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It’s a done deal  -  CCWRT
Will continue to meet at Raffel’s

¬ MEETING SCHEDULE ¬
   ¬ Thursday, January 16th ¬  ¬Thursday, February 20th ¬                   ¬Thursday, March 19th ¬ 
            Speaker: Chris Burns         Speaker: Christina Hartlieb            Speaker: David Deatrick 

Chris will talk on 
another local born  
Civil War person, U.S.  
Grant. He will cover 
Grant’s character, along 
with his treatment of 
African-Americans, 

American-Indians and Jews, matured from first-hand 
experience during the Civil War, as well as his Presidency. 

Grant’s support and leadership in civil rights, was 
decades ahead of his time. He stood up for their rights, 
despite widespread opposition from the south and the 
American public. Their determination, coupled with 
his support, unleashed opportunities they had never 
experienced

Chris Burns is a Civil War historian and lifelong 
Cincinnati resident. In 2016, Burns completed 16 years 
of research for an upcoming book about Ulysses S. Grant 
with noted historian Dr. James A. Ramage. He currently 
speaks on various aspects of Ulysses S. Grant’s life, as 
well as the Siege of Cincinnati. His passion is researching 
history and touring battlefields, as well as working with 
educators to prepare students for college and career 
readiness.

Chris Burns, 
returns to our 
podium after a 
not too long drive 
from right here in 
Cincinnati.

Our January Lecturer
Chris Burns

The Board, at the December Board meeting voted 
to continue using Raffel’s for the remainder of the 
2020 calendar year. The results of the survey made the 

decision easy, as 80% of the members responding also 
recommended to continue using Raffel’s.

If you didn’t attend the November, plan on coming to 
our January meeting. Raffel’s is easily accessible from I-75 
by taking the Glendale Milford Rd. exit and from I-71 
by taking the Pfeiffer Rd exit[Pfeiffer Rd. will become 
Glendale-Milford Rd.] to Reading Rd. The banquet hall is 
located at 10160 Reading Rd. south of Glendale-Milford 
Rd. just past the second traffic light. There is plenty of free 
parking.



Christmas 1864 found Confederate soldiers with little 
to celebrate. The war that so many had said would last 
just 90 days now reached it fourth winter with a gloomy 
outlook for their cause. But still, stories of brief holiday 
moments are sprinkled throughout their primary sources 
and embellished memoirs. A reminder that no matter 
how troubled a circumstance, there can be Christmas and 
holiday cheer if one chooses to find it.

Here’s Confederate General John B. Gordon’s 
reminiscences of Christmas 1864 and how a little splash 
of coffee made all the difference for the holiday at 
headquarters.

“Christmas [December 25, 1864] came while we were 
fighting famine within and Grant without our lines. To 
meet either was a serious problem. The Southern people 
from their earliest history had observed Christmas as the 
great holiday season of the year. It was the time of times, 
the longed-for period of universal and innocent but 
almost boundless jollification among young and old. In 
towns and on the plantations, purse-strings were loosened 
and restraints relaxed….

The holiday, however, on Hatcher’s Run, near Petersburg, 
was joyless enough for the most misanthropic. The one 
worn-out railroad running to the far South could not bring 
to us half enough, necessary supplies; and even if it could 
have transported Christmas boxes of good things, the 
people at home were too depleted to send them. They had 
already impoverished themselves to help their struggling 
Government, and large areas of our territory had been 
made desolate by the ravages of marching armies. The 
brave fellows at the front, however, knew that their friends 
at home would gladly send them the last pound of sugar 
in the pantry, and the last turkey or chicken from the 
barnyard. So they facetiously wished each other “Merry 
Christmas!” as they dined on their wretched fare. There 
was no complaining, no repining, for they know their 
exhausted country was doing all it could for them.

