American Civil War - Revision Notes 
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Overview
In the spring of 1861, decades of simmering tensions between the northern and southern United States over issues including states’ rights versus federal authority, westward expansion and slavery exploded into the American Civil War (1861-65). The election of the anti-slavery Republican Abraham Lincoln as president in 1860 caused seven southern states to secede from the Union to form the Confederate States of America; four more joined them after the first shots of the Civil War were fired. Four years of brutal conflict were marked by historic battles at Bull Run (Manassas), Antietam, Chancellorsville, Gettysburg and Vicksburg, among others. The War Between the States, as the Civil War was also known, pitted neighbor against neighbor and in some cases, brother against brother. By the time it ended in Confederate surrender in 1865, the Civil War proved to be the costliest war ever fought on American soil, with some 620,000 of 2.4 million soldiers killed, millions more injured and the population and territory of the South devastated.[image: ]



Size of Army 
One of the key features of both armies was their inexperience, for the regular army at the outbreak of war had numbered a mere 16,000.  In April 1861 the South attracted 314 regulars, mainly officers, whilst the North could count on 3,000 men  In June the Confederacy had enlisted 112,000 men on a one-year engagement, which the Federals (North), expecting a quick victory, enrolled 152,000 volunteers on a three month term.  However, men from the countryside were often familiar with firearms (favouring the rural South) and some of the best leaders joined the Northern Cause.   

Developments 
Before the Civil War, infantry soldiers typically carried muskets that held just one bullet at a time. The range of these muskets was about 250 yards. However, a soldier trying to aim and shoot with any accuracy would have to stand much closer to his target, since the weapon’s “effective range” was only about 80 yards. Therefore, armies typically fought battles at a relatively close range.

Rifles, by contrast, had a much greater range than muskets did–a rifle could shoot a bullet up to 1,000 yards–and were more accurate. However, until the 1850s it was nearly impossible to use these guns in battle because, since a rifle’s bullet had roughly the same diameter as its barrel, they took too long to load. (Soldiers sometimes had to pound the bullet into the barrel with a mallet.)

