the Civil War have been the basis for most of the progress in the civil rights not only of African Americans but other minorities as well.


--battlefield preservation and touring
Beast: You have led battlefield tours. What Civil War places should all Americans be sure to visit?
Gettysburg above all, but also the other major battlefields that are national parks and some that are state parks, plus all of the Civil War monuments in Washington and Richmond, and museums such as the American Civil War Center and the Museum of the Confederacy in Richmond, Virginia; Pamplin Park near Petersburg, Virginia; the Civil War exhibit at the Atlanta historical society; and indeed the Civil War exhibits at countless state and local museums, libraries, historical societies around the country during these years of the Civil War sesquicentennial.

--author of children’s books
--lecturing
--film or TV
--digital studies of the Civil War
--his favorite books, movies on the war:
Beast: What are your favorite books or other media on the war?
There are too many outstanding Civil War books and productions in other media to name briefly, but I will single out Shelby Foote's trilogy on the Civil War, Allan Nevins's eight volumes on the coming of the war and the war itself, Ken Burns's video documentary, Michael Shaara's novel The Killer Angels, and the movies Glory and Red Badge of Courage.
This problem is addressed by McPherson, at least indirectly, in the chapter entitled "The Glory Story." As he notes, to many people books are hopelessly irrelevant, because far more Americans today get their history from watching movies than from reading. However, if they receive their notions about African American soldiers and the 54th Massachusetts Regiment from the movie Glory, then he believes that they are receiving their information from a very credible source. In fact, he calls the combat footage in Glory the most realistic of any film dealing with the Civil War.
He also admits that there are errors in the movie and, of course, the major characters played by Denzel Washington and Morgan Freeman are not real but fictional. , McPherson maintains that if Glory, despite its errors, can supplant the moonlight-and-magnolias version in Gone with the Wind as the public's perception of the Civil War, then great progress will have been made toward the truth. Many historians would probably harbor doubts, arguing that movies are inherently filled with error and that there are problems even with the most realistic of historical movies. But, in an era when more people see movies than read books, can historians afford to ignore the nonprint media?

What is left to be said about the war?:
Beast: After the tens of thousands of books, countless articles, hundreds of movies, and documentaries, what don’t we fully know or understand about the Civil War? Why should you or anyone need to write or film more about it?
There isn't much that we don't at least partly know about the Civil War, but there is still a lot that we don't fully know, so new findings (like the new estimate of 750,000 war deaths rather than 620,000) and new perspectives will continue to enhance our understanding. The quest for fuller knowledge and greater understanding will go on.

Reviews of the two books I’m reviewing, Embattled Rebel and WF:
The War that Forged a Nation: Why the Civil War Still Matters
A pre-eminent historian reflects on the Civil War’s lasting impact on the nation.
In 1861, Abraham Lincoln told Congress that the struggle to preserve the Union “is not altogether for today—it is for a vast future also.” In these essays from the past eight years, McPherson (Emeritus, History/Princeton Univ.; Embattled Rebel: Jefferson Davis as Commander in Chief, 2014, etc.) notes the public’s continuing fascination with the Civil War, with its 750,000 soldiers dead, its “larger-than-life, near mythical” figures like Robert E. Lee and Ulysses S. Grant, and its great “drama and romance and tragedy.” But at a deeper level, the conflict remains a lasting, seminal event in American history that transformed the average citizen’s relationship with government, sparked a historic shift in values toward positive liberty, and created the continuing “legacy of slavery in the form of racial discrimination and prejudice.” In many of the essays, McPherson reflects on the historiography of the war, including the ways in which academic historians’ enthusiasm for social as opposed to military history has affected scholarship on Lincoln. Several essays sharply criticize the work of specific historians, including Harry Stout for misrepresentations in Upon the Altar of the Nation (2006) and T. Harry Williams for his mistaken conclusion in Lincoln and His Generals (1952) that the president was a natural war strategist. Others explore topics from the expansion of slave states to wartime naval issues to the impact on American society of death and destruction on a massive scale. In a discussion of Lincoln and slavery, the author agrees with Eric Foner that the president was anti-slavery (deeming it a violation of natural rights) but not an abolitionist (he expected slavery would eventually die out).
