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Bluecoats and Butter nuts

When word reached the Union that rebels had bombarded and forced theesuofend
Fort Sumter in Charleston harbor, the nation was galvanized fonveaway it had never been
before. “It is true,” wrote historian Frank Klement, “that pantiship seemed to disappear in the
opening days of the Civil War-” As in most conflicts, it did not take long for the initial good
feelings to subside shortly after the actual business of wganbeUnion discontent with the war
began soon after the first setbacks, and would ebb and flow with theff bidétle until the spring
of 1865, when the end was truly in sight.

This discontent expressed itself in a number of ways, most el$peacidghe political
arena. The president, for the first time, was a member RReipeblican Party. The Democrats
were out of power, a position unfamiliar to them since 1853. In additioticois the party’s
traditional area of strength, the South, had quite literallytdgfh. The Party was faced with the
unenviable choice of opposing the coming war, which was being prosdnutbeir political
enemies. Some chose not to. Stephen Douglas, nominee of the partigern faction from
1860, argued before his death that Democrats should rally behind thpresdent and put
down the rebellion. Other notable Democrats, including Governor Horajim@&ir of New
York, followed his example. But not all were so willing to seflaivthey saw as their principles
or interests to the new party. Most commonly, they are knov@opperheads. The origins of

the term are unclear, but its ready association with the pois@make seems appropriate.

! Frank Klement, The Copperheads of the Middle \Wgticago: The University of Chicago Press, 1980),

2 Jennifer Weber, Copperheads: The Rise and Faihebin’s Opponents in the NortfOxford: Oxford University
Press, 2006), 2-3. Weber also discusses othes témrparticular ‘Butternuts,’” which she defines‘'gsographically
restrictive” to the Midwest. Soldiers in theirtits used the terms interchangeably, and in theegbaf this paper
they should be considered synonymous.




With a power base in the Midwestern states, the Peace facttbe BDiemocratic Party was able
to make some electoral inroads, and could even consider doing so inghamniikely of places:
the army.

The army by itself was hardly a Republican organ. Lincoln wasirgteRepublican to
assume the mantle of Commander-in-Chief, and many of the npubR=ns had been Whigs,
the party that opposed the Mexican War. Many high-ranking mendfetise army were
Democrats, including two future Presidential candidates. Amé&¢ notes, when the call to
serve went out, volunteers from both parties filled the ranks. Someecedainly Republicans.
Lincoln voters, they believed in the right and duty of the federakmonent to preserve the
Union. Others, though, were Democrats, including whole regiments suitte 4 09th Illinois
and 20th Massachusefts. The Midwest in particular was a hotbed for the Copperhead
movement, in part due to the area’s pro-Democratic populace, egpeoialthen compared to
the eastern states, in particular those of New England. Asah@rogressed, and news from
home blurred any distinctions between “Copperhead” and “Democratyy realdiers with
Democratic leanings began to question their loyalty to the patycontention is that the view
of many soldiers was tilted towards the Republican Party dtieetoverwhelming perception
that all Democrats were Copperheads, in spite of potential Detiedeanings from the soldiers

themselves:

% Joseph Allan Frank, With Ballot and Bayonet: ThditRal Socialization of American Civil War Soldi

(Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1998), 1.

* In his book Lincoln and the War Democrats: Ther@r&rosion of Conservative TraditiofRutherford, NJ:
Fairleigh Dickinson University Press, 1975), Clopgter Dell includes an appendix listing all the d&imgenerals he
could categorize as Democrats. Though some ahhigence is tenuous, it does illustrate the widesgprappeal of
the Party, and includes more notable and defindgm@crats such as George McClellan and WinfieldtScot
Hancock. Joseph Allan Frank’s book With Ballot &al/onet: The Political Socialization of AmericaiviCWar
Soldiers (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1998), atemtions the high number of Democrats in the effic
corps, and identifies the relationship between Répan soldiers and Democratic officers as a soofcrain
within the army. Frank is also the one who idéesithe Copperhead regiments.




In this instance, the Ohio Valley is defined as several Mgiern states bordering the
Ohio River. The paper will focus on soldiers from the states ob,Ohdiana and Kentucky.
The Ohio forms at the confluence of the Allegheny and MonongahelasRineWestern
Pennsylvania, runs through present-day West Virginia, forms thkemorborder of Kentucky
and southern border of Ohio, Indiana and lllinois before emptying into tb&g¥ippi near the
city of Cairo, lllinois. Major cities located along the rivaclude Pittsburgh at the headwaters,
Cincinnati, Ohio and Louisville, Kentucky. In spite of western Penasyh’'s proximity to
Ohio, in many ways the state shares more with its easteghbes, including having the vast
majority of its men serving in the Eastern armies. WesiMa, carved from the seceded state
of Virginia and accepted as a state in 1863, has its own coneglib&dtory and because of that
relationship to Virginia is also Eastern in character.

Of the three definitively Midwestern states, Ohio and Indiaeee chosen because of
their proximity to the largest parts of Kentucky as welltlas resources gleaned from their
archives. lllinois is very similar, but unlike Ohio and Indiana doe$hae¢ as much of a critical
relationship with Kentucky due to the minimal border they share.thfdle Midwestern states
had significant Copperhead populations, and all three remained loyaéfduration of the war.
Lincoln had been victorious in both Ohio and Indian during the 1860 electionoigsyta his
capturing the White House. Kentucky, as befitting their aéwiance, did not go for either
party, but instead to John Bell and the Constitutional Union Party.

Ohio contributed the third highest amount of soldiers to the Union ctagieg only
New York and Pennsylvania. The state was led first by RepublMaliam Dennison and
David Tod, then by the Union Party’s John Brough. Sitill, it was \adell state. The

Copperhead movement was particularly strong, and several key figeresnative Ohioans.



Notable Ohio congressmen who were known Copperheads included theatlicld Alexander
Long, who argued that the South should simply be let go, GeorgeeRendivho would be
nominated as the Democratic Party’s vice presidential candidat&864, and Clement
Vallandigham, the historical archetype of Copperheadism. Indiantilmuted over 200,000
men to the Union cause. During the war, the state would remé#ue iRepublican column due
to the efforts of Governor Oliver P. Morton. Indiana had a stromgdoeatic population, and in
the early days of the war, Senator Jesse Bright was in fact expeltedhfe Senate for a letter he
had written to Jefferson DavisMorton replaced him with a War Democrat, Joseph Wright. In
both states, trade with Kentucky along the Ohio River constitugpdfisant part of their
economies. This trade became even more vital during the waerdsadky became a staging
area for Union assaults. It also made the two states taaget®th suffered from the raiding of
John Morgan and other Confederates.

Kentucky presents a far more complicated political situatioathd® than seceding to
join the Confederacy, Kentucky chose to remain neutral. Kentutgslike the other Border
States that did not choose rebellion, was the result of the yarticof geography and
population. Maryland, with its border to the nation’s capital, wasatiotved to choose its
course. Lincoln and the Union Army forced their loyalty, regardiétbe populace’s feelings.
Delaware never had great interest in secession, though its tweoiSedames Bayard and
Willard Saulsbury kept the state firmly Democratic during wa. Missouri most resembled
Kentucky in population. Ardent pro-slavery forces had been one dliagigoints in ‘Bleeding

Kansas’ during the previous decade, and Missouri bushwhackersewpegienced fighters.

® Bright's misstep was twofold. First, he had addegl the letter to “His Excellency., Jefferson Bairesident of
the Confederation,” supposedly recognizing theceffis legitimate. More seriously, the letter ciomatza a
recommendation of an arms dealer to Davis. Brigdd the only Senator from a Northern state to Ipeked (all
others were Southerners from seceded states)pahi$ tday he remains the last expelled Senatdniarican
history.



Kentucky though, unlike Missouri, was a strategic location. Itstipasinear the Ohio,
Mississippi, Cumberland and Tennessee Rivers made holding the s$tafle dnion priority.
From this, one can see the origins of reports that Lincoln pronounced that while he hoped to ha
God on his side, he must have Kentucky.”

Lincoln would have Kentucky early on. Confederate General Lesfldik made one of
the South’s first great blunders when he invaded and took the town of kauniolk would
compound his mistake by failing both to capture the more importanbtiBaducah, and to
reinforce Confederate defenses at Fort Henry along the Tse&sver. Ulysses Grant would
make sure those mistakes were capitalized upon. Upset at Qaideddrusion, the state
government asked Washington for aid, a request with which the Rrieaitl Congress gladly
complied. Kentucky, though divided internally, would remain officially part of th@tlni

It is for this reason that Kentucky is included in this studlye Bluegrass State’s official
loyalty made it an important part of electoral politics durthg war. Unlike Tennessee or
Louisiana, states captured by Union troops during the early yeatheofvar, Kentucky
maintained full representation in Congress and a vote in the 186itlemtis electior.
Kentucky does present a difficult location to understand. While alffydioyal, the Copperhead
population in the state was notably more vibrant and violent than is sfaiee Upper Midwest.
In fact, Kentuckians fought on both sides of the war. Most of th@eeConfederate
Kentuckians, though, would be unlikely to participate in Union elections. ofs that formed
official regiments left the state to join Confederate arnfigegther south. Others remained as

guerrilla fighters, and would be a perpetual thorn in the side of Union troops in the stat

® James M. McPherson, Battle Cry of Freedom: Thél @tar Era (New York: Ballantine Books, 1988), 284.
" The one notable exception to this would be Andietnson, from loyal Eastern Tennessee, who remairtie
Senate prior to his election to the Vice Presidancy864.




Then came the Copperheads. The nature, composition, extent and influetihee of
Copperhead movement have been the subject of debates since thettaysaifitself. Earlier
interpretations tended to be nationalistic and oppositional. They addapt®In as the secular
saint, the Republicans as the party of right, and condemned wartimetigppas conspiratorial

and dangerous. Wood Gray, in his book The Hidden Civil, \'gaghe most notable example of

this school of interpretation. Gray describes the movement asatdéfeand as a very real
threat to the war effort. In addition to this generalized natemalthat condemned the
Copperhead movement, Gray does make some valuable additions to theskighalé the
movement. Focusing as he did on the Midwest, Gray is able to dssmamtangible reasons for
wartime opposition that resulted from the region’s particular gebgraboth social and
physical®

Though the scholarship of Gray and others like him dominated the cématifpllowed
the war, the growing movement towards revisionism in the hislgoiofession leaked into the
study of Copperheads. Leading the revisionist charge (reallyprthe participant in the
Copperhead field) was Frank Klement. Klement authored a number of Godkarticles that
challenged the prevailing consensus regarding the extent andno#lwd the Copperhead
movement in the Midwest. Klement was very critical of this eosss, denouncing it as
Republican propaganda. In particular, Klement attacked the notions Ciygperheads
represented a great threat to the Union and the war effort. EaRatublican bogeymen such
as the Order of American Knights and the Knights of the GoldedeCiere found to be

virtually nonexistent, where historians such as Gray had taken their preséace valué.

8 Wood Gray, The Hidden Civil War: The Story of iepperhead{New York: The Viking Press, 1942), 15.

° The Copperheads of the Middle Wesa good overview of the whole of the movemetiement takes particular
aim at the secret societies myth in Dark LanteBesret Political Societies, Conspiracies, and Tredsials in the
Civil War, (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University PreS84).




The most recent work to come out on the Copperheads does not actaaflyoh the
Midwest. Jennifer Weber's Copperheadamines the movement on a national basis. Though
she avoids the worst excesses of Gray’'s denunciations, she #@nlgeuritical of the
Copperheads. She refers to them as being relatively naikeiirapproach to the war, hoping
that peace could be achieved with reunion. She also sides withifGeaggesting that the
Copperheads were legitimate threats to the Lincoln admingstraind the prosecution of the
war. This was not within their control, though, as Copperhead popularéyarmsfell with the
fortunes of Union armies. Still, the Copperhead movement represerkey eonstituency
within the Democratic Party, and had fortunes not taken such phslparsitive turn for the
North in the fall of 1864, the Copperheads’ man may well have sat in the White Youse.

The key historical debate about the Copperheads then seems tkirge vasat they
wanted and how close were they to achieving it. While going backoattdover the extent of
their influence on war policy, both sides can at least acknowkbégeexistence. Who were the
Copperheads? In the Midwest, they represented a confluence efkisterOld sectionalism
worked for some, feeling that the interests of the East weraisihg those of the West. For
some, family played a role. The southern portion of these sitatgarticular Ohio and Indiana,
had been populated by Southerners moving north, and family ties remtnoregl S~or some, it
was economic, as they felt the kinship of an agricultural lifestgther than support in the
coming Industrial Age. And for others, it was political. Demtecsdill regarded themselves as
the party of Jefferson, of Jackson, men who called for limitectrgovent and supported the
rights of states to make their own decisions on policy. Thlsences amongst the populace

made fertile ground for Democratic Party leaders lookingidsues to exploit and votes to

19Weber, Copperheads



recruit’* Joseph Allan Frank’s With Ballot and Bayoi®bne of the few books that discuss the

relationship between soldiers and Copperheads, though it is pad afuch larger narrative
focused on soldier’s views of politics overall. He identifies fegrs of the soldiers as rioting
and the potential for Copperheads to aid a Confederate invasion of the ddotheir main

concerns. These concerns are manifested through some letters, as witlissati latel?

It is noted in other sources and worth mentioning here that while Caapksriand other
Peace Democrats were anti-war, they were not pacifisthie most famous of the Copperheads,
Clement Vallandigham of Ohio, ardently supported the Mexican War, améged to argue
over that war with Lincoln (during the latter's days in the HousBe&fresentatives) nearly as
much as the Civil War. Violent rhetoric was certainly not beybiedstope of Copperheads, as
some notables called for a northern rebellion, Midwest sergssrt even more extreme, the
assassination of the Presidéht.They should best be described as “anti-Civil War,” and not
strictly anti-war in principle.

The sources used in this work are letters written to and fromnsaldiers who resided
in the states in question. Letters were an important paftteo$aldier’s daily life. Bell Irvin

Wiley’'s The Life of Billy Yank discussed the importance of writing home to many Union

soldiers. Men wrote on various topics, mostly sharing the exper@isattle and camp life to

those who would know little of it. Many of these letters werggland discussed all aspects of

1 All three touch on these influences to some degFeether explication on the enduring notion dfelsonian
limited government amongst the Party faithful corinresn Jean Baker, Affairs of Party: The PoliticalltDire of
Northern Democrats in the Mid-Nineteenth Cenfithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983).

'2 Frank,_With Ballot and Bayonet76-178, 184.

3\Weber, Copperhead8. Weber distinguishes Copperheads from relgimhjectors such as Quakers and
Mennonites, who chose to not fight rather thanvatfioppose the war.

4 Marcus Pomeroy, editor of theCrossgW!) DemocratandNew York Papemrote editorials that may have
strongly suggested killing Lincoln as the best sewf action to ending the war. Though he wasmutived the
actual assassination plot, Klement cites that hameed under suspicion following the President'atbg*Brick’
Pomeroy: Copperhead and Curmudgeon,” in Frank Kientgncoln’s Critics Shippensburg, PA: White Mane
Books, 1999, 143).




army life. A single letter could include news on the neweshtewntered, recent battles, and
interesting conversations recently had, in addition to thoughts on politthe day. References
to Lincoln, Copperheads, or other political topics could be as simpkewal lines or a
paragraph in a four page letfgr.

The letters reveal the relative levels of literacy of 4bkliers. The high literacy rate of
the Civil War armies has provided the historian with a wide wagésources beyond the basic
reports of generals and politicians. The average “Billy Yards wore literate than his “Johnny
Reb” counterpart, and his letters express a variety of motivatwngghting. The letters are
filled with creative spelling and invented words, while some manage to lack fouptiont For
the most part, misspellings have been corrected only so far asvaid aomplete
misunderstanding on the part of the reader, and punctuation to creatiera Se@se of
comprehension in the author’s intended point.

In addition to writing letters, soldiers were recipients of muehl from home. Wiley
writes that soldiers considered mail call one of the mostiegaitoments of the day. Whatever
a soldier was doing at that time would be stopped in order toveenews from home. James

McPherson, writing of the soldier’s daily life in For Cause amn@@des supports Wiley’'s

findings. Soldiers begged their families to write more and etespecially when supportive,
played an important role in mordfe.Much like the soldier's own letters, his letters from home
contained a great deal of news. Family stories and localpgfi$sil pages. Also included, and
important to this study, were reports from home of local poliagctivities. Especially in rural

parts of the Midwest, where the local politicians were or coulcebegnizable figures, soldiers

!> This paragraph and those that follow referringgtter writing in Wiley are from: Bell Irvin WileyThe Life of
Billy Yank, (New York: Charter Books, 1952), 183-190.

16 James McPherson, For Cause and Comrades: Why MeghEin the Civil War(New York: Oxford University
Press, 1997), 132-133.
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learned of rallies and speeches. These letters formeblate for their understanding of the
Copperhead movement.

Supplementing these letters were newspapers sent to theframmyarious sources.
Aided by the literacy of Union soldiers, newspapers were exugigddopular within the camps.
Soldiers would receive local papers as supplements to theisléten home. They also had
access to the larger national papers, such as the Newrhoatd and Tribune A soldier with
some money, or a group of soldiers with enough money pooled together, coutdsguec
subscription, or simply a copy from the many sutlers that roanmeohltamps. The acquired
papers could then either be passed among the men for individual parstered via a man
with a strong voicé’ Newspapers of the era were still heavily partisan, and no dwikatious
viewpoints they provided helped to color, shape and challenge what soldiersyf&hémeabout
the war.

This paper is divided into three parts, meant to build the perceptidrers had of
Copperheads and then allow those perceptions to play themselves bat political arena,
highlighted by two key elections. The first section deals Wiéhrelationship between soldiers
and Copperheads on the home front. A great deal of this informatm@scivom newspapers
and letters from home. These sources focus on the Copperheads amahtthear activities,
likely because these were the more interesting things te whbut. It also tracks soldier
reaction to this news from home, and the overwhelming negatwth which such actions are
viewed. The second section deals with the experience of soldietsei field, and the
relationships they had with civilians in the divided state of Hent. It is here that Kentucky
plays a large role for the reasons explained earlier. The third secterhafing established the

general negative feeling towards Copperheads, shows whereegigtions did not automatically

" Wiley, Billy Yank, 153-154.
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pigeonhole men as hardboiled abolitionists, or even staunch Republicartise &d, using the
1863 Ohio gubernatorial and 1864 Presidential elections as marks, thestibtevent
Republican, based in part by the general negative reaction gehénatCopperheads and the
belief that such men had taken over the Democratic Party. Asisubbkse elections, the choice
was not between Democrat and Republican, but rather Copperhead and not.

Most of these men served in the various Union armies that nmateway through
Kentucky, Tennessee and further south into Georgia. Variouslywieyin the Armies of the
Cumberland, Ohio and Tennessee, as well as local home guards tuboleghtucky, such as
the Louisville Home Guard. Their military experiences are, as such,dghtsmore successful
Western armies. It is probable that this success playedaigt@ater optimism regarding the
chances for Union success, making them less amenable to Copperpaadrds about the
“failure” of the war effort. Their ranks included prolifictier-writers, the occasional gem of
thought, diaries both comprehensive and sparse, and the general assortrmehvididal
personalities found in any large group. Men such as the dour Robert Winmeagcthusiastic
William Henry Pittenger, families with large letter lsmitions such as the Dows and Dunns, both
with many members adding their opinions, all added to the colleandnnarrative of these

tumultuous times. All had something to add when the discussion turned to politics.