In 1848, a French army officer named Claude Minié invented a cone-shaped lead bullet with a diameter smaller than that of the rifle barrel. Soldiers could load these “Minié balls” quickly, without the aid of ramrods or mallets. Rifles with Minié bullets were more accurate, and therefore deadlier, than muskets were, which forced infantries to change the way they fought: Even troops who were far from the line of fire had to protect themselves by building elaborate trenches and other fortifications.
[bookmark: h.1o7f9mj7nydy]
[bookmark: h.idjdvj3xn7cp]
[bookmark: h.n8saffioh5qg]“REPEATERS”
Rifles with Minié bullets were easy and quick to load, but soldiers still had to pause and reload after each shot. This was inefficient and dangerous. By 1863, however, there was another option: so-called repeating rifles, or weapons that could fire more than one bullet before needing a reload. The most famous of these guns, the Spencer carbine, could fire seven shots in 30 seconds.
Like many other Civil War technologies, these weapons were available to Northern troops but not Southern ones: Southern factories had neither the equipment nor the know-how to produce them. “I think the Johnnys [Confederate soldiers] are getting rattled; they are afraid of our repeating rifles,” one Union soldier wrote. “They say we are not fair, that we have guns that we load up on Sunday and shoot all the rest of the week.”
[bookmark: h.xwd6wsx7uivs]
[bookmark: h.7ft1obay9zza]BALLOONS AND SUBMARINES
Other newfangled weapons took to the air–for example, Union spies floated above Confederate encampments and battle lines in hydrogen-filled passenger balloons, sending reconnaissance information back to their commanders via telegraph–and to the sea. “Iron-clad” warships prowled up and down the coast, maintaining a Union blockade of Confederate ports.
For their part, Confederate sailors tried to sink these ironclads with submarines. The first of these, the Confederate C.S.S. Hunley, was a metal tube that was 40 feet long, 4 feet across, and held an 8-man crew. In 1864, the Hunley sank the Union blockade ship Housatonic off the coast of Charleston but was itself wrecked in the process.
[bookmark: h.cv4mc96gylmh]
[bookmark: h.8n8jh4ikq04c]
[bookmark: h.novrfw9d9e3r]THE RAILROAD
More important than these advanced weapons were larger-scale technological innovations such as the railroad. Once again, the Union had the advantage. When the war began, there were 22,000 miles of railroad track in the North and just 9,000 in the South, and the North had almost all of the nation’s track and locomotive factories. Furthermore, Northern tracks tended to be “standard gauge,” which meant that any train car could ride on any track. Southern tracks, by contrast, were not standardized, so people and goods frequently had to switch cars as they traveled–an expensive and inefficient system.
Union officials used railroads to move troops and supplies from one place to another. They also used thousands of soldiers to keep tracks and trains safe from Confederate attack.
[bookmark: h.mliqxmi4gos]
[bookmark: h.uwe30fof6j10]THE TELEGRAPH
Abraham Lincoln was the first president who was able to communicate on the spot with his officers on the battlefield. The White House telegraph office enabled him to monitor battlefield reports, lead real-time strategy meetings and deliver orders to his men. Here, as well, the Confederate army was at a disadvantage: They lacked the technological and industrial ability to conduct such a large-scale communication campaign.
In 1861, the Union Army established the U.S. Military Telegraph Corps, led by a young railroad man named Andrew Carnegie. The next year alone, the U.S.M.T.C. trained 1,200 operators, strung 4,000 miles of telegraph wire and sent more than a million messages to and from the battlefield.
[bookmark: h.eektz6n2i7zd]
[bookmark: h.py7icorrlzy6]CIVIL WAR PHOTOGRAPHY
The Civil War was the first war to be documented through the lens of a camera. However, the era’s photographic process was far too elaborate for candid pictures. Taking and developing photos using the so-called “wet-plate” process was a meticulous, multi-step procedure that required more than one “camera operator” and lots of chemicals and equipment. As a result, the images of the Civil War are not action snapshots: They are portraits and landscapes. It was not until the 20th century that photographers were able to take non-posed pictures on the battlefield.


CIVIL WAR CANNON
There were many types of cannons used in the the civil war, including the 6-pounder Gun, M1857 12-pounder "Napoleon", 12-pounder Howitzer, 24-pounder Howitzer, 10-pounder Parrott rifle, 3-inch Ordnance Rifle, and the 20-pounder Parrott rifle. One of the more important technological advances at the time of the Civil War was the ability mass produce rifled barrel field artillery, increasing their accuracy and range. Smoothbore cannon were still used, falling into two categories, guns and howitzers, for firing at higher trajectories and shorter ranges. 

Tactics 
The first American army, the Continental Army, was based on its British opponent during the Revolution; even then, the British were known for a brief musketry exchange followed by a charge.  Civil War tactics don't resemble this, or British Peninsula tactics, or Napoleonic tactics.  But Civil War tactics do resemble the 18th century in that infantry was typically formed in two lines flanked by cavalry.  Civil War battles sometimes even featured a Frederican style oblique order attack.

Although Gettysburg featured a Napoleonic concentration of artillery, genuine Napoleonic tactics for example, would have involved cavalry supporting Pickett's Charge - and Union cavalry charging in pursuit - in short, combat with the potential for decisiveness.  The technology of rifled muskets didn't make this sort of thing impossible.  Koniggratz in 1866 shows this as do some later Civil War battles.  Because combined arms attacks weren't regularly attempted, battle was predictably indecisive.