These authoritative essays, most of which appeared previously in various formats, will appeal mainly to serious students and specialists.

Embattled Rebel reviews:
NYTBR:
There is a large literature devoted to evaluating Jefferson Davis’s performance as Confederate commander in chief. Yet James M. McPherson is not just another historian. He is, perhaps, our most distinguished scholar of the Civil War era, whose “Battle Cry of Freedom” is the go-to book on the period for academic and general readers alike. With good reason. McPherson has been able to combine the military with the social and political in a way that sets him apart; his early scholarship in fact had little to do with military history. McPherson also unabashedly, and correctly, insists that slavery was the cause of the war, and he has always been a great partisan of Abraham Lincoln and the Union cause. So why write an entire book about Jefferson Davis?
McPherson is not interested in comparing Davis and Lincoln or in building a case against Davis for treason or anything else. Rather, he is interested in the challenge of transcending his own convictions and understanding Davis as a “product of his time and circumstances.” This could not have been easy. Davis was a major slaveowning planter in Mississippi, a staunch defender of slavery and the imperial ambitions of slaveholders, a believer in state sovereignty even while benefiting from federal largess, and a bitter foe of Lincoln and all he was presumed to represent. To make matters worse, Davis had few charms or virtues. He was a lovely amalgam of haughty, prickly, humorless, argumentative, cold and thin-skinned. His poor state of health may have accounted for some of this, while his workaholic tendencies may have exacerbated his many maladies. But, somehow, McPherson found himself “becoming less inimical toward Davis” than he expected, and clearly more engaged with the challenges that Davis himself had to face. The result is the best concise book we have on the subject.
Continue reading the main story 
As one might expect, most of “Embattled Rebel” is given over to Davis’s command in the large theater of warfare. This, after all, was his chief responsibility as commander in chief. And, owing to the course of events, it was for him, as for Lincoln, the main concern during the entire term of his presidency. No other chief executives (and so-called chief executives) in our history were thrust as quickly into war as they were.
Continue reading the main story Continue reading the main story 
Continue reading the main story 
Davis anticipated being named general in chief of the Confederate Army, not president of the Confederacy. But he accepted the top position and quickly embraced a defensive strategy, one that sought no conquest other than peeling off border states where slavery was legal, and then moved toward what he called “offensive-defensive”: seizing offensive opportunities in hopes of demoralizing Northerners and forcing the Union to sue for peace. In either case, the goal was to secure the independence of the Confederacy, although “defending” over 750,000 square miles of its territory proved no small task. Davis came to develop a close relationship with Robert E. Lee, whom he had known since their West Point days, and, like Lincoln, had more than his share of troubles with other generals under his command, Joseph Johnston and P. G. T. Beauregard prominent among them.
“Embattled Rebel” therefore pulses with battlefield campaigns and the infighting that beset the Confederate high command. For all of his admitted Union sympathies, McPherson takes the Confederate military project seriously and acknowledges at least three moments over the course of the war when prospects for a favorable outcome were relatively bright: in the summer of 1862, the spring of 1863 and the summer of 1864, when Confederate victories weakened Northern morale and increased the likelihood of an armistice or negotiated peace. They came to naught.
More space might have been devoted to the issue that hung over everything — slavery — and how it influenced Davis’s command. There is a brief discussion of Davis’s response to the Emancipation Proclamation and the recruitment of former slave soldiers into Union ranks (he termed it “the most execrable measure recorded in the history of guilty man” and threatened to have black troops and their officers executed if captured in battle) and a somewhat fuller consideration of whether the Confederates themselves ought to enlist their slaves (Davis supported it as a last resort). Yet it would have been helpful to learn more about the impact of slave rebelliousness behind the lines or how the demands of fighting to protect a slave society gave shape to the dynamics of command.
In the end, we see a Jefferson Davis supremely committed to the cause of Confederate independence even at the possible expense of slavery, a man intent on fighting to the end even when most everyone else in the camp was ready to quit. Captured in flight from Richmond, he continued to embrace the cause for the remainder of his life. We see, as well, a commander who, despite his limitations, was probably the best choice the Confederates had for president and who pursued the most sensible military strategy available. As McPherson puts it, the Confederacy didn’t lose, the Union won.