At my headquarters on that Christmas day there was 
unusual merrymaking. Mrs. Gordon, on leaving home 
four years before, had placed in her little army-trunk a 
small package of excellent coffee, and had used it only 
on very special occasions–“to celebrate,” as she said, “our 
victories in the first years, and to sustain us in defeat at 
the last.” 

When I asked her, on the morning of December 25, 
1864, what we could do for a Christmas celebration, she 
replied, 

“I can give you some of that coffee which I brought from 
home.”

She could scarcely have made an announcement more 
grateful to a hungry Confederate. Coffee–genuine coffee! 

The aroma of it filled my official family with epicurean 
enthusiasm before a cup was passed from the boiling pot. 
If every man of us was not intoxicated by that indulgence 
after long and enforced abstinence, the hilarity of the 
party was misleading.”

John B. Gordon, Reminiscences of the Civil War 
(Electronic Edition) Accessed at: https://docsouth.unc.
edu/fpn/gordon/gordon.html (Pages 378-379)

November Round Table  Quiz

Feeling a little overweight from Holiday eating? 
Check this article on the Confederate Christmas  
in 1864 near Petersburg.

 “For my part, wrote a gallant (rebel) artillery lieutenant, 
“I got a tooth brush, a box of candles, a quantity of lobster 
salad, a barrel of coffee and other things that I forget.”

  Mention of lobster, alien to soldiers’ diet, introduces 
the final personality of this unique scene in the drama of 
Lee’s lieutenants.  He was a private in tatters, barefooted 
and well nigh starved; but he must have had the memory 
of earlier days of amplitude and luxury.  

Through the stock of a subtler he had searched until he 
had found what he craved; and now in the full heat of the 
August [1862] afternoon, with his fingers as his fork, he 
was eating canned lobster salad and was washing it down 
with Rhine wine. (from Lee’s Lieutenants, Freeman, Vol. 
II, p.101)

1. What was the military event that brought about  
 the above incongruous event?

2. Who would have become president of the United  
 States if Andrew Johnson’s impeachment had   
 been followed by conviction?

3. Who was the chief prosecutor of Andrew   
 Johnson in his post impeachment trial in the 

 Senate?
4. The word “filibusters” is derived from the   

 Spanish language; what does it translate to in
 English?
5. What was the essence of the Corwin    

 Amendment to the U.S. Constitution?

(Answers to the Quiz on the next page)
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Quiz Answers
1. The almost unopposed capture of the massive 

Union storage depot at Manassas Junction by 
Stonewall Jackson’s corps 27-28 August 1862. Ref.: 
Lee’s Lieutenants, Freeman, Vol. II p.101.

2. Ben Wade of Ohio, the president pro tempore of the 
Senate.  There was no vice president. The rules for 
vice presidential succession were not established 
until the 25th Amendment was ratified in 1967. 
Ref.: The Wall Street Journal 18-19 May, 2019, Book 
Review: The Impeachers, O’Donnell, p. C7.  

3. Benjamin Butler Ref.: ibid.
4. From the Spanish filibusteros, meaning “pirates.” 

Ref.: The Wall Street Journal 10 June 2019, Book 
Review: William Walker’s Wars, Rowe, p.A15.

5. “No amendment shall be made to the Constitution 
which will authorize or give to Congress the power 
to abolish or interfere, within any state, with the 
domestic institutions thereof, including that of 
persons held to labor or service by the laws of 
said state” Ref.: Lincoln and the Politics of Slavery 
by Daniel W. Crofts, UNC Press, Chapel Hill, NC, 
2016, 368 pp.

And now, one of whose “What If ” humor
stories told as with a cold beverage in hand

Question: “What if a US Marine platoon was suddenly 
teleported back to Civil War times; how would they fare, 
and what happens?”

A fun thought experiment; where to begin:
I imagine that the first thing these Marines would do is 

report to the Barracks at 8th & I streets in Washington, 
DC. After a great deal of explaining and head scratching 
over uniforms and gear, the 1860s-era Marines would 
recognize their own and buy them a beer. After that, 
the military would probably realize what an intelligence 
coup these guys represent and start pumping them for 
information.