Unlike Napoleonic and eighteenth century battle, all too often, Civil War combat degraded into a confused infantry firefight with officers gradually losing control, with any hope for maneuver lost.  After the onset of confusion, shock action with the bayonet was not practical.  Due to lack of training and discipline - an inevitability to some degree with a volunteer army of a democratic government - it was always difficult to get men to close with the enemy.  Once an infantry advance stopped in order to fire, it could rarely be made to continue forward.  GFR Henderson wrote,
"Occasionally, when protected by unusually strong defenses, the leaders were able to induce their men to reserve their fire to close range, but, as a general rule, whether defending or attacking, the men used their rifles at will.  The officers were never sufficiently masters of their soldiers to prevent them, when bullets were whistling past, from immediately answering the enemy's fire.  In the best Confederate regiment, in the midst of a conflict, the ardent and burning inclination of the soldiers was obeyed rather than the commands of the officers."

Prussian observer Justus Scheibert believed that a deficiency in lower level officers, who showed "ignorance of military things", explained why the brigade became the tactical unit of the war, "hence stiffness in the lines and clumsiness in management and direction of troops".  Poor performance on the battlefield was the result, and "the loss of an upper-level commander would cripple (the) advance".  He described an attacking infantry division as "like ghosts of days and ways of Frederick the Great.", in essence a poor man's version of mid 18th century methods.  (Scheibert 49)  He described a typical attack;
 "The nearer to the enemy, the more faulty the lines and the more ragged the first (line) until it crumbled and mixed with the skirmishers.  Forward went this muddle leading the wavy rest.  Finally the mass obtruded upon the point of attack.  In a sustained, stubborn clash, even the third would join the melee.  Meanwhile the usually weak reserve tried to be useful on the flanks, or stiffened places that faltered, or plugged holes.  In sum it had been a division neatly drawn up.  Now its units, anything but neat, vaguely coherent, resembled a swarm of skirmishers." (Scheibert 41)

In contrast, Scheibert writes:
"Prussian tactics freed (officers) to use their own minds...  Liberated battalion and even company commanders could be the heads of tactical units, their own, and make them fight as right-thinking officers saw fit and as well-trained troops best could.  The flexible line at the forward edge resembles a chain, then with detachable links under independent guidance.  At crisis they can dismember into smaller and even the smallest units without dysfunction...  Our Prussian tactics thus gave our line officers energy, elasticity, and speed - to the entire army's benefit...  Furthermore, diligent peacetime training provided our troops an abundance of formations, something to fit any circumstance...  Lee, the first American to acknowledge this superiority, replied in the thick of Chancellorsville when I spoke with amazement at the bravery of Jackson's corps: 'Just give me Prussian formations and Prussian discipline along with it - you'd see things turn out differently here!" (Scheibert 49)  

An extreme example of how potentially decisive combat degraded into chaos is Brawner Farm.  Jackson had the opportunity to attack and crush an isolated and much smaller Union division with his corps, but the attack stalled, and an indecisive firefight resulted, and because of Jackson's peculiarities, his subordinates feared to take the initiative and stood idly by while the opportunity to destroy a Union division was lost.

The human element is important in combat.  Men are not machines, and American volunteers were not European professionals.  The Comte de Paris wrote in his "Campagne du Potomac" on pages 144-4:
"The will of the individual, capricious as popular majorities, plays far too large a part.  The leader is obliged to turn round to see if he is being followed; he has not the assurance that his subordinates are bound to him by ties of discipline and of duty.  Hence come hesitation and conditions unfavorable to daring enterprise."

On a more personal level, a New Yorker in "Battles and Leaders, vol 2, p662" wrote:
"The truth is, when bullets are whacking against tree trunks and solid shot are cracking skulls like egg shells, the consuming passion in the heart of the average man is to get out of the way.  Between the physical fear of going forward, and the moral fear of turning back, there is a predicament of exceptional awkwardness, from which a hidden hole in the ground would be a wonderfully welcome outlet." 
Artillery and Artillery Tactics 