Part I: A Firein Our Rear

“Because they gathered around enemies of our country to the foaushich |
have sacrificed my all to defend. If not friends of our country, timegh need be
enemies of mine, for who oppose the government for which | fight, oppes® surely
as twice two make four. | have and will make them. They daake the soldier by the
hand and look him square in the eye and bid him welcome home. livhene. | tell
them by their greeting, those are wounds that outlive the wounds t&fl mambat on the
battlefields of our country. They will live upon the memory loé soldier whilst he
breathes the breath of life for they can never be forgiveéordorgotten. To think that
those whose lives and property we have saved and protectechtingtas a wall of fire
before or between them and enraged foe for nearly 3 ydarshink that they will act
and treat us thus is almost intolerable. Can we call it anything but treagsnand they
are traitors and to be consistent should seek protection beyoritesuand under the
detestable rag of our enemiés.”

While on leave at home in early 1864, Ohio soldier William Hentte®yer lamented
the lack of support he felt from the home front. While he had been ifietdefighting for
Union, there were those at home working not to support the cause, bulyastidermine it.
Pittenger’s diary entry for that January day reveals thespdttrum of emotions many soldiers
felt when news came from home regarding these Copperheads.adtisss, resentment and
anger all boiled over when confronted with direct contact of the newsatiebeen hearing.
While soldiers had a number of opportunities to be at home, lett@tennby friends and
relatives provided the source for most of their experience wifhp€heads. The reaction to
these letters will be the source for understanding soldier sentiment toward liaause

Being separated from home did not mean being cut off from the atweme. By
means of letters, soldiers stayed in regular contact withdsiend relatives back home, and
these letters can teach us a great deal about the walgich wany soldiers experienced the

Copperhead movement. Very few soldiers came into direct conttrcthei dissenting forces.

! Entry of January 15, 1864, “William Henry Pittendgiiary,” Ohio Historical Society, Columbus, hereafcited as
OHS.

12
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Instead, they relied on friends and relatives to provide news iofattons. Much as soldiers
would take the opportunity to detail their exploits in battle, letiens home discussed politics
and campaigning.

These letters back and forth expressed the wide range ofoesaind opinions evoked
by the presence of openly antiwar members of society. In oasss, these were negative
reactions. Anger was the most common response, as soldierssexprineir dislike of
Copperhead activists and politicians undermining their efforts indtte fThis anger sometimes
even morphed into threats against Copperheads, with soldiers boastictgon$ they would be
sure to take against these traitors when they returned frowatheBut there could be more than
just simple anger.

The soldiers’ emotional response to the Copperhead movement also tdoknthaf a
concerned sadness. Many soldiers felt concern that by opetntyzicrg Lincoln or the war
effort, Copperheads were only giving aid to the Confederacy. Southetimey reasoned, would
be emboldened by the continued undermining efforts from the homeafidrthus become even
more determined to hold out. Soldiers also expressed concerns ovectitms af local
government. This would be one instance where their separation becastesvident, as they
were prone to react negatively to news of any possible apsestto the war effort from within
state governments.

Not all emotions were negative, though. Especially when discudsioresl toward the
punishment they were ready to give out to Copperheads, a pervestsaf kiope seeped through
their writing. Soldiers were ready to finish the job out infiekl so as to return home and deal
with the traitors behind them. This also became an opportunity for many soldiersessetgir

own superiority and worldliness. Should Copperheads find themselves ifeldhe their
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objections to the war, and especially their support of the South, wkalyg &vaporate. As the
Confederates raided into parts of the Union such as Kentucky and Otam &bldiers openly
wondered if perhaps now, faced with the reality of the Rebel,atmeyCopperheads would still
be such ardent sympathizers.

Robert Winn, a British immigrant to Kentucky who joined the Unioosea fell to
feelings of negativity. Letters to his sister reveal Wirpgssimism at the prospects of Kentucky
and other Midwestern states remaining loyal to the Union. Whengagkhis adopted state
would “forsake the path of loyalty and forsake the thousands of braweshe has sent out,”
Winn could only express the fear of his comrades, saying thateaveshe may” He imagined
Copperhead domination at home, a Union “full of the temporizers, gaiosome such a
combined form, and secret like the Knights of the Golden Circlehe donsequences of this
control would be most dire for soldiers such as him, for he would nowclngfé&he South full
of drilled soldiers and arms, ammunition, forage and supplies of evecyigteon, and masked
batteries at every important point and road.”

Winn’s support for the Union stemmed in part from his own personaskantry stance
and his belief that only by eliminating slavery could the nation &ty reunite. He saw
through the Copperhead complaints about liberties and rights a deferise widefensible
institution. “The Union as it was, was the cry,” he attributetthése antiwar factions. “Death to
Abolitionist and secessionist alike the enemies of slavery,” teedh& their cries. And
consistent with his pessimistic view of the Union, he concludegttmarking that without “any

hope of the North taking even a moderately Anti Slavery stand — | naturallyl leshfidence.?

2 “Robert Winn to Sister,” July 12, 1862, Winn-Cobamily Papers, Filson Historical Society, Louisjll
Kentucky, hereafter cited at FHS.

3 “Robert Winn to Sister,” July 25, 1862, Winn-CoBamily Papers, FHS.

“ “Robert Winn to Sister,” August 17, 1863, Winn-Gdeamily Papers, FHS.
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Not all soldiers shared Winn’s darker pessimism. “Such dasthtothans are not to be
feared,” was the initial verdict rendered by PitterfgeThis kind of defiance in the face of
opposition from the home front usually evolved into expressions of anger. asifopeed wrote
to his parents that “my blood boils when I think of those who compfaiBsldiers did not, it
seems, particularly care for having their cause mocked and éfierts denigrated by
complainers. “I think if many political grumblers could see thekwbat [the soldier] is doing,”
wrote Speed again, “they would be reminded that there are moretamipthings to think of
than niggersdic].”’

Some soldiers let their anger go even farther, devolving into calls for a kimtcbfhunt
at home. Ohio soldier John Dow asked his sister to give him the rain@@spperheads in
Newton Township. This statement takes on a considerably darkemtoere the request is
followed by Dow’s assertion that “the soldiers are all down enGbpperheads of the north.”
Other requests and calls for information went home. Kentuckiath&atCook wrote to his
sweetheart Martha Winn (sister of the aforementioned Robert \Whah}this would be a good
job for “Home Unionists” to collect “legadvidencé of the disloyalty of otherg. Indiana soldier
Joseph Airhart even went so far as to ask his friend Stephen Enigkieep the Butternuts
down.” If Emert did not, Airhart warned that, “when | get back tHexdl have them and you

both to clenegic] out.”°

® Entry of February 26, 1863, “Diary of William HenPittenger,” OHS.

®“Thomas Speed to Parents,” July 1, 1863, Thomas&papers, FHS.

"“Thomas Speed to Parents,” May 27, 1864, Thomae&papers, FHS. The use of racially offensivguage
has been left as is, as it helps to better illtstitae prevalent feelings of the day, which wiltbme important later
in this work.

8«John Dow to Sister,” May 8, 1863, Dow Family lezt, FHS.

° “Matthew Cook to Martha Winn,” September 7, 1888nn-Cook Family Papers, FHS.

10«J0seph Airhart to Stephen Emert,” June 2, 186dpi%en Emert Letters, Indiana Historical Societgianapolis,
hereafter cited as IHS.
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This disloyalty, more often written as ‘treason,” became ancomcharge leveled against
these home front agitators. “[OJur Government finds itself assailed lags @f persons at home
who would vyield it, Judas-like, into the hands of the enemy, or sulby it dishonorable
compromise with the hosts of treason,” warned a soldier lettetedrin a pro-Union pamphlet
distributed in 1863* Some calls even came for those at home who did support the Wnisa ¢
to keep Copperhead materials away from the army, again céltiregsonous. An Ohio soldier
wrote that he and his comrades “want none of their vile letspeseches, or papers het.”
Indiana soldier George Vanvalkenburgh wrote to his wife, “theygigtiag peace peace, but still
they are doing all they can to prolong the war...so that they cantha manner of settling the
war themselves.” He was certain it would be detrimentdd@d\torth, “because [the Democrats]
are their southern brethren,” and, “their northern democrats want tothggwe what there is
left.”

In both styles of complaint, these letters were part of thioggen by pro-Union societies
and printers to distribute widely. Printers used the soldiers bgle® to promote the
Republican viewpoint that Copperheads and Peace Democrats aers.tr Soldiers in this way
indirectly became part of the Republican Party’'s campaigwinoelective office, helping to
politicize the Army. One, titled “Echo From the Army,” madear soldiers’ concern at the aid
being given to the Southern cause. Soldiers had quickly come tcerealizo awaken to the
consciousness,” in the parlance of the day, “that a set ofwhenhad carefully remained at

home, were conspiring, with double-dyed treachery, to sell thethet@nemy® Accusing

1 «A Voice From the Army on the Opposition to thex@onment,” inThe Loyalist's AmmunitigrPhiladelphia,
1863, OHS.

2 The Echo From the Army: What our Soldiers say altuaitCopperhead§The Loyal Publication Society: New
York, 1864), OHS, 1.

13«George Vanvalkenburgh to Wife,” March 30, 1863d&ge W. Vanvalkenburgh Papers, FHS.

14 Echo From the Army, 3.
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Copperheads of cowardice and scolding the grumbling heard from holdieyswere angry at
those who chose not to aid the cause “by their presence in the rasksgd staying behind in
order that they might be “aiding and abetting rebels by keepp a fire in our rear® These
concerns were likely a case of preaching to the choir. Whiome cases family members
disapproved of the war or the reasons for it, many were devoted sodbess of the Union in
the hopes that by supporting the Union, they were supporting their sadtigve. A soldier
could charge that, “[tlhe rebels of the South are leaning on the modkenocracy for support,
and it is unquestionably true that unjustifiable opposition to the Adiratim is giving aid and
comfort to ‘the enemy.*® The home folks had good reason to oppose Copperhead ambitions.
This argument would actually run both ways. Lincoln, the Democrgtsedy was the
candidate the Confederacy truly wanted to see win the electMe atl know,” a Democratic
campaigner proclaimed to an audience in New Haven, Connecticuttlethaecession leaders
aided and abetted the election of President Lincoln for thatpeepose,” “The war cry of the
South,” he continued, “was not so much -- ‘We will not submit to the Consfitut.as ‘we will
not have these men to rule over ug.”The policies of the Administration, he said, “has tended
to breathe a spirit of defiance and desperation into the breasieryfsouthern man and woman
and child,*® The war's end would only come through more pain and sufferind.ificoln
could only succeed in encouraging dissent. By blaming secessionanin,. some Democrats
hoped to paint the war as a “Republican” war, one which the South,asndhng party, was

dragged into as a defense against despotism and tyranny.

15 Echo From the Army, 4.

16 Echo From the Army, 4. “The Democracy” refersighéo the Democratic Party.

" «Great Speech of Hon. Robert C. Winthrop, at Nemadion, Conn....” Union Pamphlets of the Civil War, 186
1865: Volume 1} edited by Frank Freidel, (Cambridge, MA: The Bwlg Press of Harvard University Press, 1967),
1086.

18«Great Speech,” 1081.




18

Confederates certainly did their part to promote this de&ditorials from Southern
papers appeared in Democratic pamphlets, and others made theiositayhrough operatives
and activists. “Abraham Lincoln is the South’s best ally,” @esd an editorial from Richmond,
which claimed that he “effectually succeeded in calling out andbtony every element of
resistance in the South® The editorials promised the possibility of reconciliation, ohatvery
least some kind of peace with the North if Lincoln should lose thetieh. A writer from
Georgia promised that, “if Gen. McClellan should be electedessation of hostilities will
follow. The war will be suspended” The South had left because of Lincoln, and would not
return for him.

Not every charge that Copperheads were aiding the South cambkedttaith the
accusation of treason. For some, this aid was unwitting, though nettsngito be condoned.
Soldiers who communicated this idea seemed to be under the imprdssiaf Copperheads
simply knew that their activities were aiding the South, suclvities would be curbed, if not
necessarily stopped outright. This kind of attitude did have someibda. Joanna Cowden
notes that even the infamous Vallandigham did not oppose the warleft@use he wished to
see the nation split asunder. Vallandigham and others opposed tlen wae grounds that

reconciliation would be best achieved through conferences and compfmisk was

9 Larry Nelson’s book Bullets, Ballots, and Rhetatiscusses this idea more fully, and especiallysitiens the
official efforts of the Confederate governmentrfiience the election, specifically to ensure Lintodefeat.
#“Hear Hon. Geo. H. Pendleton,” Union Pamphletthef Civil War, 1861-1865: Volume, ledited by Frank
Freidel, (Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Hedvaniversity Press, 1967), 1126-1127.

2L Anonymous, “The Presidential Canvass in the Uni&des,” Augusta, G/ACGhronicle & SentinelThe Civil War:
Primary Documents on Events from 1860 to 18&fted by Ford Risley, (Westport, CT: GreenwooesB, 2004),
258.

%2 Joanna Cowden, “Heaven Will Frown on Such a Casskhis: Six Democrats Who Opposed Lincoln’s War,”
(Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 2001)515
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Vallandigham and his followers who popularized the slogan, “The Catistitas it is, and the
Union as it was®

As soldiers spent more time away from home, it is likelyszadinect began to form
between them and those at the home front. This certainly appehes/¢ been the feeling
among many soldiers, particularly those who wrote of Copperheads. reékens for this
disconnect, they believed, stemmed from the lack of experience Cepgsrhad in the field.
Without knowing what Confederates were truly like, or what it méaface them in battle, it
was considerably easier to campaign against soldiers doingp@isthis did not stop a soldier
from dreaming, of course, and the possibilities of Copperheads commgadfdace with the
cause they were supporting looked to soldiers like a possible education.

Soldiers were not necessarily shy about expressing th@nede see Copperheads face
the enemy. “[I]t would do change a good many of them if they waarsecout and see how the
thing is going,” wrote an Ohio soldier to home. “I think if somehan Butternutsvere to
come down here and run up against some of these Gray Jbl@esontinued, “they would
change their opinions suddenf.” Vanvalkenburgh thought the grumblers from home could
learn a good deal from the people being liberated in the Southing\from Eastern Tennessee
with Rosecrans’ Army of the Cumberland, he felt, “If they could mdg how some of the
people live here in East Tenn. they would be content with theintbtoa perfectly happy with
whatever their lot may b&> Given the historic and familial relationships between many
Midwesterners, especially those who became Copperheads, and Sasthbragarticular line

of thought appears less convincing. In many cases, these individer@dikely aware of the

% David E. Long, The Jewel of Liberty: Abraham Lihws Re-Election and the End of Slavefiechanicsburg,
PA: Stackpole Books, 1994), 42.

24up L. Gierhart to William Cook,” September 20,84 A. L. Gierhart Papers, OHS.

% «George Vanvalkenburgh to Wife,” February 14, 186€orge W. Vanvalkenburgh Papers, FHS.
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realities of Southern life, and possibly favored them. What they nagrigkely prepared for was
the introduction of Southern troops and the hardships that could follow. Some soldiers played up
that possibility. “The rebel sympathisessc]] of Ind.,” wrote Floyd Thurman to his brother,
“will rue the day when an armed body of men comes into her lines in battle?array”

That day in fact came during the summer of 1863. Confederajadser General John
Hunt Morgan took his band of Confederate Light Cavalry first into ekyt, then across the
Ohio River into Indiana and Ohio. William Pittenger announced the meWws diary, saying
that, “We [the soldiers] learn that Morgan with 10,000 men has adbseOhio, into Indiana.”
His follow-up is more telling, as he then writes, “Good, just whatneed, the one thing which
will bring people to their senses. Let them see the show, nodwripaying. They seem to have
forgotten that there’s a monstrous death struggle going on foifeéhef Ithis nation.?” Just in
case the message were not clear enough, he repeats ekdatex, saying, “The tramp of the
Morgan horse and the clank of the sabre came home to the Copperheads, good>- good.”

Though Morgan would retreat by the end of the summer, escapugon jail in the
process, his specter would remain over the Ohio Valley area. dfeMiergan running around
the Midwest again, though untrue, would occasionally circulate iretjierr. Even so, news of
Morgan moving north brought out in some the desire to see home front Coplsethieght a
lesson. As late of July of 1864, Ohio soldier William Helsleynomed to his wife, “we got the
news today that old Morgan was in Ohio at or near camp Dennigsanbe true he will make
some of the old copperheads squifinThough Morgan was likely not in Ohio at that time, he

was still making raids into Kentucky. Robert Winn noted one of thesssions, again looking

% «Floyd Thurman to Brother,” March 4, 1862, Floytirman Civil War Letters, IHS.
27 Entry of July 13, 1863, “Diary of William Henry f&nger,” OHS.
28 Entry of July 20, 1863, “Diary of William Henry f&nger,” OHS.
2 «william Helsley to Wife,” July 28, 1864, Williandefferson Helsley Papers, FHS.
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to use it as a teachable moment for Copperheads. “I wish he’de#muCapitol and hang out
the dirty Confederate Rag and give the State a humbling genefalBy 1864, Winn does not
appear to have been particularly threatened by Morgan’s peeserkKentucky, which may say
as much for the effectiveness of Morgan as it does about antiwar opinion.

Anger at Copperhead agitation could easily degenerate into thmaaks by soldiers.
Pamphlets did not ignore these threats, though some appear to have baplaysmivwhen
made to be part of official publications. Not only were soldiefsappy with the presence of
Copperheads, but the sentiment existed to do something about it. Seate Were open, while
some meant to be ‘surprises’ for Copperheads when soldiers cehomee at war's end. Some
of these letters were no longer even threats of future violdndestories told by soldiers
detailing actions they had already taken. Already facingilimate price for their patriotism,
Union men appeared to have little patience for those who would suggest their aalsssithan
worthy.

Not all threats against Copperheads were written by soldfeosne came from home.
These letters expressed the frustrations of friends and faamty undoubtedly rubbed off on
soldiers who were already opposed to Copperheads and their actiftes Cincinnati, M. L.
P. Thompson wrote that “[tlhe wrath of loyal people is prettylpegr to the Exploding point,”
and that when it reached that point, “there will be a general smakithe copperheadd"”
Other letters from home implored soldiers “to shoot every d-d Chppdr shoot them if you
have to let the rebel gé?