What is missing in this otherwise excellent book is a wider and deeper perspective on what Davis brought into the Confederacy and how it might have framed his strategic vision. As a United States senator and secretary of war (under Franklin Pierce), Davis was a great advocate of a transcontinental railroad along a southern route. Once in charge of the Confederacy, he was more than “offensive-defensive.” Davis sent an emissary into Indian Territory seeking allies among the mostly slaveholding tribes there (successfully), moved to establish friendly relations with various Mexican officials (mostly unsuccessfully) and authorized an early invasion of New Mexico (which had a slave code), eyeing the mineral wealth of the interior West and Confederate supporters along the Pacific Coast. Indeed, there is very little in “Embattled Rebel” on the trans-Mississippi West, the main political battleground in the coming of the war, and how it may have figured in Confederate ambitions under Davis’s, or anybody else’s, command.
Yet, there is a larger and more unsettling issue. Treating Davis as commander in chief risks lending the Confederacy a legitimacy it never achieved at the time. No foreign country accorded the Confederacy diplomatic recognition, at least in part because of an unwillingness to openly support a slaveholders’ rebellion. Only after the war, as part of a reconciliation process, were Confederates spared serious punishment and then tendered respect as a cause and a state, enabling men like Davis and subsequent devotees of the “lost cause” to get a hearing for their version of events.
To be sure, McPherson calls Davis a “rebel” and avoids comparing him to Lincoln, but like most historians who write on the war, he effectively structures the struggle in a way Lincoln never would: between two states and countries. Over time, this has enabled some Americans brazenly to fly the Confederate flag while denying its association with slavery and treason. Union soldiers had a better take when they sang of hanging Jeff Davis.
EMBATTLED REBEL
Jefferson Davis as Commander in Chief
By James M. McPherson
Illustrated. 301 pp. The Penguin Press. $32.95.
--Wash post review:
A Leader in Defeat
During the four years of the Civil War, it probably was a tossup as to which of the two presidents was more widely reviled. Abraham Lincoln was, of course, universally loathed in the South, and he had many opponents in the North who feared the implications of his insistence on abolition and reunification as the price the South would have to pay for ending the war. Jefferson Davis was similarly hated in the North, but he also had vociferous opponents in the South, many of whom questioned his military strategy and his treatment of his leading generals. 
Lincoln now is regarded as perhaps the greatest of all Americans, but as James M. McPherson says at the outset of this fine study of Davis’s military leadership: “History has not been kind to Jefferson Davis. As president of the Confederate States of America, he led a cause that went down to a disastrous defeat and left the South in poverty for generations. If that cause had succeeded, it would have broken the United States in two and preserved slavery in the South for untold years. Many Americans of his own time and in later generations considered him a traitor. Some of his Confederate compatriots turned against Davis and blamed him for sins of ineptitude that lost the war. Several of Davis’s adversaries on the Union side agree with this assessment.” To this day it is difficult for many Americans to view Davis with dispassion, but McPherson has made a noble attempt to do so. Though his “sympathies lie with the Union side in the Civil War,” in this book he has “sought to transcend my convictions and to understand Jefferson Davis as a product of his time and circumstances.” Davis himself does not make that easy. “He did not suffer fools gladly,” McPherson writes, “and he let them know it. He did not practice the skillful politician’s art of telling others what they wanted to hear. He did not flatter their egos, and he sometimes asserted his own. He did not hesitate to criticize others but was often thin-skinned about their criticisms of him. Davis could be austere, humorless and tediously argumentative.”
These aspects of a personality generally regarded as disagreeable at best were not helped by extenuating circumstances. The pressures on him were intense and unrelenting, and he had few reliable friends and allies within the Confederate government. His health frequently was bad, as in the spring of 1863, when he “had been ill for the past month with inflammation of the throat and a recurrence of severe neuralgia, which threatened the sight of his remaining good eye”; as McPherson says, “Persistent illness added to Davis’s frustration, and stress in turn no doubt worsened his health.” In the spring of 1864, he suffered “the personal tragedy of the death of his five-year-old son Joseph by a fall from the balcony of the executive mansion.”
