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Introduction: Reenacting and Sites of Memory

During 1995, an event took place that was both aband unusual. On
Friday, July 1, 600 people, mainly from the eaststpgathered at a rain-soaked
and fog-draped Gettysburg, Pennsylvania, and bggfing up tents on high
ground west of town. Some arrived by car and hambtidend with difficult road
conditions caused by the torrential rains that daiad the region the previous
week.

The men bedded down that evening in canvas tedtslapt as much as
they could on the wet, muddy ground. The follommngrning, the foggy, damp,
and generally miserable weather had not abateithesmen cleaned the rust off
the rifled muskets they had brought. Meanwhile tmilled about a sutler area
examining and purchasing wares provided by the mousevenders present, while
many more made their way to an impressive lineart-B-Johns to conduct their
morning business. Later in the morning, officerseasbled the men in blue and
gray uniforms, conducted roll call, and supervidegkss parade and drill. This was
interrupted by the onset of a large thunderstorhiclvsent the men scurrying for
cover. Meanwhile, hundreds of local spectators begaving to witness the
drama that would unfold.

The 600 men, dressed in Union blue and Confedgratg were about to
reenact a portion of the Battle of Herr’'s Ridgee @f the opening engagements of

the Battle of Gettysburg. When the thunder finalbhated, the men marched out in



muck that was ankle-deep, and grass that was ie gtecces knee-high. As the
men in gray, representing thefiennessee Volunteer Infantry, came upon their
opponents in blue, who were portraying thig\&isconsin Volunteer Infantry,

they let out two rifle volleys, expecting a goodwher of the blue-clad men to

fall, representing casualties, but none were vgllio “take a hit” in the morass of
a field. As the Union side returned fire along wethse-range artillery, the
Confederates likewise refused to go down. Aftersdime, the Confederates fell
back and another torrential downpour brought tisévigies to a close for the day.

The following day, Sunday, July 3, a greatly redlnamber of
participants engaged in a mock battle once agaisdectators, this time with
much more favorable weather. Fifty remaining Unieenactors portrayed
Buford’s cavalry on the first day of Gettysburgdarue to history, stubbornly
gave ground to the Confederates, who portrayed’siditision. The engagement
ended in a stalemate, to the delight of the paditis and the spectators.

This is Civil War reenacting. Events like this oas,well as ones smaller
and much larger, have been taking place acrosdriied States for over fifty
years. “The Hobby,” as it is often described, seedt; even crazy perhaps, to
outsiders, but to its adherents, the rifles, pedothes, and even the bad weather,
simply come with the territory and are even paitthefallure. Clearly, Civil War
reenactors possess a strong memory of and attathonde American Civil War.

Even though Civil War reenacting has a ubiquitolasein America’s
Civil War landscape, especially now during the se@sentennial of the conflict,

historians have given it little attention. Thigh& case even as historians have



examined the history of memory, especially aslétes to the American Civil
War, in great detail over the last two decadessé&lstudies have greatly
enhanced understanding of the war and its aftermaathalso how political and
social factors affect people’s memory of the pltist of this scholarship,
however, has focused on the critical decades frpmofnattox through the early
decades of the 20th century, as this was the tihenwey themes in Civil War
memory emerged. Historians have not explored whgAcans embraced Civil
War reenactment in the years following the cent@rofi 1961-65.

There are three important questions about Civil Yéanactors that need
to be addressed. First, and most importantly, hoWil War reenactors
remember and interpret the Civil War? By “how” igamt both how they view the
causes and consequences of the war as well as™hmaning their actual
practice. Second, why do they remember the wawthethey do? Critical to this
assessment is an examination of why reenactorshdb tivey do, since their
motivations will provide the best clues as to hbeytremember the Civil War.
Finally, how has their memory and practice reldatethe war, as well as their
motivation, changed over time, and why?