Soldiers responded with their own threats of violent retribution. Mdicghcame in the

form of future hoping. When the war ended, and soldiers would return hortnepotiid be their

30 “Robert Winn to Sister,” June 10, 1864, Winn-Cdtmily Papers, FHS.
3L4“M. L. P. Thompson to Forlan,” February 24, 1888,L. P. Thompson Papers, OHS.
32«Ruther Tanner to William,” August 9, 1863, WiltimTanner Papers, FHS.
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chance to confront Copperheads directly about their treason. “l waatvéothe time come,”
wrote George Vanvalkenburgh, stationed in Bowling Green, Kentuekyeri the union men of
this state can have proper revenge for the wrongs they haweerbby the rebs and | think |
should not have to wait long to see it.” Many of these soldiers hdpmm¢he chance of
retribution had their ideas of how their revenge should take plaaevalkenburgh suggested to
his wife that “if them d-d northern copperheais] were all hung it would be the means of
bringing the war to a more speedy termination and save thedfvemny a brave soldief®
John Dow wrote to his wife that many of the men he served wrgedgand were willing to
help, saying that “they [the soldiers] would rather Kill a nortHeopperhead] than they would
half a dozen rebel soldier3? Dow himself suggested that the situation would improve “if they
would serve some more of the Copperheads the same way,” as theusfgallandigham, and
be either arrested or removed (or perhaps, just as Vallandigham, do’*both!).

Some of these threats were given with the idea that Copperheadd have to be
foolish to set foot in Union camps. As such, these threats becameeansbies, soldiers hoping
that opportunities for retribution would be handed to them by fate or Goggukstupidity. This
seems to be the perspective of Thomas Honnell. Writing home fadnd Benjamin Epler,
Honnell expresses contempt for Copperheads. He accused them diliyomdisng only about
Vallandigham’s election to the Ohio governorship (this letter ngmin 1863 during the

campaign), and not paying any attention to the important mattenesi and how the war should

3 «George Vanvalkenburgh to Wife,” April 5, 1863, @ge W. Vanvalkenburgh Papers, FHS.
34 «John Dow to Ann,” May 20, 1863, Dow Family LetieFHS. Words in brackets added for clarification.
% «John Dow to Sister,” May 16, 1863, Dow Family tes, FHS.
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end. He warns that if any Copperhead were to appear in camp akdaspgbeay were at home,
“[tlhe Soldiers would skin him alive®®

In some cases, these threats carried with them predictiohguoé events. Because
soldiers tended to exaggerate the presence of Copperheads in theshioe started to believe
that the war would end only when the opportunity to stamp out Pean®ddats at home
presented itself. “[T]here is a good prospect of war in tloetHérn States,” Ohio soldier
William Helsley wrote back home to his wife. Helsley altyuappeared thankful that if this war
were to come, he was in the army down south. Still, he knew his“dutwas at home and the
Copperheads made any trouble | would have to help to fight fheintliana soldier Thomas
Canaday welcomed this potential northern war, telling a friendoate, “I am in favor of
fighting this war through until secessid] is wiped out both south & north®

Soldiers took the opportunity to suggest their responses to these Capgeitrewhen
they finally did return home. At home in Indiana, Stephen Emeeived these warnings from
his friends and family. Joseph Airhart singled out a John Whatelhe target of his wrath, and
asked Emert to “just save him till | come home and | williggn him out.®** Upon learning that
there were many Butternuts at home, S. C. Lee told his friemettE“l should like to bee [sic]
there and have sum of My Friends there with Kfe Even if Lee’s intentions were not violent,
the statement that he would not be going alone suggests the néadkap should nonviolent

plans go awry. Matthew Goodrich, not a friend of Emert’s, insteleebdsis father for names of

% “Thomas Honnell to Respected Friend & Adopted BeotBenjamin Epler),” September 17, 1863, Thomas C
Honnell Papers, OHS.

37«william Jefferson Helsley to Wife,” August 28, &8, William Jefferson Helsley Papers, FHS.

% “Thomas Canaday to Stephen Emert,” March 15, 186&hen Emert Letters, IHS.

39«Joseph Airhart to Brother and Sister,” June %4,8tephen Emert Letters, IHS.

4043, C. Lee to Friend,” June 18, 1863, Stephen Eiretters, IHS.
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some Copperheads, so that when he returned home he would “have the piebsting them
know what | enlisted for™

Not all soldiers were limited to dreaming about the possillityevenge. Soldiers home
on leave, rather than discuss the reasons for their enlistmentgitiddiwith rhetoric, were
expressing themselves in a decidedly rougher fashion. “ItfieadCopper-Colored Brethren in
Ohio are taken and done,” a Sergeant Gregg notes to his faroiyJfitle Sams boys returned
from the field — Some of them [Copperheads] get justly rough lessmesin a while” Acting
in groups, Union soldiers were able to exact retribution on individuals they had ideasifileelir
enemy at home. William Tanner told the story of an incident whigeeregiment met a
Copperhead while in camp. “[T]he boys put a rope around an [his] neck and drew Hitm up.”

When describing this attempted hanging of a Copperhead, Tanneewbkam
disappointedly noted that the incident ended when “the officers ckong and stopped,” the
soldiers!* These kinds of moments were mostly undertaken by the enisted Officers in the
Union Army generally frowned upon poor treatment of civilians, espgcdrathe time prior to
Grant and Sherman’s hard war campaigns that began in the swh®8§4. William Pittenger
notes a similar moment when his regiment was still in an Gingpc A scout from his regiment
captured “a blackhearted Secessionist” while on patrol, a masoltiers promptly put up as an
“exhibition.” The next day, a dissatisfied Pittenger notes, “fla®m who we had on exhibition
yesterday was released last night by Gen. Stur§assdtably, these events tended to take place
before soldiers left their home states for the fields of thehSouthere will be a further

discussion of this kind of contact in Part II.

*L“Matthew Goodrich to Father,” May 24, 1863, Maith€oodrich Papers, FHS.
“243ergt. Major Gregg to S. C. G. and Family,” Febgu22, 1864, Gregg Family Papers, FHS.
3 “william Tanner to Brother and Sister,” August63, William Tanner Papers, FHS.
44 (1.
Ibid.
> Entry of May 8, 1863, “William Henry Pittenger Djg’ FHS.



25

While soldiers angrily discussed violence against Copperheadsiothso peaceable
Peace Democrats were involved in activities of their own. Amntaedivity was not merely a
position calmly defended by oratory and controlled from above bybtapeaders who directed
the people at benign events such as picnics and rallies. Copperheadmuially in its
Midwestern hotbed, took on a number of violent forms. Clashes betweenvgdesnot
uncommon, and sometimes even took place at Republican campaign events.of Wwske
intimidation attempts reached Union soldiers, and increased thely Waorthe safety of the
friends and family left behind. These worries undoubtedly helpednctldiers away from the
political party with which the perpetrators were so easily tied.

Soldier fears over violence were well-grounded, as word commg fiome would
demonstrate. “The Butternuts have burned one meeting house and partipuor another,”
wrote Sarah Lundy to a friend, “because the minister preached good Ektmons and not in
favor of Vallandigham® Robert Winn retells a story for his sister of “a dark picifreebel
chivalry.” When a Kentucky man had, “got a little too much liqubgstarted to talk about his
support of Lincoln and the Union, “and would have told them more but they knockedbln
and stamped him until he had to be carried aaySometimes this violence extended even
against soldiers. Ann Dow described to her soldier brother John denhevhere a number of
Copperheads in Holmes County, Ohio crashed a Union camp, and stole a tanmorarby
Bladensburg. The situation was apparently serious enough thabvleen@r sent troops to help
calm the situation dowff.

Most Copperhead activity revolved around the disruption of Republican and Union

political events. Not content to hold their own rallies, anti-wadwéisterners targeted the

*5“sarah Lundy to Mr. J. O. Martin,” June 8, 186ar&h Lundy Correspondence, OHS.
7 “Robert Winn to Sister,” September 7, 1863, Winme& Family Papers, FHS.
“8«Ann Dow to Bro. John,” June 21, 1863, Dow Fanffigpers, FHS.
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opposition party’s events for agitation and even violence. Sarah Lusdsilel an Ohio rally
which the Copperheads tried unsuccessfully to stop from meeting. thiaocabjective failed,
they resorted to pelting the convention goers with stones as the engied. Lundy noted,
“some of the Ladies were hurt severely with stof@s.t appears stone-throwing was the
disruption of choice, as Ann Dow told of a similar event, also in Qhneere someone she and
her brother John knew had his arm broken by a stone. “[T]he butterstuisbdd the meeting,”

%0 Indeed, a

she said, noting that “there was a group of men hollering for \thjaam.
meeting not disrupted by Copperheads appears to have been newswh,tas M. L. P.
Thompson took the time to relate that “not a copperhead hissed,” apubliRan rally in
Cincinnati*

As stories such as these made their way into the minds ofrsolthiey combined with
previously examined fears of a Northern civil war startechiege southern sympathizers. “I'm
afraid the butternuts will make trouble in the North this faltdted one soldier succinctl§.
Luther Thustin expressed his concerns that the “violent & defying” Cbppds were ready to
exploit dissatisfaction with the war and begin rioting in the Nt Some of these concerns
were slightly exaggerated. Robert Winn repeated to his sisteneard news that, “you were
expecting a party of 800 Southern patriots at Hawesville to cultbats of persons loyal to the
Lincoln dynasty.” To the modern reader, the number may seem a bithevéop, though the

mixture of concern and confusion is evident when Winn follows by gskirow is it?®* In the

aftermath of elections, being able to look back on their eadiererns, some soldiers readjusted

*9“3arah Lundy to Friend,” August 12, 1863, SarahdyiCorrespondence, OHS.

*0“Ann Dow to John,” August 10, 1863, Dow Family texs, FHS.

*L“M. L. P. Thompson to Forhan,” February 24, 1888 L. P. Thompson Papers, OHS.
2 Thomas Honnell to Friend,” August 23, 1864, ThoBasionnell Papers, OHS.

>3 “Mr. Garnett to Major L. T. Thustin,” June 3, 18@3uther Thayer Thustin Papers, FHS.
> “Robert Winn to Martha Winn,” ca. August 12, 1868inn-Cook Family Papers, FHS.
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their views of Copperhead brazenness, while still attempting téyjtisgir earlier worries. S. C.
Alden does such when he writes in October of 1863, after the Ohio guls&helection, “I did
have some fears that after all the blowing there might posbkiélgome violence offered on
election day but when it came to the test they [the Copperheads]t@o peaceable in principle
to make any disturbance, though they had threatened to make Abbliazhrun like water>®

Not all campaigning by Copperheads involved provoking Republicans anckrsoldi
Democrats had their own campaigns and rallies during thé\@ai years and were every bit as
determined to win as they had been before. The Democrats werstabéshed political party,
and brought into the conflict a nationwide operation that helped thémefm competitive even
with a significant chunk of their party’s base suddenly no longer demsg themselves
American citizens. By the 1860s, the Democrats had alreadydpegating for three decades,
growing their organization and, Jean Baker suggests, their own colturampaigning for
offices®® Soldiers, most of whom supported Republican and Union Party candidatesnot
immune from hearing about and experiencing Democratic campaigns.

These discussions on campaigning provide a window into the mid-emtleteentury
political process. Certainly, there can be a great focus ompéeelses, rallies, picnics, parades,
and other social activities political parties used to gather suppdrpromote their positions and
candidates. They also show the ways in which campaigns portragedopposition and
negatively interacted with them. Intimidation, disruption and individutd at violence were

not uncommon, and soldiers were made fully aware of their happening.

5«3 C. Alden to Miss Jane Berry,” October, 1868ntiel S. Miner Papers, OHS. This assertion thap€eads
were “too peaceable in principle” echoes the pgradilustrated in Neely’s The Union Divided/here he asserts
that it was respect for the Constitution and tleetelral process that helped to control anti-Adntiatéon and anti-
Republican violence.

* Baker, Affairs of Partymostly Chapter 7, “The Meaning of Elections,” 2&l6.
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The most obvious example of Democratic campaigning is thesraind picnics they set
up for that purpose. Vallandigham discussed the success of tHese irah private letter to
Thomas Seymour of Connecticut. “The meeting yesterday at Impdiesiavas immense & full
of courage & prudent firmness. Without exaggeration the number msgt lmwn at 40,000.”
Vallandigham was not prepared to let the rallies alone spedkdarause, but promoted it with
pamphlets and other published materials. He writes in the s#émette Seymour, “In a few
days, a short address will appear from me which will defeatwti@e purpose & show that,
South or North, | am the same Union man, & devoted to the same prinaipieh | have ever
maintained.?” Running for political office, Vallandigham hoped to keep his Union crtéals,
such as they were, as strong as possible. Vallandigham wasecedsarily a Confederate
supporter. In fact, his position, argues Cowden, is the more modea&ie [psition, hoping for
a compromise that would restore the Unidn.Vallandigham could certainly be accused of
naiveté, especially by a modern audience, but not of direct Southern sympathies.

Letters and diaries made note of rallies and events throughohtidiaeest. Even brief
statements reveal a level of newsworthiness for either seldretheir loved ones. Pittenger’'s
diary contains the entry, “Copperheads making more demonstrationsan Gag, Ohio,” while
a letter from Sarah Lundy notes a “secesh meeting” inagbgetown>® Others wrote of the
rallies, describing themselves as less than impressed atmabateen and heard. Robert Winn
described a Democratic meeting to his sister, calling it,ratharistic of the Copperhead Party.”
His complaint regarded the speeches that were given there,cafidtethem, “too silly to pass

my kind of review.” He closed his thoughts with his hope that suchnsmms as were

>’ “Clement Vallandigham to Horatio Seymour,” May 4863, Clement Vallandigham Letter, OHS.

*8 Cowden, Heaven Will Frowri68. Cowden contrasts Vallandigham'’s positiothwhat of the more radical Ohio
representative Alexander Long, who advocated kptiire Southern states secede without any Nortlesistance.
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expressed there would not carry the day, though it is possiliidhisipessimism that he was not
ready to believe th&’. Ann Dow, writing to her soldier brother, was also not taken ley th
rallies, calling them “so insulting’®

Sometimes, rallies were held in response to Republican canmgigmi the other way
around. Both sides dueled with campaigns, and used them almost dv@mpalling. When
talking about a Republican meeting in Ohio, Sarah Lundy expressedcare that a “week
previous to that the Copperheads had a large meeting and itavad fiy many that Tuesdays
meeting would fall below theirs in regard to numbé&fs.Copperheads held rallies for similar
reasons. A letter from lllinois told of a Copperhead picnic, “aboot 6 miles from there [a
Republican picnic] so as to get the men to go there, and so they wouldvweoenough men to
raise the pole®® Sometimes, the two even held parades in front of the othdmdeto direct
confrontation. This confrontation need not be violent, as Isaac Wilson Dow described; sayin

Week ago last Monday night | was over to Alleghey[?] to a régarb meeting. They
had a nice time, big crowd, good speeches and fine music. The coppédnhdads
meeting there the same night. It did not amount to much. they ceendrom Pittsb. in

great array with all kinds of devices on their banners, marapdd the Democrat Head
Quarters. They had one speech when the Republican Band plalj}e®®&aid the Flag

which made the copperheads mad. They gave three groans for Otbefb&tarted for

Pittsburgh. The republicans had the best band of music | ezat. h&hey played Red
White + Blue, Hail Columbia, Star Spangled Banner mighty fice.

Not all campaigning was local. While Vallandigham was the lgyé in the Midwest,
especially his home state of Ohio, his fortunes waned after ldsnGovernor’s race in 1863.
By 1864, attention had shifted to national politics, and the Copperhead hemmebdieir
Presidential nominee George McClellan. With a national focus, nairenal events came into

a soldier’s view. Writing from Connecticut, R. G. Holt told &fdl that “[Fernando] Wood said

60 “Robert Winn to Sister,” October 21, 1864, WinngBd=amily Papers, FHS.
¢1“Ann Dow to John,” October 15, 1863, Dow Familytiezs, FHS.
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in a speech mad at Norwalk, ct. that if he was Gov of Conn that r® mmem should go to the
war unless they went over his dead body and he believed that $hdmgseymour] the
democratic nominee for Gov believed as he Wood did so you see we hawvbeteas well as
in Ohio.” Other soldiers noted or were made aware of the great c@elsréiat accompanied
McClellan’s nomination. “The Democrats nominated their man fosiéeat last Wednesday,”
said Annie Spence to a John Hamill, continuing, “they had a big time in Delphi thaarfighg
the canon and drinking whiskey. | expect that they felt haPpyMore succinctly, Franklin
David Witwer noted in his diary, “butternuts had quite a jolly tiog@ay over the nomination of
McClellan.”®’

In their campaigning, Copperheads used whatever resource weasralisposal. One
that came up on occasion was the use of women in ralliestagst that seemed to carry some
unexpected consequences. Ann Dow, writing to her brother John, talked hisousé of
women. “The Vallandinghamers are going to have a grand meetibgwark To-morrow [this
being in August]. They are trying to get up a pack of thirty-fgids in every township.” Ann
seemed less than convinced that this was going to work, sayiexpétt they do not agree very
well here. Some of them won't go because others are g8intp"a letter the following day,
written as more details about the rally had come to her attertionnotes the leader of the
girls, a Miss Nellie Pence, who she flatly identifies dlse ‘biggest toad in the pudd/®.” She
told John of a similar story in September. A “grand demonstratiobétbeld in Mt. Vernon
involving the women seemed destined for trouble because the gidsaltasquabbling among

themselves.” “A great many of them won’t go,” she noted, dase Call is going and she has

5“R. G. Holt to Friend Atkinson,” March 12, 1863, 8. Holt Papers, OHS.

«“Annie Spence to Mr. J. A. Hamil,” September 4648John Alexander Hamill Papers, IHS.
" Entry of September 3, 1864, “Franklin David Witwiiary,” FHS.

8 «Ann Dow to John,” August 23, 1863, Dow Family tess, FHS.

%9“Ann Dow to Brother John,” August 24, 1863, Downfiy Letters, FHS.
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heard about it Women appeared to be unreliable Democratic operatives athmsgh the
shortcomings Ann Dow mentioned seem just as likely to appearptilifeans tried a similar
tactic.

Democrats were not going to forgo the soldier vote if they could ihelJohn Vaught
noted an invitation he received to, “a Supper_of ButteBaup.” While he may have thought
that, “I can make a dish of soup of hard tack and beans that wowd prore healthy than
Butternut Soup,” it is telling that the Democrats would be sending ancinvitation in his
direction’* Soldiers were brought into the campaign in other ways. Some even were running for
office as Democrats. Thomas Maholm told to his brother thapta@aPutman was running for
legislature, and that while doing so he had published a list of nappsring him. This list, to
Maholm’s surprise, included his brother John! Without knowing whether Jotuallgic
supported Captain Putman or not, Thomas clearly did not support the idaahoé dist of
support. “l want to know if there is no way among you to stop such memagsom making
use of your names for political purpose,” he wrote, and, “I wish ydigeo$ and privates would
draw up some resolutions that would settle him foré¢er”

More than resolutions were drawn up. Some soldiers took an activa pampaigning.
Lewis Hanback, a soldier who had mustered out following service withliaois regiment.
Hanback was with one of his officers, a Colonel Smith, and reportethesn campaigning
activities.

Yesterday Colonel Smith spoke in Browning, a Copperhead hole on theslIRiger.