The Lieutenant would find her way to a meeting with 
President Lincoln. After collecting their jaws from 
the floor, the President would learn from the African-
American Annapolis graduate, class of 2014, that Grant 
was the guy to win the war. Edwin Stanton would learn 
that his strategy to defeat the South was correct. The Lt. 
would also tell the President to have the Pinkerton’s keep 
an eye on that guy Boothe.

Their rifles & ammunition would be studied and copied 
by the Henry Rifle Company. John Ericcsson and Robert 
Parrott would reverse-engineer their heavy equipment. 
Henry DuPont and his chemists would realize that their 
powder needed work.

The North was at the point in the industrial revolution 
where machine tools, brass cartridges, chemical analysis, 
etc., was at ‘just about’, where they could be copied with 
existing technology. What they were really getting was 
150 years of experience. Henry Rifle Company could 
probably produce a working copies of the M-4, M-2, 
M-60 & M-249. Aluminum was very rare, fiberglass non-
existent, the 1860 copies would be heavy and look a little 
steam-punk.

The Army would probably laugh at the ‘little’ 5.56 
cartridge until one of the Marines shot a pig rummaging 
around the base of the Washington Monument and 
illustrated how devastating the round could be. The pig 
would become dinner at 8th & I. More beer would be 
consumed.

The communications gear would be Star Trek stuff 
while the batteries held a charge. The electronics would 
be studied under the microscope, there would be a great 
deal of head scratching. I doubt much could be copied 
with existing technology.

Laser range finders and targeting? “Hey guys! Look, put 
the red dot on the target, pull trigger, kill target. Magic!” 
Imagine how much fun the 1860’s Marines would have 
playing games with the laser and neighborhood cats.

Meanwhile, back at the Barracks: The 1860’s Marines 
would probably be stunned at the physical condition, 
integration, and training of the 21st Century Marines. 
The 1860 Marines would promptly go to school - they 
are a competitive bunch. A black female officer? A male 
Hispanic Staff Sargent? The Samoan who looks fearsome 
but is the nicest guy on the planet? The remainder of the 
platoon that looks like a mash-up of South Central Los 
Angeles? Special clean-up details for the exploding heads 
of 1860s Americans will be required.

The Navy Corpsman assigned to the platoon would 
probably end up teaching medicine at Armory Square 
Hospital. Doctors of the day would be astounded by how 
simply washing their tools in clean water, let alone boiling 
water, increased the survival rate of their patients. Well 
what will those kids think of next? Once the antibiotics 
the Corpsman carried were understood, medical progress 
would be accelerated by 100 years or more.

A great deal of beer would also be consumed.
Story by Stefan Syilich
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The Chickamauga Campaign -  A Mad Irregular 
Battle, by David Powell, is the first of a three-volume 
analysis of the chaotic battle along West Chickamauga 
Creek in September 1863.  

This is a 
remarkable 
work that 
covers the 
campaign in 
detail through 
the second day.  

The 
manuscript 
is highly 
readable, 
extremely well 
researched, 
and sets the 
standards for 
how to write 
about a Civil 
War battle.

The work 
begins with a 
prologue that briefly looks at the Tullahoma Campaign; 
a campaign that was especially bloodless when 
compared to the actions to capture Vicksburg and the 
hard-fought Gettysburg Campaign.  This is followed 
by a synopsis of how the Army of Tennessee and the 
Army of the Cumberland were developed.  With the 
corrosive infighting among General Braxton Bragg and 
his corps commanders, the Confederates’ command is 
in shambles.  And while the Union command structure 
was more cooperative, there are still issues with molding 
a cohesive army.  