Could the increased effectiveness of Civil War era artillery help explain the tactical changes since Napoleon's time?  Perhaps advances in artillery explain why it was rare for infantry to advance in maneuver columns, and almost never with cavalry support.  Prussian observer Justus Scheibert says as much; "Americans tried the column for offense and gave it up because artillery poured murder on their columns." (Scheibert 41)  The only alternative, advancing over long distances in line, was cumbersome and likely to result in confusion.  Better discipline and better coordination between units was required to successfully attack in line.  At Waterloo the contending armies started the battle 700 yards from each other.  Due to improved artillery technology, at Gettysburg the armies were separated by a distance roughly twice that, around 1,400 yards. (Fratt 53-4)
Just as in Napoleon's time, brass smoothbore pieces dominated the battlefield.  Let's take a look at what had changed.  Civil War armies preferred the 12 pounder Napoleon gun, named after Napoleon III, and used them almost exclusively for their smoothbore needs.  In contrast, Napoleon's Grand Battery at Waterloo - created for long-range bombardment - was made up of 24 12-pounders and 48 6-pounders.  So only around one-third of the Emperor's Grand Battery was made of Civil War sized weapons. (Barbero 102)  Overall for the battle, just 80 of Napoleon's 534 pieces were 12 pounders, just 15% of the total. (Fratt 44)  As low as this percentage may seem, Wellington's Peninsular veterans were shocked at even this proportion of 12-pounders.
The universal Civil War use of long range 12-pounders had significant benefits.  More guns along the battle line could be concentrated against the enemy in both attack and defense.  At Gettysburg, guns from along most of the Union line were able to concentrate against Pickett's Charge.  In Napoleon's time, this sort of thing just wasn't practical.  For short range defense against infantry attack, the 12 pounder was a great advancement from the past because a canister round from a 12 pounder not only contained more projectiles, those projectiles could be shot much further.  This made the weapon much deadlier than its smaller rivals.  (Eighteenth century tests showed that canister projectiles spread 32 feet per 100 yards of range.) (Hughes 35) Another great improvement of the 12-pounder Napoleon was far and away the most important and dramatic.  Before and during the Napoleonic Wars, direct fire cannon at long range were limited to round shot.  Howitzers, for indirect fire at a higher trajectory, fired a shell, a hollow projectile filled with explosive detonated by a fuse which was set alight during firing.  Around 1800, Henry Shrapnel invented the round that bears his name, a shell filled with powder and small round balls, a much more lethal round than the simple shell that it made obsolete.  When it was invented, the shrapnel round could only be fired by howitzers, a small fraction of the artillery pieces in use.  With advances in metal technology, however, and with a reduction in the powder charge from 1/3 to 1/4 of the weight of the projectile, the shrapnel round could be fired from a standard piece styled a "gun-howitzer", the famed Napoleon gun-howitzer.  Seventy eight bullets were contained in a single 12 pounder shrapnel round.  (Coggins 67)  No longer was the artilleryman limited to roundshot at long range.  Now he could deliver killing power said to approach that of canister at nearly a mile range.  In British peacetime experiments, around 10% of the bullets in a shrapnel round hit a target. (Hughes 38)  Both enemy infantry and cavalry were made more vulnerable.  Brent Nosworthy notes that during the 1859 Italian War, artillery disrupted a cavalry unit from over a mile away, preventing it from forming and attacking.  Confirming that this thinking was prevalent during the Civil War, in 1865, Francis Lippitt wrote in "A Treatise on the Tactical Use of the Three Arms, Infantry, Artillery and Cavalry",
"Since the introduction of the new rifled arms, exposing cavalry masses to a deadly fire at far greater distances than ever before known, a fire often reaching to the reserves, it seemed doubtful whether the maneuvering and charging in heavy compact masses, which formerly rendered cavalry of the line so formidable, would any longer be practical."
So more than any other cause, advances in artillery technology made the combined use of cavalry and infantry for decisive combat a difficult proposition.
Despite all this, many historians still believe that artillery wasn't important during the war.  Casualties caused by artillery fire were negligible - or so they say.  A frequently cited example is the Wilderness, where artillery was said to account for only about 6% of all casualties. 