He spoke there last Tuesday night and so stirred up the Coppethaiadsthing would
do but that we should come back to Browning and meet their Champiee, a
discussion. The Colonel agreed to come back and Friday at 2koRIbt was set for
the meeting. Well the time came round and we came backawniBrg and at the

0“Ann to John,” September 17, 1863, Dow Family et FHS.
«John W. Vaught to Mr. William C. Magill,” Janua87, 1864, William Magill Letters, IHS.
"2“Thomas T. Maholm to Brother John,” August 16, 38Bow Family Letters, FHS.
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appointed hour proceeded to the School House there we waitdg aedrour a few

came straggling in but no Champion of Democracy made his appear&mgally the

Col. commenced speaking and continued for half an hour when in camertieeiatic

Champion a Major Cummings a renegade soldier who says hbdedirmy because he

couldn't fight for the niggar. The Colonel spoke an hour. Cummings followed ihexnot

hour in which did not answer a single point but abused “Old Lincoln” dwed t

Abolitionists. The agreement made about the speaking wa€oh&mith should speak

one hour Cummings to follow in a reply of One hour and a QuaweiSmith to have

half an hour to reply, but just as soon as Cummings got through wigpaech he left

taking all the democrats with him....As the Democrats were leaving the heuskadhies

shouted “Cowards Cowards” Quite a respectable number remaine@odmmel Smith

replied in a short speech after which the meeting broke up....thedpamnfelt decidedly

mean | do not think they will get over it this fall Reallgd not know whether this will

interest you or nof?

Colonel Smith’s attempted debate with the “Copperhead Championfldelbn its face, and
while an ardently pro-war man like Hanback could very easke this as a general sign of
Copperhead cowardice, we have little way of knowing if this waateern of activity or an
isolated incident.

Campaigning was not relegated to events at home. Some Coppeédspadslly family
members, took their campaign to the field. Instead of genatahstnts and pamphlets sent to
cover the whole of the army, these appeals were directed gy faembers who served. John
Dow told of “a fellow in our company that gets the most discougplgtiers you ever heard of
from his sister.” Her arguments, as Dow understood them, waiighgforward, claiming the
war as one about blacks and not Union. “[S]he writes and tells himfdsiwhe niggers are
coming into Ohio and how they [unintelligible] the White Woméh.Wives would write such
letters to their soldier-husbands. Henry Schmidt of Kentucky appeeles/e received one from
his wife Cate. His response referenced her previous lstieh stated “that | Should Resign
and go home that we wasersid] Fighting for the Union but that we were Fighting for the

Nigros.” Schmidt scolded her for her accusations. “Peopleshilnétor Say so,” he wrote, “are

3« ewis Hanback to Hattie,” October 8, 1864, Lewanback Letters, FHS.
"«John Dow to Maria,” May 22, 1863, Dow Family Lets, FHS.
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Copperheads’® Families were not the only sources of these letters. mentioned a solider
named Dave who received letters from female Vallandigham supp8rt&rswing the role that
women could play in a man’s decision to enlist, it can easily s Bew such letters would
prove potentially effective. Dow seems to have doubted the ovéiiaioy of these letters.
“What Soldiers are left,” he observed, “are true Blue. WhatBewernuts we had have either
disserted or resigned”

While many men expressed their concerns about Copperheads cangpaighisgitating
the population, some turned their attention to those actually in offlieagreement between
military and civilian government were hardly new to the hiswir warfare, and the Civil War
was no different. Resolutions that worked their way through the vastates legislatures, as
well as perceived shortcomings of specific politicians weaglearknown to the army, and many
soldiers reacted to them as one would expect. The potentialcgfiaéasuch resolutions and
even their chances of actually passing were not as likelyusisd. Their very presence,
proposed by Copperheads (who, perhaps more importantly, were also Dsjnacréhe
legislatures, was demeaning enough to the Union soldier.

Because of their rather open membership and ability to containde wariety of
opinions, state legislatures became one of the key loci of Coppeabaty. Once in office,
the ability to write and promote resolutions and legislationwmatld weaken the war effort, or
at the very least bring about their desired end of a peaceful congay, could easily make
Copperhead efforts appear outsized relative to their actual numbleis tactic was not limited

to the state level, as members of the US House of Reprégesitah particular New York’s

S “Henry Schmidt to Cate Schmidt,” March 14, 1868h&idt Family Papers, FHS.
%«John Dow to Sister,” October 2, 1863, Dow Fantitters, FHS.
"«John Dow to Bro. Thy” May 30, 1863, Dow Family Letters, FHS.
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Benjamin Wood made use of their ability to introduce antiwar pagtiand resolutions. The
most notable part of this strategy was its utter failureffeteng the policy called for. Lack of
Democratic power in the House made Wood little more than a gadfly.

This did not make similar resolutions from Midwestern statesligres any less
abhorrent or treasonous to soldiers in the field. “We learn thdtageslature of Illinois has
made a motion to withdraw her troops from the field. Shame,” wRdtenger in his diary.
“Also...the Legislature of Indiana has refused to give Gov. Mostanessage a reading.”
Indiana soldier Robert Hanna remarked on both his home legislatuthanaf Illinois, and a
set of counter-resolutions drawn up by Indiana officers. Reftpdite urge for violent
retribution he wrote, “If necessary, we will come back & Hamgwhole congress.” He coldly
added, “Traitors will not fare so well in Indiana as they have rdtwere [Murfreesboro,
Tennessee]*®

Some soldiers knew which party was to blame and were not shy abkuignsure that
opinion was shared. “There is beyond all doubt a growing feelitigeitNorth against this war,
and the men who have always been the humble slaves of Southern Atsstwerfostering it by
all the means in their power,” wrote Channing Richards in hisydidVery naturally,” he
continued, getting to the direct accusation, “it raises its treboieead under the name of
Democracy but shame to say, it controls more than one Legeslahg openly proclaims its
opposition to ‘coerture’dic] in our National Council® Along with to us now familiar refrains
of treason and Southern sympathy came from some the painful thougihietigavernment that

claimed to support them was turning its back on the army. tAose with whom we have

8 Representative Wood of New York, on July 13, 1&th Cong. 1st ses€png. Globe116; Representative
Wood of New York, on July 15, 1861, 37th Cong.,dests.Cong. Globe129.

9 Entry of January 21, 1863, “William Henry Pittendary,” OHS.

8 «Robert Hanna to Mrs. R. B. Hanna,” January 2%3,&Robert Barlow Hanna Family Papers, IHS.

81 Entry of February 19, 1863, “Diary of Channing Ricds,” Channing Richards Papers, FHS.
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implicit confidence and trusted to our homes and firesides turningpriraio us?” asked
Pittenger. “In the name of High and Holy Heaven are we thus ttesioyed, sacrificed and
degraded? Is it possibl&?”

Legislatures were not the only targets of anti-governmentntediom the midst of
soldiers. Governors received sanction from some corners of the afthife in large part this
criticism was likely muted by the fact that many governoth@nMidwest were Republicans that
held strong pro-Union and pro-war positions, they were not immune tetasional complaint.
Floyd Thurman of Indiana wrote that he and his compatriots in thalrgafelt, “Governor
Morton has not treated us with due respect.” Accusations had coitie tcamp that the
Governor, likely taken aback by concerns that soldiers were ihgséne military due to the
influence of Copperheadism and secret societies, had named Tharbsanhdiana Cavalry
regiment as one “tinctured with butter nutism.” The cavalry, Thorgantinued, “have done
hard service for twenty months always obeyed orders and have logtfewt by deserting.”
Thurman does offer the possibility that “this is a mistake ofGbe beyond a doubt he made
the assertiori®® Thurman'’s ability to disbelieve that Governor Morton would have denounced
the cavalry lends itself to believe the Governor's words wareldss harsh and perhaps
misinterpreted. Still, this shows the sensitivity many soddielt towards not only criticism, but
the potential for betrayal.

While politics can be local, they are certainly national mpscas well. Individual states
could propose to remove their troops, but only the national government couldrtdutire war.
Early in the war, the ever-present pessimism of Robert Wimiwdact not in force as he

discussed the actions of the national government. While he showeddsgust for national

82 Entry of January 21, 1863, “William Henry Pittendiiary,” OHS.
8 “Floyd Thurman to Brother,” March 4, 1862, Floytirman Civil War Letters, IHS. Emphasis added.
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leadership in any of its forms, he was also careful to notéattkeof resolution in that regard.
Winn expounded that, “it seemed to me the Generals, SecreGuiagess and the President for
the last three months Congress was in session did not want deastatlid not care to stop the
war. At least they squabbled about this and that but never showdxhgrike energy till the
close of the sessiof*” Perhaps there was hope for the Union after all. As the rograssed,
and the campaign for the Presidency came into focus by mid-186godhef the Copperheads
to take control of the government and end the war that way becaare &l least to Thomas
Honnell. “Their only hope now,” he wrote of the South, “is that their eontffriends McClellan
& his Copperhead supporters will gain the power and compromise — be iather words —
submit to them and let them Establish their Confederate Monardhya’conclusion that seems
prescient, Honnell slyly added a dig at McClellan’s chances, comimgethat, “We have every
reason to be encouraget.”

Even while out in the field, soldiers were able to experiencerdwence of Copperhead
agitators at home in particular ways. Letters and diaelesat that being away from home did
not mean total isolation from the news of home. While it is conbkavihat the accounts they
read and reacted to were exaggerated, their perception is ampoithe Copperhead movement
was quite real in the Midwest, and very powerful in the Ohio Yadleea. Congressmen like
Vallandigham, and George Pendleton, who became McClellan’s runnitegima864, came
from southern Ohio and represented Peace Democrats on a natrehaltlés only natural then,
that word of their exploits, and more importantly those of their followers, woull rean in the

fields. Once this word got out, the soldiers reacted in viscers.wghis image of Copperheads

8 «“Robert Winn to Sister,” August 17, 1862, Winn-&deamily Papers, FHS.
8 “Thomas Honnell to Friend,” September 25, 18649mhas Corwin Honnell Papers, OHS.
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dominated the view many soldiers received of Democratic actionsliome, and likely turned

them away from voting for such a party.



Part Il Union Sentiment and Secession Holes

“Dear me how strong is the contrast of Union Sentiment on thesBaintke La
Belle Rivere say the fluttering handkerchiefs of ourdretialves and hear the shouting
hurras of the men and boys as we pass along and also how stromg by eontrast is
any want of Union sentiment made thereby and In particular do 1 [gig}oint in time
after passing Maysville — a loyal U family on the Ky. side did salute usmeastily with
the U. flag up side down, not an unfit emblem of Old Ky's Distras the present
struggle and then to the house of their next neighbor so cold and so sullen not a cheer or a
sign of good wishes made manifest as we pass by and made doublysonby the
contrast of their neighbors on both sides of tHem”

As the war progressed, and the armies advanced, contact betweerst)diers and the
civilians who opposed them remained a constant aspect of life. wbh&entucky neighbors
Thomas D. Phillip and his regiment passed illustrate the tenfaoed not only by soldiers as
they advanced into territories with ever increasing southern shmpabut between the families
in that tense area. The experiences of Union soldiers witle tGesfederate sympathizers
differed from those back in their homes. These instances touch updaythe-day activities of
armies and the organization’s relationship with civilians awhale. Sometimes, the line
Northern troops saw between sympathizer and soldier could be very blurred indeed.

Resistance to the war was not limited to the home front. I flae areas of these
Midwestern states that tended to sympathize more strongly e Confederacy were the
southern sections, those closest to the frontlines. Union soldiechintathrough southern
Indiana and Ohio, heading towards that Mason-Dixon Line of the Westhio River, could
very easily find themselves in uncomfortable and unfriendly ¢eyrit The situation grew even

more tenuous after crossing the river, as troops marched through uncertain entuck

! Entry of November 16, 1861, “Thomas D. Phillip Bii FHS.
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Kentucky was the focus of many of these encounters. Guetiilaty in the state was
not uncommon, and Confederate sympathizers found no lack of hiding spotshingDas
Confederate cavalry commander John Morgan raided Kentucky throegtath and even used
it as a base for the occasional thrust into Northern states such as Omdiand.l As the debate
within towns raged over which side to take in the conflict, soldiers fthemselves squarely in
the middle. Though the whole of the state was initially neutrdiyidual cities and towns took
strong stances, and the residents made sure passing soldiers knew thatrarient

Considering the degree to which many Kentuckians opposed the Union eause
compared to other states, this can be a difficult case tg.stddrious degrees of Copperhead
sentiment existed in Ohio and Indiana. Some claimed to the fanionUas they called for an
end to the war through negotiation and reconciliation. Others dddlaat if the Southern states
wished to leave, then it was their right, the North ought tahiemtgo and it was quite simply
none of their business. Different though these stances may havehsgewgete similar in that
they were rhetorical, or at the very least political in thg wfaa town hall meeting. But, if war
is politics by another means, then some Kentuckians were willing abanother mean. While
an actual Confederate was a rare kind to be found in Ohio or Indiandistimetion between
Confederate and Copperhead in Kentucky was thin and malleable. pA&ined in the
introduction, these men, these violent resisters are going to be d¢ountdhe realm of
Copperheads provided that they did not serve in the official Confedmmate After some
initial wavering, Kentucky would remain Union, and the state’s vetesld still very much
count. Unlike other states with guerrilla problems such as Tesmdsentucky would still have

a direct role to play in national politics of the era.



40

Not every town was dangerous, though. In many parts of this bordgemn, Union
sentiment ran high. These were areas that had been threate@edfbgerate forces, or simply
places where the majority of the population would rather havedtaith the Union. Soldiers
from northern states noted the sendoff they received from the .loddiese good feelings
extended into Kentucky, and even into some parts of Tennessee.inGloeewds, waving flags
and other symbols of support were a welcome intrusion into the otherepstitive and
mundane military day of marching and drill. Many soldiers tdwktime to mention the support
they received from certain towns they passed through.

As the western Union armies mustered in the late summer of 1861, tsiqube cause
was widespread and fervent. Democrats of the region genggthlig line with the prevailing
sentiment, following the lead of the nationally-recognized StepbBenmglas, a fellow
Midwesterner. Douglas’s support for Lincoln and the war was ecimot#tee parades of Ohio.
William Henry Pittenger’s experience leaving Ohio wasdgpof the war’s early days. Calling
the need to say so “needless,” and proceeding to mention it anywtagger’s fellow Ohioans,
“thronged around to look upon those who had sacrificed their all to go forth to engagéatythe
cause of defending their country’s rights....Thousands had gathered tthemgness our
departure and to bestow the wish of success.” Betraying theoenudtthe moment for many,
Pittenger also noted the, “faces...mottled with sorrow and warm hearted’tears

The celebration continued to the state’s borders. Pittengerlbesstawrenceburg, Ohio
as home to, “the most patriotic friends and people we have yet foursdcomiinued, saying the,
“reception in the city was gratifying indeed, attest 10,000 of itimens gathered on the levee to

witness our departure for the West, there to engage in the codwfemse of our country. We

2 Entry of August 2, 1861, “William Henry Pitteng®rary,” OHS.
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received many hearty cheers when we pushed from the sliaiesRuckeye.® Accounts from
Indiana were not as glowing, but Robert Hanna remained optimiSbeamenting that the area
around his position in Kentucky was, “half ‘secesh’, + half unitve¢’added that, “if Indiana
pours herself in here for a while, | guess the union side will be considerabynmajority.”
Hanna’s optimism was not necessary in all of Kentucky. Asvidell state, Kentucky
possessed many towns and cities that expressed their suppbe fmesence of Union troops.
“The majority of the people here are Union,” wrote Ira Goodniomfan army camp in the state.
“We are treated very cordially by the citizens all,” hdded, “Union or Secesh.” Union
sentiment stretched even to the southwestern part of the states ®ennessee border. Lewis
Dunn reported similar good will in the same area. “[A]s good luak have it instead of getting
words we got better. Cheering was it to hear the union Seninesotaimed as we passed
along. Greenville in [Muhlenberg] Co. was illuminated with union flay®s | may say from
Calhoun to the Tenn. lin€.”This extended farther into Christian County. “The union men of the
country,” Dunn would write in 1863, “are uncompromising men. They sdyifthred other
policy will sustain the union but to free the negro let them go beferevould let this Glorious
Cause that we are fighting for fall.” As will be discussed further in Part Ill, emancipation
remained a significant issue even amongst Union troops. Followingisthee of the
Emancipation Proclamation, the fact that the citizens of Cimisiounty were so willing to
support the Union as to accept the liberation of slaves speaks to the depth of their Union fervor
Even farther south, into Tennessee, blue-coated soldiers mehogfitality and even

cheering. In the summer of 1863, John Dow was in eastern Tennessée, acicdhowledged

3 Entry of August 18, 1861, “William Henry Pitteng®iary,” OHS.

* “Robert Barlow Hanna to Wife,” August 20, 1862,iRet Barlow Hanna Family Papers, IHS.
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that portion of the state was, “all union,” and that, “the Boys getat encouragement from the

People and nearly every Aria¢hat | have passed you can see_the Stars & Sfitigeasng from

the door.” Reflecting on the distressing news he must have heseing from home, Dow
further added: “If one half of the People of Ohio are as loy#hapeople of East Tenna. there
would be no party-ism=” Still, danger could abound in this decidedly Confederate statsis Le
Dunn contrasted the cheering of Kentucky with the very dissimaigponse from Tennessee.
“[T]hey were as still as a mouse; had nothing to say.” Maybet, but certainly not lacking for
resentment and malice towards the Union armies. Dunn mentioned thiatefrs Soldier is not
allowed to buy a thing from a citizen of eatable kind for Sev@dédliers has been poisonéd.”
Grey-clad troops were not the only threats to face men in hostile territory.

Kentucky’s place in the war is sometimes difficult to gejrasp upon. The Bluegrass
State faced many questions regarding its loyalty to the Uamdnthe Northern cause. In some
cases, this led to Unionism. In others, Union soldiers are able tboquisth the sincerity of
the state’s loyalty, and sometimes by extension, the sanity pbpulation. Taken as a whole,
Kentucky’s civilians showcased the collective schizophrenia to pected of a state on the
frontier of war. The fervor directed in favor of the Confederaay tied, by the soldiers, back to
the news from home about Copperhead agitators. This direct expemgiiceSouthern
sympathizers helped to direct men’s ire towards Copperheadsrfarttienching the image in
their minds.

Coming to the state as a foreign immigrant, Robert Winmonsetimes able to be very
harsh towards his adopted home. Added to his trademark cynicism, tlasnsgoractically

oozes from his letters when the conversation turns to Kentuckyzeroy and their loyalty.

8«John Dow to Sister,” August 24, 1863, Dow Faniiltters, FHS.
®“Lewis R. Dunn to Father,” February 17, 1862, Déamily Papers, FHS.
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“We are in a State that cast an almost unanimous Union Vote, Unooadiitinion,” he wrote at
one point, ‘but what does it signify — when and how was such askabh@archange effected in
the minds of Kentuckians? Does anybody suppose that Kentucky woulctdstvany Union
Votes, much less a majority, without the presence of Federalsoldfie“It is a wonderful thing
this Kentucky loyalty,” he wrote at another time, for “they (entuckians) all full of the
greatness — the goodness of Ky. in giving hedf proper quota of men to the Government.”
And just in case Martha had thought him serious in this instancenotuded by adding that,
“every manshe has in the Rebel Army has let her off from sendingdvtioe U. S. A**

Coupled with cynicism over the citizens of his state, Winn expdessncern at the fate
likely to befall the state from the enemy. “A great dealyf he wrote, referring to himself and
fellow soldiers, “believe Kentucky will be overrun yet and theaddi#ion now existing in the
Eastern part of Virginia and northern Mississippi carried theds’for the proper response to
such an invasion, Winn stated his objection to actually forcing the Qenafies out. “In such an
event the power of all these yellow shouldered raseaisf¢rence to the yellow insignia of rank of
Union generals] would not keep us here to defend the property ofebelsr These fellows are
heartily detested. | consider them next to the Devil only &tifs Matthew Cook shared some
of his future brother-in-law’s negativity towards the state, aef/ée fell short on the sarcasm.
Writing to Martha over his fears of the citizenry, he statétippe the rebels will conscript Ky.
if the Government won't — for the rebels in the rear are more dangerous than if¥ront.”