Using tactics similar to those in his Tullahoma 
Campaign, Major General William Starke Rosecrans 
causes General Bragg to withdraw from the important 
city of Chattanooga and retreat into Northern Georgia.  
With this success, Rosecrans becomes too complacent 

and separates his army, thinking Bragg is in full retreat.  
Meanwhile Bragg is frustrated by his subordinates 

who continually fail to meet his expectations as every 
order to attack the divided Union commands are 
ignored.  Finally, on September 18, he is able to bring on 
a battle along the banks of West Chickamauga Creek.

The Battle of Chickamauga is not fought according 
to plans, or in any way that either commander desires.  
General Bragg wants to isolate the Army of the 
Cumberland from Chattanooga.  General Rosecrans 
is trying to protect Chattanooga by consolidating his 
army and closing the gap between his forces at Lee and 
Gordon’s Mill and the forces of Major General Gordon 
Granger located at Rossville.  In the forests and fields 
of this wilderness, the battle takes on a life of its own.  
It is fought by individual units and mixed commands.  
The fight ebbs and flows as new units are fed piecemeal 
into the chaotic action.  All command cohesion is lost 
as both commanders mix units from the various corps. 

The author has provided the reader with the 
opportunity to be in the middle of all the aspects of 
the action.  You see the confusion from the soldiers 
in the ranks to the army commanders as they try to 
understand just what is taking place.  This volume ends 
with darkness on September 19, 1863, with both armies 
having been bloodied and trying to organize for the day 
to come.

David Powell has created the most detailed account of 
the campaign to date.  It is well written and extremely 
easy to read.  He has found a way to make sense from 
the senseless.  I recommend this work both to the casual 
student of the war and to the most serious historian.  

I can only hope that volumes two and three provide 
this same level of quality, in-depth research, attention 
to detail, and easy readability.

Submitted by:
Thomas L. Breiner

Book Review
By Thomas L. Breiner

The Chickamauga Campaign  -  A Mad Irregular Battle: From the Crossing of the Tennessee River 
Through the Second Day, August 22  -  September 9, 1863 by David A. Powell, Savas Beatie LLC, El Dorado 
Hills, CA (2014), 674 pp., hardcover $37.50.
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With US Grant the topic of the January Speaker, I 
thought this would be a good time to publish an artricle on 
Grant’s first great win and the start of the ”Unconditional 
Surrender” Grant  legacy. 

“What was the most important battle of the U.S. Civil War?”
The usual answers you'll see here are all good options.
Gettysburg marked the end of the Army of Northern 

Virginia's ability to take the strategic offensive. From 
that loss to the very end, Lee was limited to reacting to 
the operations of his Union counterparts. The Army 
of Northern Virginia never recovered from the losses 
suffered there.

Vicksburg marked the successful conquest of the entire 
Mississippi River, and consequently the severing of the 
trans-Mississippi Confederacy (Arkansas, Texas) from 
the eastern Confederacy.

Antietam, although a tactical draw on the battlefield, 
resulted in a sea change to Union war policy. Before 
Antietam, the war was about restoration of the federal 
Union, plain and simple. After Antietam, the Union war 
effort included the emancipation of nearly four million 
slaves held in bondage throughout the Confederacy.

But I'm not going to pick one of those. I am going with 
one of the dark horse candidates. The most important 
battle of the Civil War was...

The Battle of Fort Donelson, Tennessee, fought in 

February of 1862.
In order to get a complete understanding of Fort 

Donelson and the impact it had on the Civil War, you 
need to understand the strategic picture in the Western 
Theater of the war towards the end of 1861 and into early 
1862.

Specifically, the role of Kentucky is critical. Kentucky, 
as a slave state, began the Civil War by officially declaring 

What was the most important battle in the U.S. Civil War?
by John Potter, M.A. History, Shippensburg University of Pennsylvania

neutrality in the conflict. Governor Beriah Magoffin was 
a slaveholder with deep Southern sympathies, and he 
responded to Lincoln’s call for volunteers in the wake of 
Fort Sumter with a curt, “No deal.” Kentucky’s legislature 
was solidly Unionist, so the state itself would not be 
seceding.