Strategy 

Anaconda plan: 
The Anaconda Plan was the Union’s strategic plan to defeat the Confederacy at the start of the American Civil War. The goal was to defeat the rebellion by blockading southern ports and controlling the Mississippi river. This would cut off and isolate the south from the outside world.
The plan was developed by General Winfield Scott at the beginning of the Civil War following the Confederate attack on Fort Sumter on April 12th 1861.
The strategic plan would have eventually ended the Civil War, ideally with minimal casualties on both sides.
It was a humanitarian way of defeating the rebellion as opposed to invading the south with massive numbers of troops, killing, burning and capturing everything in sight.
General Scott’s Anaconda Plan was a very passive way of defeating the Confederacy. The problem General Scott had with his idea wasn’t the rebels.
His problem was convincing fellow Union commanders that this was a good idea. Pretty much all of the Union commanders disliked this plan and referred to it as being too complacent.
They wanted to attack the south and defeat them with the Union’s overwhelming military and industrial might. General Scott’s plan would require patience and time. The other generals wanted to crush the rebellion quickly and permanently as soon as possible.
[bookmark: h.rlmmixebjewb]The Anaconda Plan Was a Good Idea
Complacent or not, the plan if allowed full implementation and support from Northern military commanders would have saved many lives. Theoretically if the plan was implemented at the start of the war the giant battles fought later in the war may never have happened.
The south would have been slowly deprived of food and supplies by the Union blockade. Union armies would have taken up defensive positions in the North repelling any Confederate attacks.
The Union would have slowly and methodically cut the Confederacy in half by taking the Mississippi river and the rebellion would have withered on the vine from a lack of food and supplies and forced to surrender.
[bookmark: h.bcowe7imxavb]The Objectives of the Anaconda Plan
The Anaconda Plan consisted of two main objectives. The first objective was to set up a naval blockade of the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico ports that were controlled by the Confederacy. This would cut off all trade to and from the rebellious states.
The second objective of the plan was to transport roughly 60,000 Union troops in 40 steam transports escorted by upwards of 20 steam gunboats down the Mississippi river. They would capture and hold forts and towns along the way.
They would secure the Mississippi river down to the Gulf of Mexico which would link up with and keep their lines of communication open with the naval blockade. Capturing the Mississippi river would also cut the Confederacy in half.
It would not be a quick victory but given enough time it had a chance of being successful. This was a good plan but it was never given the opportunity to be put into action.
[bookmark: h.27r7dw1ipo6b]General Winfield Scott’s Anaconda Plan was Rejected
Many people did not approve of the plan seeing it as too passive and slow to implement.
President Lincoln, the Union generals, and most civilians believed all they needed to do was raise an army in Washington, invade Virginia and capture the Confederate capital of Richmond and the war would be over in a few weeks.
General George McClellan had his own plan. He wanted to raise an army of 80,000 men in Ohio (he was the military commander in Ohio at this time) and send them on an overland campaign through Virginia and capture Richmond.  These ideas were rejected by General Scott in favor of the Anaconda Plan.
Unfortunately for General Scott the Anaconda plan never took shape and was not used. General Scott retired at the end of 1861 and his subordinate General George McClellan took over command of the Union army.
The plan was a good idea in theory however it would have been difficult for it to have actually succeeded in it’s original form.
While the Union navy did set up a blockade at the start of the rebellion, it was not strong enough at the beginning of the war to adequately blockade the entire south.
The naval blockade alone would not have defeated the rebellion, even if the Union also controlled the entire Mississippi river.
Confederate leaders were also not going to stand by and do nothing as the Union tried to starve them into submission. The Confederacy had a strong army and was more than capable of taking on the Union army especially at the beginning of the war.
[bookmark: h.grregd80xdxj]The Anaconda Plan Revisited
The Union looked to put an end to the war as quickly and decisively as possible.
The tactics that were eventually used were reminiscent of Scott’s plan yet they also involved horrific combat.
After a long siege General Ulysses S. Grant captured the city of Vicksburg on July 4th 1863 giving the Union control of the Mississippi river and effectively cutting the Confederacy in two.
General William Tecumseh Sherman led his army on a rampage through the south during his march to the sea in 1864 depriving the south of vital food and materials as he and his men destroyed or captured anything that stood in their way, including the burning of Atlanta Georgia in 1864.
These victories coupled with the big battles in the north and the always increasing strength of the Union blockade eventually forced the Confederates to go completely on the defensive.
This inevitably resulted in their defeat and the crushing of the rebellion.
Whereas with General Scott’s plan for a more peaceful resolution to the rebellion, General Grant, General Sherman and the other Union commanders accomplished virtually the same things as the Anaconda plan proposed.
The main difference being brutal combat and many casualties on both sides.
The original plan was a failure, as it was never given the support it required to succeed. However in the end, the general framework of the plan was a contributing factor that brought about the end of the Civil War.