Other soldiers expressed their objections to the less-thahdpynions and actions they

saw in the borders of the Bluegrass State. Kentucky solider Bh&peed, writing to his

12 “Robert Winn to Sister,” August 8, 1863, Winn-Coe&mily Papers, FHS.

1 “Robert Winn to Sister,” March 17, 1864, Winn-Coeamily Papers, FHS, emphasis in original.
12«Robert Winn to Sister,” c. August 12, 1862, WiGook Family Papers, FHS.

13 “Matthew Cook to Martha Winn,” July 13, 1864, Wiook Family Papers, FHS.
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mother, expressed the concern that, “Kentucky is in a Mise@dnelition. | wonder how long
it will last.” Being a native, Speed’s thoughts also turned tortuther’s safety, as he wrote, “I
suppose the rebels around you are very bitter — do you have anytdimgith them?** Others
serving in Kentucky dealt with the populace, and did so with much ratectaJulius Stedman
complained to his father of the price gouging done by the citizéftee Kentuckians charge us
four prices for every thing we get from them....This | look upon ageomd omen of their
loyalty”®® Doubts existed even into the very late stages of the war.olhiscnew Attorney
General, and native Kentuckian, James Speed wrote to his mothan, ke that the people of
Kentucky want to go to the very verge of anarchy before theybeabrought to their senses.”
This came in late March, less than a week before the fall of Richifond!

When not questioning the loyalty of Kentucky the state, manyessldemained more
than willing to complain about the conditions they faced that surrourigd dealings with
civilians who were less receptive to Billy Yank’s presence antbam. In contrast to the tales
of cheering and flag-waving crowds in some towns, others were chavkb a decidedly
Southern temperament. The soldiers labeled these people and tovesh,'sacshorthand form
of “secession” and “secessionist,” and a common epithet thrown 3t @Ganfederates and their
northern supporters. Whether in the requisition of goods, verbal disagrsemmr merely sullen
and angry stares, Confederate sympathizers who met the ameydetermined to make sure
their dislike was made known.

The most common way for Union soldiers to come into contact withansil and for

those civilians to make a soldier’s life difficult, was in tleguisition of supplies for the army.

“«“Thomas Speed to Parents,” June 29, 1864, ThopasdPapers, FHS.

15«julius Stedman to Father,” December 27, 1861us@aesar Stedman Letters, FHS.

16 «James Speed to Mother,” March 26, 1865, Speed|F#&tapers, FHS. This Speed is unrelated to teeipusly
cited Thomas Speed.
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Early in the war, it was the policy of the US government tmbeirse civilians for the provisions
given, and the army paid what was asked. As mentioned in previtars,l¢hose civilians with
Confederate sympathies were not above making some money off @frrthe Instead of
refusing to aid the soldiers, they would either offer their goods@tbitant prices, or provide a
discount to Confederates with similar requests. “There is an adelm,” wrote George
Vanvalkenburgh, “lives out where we go on picket and you would think to heaalirhat he
was one of the best union men in the world but when the rebels weseeihe told them that he
would give them two good fat sheep for every union man that they walild Added to this
general distrust was the resentment Vanvalkenburgh felt at the armyt®déy‘old bachelor,’
“But we have to guard his property and if the quarter mastey theee and gets any corn, oats
and hay he must have just as much pay as though he [the old bachelor] was the best union man i
the country™’

Not all requisitions came from Union payment. Some, especiatheiearly days, were
items taken from those who did not wish to see troops in their horBesoré the soldiers came
here,” wrote Watson Goodrich, “the people were secessionists, butlafamyhen the union
troops came. Several of the houses are now vacant.” Not willieg $ach a good situation go
to waste, the army commandeered these houses, “and the officers have ggoedadjyarters in
them.™® Henry Hibben also reported vacant houses in his travels withriiiye aln a town
where, “people...are all secessionists and sympathize with ¢bel®” Hibben noted that,
“Many of the people have fled and left their houses, fearing that we would mundet‘the

As the war went on, the army needed more, and appears to havedseetlling to pay

what was asked. “The Soldiers have taken every thing the Citizens have’Jahot Dow, “and

«George W. Vanvalkenburgh to Wife,” March 30, 18&3orge W. Vanvalkenburgh Papers, FHS.
18 “wWatson Goodrich to Friend Alvin,” November 26,618 Watson Goodrich Papers, FHS.
¥“Henry B. Hibben to Sister,” October 30, 1861, Kapt Family Papers, IHS.
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our commissaries had to issue rations to them to keep them feowing§t” Expressing the
desire of these civilians to get out from under the hard hand of wagnti@ued, “They are all
Sick of the war and are willing to Settle with Uncle Samueaioy terms.” In the end though,
Dow'’s lack of sympathy is what comes through. “They allncleo be good union men,” wrote
the implacable Union soldier, “but there was not a man voted for the imiiis (Franklin)
County.”

Thomas A. Phillip recorded a meeting with several Copperhead o#/ilmhis diary, a
story which carries both aspects of Copperhead resentment towddoisss and Copperhead
threats levied at civilians who may have been less enthusistit the Southern cause. While

requisitioning supplies at the farm of a man named Jenkins, Phillip observeethe tal

“about 12 o. clock our steam boat landed at the Rebel Jenkins—favhich is some 7

miles long and about 5 miles wide...the companies searched the Hoeyesd not find

much in the Houses except the wife the Father & Mother in LatheRebel Jenkins

who said that the farm belonged to them and that there was nbirgnelonging to
Jenkins unless it was some stock and produce...The Mother in [lal@hkins was quite
Secesh and called our officers and men some very hard names...about 5 O’clock the Regt
formed on the level Sunday morning the citizens feeling much relieved thatswnhad

come to protect them, for the Rebel Jenkins has threatened tchbyrtate and destroy

the Stores belong[ing] to Uncle Safit.”

For Jenkins and his kin, it wasn’t enough to harass the soldiérsir daily regimen required
terrorizing the whole of the area. The activities of PhillifiRgbel Jenkins” are very similar to
some of the guerrilla activities Union soldiers and other civili@ese subject to around the area,
though those will be discussed later.

Other soldiers shared similar experiences even without the toegdther supplies.
“[Y]ou ought to know that there can be no worse copperheads hissingotiréa freedom”

anywhere than those that | now have to associate with,” wrote Robert Winn froroaanpenent

20 «3ohn Dow to Sister,” July 12, 1863, Dow Familytiezs, FHS.
ZL“Thomas A. Phillip Diary,” pg. 13-15, FHS.
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in Kentucky®? “Hopkinsville is a splendid place for troops to be station,” addedd.Bwnn,
“though | can’t say much about this town though....they are all Rebelgvalker Porter, when
describing a particular day’s march, also mentioned the legaif the towns through which he
passed. He was willing to note the exception, though, and describevthef Crittenden by
saying: “Saw the first union flag flying that | have seetKin received with cheers® Robert
Hanna put forth a similar description, referring to the place & at as being populated with,
“Rebel with some few exceptions.” In a somewhat revealingreégen, he noticed that, “All
of the exceptions are those who are [without slav@s].”

Thomas D. Phillip (not related to the previously mentioned Thomas Aliplhi
mentioned similar experiences in the various towns through which hedpadhile the life of a
soldier on the march does not generally contain a great dealit#negnt, it is notable that each
town entered receives special mention based on the reception divesome cases, such as
Bardstown, the site is simply labeled, “a Secesh Adl&t another instance the prior day, in Mt.
Washington, Kentucky, the soldiers appear to have done a litle o draw attention to
themselves. While again referring to the town as, “a siecelsle,” Phillip also draws attention
to the fact that the regimental band was, “playing Yankee Dooaltethey passed through. He
concluded with a description of the citizens’ response: “No one datuteheered us but on the
contrary they all looked sullen and b&d.”Several days later, after making similar observations
about the town of New Haven, Phillip also added an opinion regardingethg @ir support and

derision. “I notice,” he said, “that we are cheered and salatét® country. When in the towns

22 «Robert Winn to Sister,” September 12, 1863, Wwek Family Papers, FHS.

2« ewis R. Dunn to Father,” April 9, 1862, Dunn FifyrPapers, FHS.

24 Entry of September 20, 1862, “Walker Porter Digfi€HS.

% “Robert Barlow Hanna to Wife,” January 24, 1868bRrt Barlow Hanna Civil War Papers, IHS.
2 Entry of December 12, 1861, “Thomas D. Phillip [§jaFHS.

2" Entry of December 11, 1861, “Thomas D. Phillip [§jaFHS.
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that we have passed through the people appear to be cold and indiffereating much for the
Union.”®
As he and his regiment marched south, William Pittenger of @dtorded similar
thoughts about the various towns through which they passed. A sezi@sie$s from September
of 1861 reveals the sentiment encountered in some towns. “We havehidntien a
blackhearted Secessionist who was captured by our scout last nikdre than just any
secessionist, “He is mounted and is a Capt. of a cavalry campdamith a double barrel
shotgun,” which certainly make him something of a pfizé&Jnfortunately for Pittenger and his
compatriots, the next day’s entry includes the information: “The wiamwe had on exhibition
yesterday was released last night by Gen. Sturgess.’ngtttevas also willing to report from
amongst the men that, “There is great dissatisfaction in camapamunt of his doing but he was
released for lack of evidenc&” Men such as this captured captain were actually rathertdar
come by, as Pittenger observed a few days later, writing, €Ttsescarcely an able bodied
citizen to be found, as they have nearly all joined the Rebel.sfmi}ot that such men were
impossible to find. An entry from November mentioned that a few tned to get some
chickens from a “old Secessionist,” who responded rather violené oDtihe soldiers received
for his effort, “some 70 shots in the back which will no doubt prove fatal.”

Any army worries about spies, and the possibilities are evee pronounced in the
uncertain territories these Union armies traversed. Thel&alga great deal of stories around
Civil War spying, both from the perpetrators and the soldiers whghtdhem. Thomas Phillip

passes along one such incident in a diary entry from January 186&#as‘fumored,” he wrote,

28 Entry of December 14, 1861, “Thomas D. Phillip §iaFHS.

29 Entry of September 9, 1861, “William Henry Pittendiary,” OHS.
%0 Entry of September 10, 1861, “William Henry Pigen Diary,” OHS.
3L Entry of September 15, 1861, “William Henry Pitjen Diary,” OHS.
32 Entry of November 18, 1861, “William Henry PittergDiary,” OHS.
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“that Genl. Nelson had discovered two female spies in the persawe afaughters of a famer
adjoining our [camp] who came to him for passes to cross the linHse” passing of civilians
through camp was not in and of itself an unusual occurrence, buinheuad: “on looking at

them, [General Nelson’s] suspicions were awakened and putting his hahdiopersons he
drew out of their bosoms Several letters giving an account of oup,cand also the plans
thereof.”®® Phillip did not mention (and likely did not know) what hint Generalshin received

as to the intentions, nor what became of the two would-be spies.

More dangerous than spies, and more present in this tenuous areajueeitas®
Rather than express their distaste for the Union with coldsstaseorbitant prices and the
occasional poisoned offering, some took matters a step furthamingléhe Confederate army
was one such method, while going underground was another. Guerhterdigalso sometimes
called Bushwhackers by the soldiers they harassed, threatengditimarmy in all theaters of
the war. In Kentucky, they also could target civilians, including thadsese relatives fought.
“[T]his country is well adapted to Guerilla warfare,” explairsaddier Aetna Pettis, “as they are
well acquainted with the country?’

Robert Winn both gave and received stories of guerrillas. @ oai the town of
Hawesville was related to him in July 1864. *“l have to thank youhe full account of the
depredations of the Guerrillas in Hawesville,” he wrote to lsesiMartha, also adding that he
would be “grateful for the smallest particulars of their opersti®® About a month later,

Hawesville was attacked again, and this time it was Robhartrg) the story. “Hawesville has

33 Entry of January 14, 1862, “Thomas D. Phillip DiaFHS.

3 While researching at the Filson, one of the sthéfred a local joke: In the North, dissenters weferred to as
‘Copperheads’; in Kentucky, dissenters were cédlmhfederates.” A bit overstated, but in many wapsin
describing the situation occasionally faced by Wraomies.

% «petna B. Pettis to Julien,” March 17, 1863, AeBaPettis Papers, FHS.

% “Robert Winn to Sister,” July 8, 1864, Winn-Coo#rfily Papers, FHS.
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been invaded again by the Hancock renegades, the guerrilthy & 150 men.” This account
is also notable as it relays the response Union troops were gilieg they finally encountered
these bushwhackers. “The Gun boat shelled the town, or rather that¢qgited by the rebels —
and they were of course driven out....Yesterday evening | saw a irehell off — he had
betrayed three of the 92nd Ill. Mtd. Inft. into the guerrillaahds — and one of them escaped —
and has identified the chap. | guess he will hang. A woman anly faere brought in — they
had one trunk with them — she had harbored guerrillas, and was an althodarecter — her
house was burned” As to be expected, Union soldiers were not prepared to treatabmesdts
with much kindness. It should also be noted that these responses dhmesummer of 1864,
when general Union policy appeared to be growing much harsher.

Guerrilla activity varied depending on the site and need of the, ms Amelia Winn
related to Martha. Though herself not a soldier, her experiencaatdikely atypical in that
part of Kentucky, nor was it unlikely to find its way to the eafsRobert Winn and other
soldiers. “[M]y neighbors is all agoing to leave Kentucky cocaint of the rebels,” Amelia
wrote, adding, “l would leave but | want to see [the neighbors] outldifg to her account were
descriptions of guerrilla activity, mostly related to the itdhmsy stole, which included, horses,
clothes and money. Amelia also mentioned the growing fear visiliteese Rebels as the war
progressed. In December 1864 she wrote, “The rebels will do wlt#retil the union Soldiers
comes in Kentucky. The rebels says this is the last effeyt will make if the union does whip
them™®

Word of guerrilla activity threatening the homes and famitédJnion soldiers crept

through the ranks. Martha Adams, writing in August 1864, complained about the “numerous and

37“Robert Winn to Sister,” August 1, 1864, Winn-Coe&mily Papers, FHS.
3 «Amelia Winn to Sister,” December 20, 1864, Winodk Family Papers, FHS.
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bold,” guerrillas in the countryside. “Uncle James’ rebel friefidd,” she continued, “and
warned him not to stay out there, so for some time we havéhbaguleasure of his company’.”
Thomas Speed also mentioned his concerns over such activity in &is tetboth parents and
friends. “I hope the Guerrillas will not pester you while we gone,” he wrote in one letter to
his parents. To a friend named Will he wrote, “I have been worglrirsome time past where
you were — and in suspense about you being in guerrilla codfitjtie young Speed was able
to relate the tales of guerrilla action to his parents from, Writing, “he [Will] says the
guerrillas are thick and troublesonié.” While sharing on another occasion the possibility of
raids into Kentucky, Speed coldly remarked, “I suppose though thegari#\hwelcomed there
by most of the people*?

Other raids occurred near larger cities. Writing from Bowlérgen, Kentucky, Henry
Shouldise outlined such an attack. Near the city, a guerrilla foade “stopped the Steamer
Betty Gilmore and threw two thousand bushels of corn in to the mdeakh of the government
supply and paroled all the soldiers that was on board and they afgze8t[a] train of cars and
burnt them and put Steam on [the] locomotive and Started it back ta nantihe passenger
train.”** Kentucky was not the only site to raids by Confederaterifasr Some raids struck
even into Union territory. “We are having a series of Relidsrhere now, wrote Cornelius
Madden from a Union hospital in New Albany, Indiana (located actes<Ohio River from
Louisville). “[T]he first was under Hines which was capturechwiite exception of the Capt and

one other man. They escaped by swimming the Ohio Ri¥er.”

39 “Martha Bell Speed Adams to Jimmy,” August 8, 188geed Family Papers, FHS.

“0“Thomas Speed to Parents,” July 1, 1863, Thomas&papers, FHS; “Thomas Speed to Will,” July 4418
Thomas Speed Papers, FHS.

*L“Thomas Speed to Parents,” December 14, 1864, Ak@peed Papers, FHS.

“2“Thomas Speed to Parents,” November 11, 1864, Bisd®peed Papers, FHS.

“3“Henry Shouldise to Sister,” March 3, 1863, HeBtyuldise Letters, FHS.

*“Cornelius J. Madden to Son,” June 23, 1863, Clarsd. Madden Letters, OHS.
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While not a soldier who experienced guerrilla attacks, Samuasicrdft helped to
catalogue their activities. Haycraft was the Clerk ofditaCounty, Kentucky, and his journal
entries from 1862 through 1865 outline the various incidents in which bidenee of
Elizabethtown was involved. As the campaigns began to pick up in 1862:afayatlined the
challenge facing Kentucky and its citizens: “Kentucky is rmmagsing through a fiery ordeal.
She is invaded by the rebels to the amount of nearly 200,000, and theveiisthe field on the
part of the government in Ky. 150,000 fighting mén.”In June 1863, he wrote, “a band of
guerrillas entered into town, stopped a train of cars loadedheitbes, helped themselves &
left.”*® In late March of 1864, fears of another raid were kindled. “Otes@smy & last night
there was some fears of Guerrilla bands now roaming this go@nr Friday 25 of this month
about 18 miles from Town, our late Sheriff Isaac Radly was robbagwérds of $100 a watch
& a horse, and let go at their headquarters (as they termed it) at Jaues, \& Secessioniét.”

Several entries surrounded a raid, or series of raids, byilgisermnto Elizabethtown
around Christmas of 1864. On the 23rd, Haycraft noted, “At night theseawaalarm of
Confederate troops or guerrillas in towli."The next day’s entry began simply: “Town entered
by rebels.” Haycraft continued by saying the invaders burntaihdepot, captured some Union
soldiers and then lit the railroad bridge on fire. After addnidetachment initially forced the
Rebels out, they returned later that night to set the bridgeeadain. In spite of twice being

set alight in one day, the bridge would be salle@he next day, Christmas, fears of a renewed

“5 Entry of October 10, 1862, “Samuel Haycraft JoytreHS.
“5 Entry of June 13, 1863, “Samuel Haycraft JournaHs.

“" Entry of March 27, 1864, “Samuel Haycraft JourhBHS.

“8 Entry of December 23, 1864, “Samuel Haycraft JaljtiFHS.
“9 Entry of December 24, 1864, “Samuel Haycraft JaljtiFHS.
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assault on the town remained as a train “carelessly” croseedtill-standing bridge, even
though, “it was ascertained that a band of Guerrillas were hovering around Town.”