From April until early September 1861, this tenuous 
neutrality was preserved. For the Confederates, you need 
only look at a map to see why this stance was advantageous 
to them. Kentucky being neutral essentially foreclosed a 
wide swath of territory from being used as an avenue for 
invasion down the Mississippi River and/or into middle 
Tennessee. For the Federals, they deemed Kentucky’s 
staying in the Union to be of paramount importance. If 
Kentucky seceded, that would allow the Rebels to occupy 
the south shore, and essentially close off to commercial 

shipping, the Ohio River.
Unlike in the East, where railroad lines dominated 

strategy, out West it was the vast river networks that 
dictated strategic considerations.

The situation of military command and organization at 
this time is also important to consider.

On the Confederate side, the military situation was 
difficult. In command of all Confederate forces west of 
the Appalachians was Albert Sidney Johnston, himself a 
Kentuckian by birth. Johnston had adopted Texas as his 
home state and had recently made a harrowing trek across 
the Southwest to return to the east to take up a role in the 
Confederate army. An old West Point buddy of Jefferson 
Davis, there was never any real doubt that Johnston 
would be given one of the toughest assignments in the 
new Confederate army.      [Continued on next page]
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Specifically, Johnston was tasked with defending the 
vast frontier between West Virginia and Missouri for the 
Confederacy. This included preventing the Federals from 
using their “brown water” naval forces to take control of 
the Mississippi and other major waterways of the area 
under his command.

To complete this tall task, Johnston had command of 
less than 50,000 men. His advantages, at least to start, 
was the unity of his command over the whole theater, the 
interior lines his forces enjoyed, the good lateral railroads 
in the region which could facilitate quick reinforcement 
of pressure points, and, most importantly, Kentucky 
neutrality, which foreclosed many logical avenues of 
approach by Union forces in his sector.

On the Union side, the advantages were, of course, 
numbers and the aforementioned “brown water” navy, 
the Western Gunboat Flotilla(s) which could be used to 
raid up and down the waterways of the West, once those 
waterways were opened to such raids. Their command 
situation, on the other hand, was a jumbled mess.

In the Ohio River area was the command of Brigadier 
General Don Carlos Buell, and to the west of that, 
around the area of the Mississippi and the Missouri, was 
Brigadier General Henry W. Halleck’s department. Both 
officers were overly cautious, pretentious, and jealous of 
their own command prerogatives. The disunity in the 
command structure and the jealous and ambitious nature 
of the two men made cooperation between them unlikely, 
at best. Fortunately for the Union cause, one of Halleck’s 
chief subordinate officers was a man by the name of 
Ulysses S. Grant, who was neither cautious nor prone to 
jealousy and connivance.

In September 1861, a small change in the military situation 
resulted in enormous political and strategic changes in the 
theater. Specifically, Confederate Major General Leonidas 
Polk, in command of Johnston’s left flank over by the 
Mississippi River, made the momentous decision to send 
some of his troops across the Kentucky border in order 
to occupy and fortify a strong position at Columbus. 

The bluffs at that place rose 180 feet above the river, 
offering a nearly impregnable platform from which to 
prevent any incursion down the river. The Tennessee and 
Arkansas shorelines offered nothing of the sort, which 
Polk considered as leaving Memphis, Tennessee exposed 
to a quick naval thrust.

Once Columbus, Kentucky was occupied by Confederate 
troops, events moved quickly. The Kentucky legislature 
immediately demanded the evacuation of Columbus, 
which Polk failed to comply with. Ulysses Grant, then 
posted at the small river town of Cairo, Illinois, at the 
confluence of the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers, moved 
immediately to occupy Paducah, Kentucky, at the mouth 
of the Tennessee River. The Kentucky legislature then 
demanded that Grant leave the state. He did not.