These are important questions to ask. First, ®#al reenactors play a
role in shaping the public’s understanding of tinal@Var, and are from a
historian’s perspective members of “the public'iselves. Reenactors can
therefore be understood as occupying a kind of tieidround” in that they often
see themselves as educators and custodians oMZavihistory, but historians

see themselves as occupying the same role and wiewdreenactors as objects



of study. So not only is it important to know whaénactors teach the public, it is
also necessary to understand their memory of ti Wiar as members of the
public with a very strong, unique connection to wee. Many take the hobby to
fanatical, even quasi-religious, extremes. “Thecpss by which societies or
nations remember collectively itself has a histomrote historian David Blight;
the memory of Civil War reenactors has one as well.

Fundamentally, the answer to these questionsridsei fact that Civil War
reenactors form what French historian Pierre Natked alieux de memoiregr
“site of memory.” In this case it means a group®edple that adheres to a
memory tradition and seeks to transmit that menmothers, meaning both
living persons and future generations. This algdaxs the conflict between
reenactors and historians, since “Memory and histar from being
synonymous, appear now to be in fundamental oppaositin fact, “History is
perpetually suspicious of memory, and its true rrsss to suppress and destroy
it.” Reenactors generally fall into what David Biigcalled the “reconciliationist”
memory of the Civil War. Reconciliationists seelhtmor the soldiers that fought
on both sides of the conflict by focusing on theorem of the soldiers and the
leadership of the generals, and avoid discussigheofauses and consequences of
the war. This reconciliationist focus, however, sloet preclude the inclusion of
other memory traditions as well. Although the regbationist memory is primary
for reenactors, some have always embraced LosteGamtiments as well. In
addition, by the late 1990s, a Unionist/Emancipatibmemory began to emerge

to challenge it, which challenged those who beliewvethe Lost Cause of the



Confederacy.

This study focuses on the last quarter centuryiaf @/ar reenacting,
largely due to primary source availability. The miosportant source employed
for this paper is th€amp Chase Gazetta publication made by and for
reenactors. The paper was founded as a small, eatggmnewspaper by the now-
deceased William P. Keitz in 1973, but later biliesgélf as the “The Voice of
Civil War Reenacting,” and so indeed it was. Thpgraunder Keitz, and
subsequent publisher William Holschuh, who tookramel 990 and ran the paper
until 2004, provided a surprisingly unfiltered milytsoapbox for reenactors of
all stripes to voice their opinions on any andsdlies and controversies related to
reenacting and the Civil War. The publication waspughout this time, largely
user-submitted. The majority of the articles antiogils were submitted by
readers. It is difficult to overstate the importaraf the “Camp Gossip” section of
the paper. This acted as the “letter to the edgection, which often ran as many
as six or seven pages in length. The lenient editpolicy for much of the late
1980s and 1990s made the publication a kind ofrgegnet sounding board for
the reenacting community. In this way, it has #e bf a modern internet
message board or blog. Back issue€aip Chase Gazettwing back to 1983
can be accessed electronically via a subscription.

Two other important sources are of note. By thedheidf the first decade
of the 2@ Century,Camp Chase Gazetébandoned its no-holds-barred editorial
policy, at least in part because the increasingofiiee internet made monthly

features like “Camp Gossip” obsolete. Editor Ni¢kyghes wrote that “Camp



Gossip...was the single most important and influéstanding board of opinion,
comment, inquiry, and information” for reenactdygt then, “somebody invented
the internet.” The internet, therefore, would be slecond primary source on
which this paper will rely. Websites of reenactorganizations themselves
provide a valuable look at where reenacting islzasibeen over the last decade.
This paper’s research includes nearly eighty suebsites. The internet sources
also includes blogs run by reenactors, which miastety resemble the old “Camp
Gossip.” Lastly, a survey of reenactors conduatetthé fall of 2011 provides a
snapshot of reenactors primarily from New Englards survey was conducted
at Central Connecticut State University under thspaces of Professor Matthew
Warshauer. The value of the responses to quedik@n4Vhat aspect of the Civil
War interests you most,” and “How would you desenfour political beliefs”
along with views on the causes of the war and tbevations of Civil War
soldiers are certainly germane to this study.

