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armies not only of their food and other production but of the manpower the lost
area would have provided.” Jones also distinguishes between “raiding” ap-
proaches, which permitted armies to move swiftly and live off the land, and the
logistically more demanding “persisting” approaches, where armies had to be
ready to occupy territory for long periods. Regardless of whether conflict followed
the strategy of combat or logistics, each side suffered as well as inflicted casualties,
and Jones measures such attrition, or “manpower depletion,” as “a percentage of
[each side’s] total forces.” Thus, in any encounter, the Confederacy had to inflict
more than twice the casualties it suffered, just to break even.1?

Strategic constraints, Jones reminds us, must be understood within what others
(like J. ¥. C. Fuller) have termed “grand strategy.”!3 “Thus northern and southern
strategists had to consider the political effect of their military actions on not only
the enemy but on the attitudes of foreign powers and the opinions of their own
people, including the citizen soldiers.” Political leaders and generals ignored such
factors at their peril. “The attitude of the public,” Jones reminds us, “had great
importance in this war, the first large-scale, prolonged conflict between democrati-
cally organized countries in the age of mass circulation newspapers and widespread
literacy.” Thus he stresses “the role of public opinion . .. which meant that military
campaigns often had to meet a double criterja for victory, the popular as well as
the strategic.”!*

Jones’s analyses of Robert E. Lee's 1862 invasion of Maryland and William
Tecumseh Sherman’s 1864 raid through Georgia suggest the utility of distinguish-
ing among strategies and specifying the various constituencies. Lee, according to
Jones, neither intended to nor could have stayed in Maryland for the winter. “Since
the political definition of losing is retreat,” and Lee “would have had to withdraw
after any battle, his decision to fight assured a negative political result in the South
and a positive one in the North.” Thus, Lee’s decision itself to face battle relying
on his hungry, tired, and poorly-equipped troops—not just the outcome of the
battle—enabled Lincoln to issue the Preliminary Emancipation Proclamation and,
perhaps, prevent foreign recognition of the Confederacy. (Lincoln had been
waiting for a victory since Seward had cautioned him that a proclamation without
one would be viewed as a pathetic “cry for help; the government stretching forth
hands to Ethiopia.”) “Strategically and politically,” Jones concludes, “Lee’s An-
tietam campaign was a fiasco.” By contrast, Sherman’s raid through Georgia, two
years later, appeared to both sides as a Union victory and a Confederate defeat; for
the North, it “constituted a significant political triumph as well as a major victory
for the logistic strategy.”1®

In “’Upon Their Success Hang Momentous Interests’: Generals,” Gary Gallagher
focuses on the three generals who made the greatest contributions to the chances
of victory by their armies: Lee for the Confederacy and Grant and Sherman for
the Union. Working from the premise that, as McPherson and Jones agree, the
Union’s predominance in human and material resources for winning the war could
by no means secure the victory, Gallagher asserts that “the North always enjoyed
a substantial edge in manpower and almost every manufacturing category, but
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evidence, that ‘the Confederacy succumbed to internal rather than external causes ™

While accepting Jones’s concept of multiple constituencies, Gallagher displays 5

more favorable assessment of Lee’s leadership than does Jones; he suggests that

“Lee pursued a strategy attuned to the expectations of most Confederate citizens

and calculated to exert maximum influence on those who made policy in the North

and in Europe.” Mitchell embraces a version of Current’s 1960 noti:  of “¢
heaviest battalions” and writes, with McPherson’s essay in mind, that “it is no
assertion of inevitability to argue that the odds were more than a little in favor of
the Union.” Moreover, Mitchell takes an internal, more than an external, ap-
proach to explaining the Confederate loss: “What I would like to consider here,”
he writes, “is the way that the Confederacy’s weakness on the home front—includ-
ing the problem of racial slavery . . . —undermined the loyalties of its soldiers in
the field.” Thus Mitchell embraces, while McPherson dismisses, slavery as a
wartime ideological problem for white southerners. Meantime, where McPherson
has recently emphasized Lincoln’s central role in emancipation (calling him the
“sine qua non”) and downplayed that of slaves themselves, Glatthaar emphasizes
that, even in Confederate-held territory, slaves proved crucial in promoting Union
victory.27
That an internal explanation of Confederate defeat can still muster spirited
support was recently demonstrated by Douglas Ball in Financial Failure and Con-
federate Defeat. His is an account of financial affairs, one of the dimensions of
strategy that McPherson (“nor did the South manage its economy as well as the
North”) and Jones (“beyond strictly military concerns to . . . diplomacy, economic
mobilization, and finance”) mention but choose not to develop. Yet Ball also
supplies a military strategy which, he argues, might very well have achieved
Confederate victory—if, that is, Ball had been Confederate secretary of the
treasury instead of Christopher G. Memminger, “an ignorant, blunt, laissez-faire
zealot bemused by legalisms.” Thus Ball writes in terms fully consistent with
McPherson’s rejection of the inevitability of Union victory and his theory of
contingency. He nevertheless embraces an internal account of why the Con-
federacy lost. And he takes us back to the question of political leadership, a central
issue in the 1960 collection but not the 1992 approach.?8 The fight over the war
goes on.

If we are to understand better the dynamics.of this civil war, issues of social and
economic conflict must be explored in various comparative contexts. War, Steven
Hahn reminds us in his study of southern yeomen, “tests the fabric of a social order
as does nothing else, taxing social and political ties as much as human and material
resources.” While McPherson suggests that social conflict in both regions balanced
each other out, the existing evidence might more readily support Roger Ransom’s
contention that, “although the mobilization effort on both sides exacerbated class
tensions, the problem of inequality was far greater in the South than in the
North.”?? While the essays usefully invoke comparisons with other American wars,

European conflicts might better suggest the impact of social conflict on the
battlefront.3°
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Civil War Tennessee,” Journal of East Tennessee History, 63 (1991): 72-103, and
“Cartograms and the Mapping of Virginia History, 1790-1990,” Virginia Social
Science Journal, 28 (1993): 90-110. Moreover, tens of thousands of white men,
natives (or the sons of natives) of Virginia but  dents of Ohio and Illinois,
returned to the South wearing blue, not gray. Wallenstein (“Cartograms,” p. 100)
and Anderson emphasize their importance, though Current (see p. 214) neglects
1 them. Anderson gives a figure of one million for total manpowerin the Confederate
armed forces. Offsetting that figure, he states that 634,000 “southerners” fought
on the Union side: 297,000 white residents of the “South” (including the slave
states in the Union), 138,000 black southerners, and perhaps 200,000 whites who
were natives of slave states but living in free states.
35. Boritt, Why the Confederacy Lost, pp. 13, 111-12. A monument to Confederate
women is located in Baltimore, Maryland, on Charles Street at University Parkway.
36. Ibid., p. 108.

37. Sutherland, “Getting the ‘Real War' into the Books,” p. 200.
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