Seeing that their neutrality had been violated, and a 
return to the status quo likely impossible, the Kentucky 
legislature ordered the American flag run up the state 
capital as a pledge of loyalty to the Union. In one fell 
swoop, the Confederates had turned Kentucky from 
an unwitting ally (insofar as their neutrality prevented 
the Federals from using Kentucky territory to invade 
Tennessee) to an enemy. All kinds of strategic options 
now opened up to the Yankees, including the operations 
that would eventually come to pass. All for a bastion on 
the Mississippi that would never be tested in combat, and 
only be in Rebel hands for a matter of months. Johnston, 
who in all likelihood was in the dark as to Polk’s decision 
to violate Kentucky neutrality, nevertheless had to accept 
the new strategic picture and adapt to it.

His response was a general advance into southern 
Kentucky in order to occupy the strongest points available 
and create as large a buffer zone as possible to prevent 
Union incursions into Tennessee. His left (western) flank 
was secure enough, about 12,000 men posted on the bluffs 
of Columbus overlooking the Mississippi, along with 
nearly 130 cannon. He posted his center, about 22,000 
men under Simon Bolivar Buckner, at Bowling Green, 
which Buckner immediately began to fortify. In the east, 
the security of the Cumberland Gap and the east-west 
railroad that ran through it was paramount, so he posted 
4,000 men under George B. Crittenden along the winding 
Cumberland River in eastern Kentucky. Finally, he posted 
another 4,000 men under Lloyd Tilghman to defend the 
two fortifications the Confederacy had constructed along 
the Tennessee and Cumberland Rivers where they wound 
their way into Tennessee.

These fortifications were Forts Henry and Donelson. 
Both were begun after the start of hostilities but before 
the violation of Kentucky’s neutrality.  [Cont on 7]
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This meant that some more favorable positions in 
southern Kentucky had to be ruled out of consideration 
at the time. Fort Henry, in particular, suffered from that 
fact. It was situated on a low plain that was subject to 
floodwaters, and was designed purely to defend the river 
against naval attack, not to defend against a joint army-
navy operation. Donelson, by contrast, was sited on a high 
bluff overlooking the Cumberland, and could be fortified 
on the land side in case of an infantry attack.

It is clear, both from Johnston’s initial deployment of his 
forces in the theater and the way he responded to Grant’s 
operation against those forts, that he woefully misjudged 
the threat presented by the rivers. Shelby Foote has 
described the presence of the Tennessee and Cumberland 
Rivers as “a double-barrel shotgun pointed right at his 
(Johnston’s) chest,” yet it seems clear from the above that 
Johnston did not identify them as such. For most of his 
time occupying the Kentucky line, he never stationed 
more than 4,000 troops in the vicinity of the forts, and 
even when it became clear that they were the target of a 
major Federal operation, he neglected to send more than 
8,000 men as reinforcements.

By contrast, Grant immediately seized upon the 
opportunity afforded by the river approach. By successfully 
taking or reducing Henry and Donelson, Grant could 
effectively bypass the strongest points of Johnston’s line, at 
Columbus and Bowling Green. The fall of Donelson and 
Henry would render the defense of almost all of central 
Tennessee untenable, and result in the evacuation of 
Nashville. Grant began agitating against Halleck to let him 
try that very thing as soon as he identified the weakness.

Halleck, always mindful of his position and loathe 
to put his reputation at risk, regularly stymied Grant’s 
request. He saw himself as being in competition with 
Buell for overall command in the West, once Washington 
woke up to the reality that a unified command structure 
in that theater was needed. He was inclined to take very 
few risks that might jeopardize his chances at getting that 
command. This changed when troops under George H. 
Thomas, one of Buell’s subordinates, won the relatively 
minor battle at Mill Springs in the middle of January 
1862. Suddenly, to Halleck, it appeared that Buell might 
have the better record, and have the edge in obtaining 
overall command of the West. Halleck needed a success 
of his own, so he finally gave the nod to Grant to begin his 
operation against Fort Henry.

(Even though you know the final outcome,

come back next month for the rest of this article)