Some discussion of Nora’s concept of memory isrden “Memory,”
according to Nora, “is a perpetually actual phenoome a bond tying us to the
eternal present; history is a representation optst.” What he is arguing in
essence is that sites of memory, be they thingglpegroups, or events, are
inexorably tied to contemporary culture, valueg] baliefs, which, as they
change, will in turn change the memory of the pldstory, on the other hand,
seeks to represent the past, to the greatest degssile, stripped of modern
cultural or political encumbrances.

David Blight put it another way. He wrote thaitjistory —what trained



historians do — is a reasoned reconstruction op#se rooted in research...” while
“Memoryis often treated as a sacred set of potentiallglates meanings and
stories, possessed as the heritage or identitycoframunity” (emphasis in
original). In Blight's estimation, the fundamentainflict between history and
memory is that memory begins with certain basiciaggions or values
connected to heritage that need to be upheldleasat go unchallenged, while
history seeks to represent the past without refparderitage, and even to
challenge underlying assumptions and values.

Three conclusions can be drawn from these twotiters of memory.

First, historians and sites of memory begin witifiedent agendas. Secondly,
history is self-critical, while memory is not. Tdly, memory’s fundamental role

is to propagate a particular belief system, whih lbe based on heritage, but also
politics or other cultural values, often in a quiadigious way. Moreover, as
society changes, the memory tradition will changerder to accommodate the
change, constantly reinventing itself to defend jastify itself.

This schism between memory and history happeneglisedistory made
itself the object of critique. “A historiographicahxiety arises when history
assigns itself the task of tracing alien impulséhiw itself and discovers that it is
the victim of memories which it has sought to mastdistorians, then, as they
examined the history of their own profession, betgarecognize that they
themselves, whether they were aware of it or netewinfluenced by their own
values and prejudices. When this “historiograplge’sstarted, it made history

“perpetually suspicious of memory.” In fact, histdeecame “the self-knowledge



of society” and in so doing disclaimed its “natibrekentity” and therefore “lost its
pedagogical authority to transmit values.” Essdgtian their quest to attain
objectivity, they have tried to purge memory in tfeme of professionalism,
while memory, in response, has become even morealizaad.

By challenging memory traditions, history came iatmflict with
memory. Memory’s “sacred set of absolute meanings Blight said, carries the
“powerful authority of community membership and expnce.” To question the
set of assumptions of a particular community, wilethbe a nation, region, state,
or even family, by historians or competing memoagitions, would, therefore,
be seen as unwelcome intrusions on what they se@sauthority,” and lead
them to defend their heritage. In other words,istohans challenged people’s
memory (be it nation, state, or even family), thaé® preserve memory see these
efforts as unwelcome intrusions, leading them fermt® their “heritage” even
more keenly.

A good way to think about reenactors and memoty sy that they
employ intellect to serve memory. Their dedicatiom research is often quite
impressive, but their goals are often personal,temal, and even visceral in
nature. This should not be surprising, since tHaipwften has a more personal
and emotional — and less abstract/intellectualatiomship with the past. Roy
Rosenzwig and David Thelen conducted broad surd®&ysars ago to study how
Americans understand and use the past. They fdwidthough people engaged
in many activities having to do with the past, thry,” as professionals

understand it, was absent from the surveys. Fariiyrned out, was the most



important theme in people’s minds, as comparetaditstory of the nation,
ethnic group, or community. Family was also resgortsl most frequently
researched topic. This is certainly true of mamneetors, many of whom have
family that fought on one side or the other, arartnterest in that era and
membership in the reenacting community are meahotmr them. Perceived
attacks on ancestors, therefore, would be consasgxkrsonal attacks. For
example a woman from Kentucky who was interviewgdbsenzweig and
Thelen scoffed that the NAACP, in its campaign agipublic display of the
Confederate flag, and the Ku Klux Klan, who useslfthg for their own
purposes, were trying to steal “our history.” Centig this is a woman who
objected to the attacks on her memory of the past both the NAACP as well
as the KKK.