None of this made the slightest difference to his critics, who started piling on the minute he assumed office and scarcely relented until his capture by Union cavalry in May 1865. The brother of his vice president called him “a little, conceited, hypocritical, snivelling, canting, malicious, ambitious, dogged knave and fool.” P.G.T. Beauregard, one of the many generals with whom he crossed figurative swords, called him a “living specimen of gall & hatred . . . either demented or a traitor to his high trust,” and added as an afterthought: “If he were to die to-day, the whole country would rejoice at it, whereas, I believe, if the same thing were to happen to me, they would regret it.” 
That of course was precisely the sort of arrogance and self-absorption among his generals with which Davis had to contend, yet McPherson finds that on the whole, contrary to personal inclination, he often suffered these fools patiently, if not gladly, and he allowed some generals to retain their commands long after they had proved unfit for them. No one caused him more vexation than Joseph Johnston, who might be called the Confederate George B. McClellan, because like that Yankee general “he incurred the displeasure of his commander in chief because he would not fight.” Yet Davis “showed heroic patience with that general’s constant complaints, frequent flouting of presidential orders, and failure to keep Davis informed of his operational plans.” 
Davis’s own operational preference was for what he called an “offensive-defensive” strategy, which McPherson defines as “to seize opportunities to take the offensive and force the enemy to sue for peace.” As it turned out, those opportunities did not arise often, but when his best generals — Stonewall Jackson, Robert E. Lee — were on the scene, the Rebels did indeed seize them. But Davis could not overcome the overwhelming advantages the North enjoyed as the war began and maintained throughout: “the North’s greater population and resources, a stronger economy, a powerful navy, resourceful military leadership, and battlefield victories that blunted Confederate momentum at key points and prolonged the conflict until the weak economic infrastructure that underpinned the Southern war effort collapsed.” 
Compounding all these difficulties was a Southern press that retained a remarkably venomous, if not wholly unanimous, animosity toward Davis throughout the war. Newspapers were far more influential then than they are now for the simple reason that they completely controlled the flow of news and commentary, and toward Davis they were merciless, especially the Richmond Examiner. Then as ever after, armchair generals in newspaper editorial offices decided they knew more about how to conduct the war than those in actual power, and they turned on Davis (who brought to the position of commander in chief a West Point diploma and extensive military service) and let him have it with both barrels, as one did in the wake of one of Davis’s controversial dealings with his generals: 
“The vitriolic pen of John Moncure Daniel, editor of the Richmond Examiner, lashed out at Davis’s ‘flagrant mismanagement.’ From ‘the frigid heights of an infallible egotism . . . wrapped in sublime self-complacency,’ Davis ‘has alienated the hearts of the people by his stubborn follies’ and ‘his chronic hallucinations that he is a great military genius.’ Davis ‘prides himself on never changing his mind; and popular clamor against those who possess his favor only knits him more stubbornly to them. . . . Had the people dreamed that Mr. Davis would carry all his chronic antipathies, his puerile partialities into the presidential chair, they would never have allowed him to fill it.’ ” 
By contrast with that, Rush Limbaugh and Anne Coulter seem mere illiterate puddy-tats as they flail away at President Obama, but Davis weathered the editorialists’ storms with surprising equanimity for a man who was supposedly unable to bear criticism. He also had to weather fierce attacks from those who supposedly were subservient. Late in the war, as he contemplated recruiting slaves into the army, some officers “condemned the ‘monstrous proposition’ as ‘revolting to Southern sentiments, Southern pride, and Southern honor,’ ” a useful reminder that Lost Cause rhetoric had already been conjured up well
What it all comes down to is that a reasonably convincing case can be made for Davis. He was not a military genius, but he was a better strategist than many of his generals. He had the wisdom to put Lee in charge of the Confederate armed forces. As McPherson says in conclusion: “While the Lincoln-Grant team eventually won the war, this does not mean that the Davis-Lee team was responsible for losing it. For in the final analysis, the salient truth about the American Civil War is not that the Confederacy lost but that the Union won.”
-WSJ review: 
History has not been kind to Jefferson Davis. Beyond the stain of the Confederate rebellion, the Southern president is recalled as a bumbling administrator and military meddler whose incompetence guaranteed Southern defeat in the same manner as Abraham Lincoln ’s genius guided Northern victory. 