Even into the very end of the war, guerrillas were a darmayedéycraft and his home
town. His accounts from the final months, though, also revealed thendeuns degree to which
the guerrilla forces had been weakened by Union pressure aedethmore certain coming end
to the war. In early January, 1865, Haycraft wrote, “On this tapaut 10 o’clock AM The
citizens were alarmed by the sudden appearance of somk caeladry in Town.” This
appearance would prove almost comical, for, “the fear soon subsided widauhe out their
force was only 35.” “[T]hey soon left under the flag [of trucdj¢’ continued, “but broke the
truce by taking (blank) head of hors&s'Still, the end was near, and in late April Haycraft was
able to write the following entry: “Genl. Palmer came from Louisvilid eead the surrender of a
rebel Guerilla Co. Capt. Duval & his me?f.”

In addition to this relationship with guerrillas, Haycraft alsmswear the activities of the
famous raider John Morgan. Though he was a commissioned generaQartfeelerate army,
Morgan used his men in the manner of a guerrilla force. Thegrim¥d towns, burned
buildings, stole goods, killed and captured soldiers, and generallyarragdsance of themselves
to Union troops in the area. Haycraft appears not to have met Mongen personally, but
relates their activities. In October 1862, Haycraft wrote of one of M gaials:

“On this day the rebel Genl. John Morgan entered Elizabeth Towigtat with 15,000
cavalry, robbed the post office of this Town, & burnt a railroadder 2 miles from
Town. At 2 O’clock at night Morgan learned that he was pursued by United Statpes
from Louisville, he having searched the Clerk’s office amahes private houses, left in a
hurry. His retiring pickets were fired on by the advancehef Federal troops, but
suffered no hurts. The Federal troops being infantry did not pur8sehe retired his

*0 Entry of December 25, 1864, “Samuel Haycraft JaljtiFHS.
*L Entry of January 9, 1865, “Samuel Haycraft Joytrihs.
%2 Entry of April 26, 1865, “Samuel Haycraft Jouri@HS.
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command committed various robberies of horses, Store goods, maneyetvas last
heard from at Leitchfield, Grayson Counfy.”

Even into December, Haycraft had Morgan’s exploits to keep hisgbantries lively. “Genl.
Morgan came in with 5000 cavalry & about a Dozen pieces of aytdlied after firing 107 shots
into Town captured the 91 Regt lllinois, about 500. Next burnt theRRaitl bridge, the Depot
with about 3500 bushels of wheat (private property), Parks house &halsuilitary stockade.
Took all the horses nearly in Town & for miles around & many thougsithrs worth of dry
goods, boots, shoes, & The havoc wreaked by Morgan and others certainly kept the
attention of Haycraft and the area’s Union soldiers, and provided timemea little extra danger

in the uncertain ground upon which they tread.

Not every enemy faced was a Confederate soldier, and not@opperhead was back at
home. Union soldiers encountered resistance and resentmenttawtieethrough which they
marched. These meetings with ‘secesh’ were as much afptm¢ coloration of a soldier’s
mindset as any rally, speech or pamphlet from home. In eitker teere were people actively
campaigning against their mission, and understandably soldiers toolaraide offense to that.
These collective experiences with Copperheads both at home andigldheok their toll, and
when the time came to make a choice in the election, such pigtaresclear in the soldier's
mind. In the modern view, making such a decision to oppose Copperheaédisi®m somewhat
obvious. As the elections drew near, the issues of the day weresédaugh more fervor that
before. Both at home and in the camps, not every soldier would oeject hand the positions

of the men they otherwise considered to be their enemies.

>3 Entry of October 20, 1862, “Samuel Haycraft JoytreHS. Leitchfield is approximately 30 miles fro
Elizabethtown.
¥ Entry of December 27, 1862, “Samuel Haycraft JaljtirHS.



Part I11: The Greatest Battle

“I had the pleasure of taking a part in a conversation at thedGtd@use last
night on the Emancipation & Negro Enlistment Policy, and had therityapd the crowd
on my side — or rather | was with the majority, but a rairegtyou know. We all agreed
that the U. S. had to right to Arm the Niggers — that it was d&pedepends with the
worst enemies of the Negro Soldier, upon the question whethendicessary to keep
themout of the army. All agreed that they would have a dozen niggers imtlgeather
than serve another term. Some of them had niggers and advocatedifgaton — while
that question with some degenerated into Exterminatidn.”

Robert Winn is, amongst his peers in the service, noteworthylpaftiathe clarity and
education he displayed in his letters. Beyond an understanding of graanthspelling hard to
come by in some cases, Winn was also capable of expressingrii@epn a way that spoke to
real intellectual thought. What his telling of this February, 1/8@4ting suggests is that he was
not alone in the ability to express thoughts and debate them. Whitkellages he engaged in
with his sister Martha center mostly on religion, he wasrlgleeompetent on other topics.
Discussed here amongst his fellow soldiers were the iss@Bavfcipation and its implications.
The conversation itself is indicative of the disagreements withhwnmembers of the army could
concern themselves.

What this passage also indicates is the lack of any kind of nftomdien one talks about
“soldier opinions.” When it came to politics and political idengfion, these soldiers were not
uniformly Republican. Even those that were Republicans did not sign ohetaentire
Republican platform without reservations. Still, soldiers wearenach political beings in the
field as they had been at home before the war. Soldiers shareddhs with one another, and
on key issues of the day such as the draft, slavery, emancipatoevan the many wartime

elections, their opinions differed and some even found agreement wittetyheCopperheads

157 “Robert Winn to Sister,” February 25, 1864, Winn-€&@amily Papers, FHS.
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against whom they railed. They carried their opinions from horoetliet field, and while much
likely remained consistent, the experience of the war perhaps modified somie pbsiteons.
Klement's interpretation is exceedingly useful here, but socaane ®f the older histories

he helped generally to disprove. Wood Grey's The Hidden Civil, Vear earlier, more

nationalistic interpretation of Midwestern Copperheadism begins Xagnieation of the
movement as a particularly regional phenomenon. This is not tthaawgnti-war Democrats
existed only in the Midwest, or that there were in fact no Copaeidh in the eastern states.
While New England and New York remained traditional hotbeds of aoBtn, and
subsequently Republican politics, Peace Democrats were numerousaald including the
Wood brothers in New York City and Governor Seymour of Connecticut.l, B& more
grassroots kind of Copperheadism seen in the Midwest in many wagss §rom the
peculiarities of the region. While undergoing rapid transformatimh iadustrialization, the
Midwest remained more agrarian than the Northeast. The southeamsref Ohio, Indiana and
lllinois in particular were populated with immigrants from statdose secession had caused the
Warr.

Deciding to fight in the war was not undertaken only by Republidctres in the
Midwest (of which there were certainly plenty). The eariays of the war in particular saw
large enlistments of men driven by a common patriotism and desseetthe Union reunited.
Potentially skeptical Democrats were defeated, but unbowed, andoS&tephen Douglas’
support of Lincoln and the war effort undoubtedly helped to convince thgoint the army.
Joining the army did not, though, eliminate the backgrounds and histoaeryg individual
soldiers brought to the field. Midwestern Copperheadism arose from tinan just Southern

ancestry. Klement notes that antiwar sentiment in the regiew fom a host of factors,
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including economic and religious concefr. These concerns were not easily rectified by
enlisting and heading off to war. Even out in the field, these diftess exposed themselves,
and sometimes Union troops and home front Copperheads were not quiteeEntdds the
soldiers sometimes imagined.

In some instances, these leanings toward anti-war sentinraetfcam divided families.
As the nicknames suggest, the Civil War did pit families agane another, and while they
were not always brother against brother, cousins could very easilyhemselves fighting for,
or at least supporting, different sides. The Dunn family in #ekyt was one such family. From
Grayson County, Kentucky, the Dunn family, led by patriarch VincemrDlived on both sides
of the nation’s cultural (if not physical) divide. John Walker, a icoakthe Dunns, writing to
extended family, expressed the hope that, “I will get to reeete of my old ‘Cesesh’ Friends.”
His visitor list was not just confined friends, though. “As | underdf’ he continued, “Uncle
George & John are both in the ‘Cesh’ patch. If we ever get ircthattry | intend to Call and
see thenr®®

Several months later, John repeated his desire to visit his Réddeles. “| want you to
give me uncle George Watts’ address. | want to write him. | urahershat him and uncle John
are both Rebels but | Cannot help that | will write to him any.howhough interested in
reconciling with his cousins, Walker still could not muster syimp&dr them or their cause. “I
do think it is too bad that we have two in our number that turn agaigstogisa government as
this and use their influence to try to assist those southerrediers in tearing down those

Glorious old Stars and Stripes that waved over and protected thiemgsdut so it is*° This

138 Klement, Copperheads?.

139«30hn H. Walker to Uncle and Aunt,” September 864, Dunn Family Papers, FHS. The terms “cecest” a
“cesh” in this instance are different spellings'®écesh,” described in Part Il.

10«30hn H. Walker to Uncle,” December 12, 1862, Déamily Papers, FHS.
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idea of protection from the government harkens to other complaints abadé Copperheads,
suggesting their support for the Confederacy would weaken considérably they knew the
truth of Confederate action, discussed in Part .

The divided family also had some Confederate sympathies. Aveelait the family,
James, writing to his brother in 1863, expressed his feelings ométeer. “I love the
constitution and the union,” he said. “As it was it was the bestarwbrld. We can have no
better.” James then revealed his affiliation by sayingghate Constitution, which he loved as
the best in the world, “is in tatters from top to bottom.” “l aRRebel,” he concluded, “I can not
help it.”®* James was not alone in his declaration. “l have almost Gare conclusion,”
wrote John Walker in his earlier letter, “that this is a fatient of the scripture we are taught
that brother shall rise against Brother and father against sasparabainst father. Have we not
a full specimen of that in this present rebellidi?"Indeed, it seems, they did.

Of the many issues that divided the country prior to and during theslasery was chief
among them. Even amongst the soldiers, slavery was a crasead for the war’s duration.
Opinions about slavery and blacks as a race were mixed. Thersomassupport for blacks,
their freedom, or at the very least their dignity. In sonmsesathis support translated into a
respect borne of personal interaction. Such interactions, whileomgiletely out of question in
civil society, were undoubtedly facilitated by the movement ofattmey through areas densely
populated with slaves. Mixed with this, though, was the ever-presgnanr of the age. Added
to the background of these men, especially the Kentuckians for whomyslea® a part of the
state’s law, virulent anti-slave and anti-black sentiment k&l significant weight amongst

many soldiers.

161«James P. to Brother, April 16, 1863, Dunn Farfipers, FHS.
162430hn H. Walker to Uncle,” December 12, 1862, Déamily Papers, FHS.
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Isaac Dale of Indiana favored fighting on behalf of the slavids reasons far from
represented any kind of desire for racial equality. Insteadotis was on the practical nature
of slave labor in the progress of the war. Responding to afiettera friend, Dale refuted the
argument of many Copperheads, that the war was no more than a @ovwexeing blacks.
“They write and tell me that we are fighting for nothingeelsnly to free the niggers and they
say let him alone where he is. | say not, for we find him makiregst works and in fact they
are doing as much for the rebs and are fighting for th&nDale zeroed in on one of the South’s
hidden advantages: that of a forced labor supply to do the logistidalofvdre army, freeing up
more men to fight when needed.

Many men may not have started the war as opponents of slaSelgiers were exposed
to new experiences being in the army. These men now had a cbaobsetve blacks in a
setting outside of slavery. They were especially able terebgheir abilities as fighting men,
which promoted a level of racial understanding the previously hadxiste@ Robert Hanna
spoke of having a servant, “& as he thought he could shoot a traitoelag@svany one |
furnished him with a gun, which he keeps in good order,” Armed blackstHengogeyman of
the South, became a reality, as well as the outcome Hanna foréawe have a fight,” he
wrote, “l intend him to have a chance to shoot some rascal atear trl think a traitor is not half
as good as a nigger,” Hanna is even willing to go farther, saélyatg“if | had my way of it, |
should take every nigger in the country, arm them, drill them, & put tleeshooting the
traitorous rascals down here whenever they could be fdGfhdde went even farther than Isaac
Dale in suggesting that black troops could not only be removed fedpmf the Confederacy,

but instead could be put to better use fighting for the Union.

1834 saac Dale to Friend,” June 19, 1863, StephenrEhetters, IHS.
164«Robert Barlow Hanna to Mrs. R. B. Hanna,” Septembl, 1862, Robert Barlow Hanna Civil War Papits.
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The experience Thomas Speed of Kentucky reflects more thgeshansoldier opinion.
“There is a division of Negro troops here, a great many of fhem Ky. | met one yesterday
from Hopkinsville who recognized me and seemed overjoyed to sée Atethe very least,
Speed had met these men before, but now could look at them withf@eundwespect. “You
must not turn up your nose when | say they fight splendidly,” he wigieg to convince a
friend who likely shared his prior prejudices. Speed even notedhhege in his whole
regiment. “l saw them tried yesterday,” he continued, “and oumi&ed saw it, and they all
acknowledge that ‘We have to give it up — old Nigger will fighit>” They did indeed fight, to
the number of approximately 130,000 ntéh.There were a number of issues revolving around
the use of black troops, among them pay and the response of the Catefgdeernment. What
appears not to have been an issue, at least for the fighting ntenNétth, was the courage and
capability black troops brought to the field.

As would be expected, many troops expressed the stinging ractbrirofimes. Many
of these letters were written contemporaneously to the ones previatel, showing the
division of opinions within the ranks of men. Their frequency relatovenore respectful
remarks suggests most likely that many men were unwillimfpémge their minds or to feel any
kind of kinship with blacks, encountered or otherwise. Slavery and rateme were sensitive
issues that had created the actual war. Even within the Nordhfiabsm and racial
egalitarianism (such as that occasionally supported by Lincoln cdiner leaders of the
Republican Party) were far from universally accepted. When dltiess came from areas

steeped in Copperhead sentiment, such feelings were easily summoned in writing.

1%5“Thomas Speed to Will,” February 12, 1865, Speathify Papers, FHS.
186 Number given by President Lincoln, cited in Jatde®herson, Battle Cry of Freedoi59.
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Sometimes, this racism expressed itself as denial. Evea Dxla, so willing to fight
and stop slaves from aiding the Confederacy, believed there tmhee anstake than simply
emancipation. “They might talk about us being nigger lovers,alte seferring to Copperheads
back home, “but the way it is they have no right to call us thattaadreason to do so and if |
ever get back and they tell me that | have been fighting for ggeenand nothing else | will set
some of them up for 90 day®* We cannot expect a soldier such as Dale would simply accept
that fighting against slavery was the only aim of the warenBwe in the present day cannot do
that. Dale likely fought for many of the other reasons Northerfearght for the Union. Still,
his very negative reaction to the accusation that he was fighéoguse of a love for blacks
belies a man uncomfortable with the suggestion.

While men like Dale lashed out at those who made such accusatibess atcepted
them, and acted accordingly. Lewis Hanback noted that a Democaaiitidate in a local
election, “a Major Cummings,” was, “a renegade soldier who saysfththe army because he
couldn’t fight for the niggar®®® Not all men left as Cummings apparently had, but they
willingly expressed their dissention with the prospect of fightmgupport of blacks. Hiram
Wingate received a letter from a friend serving in Teremds early 1863. Wingate had
advocated to him previously that the war was being fought on bafhalkicks. Now, the friend
would respond that, “I am of the same opinion as yourself.” Wingatetsdfgoes even farther,
showing the spread of such sentiment within at least his own.ciftles the Opinion of the
Soldiers,” he wrote, “that we are fighting against the Nonith South and for my part | do not

care how soon it Stop$® Not all men stopped coming, though. A letter from Kentuckian A. G.

7v1saac Dale to Friend,” June 19, 1863, StephenrEhwters, IHS.
188« ewis Hanback to Hattie,” October 8, 1864, Lewanback Letters, FHS. Referenced in Part I.
1894To Friend Wingate,” February 18, 1863, Hiram Wéig Papers, FHS.
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Dow registered his surprise that the sons of local “Butternut$’jdiaed the army. “I shouldn’t
think they would Let their boy come to fight an abolition WHf.”

For some men, an even worse prospect than fighting for blacks gidisidi with them.
Not all men reacted with the respect of a Thomas Speed. U heday they Was enrolling the
negros in Barren Co.,” wrote W. C. Jones home to his mother. “If\Weayt me to fight,” he
said, “they had Better keep the negros Bd¢k.” Other soldiers tried to discourage black
recruitment. Robert Winn noted the effort made by some offidgils. a black boy in the 14th
Infantry Regiment, “was out with a few more recruiting amdregdable camp followings.” He
continued by noting that, “The leader made a very powerful appsame of Bill's friends but
without success.” Winn knew who he blamed for the lack of support,gsdyire Kentucky
Regular Constitutional conservation — Negro Hating — slave lovind) d&m®und, ridiculed them
out of some no doubt.*

Benjamin Smith Jones felt similarly to that “slave loving herd¥hile other soldiers
welcomed black troops, or at least allowed their respect to hedeanen like Jones were never
prepared to accept such a thing. “I Saw Something at Shelmounddidatdt want to See. |
Saw a regiment of negros. That is Something that you neverlgaekon it is Something that |
don’t want to see any more if | Can help my Self.” For Jonesingr blacks was only the
beginning.  Writing in February 1863, after the implementation of Emeancipation
Proclamation, Jones simply does not believe that would be the end ‘@frgéckon that the
negros will be freed before this war is ended and then old abe Lindblpe Satisfied.” Not
content to speculate on future policy, Jones expressed his disdain ttheaRlesident further,

saying, “l wish that he had to Sleep with a negro every nigldrgsas he lives and kiss one’s

104pA G. Dow to Tom,” July 30, 1863, Dow Family Lets, FHS.
1wy, C. Jones to Mother,” December 18, 1863, OVér Letters, FHS.
172«Robert Winn to Sister,” April 18, 1864, Winn-Co&lamily Papers, FHS.
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ass twice a day*® His position changed very little over the next year, as erlgtm March
1864 expressed a similar sentiment. “This is nothing but an abaliian|t is for nothing, only
to free the negros.” Even after seeing these men in action, Wasamprepared to accept their
presence in the army. “I Can See negros every Day with gutbeyn&tand guard as Same as |
do...Lemuel if | had my way at the abolitionist party | would kill every one of tHgf

This racism played an ugly and not altogether unimportant role dummgalitical
campaigns of many Democrats. Lincoln in particular was theesubf many outbursts. The
famous “Lincoln Catechism,” published during the 1864 presidential rafetred to the
President as “Abraham Africanus the First.” The Catechismiensaveral other references to
Lincoln and the Republicans as “agents for negroes,” and claimetthélyatave, “no other God
but the negro®> Lincoln and others certainly believed slavery and race had playge ia the
campaign, or at least made this claim after the election laaded. Lincoln and noted
abolitionist Frederick Douglass certainly cited the victory astaeaement of the people that
slavery should be abolished throughout the ndtidnDemocrats certainly put emphasis on the
slavery issue during the campaign, but questions about its ovEeditiveeness in garnering
votes outside of their own base remih.

Fears of racial equality were mixed in with the specter afewly-coined phrase:

miscegenation. Miscegenation was an invented term, meaning the wiixexces. A pamphlet

173 «Benjamin Smith Jones to Brother,” February 1263,8Civil War Letters, FHS.