If reenactors are a site of memory, what can b@éshabout reenactment
if we accept that it is a site of memory that prégates reconciliationist
sentiments? The term was coined by David W. Bligiitose analysis is perhaps
the most influential in the body of work on CivilAWmemory. Blight argued that
in the decades after the Civil War, three competnggnory traditions arose.
Emancipationist memory was cultivated by African émmans and abolitionists,
identifying slavery as the fundamental cause otcthr@lict, and emancipation as
its primary achievement. It viewed the war as ‘fti@vention of the republic and
the liberation of blacks to citizenship and eqydliSecondly, white supremacist
memory, often associated with the Lost Cause nigémtified most closely with

groups like the Ku Klux Klan and other former Caitdeates, seeking to vindicate



the Confederacy and slavery. This memory would tivee merge with
reconciliationist memory, emphasize sectional Ingaland sought to honor the
soldiers who fought on both sides and ignored ¢ghses of the conflict. This
combination of the white supremacist and recortalmast memory traditions
would, “by the turn of the century deliver the coyra segregated memory of its
Civil War on Southern terms,” even though Africaméricans kept the
emancipationist memory of the war alive duringiaelir of American race
relations in the late 19and early 20 centuries.

Blight emphasized the problems of coping with tameage of battle and
the politics of Reconstruction. “The most immedilegacy of the war,” he wrote,
“was its slaughter and how to remember it.” At saene time however,
“Republican Reconstruction was at least an attempuild a new house — a
reinvented republic,” with blacks as full citizeisbecame clear, though, that
these two competing ideas — healing the woundsanfand doing justice for four
million newly freed people were incompatible. Thegedy of Reconstruction is
rooted in this American paradox: the imperativé@ling and the imperative of
justice could not, ultimately, cohabit the samed®uln other words, sectional
healing between whites in the North and South regusome northerners to
forget their emancipationist sentiments, denyingtthey had earlier understood
as the causes of the conflict and ignoring theinamtg plight of African
Americans.

It is into this reconciliationist tradition that @l War reenactors can be

placed. Beginning in the 1880s, Civil War veterbagan publishing their



accounts of the war. In these narratives, theyafedel up the battles and
campaigns of the real war, rendering it excitind anrmal all at once, and made
it difficult to face the extended, political meagiaf the war.” One can see
reenactors as continuing this legacy. Reenactars &ia almost fanatical devotion
to the battles, soldiers, and material culturenefieriod, as did the veterans
themselves in their published accounts, yet whatast striking about their
voices from the mid-1980s on, with some notableepkons, is the almost
complete absence of any discussion of the causksarsequences of the war.

Though Blight's work provides the overall framewpdther scholars have
tweaked or challenged Blight's thesis. William BJdor example, argued that
“the categories of reconciliations, emancipatigrasid white supremacist do not
always hold up.” Most notably, what he called thiionist memory” was left
out. Northerners, Blair argued, “wanted to protettnionist memory of the war —
a memory that did not so easily forget the culpighilf a slaveowning oligarchy
that had nearly divided the nation.” Many northesn&lair would say, wanted to
remember the war as one in which the North wag rigfighting to preserve the
Union, and the South was wrong for attempting & teapart to protect slavery;
they did not simply surrender the field to southieost Cause advocates.

The most recent comprehensive work on Civil War mgnms Caroline
Janney'sRemembering the Civil War: Reunion and the LimitR&conciliation
Janney goes even further than Blair, arguing tretdhciliation was never the
predominant memory of the war among its participdiwhat is more, she