The historian David M. Potter summarized this school of thought by suggesting, “It hardly seems unrealistic to suppose that if the Union and Confederacy had exchanged presidents with one another, the Confederacy might have won its independence.” 
But in “Embattled Rebel,” James M. McPherson dissents. That Mr. McPherson, the venerated author of the Pulitzer Prize-winning “Battle Cry of Freedom” (1988), mounts a defense of Davis is provocative; the book in which he argues it is quietly persuasive.
“Embattled Rebel” is not a biography. The details of Davis’s life before Secession and his fate during Reconstruction are not to be found here. Nor is it an attempt to turn him into a hero. After all, as Mr. McPherson writes, Davis’s cause, disunion of the U.S. for the sake of a republic sustained by slavery, was “tragically wrong.” The book is, rather, a dispassionate reconsideration of Davis’s presidency with the conclusion that he was, in a number of ways, a strong executive. The Confederacy was undone not by Davis’s foibles, Mr. McPherson suggests, but by factors beyond his reach. 
It is true that Davis, who fought in the Mexican War and served as secretary of war for Franklin Pierce, intervened in the affairs of his officers. But circumstances often forced his hand. He contended with duplicitous and defiant generals such as Pierre Beauregard and Joseph Johnston. The former refused, despite the president’s urging, to pursue defeated Union forces in the aftermath of the first Battle of Manassas but led the press to blame Davis for the decision in his official report. The latter, hesitant to place his soldiers in danger, continually refused, in Davis’s words, to “give battle,” even ignoring direct orders to do so.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The animus with Johnston culminated in 1864 when Davis replaced him with the aggressive John Bell Hood on the eve of the Battle of Atlanta, where Southern forces were routed, leading to the loss of the city, the last remaining symbol of Confederate industrial might. Blame for the defeat, which helped ensure Lincoln’s re-election, landed on Davis’s desk. But Mr. McPherson argues that this decision, his most controversial, was justified. Davis, he writes, displayed “heroic patience” with Johnston’s reluctance to engage the enemy; relieving him with Atlanta in the balance was more than warranted.
As its title suggests, “Embattled Rebel” paints a portrait of a besieged man. In addition to baby-sitting his generals, Davis desperately searched for the matériel and manpower necessary to match the larger and better supplied Union armies. This required moving troops away from the defense of their states, which in turn angered anxious governors. Arkansas’s Henry Massey Rector even threatened 
to secede from the Confederacy. All the while, the Southern economy crumbled, Congress seethed and a vitriolic press piled on. Even Vice President Alexander Stephens got in on the act, opposing Davis at almost every turn. 
Through it all Davis never lost faith in the Confederacy. And here is where the author casts his subject in the most striking light. When morale plunged, Davis swept through the South, delivering grand orations and predicting glorious victory against the odds. When the armies clashed near Richmond he galloped toward the action, exhorting retreating soldiers to return to battle and coming under fire in the process. With his words and actions Davis repeatedly revived a dying cause. Some of this, certainly, did not square with reality. As Stephens said, remarking on one of the president’s speeches, the words, though brilliant, were “the emanations of a demented brain.” Still, if one of the hallmarks of leadership is the ability to reassure citizens in their country’s darkest hours, Davis 
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Through it all Davis never lost faith in the Confederacy. And here is where the author casts his subject in the most striking light. When morale plunged, Davis swept through the South, delivering grand orations and predicting glorious victory against the odds. When the armies clashed near Richmond he galloped toward the action, exhorting retreating soldiers to return to battle and coming under fire in the process. With his words and actions Davis repeatedly revived a dying cause. Some of this, certainly, did not square with reality. As Stephens said, remarking on one of the president’s 
speeches, the words, though brilliant, were “the emanations of a demented brain.” Still, if one of the hallmarks of leadership is the ability to reassure citizens in their country’s darkest hours, Davis receives high marks. 
Of course, the author’s evaluation of Davis’s leadership is not without criticism. Davis was an awful delegator, unwilling to trust his subordinates with even menial tasks. As a consequence, he spent countless hours poring over the appointments of junior officers and such minutiae as the procurement of army ovens. And like Lincoln, when it suited his aims, Davis disregarded civil liberties, declaring martial law and suspending the writ of habeas corpus in certain areas of the Confederacy—though Davis, unlike Lincoln, did so with congressional authorization. Mr. McPherson discusses Davis’s fragile health as well as his embrace of faith while in office and the heartbreaking death of his young son Joseph. Readers, though, may yearn to hear more about life in the Confederate executive mansion, as anguished a place as Lincoln’s White House. 