174 «Benjamin Smith Jones to Brother,” March 9, 1864l War Letters, FHS. Jones likely means he widkill
every abolitionist, not every black, but in eitlvase, the sentiment remains the same.

5«Lincoln Catechism” found in History of Americarrdsidential Elections, Volume II: 1848-18381. Arthur M.
Schlesinger, Jr., (New York: Chelsea House Puhissieé971), 1214-1244.

76 Michael Vorenberg, “The Deformed Child": Slaveayd the Election of 1864,” Civil War Histokjol. XLVII,
No. 3 (2001): 240.

77 Jennifer Weber argues that slavery and race wastsal tenet in the Democrats campaign (Coppeendas),
while Vorenberg suggests the stance cost the dartyg the election (“The Deformed Child,”: 245)lean Baker
actually argues that race itself, separate fronskieery issue, did not become a central Democtia¢ice until

1868 (Affairs of Party301).
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produced in late 1863 claimed the theory that such mixing was mefanthier the development
of humanity. The pamphlet, far from academic, was a fakehadt been written by David
Goodman Croly and George Wakeman, employees of the New WwkKd, a fiercely
Democratic paper. Their hope was that noted abolitionists wouldsgweort to the pamphlet
and would claim the “anonymous” author as one of their own. Thus, they vaodlgktabolition
movement (and hopefully by extension the Republican Party) withdbigion that mixing the
races was not only ideal, but the true aim of emancipation. Thase would play on common
fears held by many whites of the day, especially in the Soutbldewhere as well, of the nearly
predatory sexuality of black$® While mentions of miscegenation or similar terms
(melaleukation and amalgamation were also commonly used), do not applea writings of
these Ohio Valley soldiers, they seem connected with Copperheadscagty at large enough
that such a concept would have come to their attention, and thus subseplaseitlya role in
their understanding of the war.

The slavery issue came to resolution with the announcement of tlackation
Proclamation in September of 1862. | will not attempt any kind ofotlgir discussion of
Lincoln’s varied concerns revolving the decision to involve emancipaisoa war aim of the
Union. That discussion belongs to many others whose focus is thdeRtesimself. It is
enough for the purposes of this work to say that Lincoln knew that, @4 fite “a house divided
against itself cannot stand,” and that true reconciliation betweeth Mind South would be
impossible without the elimination of the day’s great issue. Aamtietictory in hand, Lincoln

braved the negative reaction at home and abroad to announce thatheonssv year, slavery

178 A good treatment of the growth of the miscegemaissue in the later years of the war can be fonr&idney
Kaplan, “The Miscegenation Issue in the Electiod®®84,” The Journal of Negro History/ol. 34, No. 3, (Jul.
1949). Vorenberg's article “The Deformed Childihd Long’s Jewel of Libertglso discuss the issue in the larger
context of slavery and race relations.
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would no longer be recognized or protected within the Confederacy.redtitgly, the
announcement did not draw much comment from soldiers in this region. Kemieiog a slave
state, it would seem strange that the introduction of emancipaiamar aim would draw so
little comment.

There were certainly large swaths of the army that supportexblh’s announcement.
Indiana soldier W. K. Hoback, writing to his sister, spoke of the \wigesl acceptance of the
measure. There were, he wrote, “No thoughts of any thing diksving angry with the
administration,” and he personally would, “cordially endorse the prodamatgger and all.”
This is not to say that soldiers did not feel pressure to do adeer#iThere are some people at
home,” he added, “writing to their friends in the army tryingdisquiet them and discourage
them and induce them to desert and offering them protection if tilesome home.” Without
knowing how Hoback’s comrades responded to these offers, he merelyl dfferevarning that
men who followed the advice of such letter writers, “had betteabsfld. They seem to forget
that they are violating a positive order...falling under the sentence of'therécle of war.”™"®

As mentioned, there were very few references to the actualapraion by many
soldiers. Some comments appear to have been mixed in with thel geméiraents on race and
race relations. Generally, though the announcement of emancipatdnthe actual
implementation of the Proclamation merited little mention for ynsoldiers. Some do not
appear to care, such as Thomas Honnell. Writing to his friendaB®énjEpler, Honnell

expressed his desire to continue fighting, and appeared to downplaynploetance of

1794y, K. Hoback to Sister,” March 13, 1863, Keph&emily Papers, IHS. The ®@rticle of War, from the
Revised US Army Regulations of 1861, governs tlangwhile on duty as a soldier. When given aneori report
to a specific place, the soldier must account fyr @&ctivity undertaken prior to reporting and apleration for any
delay. Desertion, especially at the behest ofivglg, was not likely considered good reason finfato fulfill
one’s duty. The soldier was liable to court méafta desertion, punishable by death, while theifamember
offering aid could also be punished under federaldt the time.
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emancipation. “The blood of our fallen Comrades would cry out agairnistvesdid not fight on

until we establish those principles for which they fought and diedst Epler be confused as to
what those principles may or may not have been, he continued: “Wea&ighd free Negroes or

to enslave Whites'® The common argument that the freedom of blacks would only lead to a
restructuring of the racial hierarchy was rejected outright, attgadonnell.

Many men do not appear to have been opposed to the emancipatioresf Blavseemed
less than enthusiastic about the Lincoln Administration’s coursetiohacThey worried more
about the potential fallout in the country and the nation. Ben Bristowa remidier but a
Louisville lawyer, wrote to his friend, future Attorney Genedalmes Speed, in 1864, and
expressed his concerns over the effects of emancipation. “The tafdcertain officers &
other persons in connection with the negro question is causing gredisthssion and doing a
real injury to our cause in Ky.,” he wrote. Denying that hes whsessed, as some would
suggest, with the “negro question,” Bristow tried to clarify his pmsitand the potential
pratfalls. “I do not believe the Govmt. can be permanently reedtallwithout the abolition of
slavery and for this reason | desire it to be abolished but | want it donly I1€§al

Never one to sugarcoat his opinions, Robert Winn on several occasitatstss belief
that the army, and likely the nation, was not ready for emammipat‘l may state for your
information,” he offered to his sister in February of 1862, “thatielela law abolishing slavery
at the present time would have the tendency to prolong the war, ardysiao.”* And just in
case she may have thought this changed into the summer, he ofteretiawing thought in
July. “The western army is thoroughly devoted to the Divinity of Slaverywroge, continuing,

“I hear among...Kentucky, Ohio, Indiana and lllinois troops that Condrasso right to free

180«“Thomas Honnell to Friend,” September 25, 1864yhs Corwin Honnell Papers, OHS.
181«Ben Bristow to James Speed,” June 23, 1864, Spaetly Papers, FHS.
182«Robert Winn to Sister,” February 21, 1862, WinneR Family Papers, FHS.
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the slaves of even Rebels in arms — and such an attempt woulg gust¥olt of the troops in
favor of the South

That would not affect his opinion, of course. “So bad as the war is, brsbations its
prosecution on a radical plan, if it could be done and not divide the Northrees f would be
decidedly the best.” He hoped for anything to end the difficulti¢se troops and bring the war
to its swift and proper conclusion. “But,” he added, “if radicalisomst sever the Border States
and Nor'western States, it will prolong the war indefinitehg @robably cause defeat — and thus
make another war necessat{’” He told his sister, “On [the issue of] Emancipation however if |
thought it worth while and had the opportunity of voting, | would vote for it of codfde.”

Beyond personal support for emancipation, Winn also held the viewhthatar needed
such a change. “I can’t see how the war can end without theictest of Slavery.” He would
continue with his typical predictions of dire straits, writing: the immediate end of it was
attempted, the blood that has been spilt in this war would be nothingatomehld be then, now
the end of such a state of affairs would be like the millenniufaradf.”**® These threats of
bloodshed aside, the circumstances of not ending slavery were &&. wnother letter outlines
this thought process:

“l could not see that a long bloody war with a compromise foelitd — and
slavery consequently in the ascendant — as being much thettea short one with one
half of the nation free and the other a separate slave goeetr{enthing that would die
of necessity soon). You may say we would have war under tidedi state of the
country — well would we have peace under the Compromisors? Adother and more
violent rebellion would result:®’

By 1864, these predictions of gloom regardless of the status ofyslaagrfaded from Winn's

letters. “Emancipationists are increasing in numbers, and in Esidneven in Ky. Regts.,” he

183«“Robert Winn to Sister,” July 21, 1862, Winn-Cobaimily Papers, FHS.
184“Robert Winn to Sister,” July 25, 1862, Winn-Cobaimily Papers, FHS.
185 «“Robert Winn to Sister,” June 15, 1862, Winn-Cdamily Papers, FHS.
186 “Robert Winn to Sister,” July 12, 1862, Winn-CoB&mily Papers, FHS.
187«Robert Winn to Sister,” August 17, 1862, Winn-&deamily Papers, FHS.
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wrote in a letter from March of that year. Robert Winn nevekdd for opinions and
observations when they related to any matter, and the army'sssisn of slavery and
emancipation was no different. Though not wholly enthusiastic aboypléimeof Lincoln’s
Party, Winn would at least concede that the Democratic soluasngxpressed by the
Copperhead faction, was no better.

In 1863, with the war continuing and the end far from sight, both sidescheexte men.
Though it was the Confederacy that first resorted to forcedcaptien in order to fill its ranks,
Lincoln and the North would soon follow suit. Conscription, also calted draft, was a
controversial policy from the beginning. Resistance to it caom &ll corners of the Union, not
just the copper-tinted Midwest. Rioting over the draft consumed aewerthern cities, most
famously in New York. This kind of forced service was new in Aoaer history. In all,
approximately 776,000 men in the North received draft notices. Of thoge4@&00D0 actually
ended up serving in the arM¥} Much like their civilian comrades from around the nation,
soldiers from the Ohio Valley did not have a unified opinion on its usefulness and efficacy.

There were certainly positive reactions to the news. Echbi@gcomplaints soldiers
made about Copperheads (the ones expressed in Part I), severabmssezktheir delight that
such men would have to face the guns. “Traitor element in the nortmguakheir boots over
Abraham calling,” wrote William Henry Pittenger. “Yes,” bentinued, “Abraham has called
and they'll have to go, for he says 500,000 against the 10th of March, 1864t"Pittenger’s
opinion were not clear earlier, he adds the thought that this adsvityood, good, more than
good.™® Lewis Dunn chimed in similarly, this time even naming soneehe wished to see

wear Union blue. “l wish they would draft Jess,” a name from hoasehé is a good Rebel, and

18 Eugene C. Murdock, One Million Men: The Civil Waraft in the North (Madison: The State Historical Society
of Wisconsin, 1971), 356.
189 Entry of February 7, 1864, “William Henry Pittemd®iary,” OHS.
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make him fight for the Government as he claims protection urid&t in a later letter, this time
to his sister, Dunn added that, “I was glad to hear of the draftYiri KHe also added the
comment, “I guess a good many has payed BitThis is one of the few references made to the
controversial policy of commutation, whereby a drafted civilian cavidid service either by
paying a $300 commutation fee to the government to avoid fightingutd boe a replacement
in his stead.

Some support for the draft was cloaked in concern that it might ppeha John Dow
expressed this concern for himself and his fellow soldiers. “I Hop@resident will enforce the
draft,” he wrote, “for if he does not | am afraid he will lose the vote in thg,donl hear a great
many say that if he don’t enforce they will not vote for himhave about come to the same
conclusion myself.” Dow continued with the practical considerationiseomen he served with,
saying, “We want more men, and if they will not volunteer why nmaftdhem? Unless he
[Lincoln] follow up the victories he had won this summer they dillus no good*®? Robert
Winn was similarly concerned, but in his own pessimistic wayndidbelieve change would
come. Writing in May 1864, he criticized the President’s lackctiba on the issue, saying,
“Lincoln could have drafted men — can do it, but won’t — no, the idea is bydraokok to keep
the worthies that are at home out of it — by enlisting negros and pressing veterarevalfitite

Other soldiers, likely more supporters of the draft, worried that Cbppds at home
would resist. “If there is any fighting to be done in the nortilitlikely come off when the

draft is made,” wrote Harrison Canaday to a cousin in Indiana. Naioasieidly by in such a

190« ewis Dunn to Father,” June 2, 1864, Dunn Farfiapers, FHS.

191« ewis Dunn to Sister,” June 18, 1864, Dunn Farfigpers, FHS. Only reference to bounties.

192«30hn Dow to Brother Thomas,” September 14, 1&8\y Family Letters, FHS. The victories Dow is meiieg
to are most likely those of his own regiment, thst30hio, in Sherman’s recently completed Atlaraepaign, but
possibly also including Grant’s advancement on Richd in the East.

193“Robert Winn to Sister,” May 5, 1864, Winn-Cookrfidy Papers, FHS.
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circumstance, Canaday added, “if the Copperheads are bound to kickugs atmey will very
likely get mussed to their hearts content. | keep a good suppbrtoidges on hand™® Other
soldiers worried about the prospects of violence in the North. ffiuish talked in camp,” noted
John Hilliard, “that there is much excitement, and much feeling slagainst the war, and if the
President should order a draft it would be resisted. how is it s or is the cry of the
democrats for political purposes? Even locals wondered what would happen. “The
copperheads here seem to think more about the election than about tliendoddt Ohioan
Sarah Lundy to a friend in New Jerséy.

Not all reaction was positive. Though negative responses neveedetie level of the
infamous rioting in New York City, some soldiers expressed conesris the effect such a law
would have on their families. “Well Billey,” wrote Benjamlones to his brother, “what do you
think about the Conscript law? Do you intend to stand it or not? tellijou what | think of it.
| don't think that they will Conscript the Boys in Kentucky buthéy do | don’t Want you to
stay to see it.” Instead, Jones extended an offer to his broth@nthis regiment, the 21st
Kentucky Infantry. “[Y]ou Must not think that | am trying to geiu into the army,” he added,
“for | had rather suffer death almost than to See one of my bsotmene into the army®’
Jones’s comment bears some similarities to those of Demaehatsopposed the draft and
slavery. Many Democrats saw a sinister irony in forcirenro fight so that slaves could be
emancipated® In spite of these misgivings, the soldiers’ view that digftivould give the

Copperheads what they deserved made opposing the draft a tricky proposition forddemoc

1% «Harrison Canaday to Cousin,” June, 1863, Steffmert Letters, IHS.

195«30hn T. Hilliard to Friend,” January 7, 1863, CWar Letters, FHS.

1% «sarah Lundy to Oliver,” October 10, 1864, Saramtly Correspondence, OHS.

197 «Benjamin Smith Jones to Wm. C. Jones,” May 153, &ivil War Letters, FHS. This prior listed Jerletter,
previously cited in Footnote 17, expresses hisarapt for blacks and Lincoln’s support thereof.

198 Baker, Affairs of Party154.
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Franklin David Witwer had served in the army until his enlistment expired in April, 1864.
He returned to Ohio, in the area of Dayton. Dayton was the poltiasg of the infamous
Vallandigham, and teemed with Copperheads. As the draft camepten8eer of that year,
Witwer noted the activities of Copperheads and the army in theiexeof the law. In early
September, with the Presidential election nearing, he noted, “Bustdnadt quite a jolly time
today over the nomination of McClellan. They are also preparingstst e draft**® By
month’s end, that concern of resistance was shown to be mere.bllk&entry for September
29 stated: “Draft came off today, butternuts raging. Some swegrwon't go.?*° Several
weeks later, in mid-October, the call finally came in. “TweeBoldiers came here this morn;
their work is to Notify Drafted men,” he wrote. Rather than aost of violent retaliation,
Witwer observed, “The butternuts are trying to get on the good sidhewf,” perhaps hoping to
avoid service. Witwer was not prepared to let such machinagmnsichallenged. The former
soldier added that he would, “try to keep the boys posted as to Wisoadll right...and who
lisn't].” 2"

And then the elections came. For some, elections are a wathgmerience. They are a
time when disgruntled voters are able to effectively regidteir displeasure with the party or
individual in power by taking a deliberate action towards removidewise, the candidate and
party’s enthusiastic supporters are given an opportunity to expeassatisfaction and work to
keep those individuals whom they favor in power. For many othecaus$e, no such feelings
accompany the election, perhaps merely the feeling of accomplishéig duty to the continued
operation of the democratic republic. People may quibble over therethiffe in parties, or

positions as they ranged from election to election. In somes,yiee oft expressed belief that

199 Entry of September 3, 1864, “Franklin David Witviziary,” FHS.
200 Entry of September 29, 1864, “Franklin David Witviary,” FHS.
21 Entry of October 15, 1864, “Franklin David WitweBiary, FHS.
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differences are cosmetic perhaps carries some validityhel case of many Civil War elections,
that was not the case, especially from 1863 onward. With thentswd the Emancipation
Proclamation, and the elevation of slavery’'s eradication to equell weth restoring the Union
as a Northern war aim, elections became significant choiceeéetthe purposes of the war, or
even whether the war itself should continue.

Much as with any other issue previously discussed, elections brouigbpinions of all
kinds. As mentioned at the outset of this section, even voting for {ngbR=an candidate did
not equal a full endorsement of his positions, nor did it mean such food®ats. “All men
opposed to Father Abraham’s way of doing business are not in fayeff &avis’ way — nor of
Vallandigham’s,” wrote Robert Winn. Though the army as a whobagly supported Lincoln
and the Republicans, the support was not universal. “[W]e have onebhsf@aanwcrat, ‘old
Chick,” Winn noted. “Old Chick” was not shy in his opinions about Lincolmj aven told
Winn that he would not have joined the army if he knew what wasne auith their mission.
This is not to say that Chick in any way supported Southerners. K@hane of the men that
propose going into an independent company with Spencer Rifles onrbestgred out of the U.
S. Service — to clear out our share of Ky.,” shared Winn. Winn gyegaas to endorse the idea,
suggesting Chick as perfectly qualified for the position. “Woulthe'tmake about as good a
Guerrilla as any of the rest — he hates Abolitionists and giwees enough | know®
Democrat, of course, is not the same thing as Copperhead. As margh@amged over the
years, the camaraderie of the army solidified. “What soldiexdeft are true Blue,” wrote John

Dow, and, “What few Butternuts we had have either disserted or resigfed.”

202«Robert Winn to Sister,” August 1, 1864, Winn-Coeamily Papers, FHS, emphasis in original.
203430hn Dow to Bro. Thos.,” May 30, 1863, Dow Farrlilgtters, FHS.
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In 1863, a critical election took place. The seat for Ohio Governsropan, and the
race was bitter. The Democrats nominated as their champeme@t Vallandigham, the
infamous Copperhead from Dayton, and a former member of the HouRepoésentatives.
Vallandigham had been arrested by General Ambrose Burmsiday of that year for a speech
denouncing the war and Lincoln. A military tribunal convicted Vallghdm and sentenced him
to two years imprisonment, but Lincoln decided to exile Vallandighariihe Confederacy, a
course less likely to make a martyr of the man. Shortbr &fs escort across Union lines into
Confederate-held Tennessee, Vallandigham found himself unwelcotine 8outh as well, and
left for Canada. It was in Windsor, Ontario that he receivecdn@nation and campaigned for
the office. Opposing Vallandigham was John Brough. Brough wastirlikacVallandigham, a
Democrat. Unlike his opponent though, Brough was a member of the ¥tlanfm the party, a
supporter of the late Stephen Douglas, and generally approving afftirgavery direction the
war had been taking. By this point, the Republicans, especiali indacherous Midwest, had
subsumed their name for the Union Party, an attempted alliance inydhemselves and War
Democrats. Dissatisfied by the weak leadership of the cudr@ohist governor David Tod, the
two factions in the party replaced him on the ticket with Brough, setting up the race

Ohio was one of the few states in 1863 that allowed soldietkeirfield to vote in
elections. As such, the men in camps and on the front lines did notanéskke convenient
leaves or to have their enlistments expire to make their voeasl. With the opportunity to
vote finally in hand, soldiers seemed excited for the possibilitidsough some may have had
reservations about Lincoln and the probable plans of the Republicarandiglham was a

favorite target of scorn. “I do not believe Vallandinghasit] will get a Single vote in our
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Division or Camp,” wrote John Dow to his sister. He continued, saltimg Army will not vote
for a man who is not in favor of fighting the Rebels until they Surrerfdér.”