argued that in the minds of Americans, what Bliggav as competing memory



traditions were not mutually exclusive. “Union Vigtas,” she wrote, “could
embrace both reconciliation and emancipation. Qdeadt preclude the other.” If
this seems contradictory, she has an answer. “Whitenists had not forgotten
that African Americans — or slavery — had been phthe war. But this does not
mean that most white U.S. veterans or white nonrsrin general sought civil
and political rights for newly freed men and wom8lavery and race were not
interchangeable in the minds of white Union vetsrand should not be conflated
by us today.” Just because they celebrated th@fesldvery, then, does not mean
that they favored elevating African Americans to&ccitizenship. She based her
research on the records of veteran organizati&aghie Union Grand Army of the
Republic and the United Confederate Veterans, dsawéadies organizations like
the United Daughters of the Confederacy. What stusfis that “both Union and
Confederate veterans favored national unity — aitlretheir own terms.”
Reenactors over the last 25 years can certainiytéitthis framework.
Although reconciliation is the primary strain withthe hobby, Lost Cause
elements lurk beneath the surface. Rarely bef@aenid-1990s were such neo-
Confederate views seen in the pageSamp Chase Gazetfer, for that matter,
views advocating for either side), but a shift aced in the mid-1990s, as the
emergence of the Unionist/Emancipationist memogabeo take hold, and it
was at this time that Lost Cause advocates fire#.bEhis culminated in the
conflict over public display of the Confederategflapecifically the flag over the
South Carolina Capitol, a controversy that engutsshactors not simply because

they added their voices to the debate, but bedaeyevere featured prominently



in aHistory Channeblocumentary entitledihe Unfinished Civil Wamwhich aired
in February of 2001. This program did not portragmactors, particularly
Confederate reenactors, in a favorable light, addd no small amount of
consternation and some soul searching among regaachere was even a call
for reenactors to strongly reconsider their viewsunether slavery caused the
Civil War. “By believing, as far too many reenadalo, that slavery was not a
major cause of the Civil War,” one reenactor wayrfee fall into a category of
superficiality that makes us looks foolish to sesstudents of that era.”

The final theme of this paper is an examinatiowlbét motivates
Americans to become Civil War reenactors in th&t falace. It is by looking at
their motivations that clues about their views loa €ivil War and how they
remember it can be found. Specifically, the motosa of Civil War soldiers can
be divided into four groups that are certainly mottually exclusive. The first is
that their admiration for and identification withv@ War soldiers imparts a
desire to experience what they experienced, aeldst is typified by the
somewhat elusive quest for “magic moments.” Thesareoments during living
history events or battle reenactments when, iffusa brief moment, a reenactor
“feels as if he’s actually there.” This impulsew#s the desire of many reenactors
towards greater authenticity and helped lead toifieeof the hardcore campaigner
movement beginning in the 1990s that sought taaata the lives of Civil War
soldiers to the greatest degree possible.

The second reason many people become involveeiaoting is simply

because they enjoy it. Jeff Driscoll explained @87 why he liked to eat period



food and sleep in bad weather without a lot of cagpipment. He said, “For me,
having fun is being a little miserable.” More rettgnScott Sarich explained on
his blog why he became a reenactor with thHe Ig&ssachusetts. “I've been
feeling lately like | need something for myselfelt | owed it to myself to allow
some time to get away from things. I love my fandigarly but still feel like 1 do
need a break from time-to-time.” For Sarich, reéingovas a break from his
responsibilities to his job and his family.

A third motivation, particularly prominent among i@ederate reenactors,
is the desire to honor their ancestors. Many Caerkae reenactors feel very
strongly about this, to the point that they refteseonsider wearing a Union
uniform. One, responding to why he would refusesenact as a Union soldier,
said, “If there are those out there who want tegdras Union soldiers]...that’s
fine. But to those of us who wish to preserve aowlan our heritage, leave us
alone.” Sometimes, this can be broadened to indhadering all soldiers that
fought, or just those on either side. Thé' rginia’s website, for example, says
that, “"Our way to offer tribute to these great nadrthe Civil War is to study as
much as possible the many facets of army life dutine Civil War period”
Reenactors feel a kind of connection to the men fwhght in the Civil War, and
not necessarily because they had blood relatiasdkght.