This is less a complaint than a lament. Mr. McPherson covers a great deal of ground. And there is an economical grace to his prose that makes the book a lightning-quick but lingering read that will appeal not only to Civil War buffs but also to those curious about the Southern presidency and government. 
“I found myself becoming less inimical toward Davis than I expected when I began this project,” Mr. McPherson writes, and readers may share this evolution. “Embattled Rebel” will not alter Davis’s place in history; he will always be associated with the misguided Southern cause. But it will move readers to rethink his role in its defeat. It is unlikely that any other man would have succeeded where he failed.
-Dallas News Review: 
In the afternoon of July 21, 1861, the train Jefferson Davis had commandeered in Richmond reached Manassas Junction, where 18,000 of his Confederates had “won a glorious victory” that day over a Union force of equal strength in the first great battle of the war.
The outcome of the fight was one of the few euphoric moments in the Davis presidency. It was also a moment he had envisioned six months past when he was selected president of the secessionist states and promised to make the North “smell Southern powder and feel Southern steel.”
James McPherson’s painstaking appraisal of Davis’ four years and three months as commander in chief of the bloodiest lost cause in American history begins with the president’s insistence in personally riding through the Manassas battleground and talking to his generals almost before the cannon smoke cleared. He rejoiced in the victory but was not beguiled by it: “We must be prepared for a long war,” he said, and spoke of “unmerciful reverses” before the war could be won.
He knew these things. He was, after all, a soldier, a West Pointer (class of 1828) who had served in the skirmish known as the Blackhawk War in northern Illinois in 1832 and commanded a volunteer regiment in the Mexican War. His life had been shaped by real war experience, and he knew the political side of military affairs as well, from his tenure as secretary of war in the Franklin Pierce administration and as chairman of a Senate committee on military affairs.
McPherson’s keen analysis of Davis’ military leadership of the Confederacy hinges on the weird irony that the other Kentuckian, Abraham Lincoln, created when he arrived at the White House in March 1861. Although he had almost no military experience — he, too, served in the Blackhawk War, as a militiaman — he turned out to be a natural strategist, overseeing rather than devising the Union’s war plan while offering “operational advice, much of it shrewd and perceptive.”
In the space of four years, this babe in the military woods, McPherson asserts, became the greatest commander in chief in American history.
Meantime, Davis, the professional soldier-politician, faced an insuperable burden from the day, Feb. 18, 1861, he was inaugurated president of the Confederacy. He was lauded by his Southern supporters as a “champion of slave society” (he owned 113 slaves at his plantation in Brierfield, Miss.) and righteous representative of the “planter class” who gave no hint, private or public, that he knew he stood on the wrong side of history, upholding an untenable cause born of a decayed institution.
Even in the direst days of his army, after the fall of Atlanta to Union forces in September 1864, he proved he had not lost faith in the cause and embarked on a rallying tour of Virginia, Alabama and the Carolinas. In each stopover he praised Southern war efforts and preached on Confederate determination to drive Sherman and all the blue-clad enemy out of Georgia.
He rejected talk of surrender, amnesty and emancipation and to all who advanced such ideas said, “At your door lies all the misery and crime of this war.”
Ulysses S. Grant said that Davis was convinced he had a great military mind but did not; instead he was temperamental, thin-skinned and argumentative. McPherson is kinder. He depicts Davis as a frail dynamo who spent most of his waking hours buried in paperwork, much of it trivial — a product of his inability to delegate authority — and refereeing the clashing temperaments and tactical disagreements of his generals.
During much of his presidency, he suffered from recurrent malarial fevers and an agonizing form of neuralgia, working from his sickbed to articulate the principal policy of the Confederacy, which the author calls “the quest for independent nationhood.”
His most profitable hours were spent talking military strategy and operations with his senior military adviser, Robert E. Lee. McPherson says, “Their close relationship stands as one of the great military-civilian partnerships in history.”
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