Dow’s prediction seems to have been close to the mark. After heisntken voted, he
wrote again. “The Election went off yesterday,” he said. ‘Nfcipated a good shelling from
the rebels as would undoubtly have hindered the Election but there washot fired...l have
now heard the result yet but do not think Vallandinghaim][got a Single Vote in our Regt or
Brigade Either.2®> Thomas Honnell expressed a similar situation from his campe Election
went off very quietly here, though there was great exciteBetive succeeded in defeating that
Traitor Val by a handsome majorit§®® William Pittenger, in his diary, expressed the day
slightly more poetically, but also included some interestingssitzgi His entry for October 13
reads as follows:

“Well | suppose this day has been celebrated by and among thesgtesttles
for liberty ever fought, not of blood, but of the greater privileg¢he American citizen,
the right of suffrage, a battle between treason and loyaltgeaballot box. We have
confidence that the victory has been all over today. Our.Reyt | blush to say it, gave
for treason, Vallandinghansitc], 8 votes, but for loyalty 550. The 63rd had but 3 for
treason, the 27th 28 for treason, the 43rd 57, making 97 for treesdne Ohio brigade.
This better than we expected yet not so good as we would thatl ibeen. Shame,
eternal shame, upon our soldiers who voted for a traitor. Why, Voteddfavery thing
against which he is fighting, for all know Vallandinghasit| to be a traitor, or at least
all intelligent persons. Such, in order to be consistent should desdirtst night they're
on picket, that's what's the matte’”

Those few men who voted for Vallandigham did so under the suspicionsrdetluev soldiers,
such as those expressed by Pittenger. There do not appear t®ienger would suggest, any
great number of desertions in the days following the votehem\all the votes were counted

across the state, Brough would easily defeat the absent Vallandigkeeping the noted

204430hn Dow to Sister,” October 9, 1863, Dow Fantifters, FHS.

205430hn Dow to Sister,” October 14, 1863, Dow Fantigtters, FHS.

20%«Thomas Honnell to Brother Henry,” October 26, 38Ghomas Corwin Honnell Papers, OHS.
207 Entry of October 13, 1863, “William Henry Pittemdiary,” OHS.
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Copperhead out of office and maintaining an important political positiotheéncolumn of
Lincoln.

In 1864, Lincoln’s great moment of truth came. The President woodd riaelection,
and the war, both its progress and goals, would be the main issumolnls popularity
fluctuated with the successes and failures of the army. xderienced high tide in the days
following victories, such as the dual successes of Gettyslnary/mksburg in early July 1863,
and Chattanooga later that fall. Consequently, defeat and lack ofmanvéurt his standing,
particularly setbacks at Fredericksburg, Chancellorsville, ondtee summer 1864 stalemates
outside of Petersburg and Atlanta. Lincoln was acutely aafathe relationship, and as the
victories diminished in that summer (combined with a continually hgp body count), the
President pondered his administration’s potential end. Most famouskyrdte the famous
“blind memorandum,” which stated that he and his cabinet would coepeitdit the President-
elect?® After fighting off an internal challenge from the moaglical wing of his party to have
John Fremont contest his nomination, Lincoln selected Tennessee DeAmdray Johnson as
his running mate, cementing the ticket’s Unionist credentials.

Sensing a golden opportunity, the Democrats gleefully tried to milkvérés failure as
much as possible. In the days prior to the current protocols of nomgrainventions, where
the party in power is given the honor of going last, both partiesclelkentions whenever they
pleased. The Democrats, trying to capitalize on the momentuhe ddte summer as much as
possible, succeeded in pushing their convention back to late August. iGatheChicago, the
party’s own internal factions debated, and their disagreements posideactured party to

oppose the President. The Peace faction was given the primermpositomposing the Party’s

2%8 5tory cited in McPherson, Battle Gf§71. The memorandum received the descriptondbldue to Lincoln’s
insistence that his Cabinet sign the document withaving seen it, likely as a demonstration ahfai his
leadership.
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platform for that year. Led by Vallandigham, the platform doeththe famous “Peace Plank,”
which declared the war to be “four years of failure.” As Coppads wrote the platform, the
War Democrats were permitted to select the candidate. Leddmysuch as Party Chairman
August Belmont, they settled on George McClellan, former commaoiddre Army of the
Potomac. Further deference was given to the Peace faction whengeGReendleton, a
Representative from Ohio and a noted Vallandigham ally, was talsb#te avice presidential
candidate. In an inauspicious and telling start to the campaign, eNaClaccepted the
nomination, but repudiated the platform, in particular the Peace Plamlkddrto their troubles,
between the nomination and acceptance, word came north that Shermaneagéeldddbod in
Georgia and captured AtlarmX.

The Democratic platform made its way to the soldiers, and teagted with a
predictable outrage. Thomas Honnell sneered at what the oppositiprofbaréd to the army.
“The Chicago Convention offers the Soldiers its protection. Suchgbiareas Wolves would

offer Lambs. They will not give a man or a Dollar to continus tarbut they will support and

Protect the Soldiefs How preposterous McClellan tries to gain votes by Declawagin his

letter of acceptance. But his blind is too thin, We can seeghroWe can’t trust him*° Not
all saw the platform as total surrender. Robert Winn, never oneoid the chance at a clever
solution, saw the platform as an opportunity. “I would like to apply,bffiered, “the proposed
resolution of the Peace Democrats to the Chicago Convention — fordesedmte of war
proclivities to join the army — so — let men who teach soldiers nogeently fix themselves in

the army — let them volunteer for 5 years at le&st.Undoubtedly, Winn would not have voted

29 Thjs basic narrative is repeated, but first gibgrHarold M. Dudley in his article “The Election 864,” The
Mississippi Valley Historical Review/ol. 18, No. 4 (Mar., 1932): .

#19«Thomas Honnell to Friend,” September 25, 18649mkas Corwin Honnell Papers, OHS, emphasis in aigin
21 «Robert Winn to Sister,” October 26, 1864, Winnakd=amily Papers, FHS.
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for McClellan, given his strong previously mentioned support for emarmpa He does,
though, take the opportunity to voice his opinion that not all was wellthatiRepublicans, and
that maybe not all soldiers would be so enthusiastic.

With suffrage being extended nationally to a wartime armytlie first time in the
country’s history, soldiers in many more states had the opportunit@thaans did in 1863. Of
the 25 states that made up the Electoral College for the 1864disli election, 11 extended
the vote to their fighting men, among them Kentucky and @fioA. G. Dow expressed
concerns over the direction of the soldier’s vote in a letter tedmsserving in the army. “How
do the soldiers like the Peace Candidate for President, can theyovot&allandigham &
Seymour’s candidate?” he queried. Answering his own question, agalirgyhis sympathies,
he responded with, “I think not.” Next, he exposed the reason for higrcpmaentioning that,
“Your Officer Carlisle sent home for some Democrat tickét3.”As voting in those days was
done by filling out a party’s ticket, or at least could be, askind>emocratic tickets suggested
the presence of Democratic voters in the ranks. Not all men were as concetresdldsr Dow.
Thomas Honnell boldly stated to a friend, “I have not a single IMia@ man in My Company
and | don't want any. We have about a dozen in the Regt But thesp agaorant they don’t
know any better2*

William Helsley had some concerns, but his were about the rafstiie vote at home,
where the question was more likely to be decided. “[I]f had&lin] is defeated, | will get out of

the service as soon as can, for by all that good an lovelyl Innl serve under a d-d old

%2 Tennessee and Louisiana, though fully under Unanirol by this time, were in the early stages of
Reconstruction, and their citizens not permitteddte. The other 9 states were California, lowajrid, Maryland,
Michigan, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Vermont @fidconsin.

Z34n. G. Dow to Son,” September 25, 1864, Dow Fanhigiters, FHS. “Seymour” is Thomas Seymour, gowern
of Connecticut and another high profile Peace Deatoc

#4«Thomas Honnell to Friend Sallie,” October 26, 486homas Corwin Honnell Papers, OHS.
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Copperhead if can help it, and if Mack is elected President weisigive up for the South will
get their independence before he is in Power one year.” theseader think Helsley were not
serious in his charge, he continued, saying, “I would rather lose egatyl have got then see
the Copperheads get their man elected if | could.” Switching desaription of the army’s
opinions, Helsley expressed a point of view similar to many oth@rkere is a few men that
will vote for the Copperhead candidate in the army but they areesc | have tried to find out
the opinion of the soldiers and they are very near all for old Alb#”ended the letter with a
request for the recipient, a family member: “Tell father | want him to \stAlbe.**>

Lincoln, it would appear, did not need the vote of the elder Helslelgenwhe election
finally came, aided by Sherman’s gift of the city of Atlaritancoln was the landslide winner.
There would be much rejoicing in soldier camps. William Pittengerer afraid of his
emotions, or the occasional hyperbolic outburst, celebrated in hys dilne day of the greatest
battle and | believe the greatest victory, though without the loaswdn, has been fought and |
know won today,” read his entry for November 8, 1864. “Need | say,” hénoedt clearly
feeling the need to say, “it was the election of Abraham Lintmbmother term?” In addition to
celebrating Lincoln’s victory, Pittenger added another group to shatteeiglory. “Yes,” he
said, “the soldier who aimed his piece properly and fired anddkdleozen Rebs, the right of
suffrage.®'

As Pittenger said, Lincoln handily won re-election. His 212 elattootes blew out
McClellan’s 21, as the President won every state except Betawentucky and New Jersey.
Not every state allowed its soldiers to vote. Amongst thesstiacused upon in this study,

Kentucky and Ohio did, while as previously mentioned Indiana did not. Ohidadt,

25 «\william Jefferson Helsley to Mary,” Septemberi®64, William Jefferson Helsley Papers, FHS.
2% Entry of November 8, 1864, “William Henry Pittemd@iary,” OHS.
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contributed over 41,000 votes to Lincoln, the most of any state’s soldier hio actually
went the furthest into the soldier voting policy, as their vote foraMcClellan of 9,757 was
second only to Pennsylvania. Their overall vote total of 50,903 wasr lilgefehighest in the
Union. The 80% of Ohio’s total that went to Lincoln surpassed the nbsoluger vote of 77%.
Kentucky, with 2,823 McClellan votes to Lincoln’s 1,194, was the onle stéiere McClellan
won the soldier vote, with 71%. Kentucky’s Lincoln vote was thersg&towest in the Union,
ahead of only Vermont's 243. It should be noted that Vermont had a grand total of 49 dcClell
voters, the sum of their voting soldiers being less than 300. Amdmgsoldiers of these states,
Lincoln’s 77%, heavily weighted with Ohio votes, mirrored the natiGwédier percentage.
Compared to each state’s popular vote percentage, Ohio’s soldipexenitthe population’s
55%, while Kentucky’s soldiers mirrored their state’s 30%. Combibedpln collected 52%
of the votes in both states. Adding Indiana’s popular vote to the equatidnlLiacoln
percentage remained roughly the same, less than his national peré&htage.

The picture painted of soldiers in the previous two sections suggeptsup bitterly
opposed to Copperheadism in all of its forms. This characterizatioot truly disproved by the
evidence here, which adds nuance to our understanding that profile. dgingutright rejected
the statements and positions of the Copperhead movement. Some go#igims, though,
especially those involving race and the draft, found common ground witk thggosed
diametric opposites. These men in blue, giving their blood to the adukmion, were
Republicans and Democrats. They came from a bitterly dividedmegnd in some ways
reflected those divisions. What's more, they were not afraidgcess those differences, either

in public discussions, private letters, or through the act of voting.

27 Election numbers from Schlesinger, Presidentiah@aigns
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The key point here is the large degree to which these soldiersasddCopperheadism
with the Democratic Party. Some of this is a failing of the Party terdiftiate between the two.
Then again, it is very difficult to differentiate when there ao¢ as many differences as one
would like. What can be seen here is that while soldiers madrevilling to accept all tenets of
the Republican platform as their own, when it came time toenaakhoice for the election, the
choice was clear. They accepted the Republican line, becatlsa®riperception the Democratic
Party offered nothing but disdain for the war in which these memivad so much, and a war

in which they still believed.



Conclusion

If Sherman’s capture of Atlanta had sealed Lincoln’s fatey thappears that it sealed
the Confederacy’'s as well. With Lincoln re-elected and the Hape for compromise and
negotiation gone, it would be only a matter of months before Lee and Jolheseriorced to
surrender the remnants of their armies at Appomattox and Durh#éionStRefeated as they had
been in 1860, the Democrats were bound to another four years out ofiexgower. Even
worse, gains from the Congressional midterms of 1862 were revargkthe Republicans were
firmly in control again. In March 1865, with the war nearing declusion, Samuel Dorr
offered the confidence of the army. “We all feel here ympeful about the country and quite
confident that Grant, Sherman, etc. are masters of the situation,” he wrbee S6éttherners and
their sympathizers in the contrary,” he continued, “are much dagatenfining themselves for
the most part to assertions that the South will never give up &solike it.”*®* With Lincoln
firmly ensconced in the White House for another four-year termyénevould near its end and
the Copperheads would lose their purpose for existence.

As the Confederacy stared its mortality in the face, so to@€dpperheads. They would
remain as members of the party, still active in Americartipgliand for many years to come.
Their main issues, though, had been taken off the table, resolved bgténe and soldiers.
With the war’s necessity and progress no longer in doubt, many ttimeedattention to the
coming Reconstruction, and would work to maintain as much of the statas quossible in the
now-reunited South. In general, they would blend back into the DenwPwatly, joining sides

over the new issues that would cause standard intraparty waffaeedifference was, of course,

Z8«samuel Dorr to Mr. Slafter,” March 24, 1865, Déamily Papers, FHS.
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that these issues would no longer carry with them the burden ofgbatgainst the government
in a war. For example, Copperhead vice presidential candidate G&amgéeton was the same
man who sponsored the noted Pendleton Civil Service Act of 1883.

Not all soldiers were Republicans, of course. Many of theeHiin particular, both
political appointees and professionally-trained men, who had comebanascrats remained as
such. These were some of the War Democrats, the faction thasuppdrted Lincoln’s
prosecution of the war, even though they may have disagreed on sdmeePoésident’s means
of waging it. Winfield Scott Hancock followed his namesake asesigential loser in the
election of 1880. Other former soldiers who found a place on the Daticoticket in the
coming elections included vice presidential candidates Frand&al.(1868) and Benjamin
Brown (1872). Their presence appears to have been more the exceptlwrsthan any kind of
extensive pattern within the ranks.

Driven by their wartime experiences, many soldiers becaate active politically in the
years that followed the war. Many joined veterans organizatishgh grew into powerful
political forces as their numbers swelled. The Grand ArmthefRepublic (GAR), the most
notable Union veteran group, could very well have been named “The Grang & the
Republican Party” in its early days for its strong affinity tbe Party’s radical wing. In
elections both local and national in the immediate aftermath ofvéinethe GAR’s ability to
mobilize the soldier vote, as well as the propaganda boost it supplibe tandidate with their

support, made them a powerful electoral wea®nAfter a membership lull in the 1870s, the

219 Appendix 2 in Christopher Dell’s Lincoln and thesDemocratsiames many officers from the Union army that
in some context were labeled Democrats. Someeskthtabels, such as calling Ulysses Grant (whcesdewo

terms in the White House as a Republican) a Demaara dubious, but the list at least makes faragting

reading.

220 Mary R. Dearing, “Veterans in Politics,” in Thev@iWar Veteran: A Historical Readeed. Larry M. Logue and
Michael Barton, (New York: New York University Pee007), 285.
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group’s numbers and influence swelled again in the 1880s and 1890s. Bm#&isdividuals
voted less “how they shot,” and rather towards which candidate pebmitger pension. In
many cases, this appears to have been the Republican candidate, aleh@&hip was certain
to make sure their members were aware of such &fact.

For the soldiers, the war not only had a profound impact upon their lives, but also on their
politics. While the army’s ranks contained men of all politicaspasions in 1861, the four long
years of war had given many a similar outlook. The Copperheagsot have been the lone
faction of the Democratic Party, but for many soldiers the rdiffees between “Democrat” and
“Copperhead” had been rendered meaningless. It had been Democraisdtimalied against
their cause at home, Democrats who had harassed their numiyerdigid, and Democrats who
nominated candidates that tried to declare their sacrificailaré.” Unable to control the Peace
faction of their own party, Democrats as a whole suffereddbelts when the time for voting
came. The perception that there was no difference existed imitls of these men, these
soldiers, and the Party would find their message emphatically rejected.

There is an adage that in politics, perception is reality. Fonddeats, the perception
amongst the soldiers was that the Party of Andrew Jackson had éo&rerRarty of Jefferson
Davis. On the issues, soldiers could consider different viewpoints,vandheld contradicting
opinions to the Republican Party. On many occasions, on issues of ahg sthivery,
confiscation, and other controversial Lincoln policies, individual soldiksagreed with one
another. Rarely, though, did these disagreements cast favogithlenio the opposition party.
Indeed, when the time came for decision-making, it was only ahe that benefitted.
Sometimes, even, especially on issues of race, soldiers mayolianekethemselves agreeing with

Republicans. Others simply decided that regardless of the ethersi they could not vote for

221 arry M. Logue, “The Reality of Veterans Votingf Logue and Barton, ed., Civil War Veter&10-314.
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candidates whose supporters claimed that the war as a faillme.overwhelming news from
home about Democratic campaigning tied them irrevocably to tséardly Copperheads.
Lacking the ability to make the distinction when it would matker most, the Civil War era

Democrats faltered amongst some of the period’s most notable actors.
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This paper examines the relationship between Union soldiers and etheaunters with
Copperheads, members of the Peace faction of the Democrdtic Raencompasses soldiers’
experiences both on the home front, as described in letters &ty fand friends, and in the
field, marching through territory with residents who resentetidisapproved of their presence.
An important facet of this relationship is the way in which thaseounts of Copperhead
agitation clashed with the political leanings many soldiers naag had towards the Democratic
Party. Although some positions, such as pro-slavery and anti-emamcjdsd sympathetic
ears amongst the army, the consistent drumbeat of anti-wameantirom the Copperheads
drove soldiers towards the Republican Party. This most notably sHowirsy elections,

especially in the key elections for Ohio Governor in 1863 and U.S. President in 1864.