One final motivation expressed by reenactors igisere to educate the
public. A reenactor from Florida, for example, eped why he felt women
should not be allowed to participate as soldier®enactments. “l could care less

if they [women] are in uniform, provided there aespectators watching....” His



major concern was that having women dressing aesslwould send the wrong
message to the public. In a similar vein, one Umemnactor who participated in
the 2011 CCSU survey said his favorite thing alveabacting is “portraying a
particular individual and conveying his story tesfators as well as the public.”
Though most reenactors have personal draws toatbieyh many still have the
public in mind when they participate.

The subsequent chapters of this thesis will foltbeshistory of reenacting
from the 29 anniversary of the Civil War in the 1980s unti thresent, and
cover the major issues and controversies pertatoitige hobby, and how they
reinforced, challenged, or even forced changesdenactors, their memory of the
war, and their practice. It is important to ndtattthese controversies are
important for what they tell us about reenactorstirations and how they
remember the war. The second chapter will focuseenacting during the 125
Anniversary events. The spine of this chapter bellwhat the reenactors
themselves thought of commemoration reenactmeidsai¢hat time. These
events, which include reenactments of Shiloh, Gbtiyg, Chickamauga, and
Appomattox, dwarfed previous efforts and lived lamgeenactors’ lore. Because
of the size of these reenactments, the era alsdhsarise of a number of regional
organzations to help organize larger units, as asHln ill-fated effort to form a
for-profit national organization to sponsor largemts. These efforts were not
always well received by reenactors themselves.tiing major issue of chapter
two will be the budding movement to push the linotguthenticity beyond

simply wearing wool uniforms and carrying propeefirms to eating authentic



food and eliminating modern comforts from camps.

The third chapter will cover the growth and conarsy surrounding the
hobby in the middle-to-late 1990s. One major disagent beginning in 1990
was the question of whether, and under what canditiwomen could participate
in reenactments as soldiers. A second issue whallyrevealed and challenged
Confederate reenactonglison d’etrewas the issue of galvanizing, or the
voluntary or forced practice that required Confatereenators to portray Union
soldiers, particularly at events in the Deep Sodtie to a paucity in Federal
participants. This was a problem reenactor Kevikddealled “graybackitis.” A
third topic from the mid-1990s was the rise in ia among reenactors in
battlefield preservation, led by noted hard-coeneetor Robert Lee Hodge, who
briefly had a column in th€amp Chase Gazettedicated to preservation issues.

Chapter three will also follow the movement towatdhenticity through
the 1990s and chronicle the rise of the “hardcareVement, asking how this has
essentially split the reenacting community int@a@é, mainstream group and a
smaller hardcore, or “campaigner” group. The mi@d®also saw issues
pertaining to modern politics, which were merelgrslic before then, creep into
the foreground of reenactor consciousness. The evisdge that fired up
reenactors was the issue of gun control.

The fourth chapter will cover the late 1990s andly€2000s, and focus
primarily on the rise of sectional discord and ¢batroversy surrounding public
display of the Confederate flag. No issue so chghké the reconciliation

consensus like this one, and eventually@aanp Chase Gazette restrain its



heretofore open-ended editorial policy. New voidesthe first time, challenged
the reconciliationist and Lost Cause views that iated the hobby by injecting
issues of slavery and race into the discussionglwpiompted replies from more
extreme, seemingly unreconstructed, rebels. Imtidelle, adherents to the
reconciliationist memory tried to fend off attadksm both sides and continue to
honor the soldiers who wore both uniforms. As péthis chapter, there will be a
discussion of the early days of modern re-enaatingng the centennial. A serial
by Ross Kimmell told of his experiences as a retemae the early 1960s, and
how there was, at that time, a strong racist, gggi@nist impulse among
Confederate reenactors. The controversy culminaittdthe airing of eHistory
Channeldocumentary entitle@ihe Unfinished Civil Wain February of 2001,
which featured reenactors embroiled in the delvag&outh Carolina over the
Confederate flag that flew over that state’s cdmitome. The show’s portrayal of
reenactors led to a great deal of soul-searchidgjaestioning within the hobby.