Sherman’s Race to the Sea:
From November 15 until December 21, 1864, Union General William T. Sherman led some 60,000 soldiers on a 285-mile march from Atlanta to Savannah, Georgia. The purpose of this “March to the Sea” was to frighten Georgia’s civilian population into abandoning the Confederate cause. Sherman’s soldiers did not destroy any of the towns in their path, but they stole food and livestock and burned the houses and barns of people who tried to fight back. The Yankees were “not only fighting hostile armies, but a hostile people,” Sherman explained; as a result, they needed to “make old and young, rich and poor, feel the hard hand of war.”
[bookmark: h.bypp0r59m3v0]THE FALL OF ATLANTA
General Sherman’s troops captured Atlanta on September 2, 1864. This was an important triumph, because Atlanta was a railroad hub and the industrial center of the Confederacy: It had munitions factories, foundries and warehouses that kept the Confederate army supplied with food, weapons and other goods. It stood between the Union Army and two of its most prized targets: the Gulf ofMexico to the west and Charleston to the East. It was also a symbol of Confederate pride and strength, and its fall made even the most loyal Southerners doubt that they could win the war. (“Since Atlanta,” South Carolinian Mary Boykin Chestnut wrote in her diary, “I have felt as if…we are going to be wiped off the earth.”)
[bookmark: h.59ce3q6x6191]MARCH TO THE SEA
After they lost Atlanta, the Confederate army headed west into Tennessee and Alabama, attacking Union supply lines as they went. Sherman was reluctant to set off on a wild goose chase across the South, however, and so he split his troops into two groups. Major General George Thomas took some 60,000 men to meet the Confederates in Nashville, while Sherman took the remaining 62,000 on an offensive march through Georgia to Savannah, “smashing things” (he wrote) “ to the sea.”
[bookmark: h.cgmskm1mvxu]“MAKE GEORGIA HOWL”
Sherman believed that the Confederacy derived its strength not from its fighting forces but from the material and moral support of sympathetic Southern whites. Factories, farms and railroads provided Confederate troops with the things they needed, he reasoned; and if he could destroy those things, the Confederate war effort would collapse. Meanwhile, his troops could undermine Southern morale by making life so unpleasant for Georgia’s civilians that they would demand an end to the war.
To that end, Sherman’s troops marched south toward Savannah in two wings, about 30 miles apart. On November 22, 3,500 Confederate cavalry started a skirmish with the Union soldiers at Griswoldville, but that ended so badly–650 Confederate soldiers were killed or wounded, compared to 62 Yankee casualties–that Southern troops initiated no more battles. Instead, they fled South ahead of Sherman’s troops, wreaking their own havoc as they went: They wrecked bridges, chopped down trees and burned barns filled with provisions before the Union army could reach them.
The Union soldiers were just as unsparing. They raided farms and plantations, stealing and slaughtering cows, chickens, turkeys, sheep and hogs and taking as much other food–especially bread and potatoes–as they could carry. (These groups of foraging soldiers were nicknamed “bummers,” and they burned whatever they could not carry.) The marauding Yankees needed the supplies, but they also wanted to teach Georgians a lesson: “it isn’t so sweet to secede,” one soldier wrote in a letter home, “as [they] thought it would be.”
Sherman’s troops arrived in Savannah on December 21, 1864, about three weeks after they left Atlanta. The city was undefended when they got there. (The 10,000 Confederates who were supposed to be guarding it had already fled.) Sherman presented the city of Savannah and its 25,000 bales of cotton to President Lincoln as a Christmas gift.Early in 1865, Sherman and his men left Savannah and pillaged and burned their way through South Carolina to Charleston. In April, the Confederacy surrendered and the war was over.
[bookmark: h.7eepfo9xvgzq]TOTAL WAR
Sherman’s “total war” in Georgia was brutal and destructive, but it did just what it was supposed to do: it hurt Southern morale, made it impossible for the Confederates to fight at full capacity and likely hastened the end of the war. “This Union and its Government must be sustained, at any and every cost,” explained one of Sherman’s subordinates. “To sustain it, we must war upon and destroy the organized rebel forces,–must cut off their supplies, destroy their communications…and produce among the people of Georgia a thorough conviction of the personal misery which attends war, and the utter helplessness and inability of their ‘rulers’ to protect them…If that terror and grief and even want shall help to paralyze their husbands and fathers who are fighting us…it is mercy in the end.”









Additional info 
“It wasn't tactics. Both sides used pretty much the same battlefield methods, which were often less brilliant than they should have been. 
Suicidal charges were used virtually till the end of the war, though there was a growing appreciation for entrenchment and some officers apparently had the sense -- or their soldiers had the survival instinct -- to experiment with "advance by rushes," i.e., exposing only a fraction of one's force at a time while keeping the enemy's heads down with firepower. 
But neither side studied tactics or proposed badly needed tactical reforms during the conflict, as the German staff did in WWI, when they abandoned blind charges across fire-swept fields in favor of General von Hutier's storm-troop tactics. (The new German idea was to flow like a creek instead of like a tidal wave: bounce off strong points and seep through weak spots, swarm over the enemy trenches and blast them with hand grenades from satchels carried by each soldier.) 
The Northern victory in the U.S. Civil War was a triumph of superior politics above all. But the politics did create and channel military might. 

That might, however, was measured in numbers, organization and logistics, not battle results. The Union had many more soldiers, more industry, more food, more money, more railroads and telegraph lines, more ships. 

And frankly, they managed all these resources better than the South managed what it had. The North had progressive businessmen who knew how to make, procure and distribute enormous amounts of stuff. These men made money supplying the war or they joined the Army and took charge of Army supply operations. The U.S. Military Railroad is a case study in management in warfare. By comparison, the Confederates relied on existing civilian railroads and did not run them very well.

The Union also had a gigantic navy. By the last year of the war, Grant's forward supply base at City Point, Virginia, looked like -- WAS -- a major port city. I wonder if City Point did not perhaps warehouse and distribute as much supply in any month as Lee's army used during the whole war.

Grant's military success was due to his determination, his obstinate pursuit of Lee regardless of the Confederates' heroic and sometimes brilliant tactical successes. Grant exploited defeat better than the South exploited victory, because he had men and materiel to spare. 

He basically smothered the Southerners with a blue blanket. On the larger view, that is what the North did everywhere. Blockaded by sea and land, the South -- much reduced in extent by Union forces encroaching on all sides like weeds on a neglected lawn -- was strangled. Food shortages were more decisive than weapons shortages. In fact, I've read that the Confederates never lost a battle for lack of weapons or ammunition. One can hoard weapons and ammunition for an occasional big battle. But one needs to eat every day. Confederate soldiers (and civilians) rarely got to do that late in the war; and they paid a price in health, strength, energy and morale.

So, the North won with superior politics and management, which provided them with bigger, better supplied armies, which eventually able commanders learned to use effectively at strategic and operational (campaign) levels. Their tactics (battle level) were good enough, just barely, but nothing special.” - HISTORIAN VIEW 
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