The final chapter will employ online sources aslaslthe CCSU
Reenactor Survey of 2011 to bring the study topttesent day. It will discuss all
of the major themes and issues developed throughedirst four chapters as
they relate to reenacting today. The chapter witiatude with a deeper discussion
of what, if anything, can be done to bridge thad#\between reenactors and

professional historians.



The Reconciliationist Consensus: The Quasquicenterah

Commemoration

The commemoration events for the T2niversary of the Civil War
represented an opportunity for Civil War reenactor&merica to really make an
impression on the American public. For the firstdisince the centennial in the
early 1960s, major, national commemoration cerepswiere held at places like
Manassas, Gettysburg, Chickamauga, among othesspatticular period is

important to reenactors for a variety of reasomnst,Rhe years from 1986 through



1990 provide a good starting point to examine ckang reenacting since that
time. Secondly, the events of the T2niversary, particularly the Gettysburg
reenactment, were particularly meaningful to reeasdhemselves. Their
reactions, both positive and negative, to thesats\give us a clear indication of
what reenactors’ motivations were at that time, alsd evinces their
reconciliationist bent. Thirdly, the events of tbim helped springboard the hobby
into a period of growth in the 1990s, as membersigpeased and the number of
events held would steadily climb throughout the tkecade of the 20Century.
One of the leading, and most controversial, figumebe planning of the
guasquicentennial was Pat Massengill. He wrot@B¥iwhy he thought the 195
anniversary of the Civil War was worth commemorgtiim it, he develops two
major themes of reenacting both then and now. iisWwas one that he admitted
was “selfish to reenactors.” He argued that “Evedypbis always celebrating
anniversaries,” and that “we have had the Civil \WWantennial and they say it
was grand — and there is the rub.” He lamented‘Nrly everyone reenacting
now were either kids or not yet born in 1961.” Tiigs a chance, according to
Massengill, to have a memorable commemorationkitine that few in the hobby
could remember or fully appreciate. “...the Centehwias our fathers’
celebration, the 125can be ours.” He turned, in essence to reenadideguation
with the Civil War and desire to relive it. Suggegta 1986 encampment to work
on proficiency in large-unit drill, he said it walbe “the perfect opportunity to
replicate history,” in that the reenactors wouldrbéating the green soldiers of

1861.



This connection reenactors had, and still havéhecCivil War, and
especially the common soldiers on both sides,aa gea serial thaECG began
in January 1985 calle@orporal Si Klegg and His Pardi Kleggis a fictional
story originally published in the 1880s by vetetawmion army officer Wilbur
Hinman as a serial ifhe National Tribunga magazine popular with Union
veterans. .” Hinman collected the chapters andiplubdl them as a book in 1887.
Historian and reenactor Brian Pohanka wrote inpthigished edition that “there
was something special about the Si Klegg saga, thamgethat struck a chord
with Yankee veterans,” and the series developega following. The book is a
fictional narrative from the perspective of Josiédi, Klegg, and his partner,
known as “Shorty” and their sometimes serious,roflemical adventures in
“Company Q” of the “200 Indiana.” Despite the fact that it is fiction, ttede still
rang true with veterans of the 1880s, as the btmistd a flood of memories,”
among reenactors who recognized its fidelity taialcCivil War service.

One passage from Hinman’s work, however, seemsdapsulate exactly
what both the veterans of the 1880s and reenaatoh® 1980s found so
endearing. One of the most important relationsthps Civil War soldiers
developed was with their comrades, and most spadifj their “pard,” or the
person with whom they would share a shelter halfyell as food and other
accouterments. Historian James McPherson arguetBbaded by the common
danger they face in battle, this primary group lbee® a true band of brothers.”
Hinman illustrates the same point, as Si and hesdpShorty join forces:

“The ties that bound near comrades and assocatie iarmy were more
than those of friendship. In contrast companionsbgaring one another’s



burdens and sharing the toil and danger and soffernd the hard-earned

glory of a soldier’s life, their hearts were dratagether by a feeling that

can find a parallel only in the tenderest relatiohsfe. These cords were

fast tightening around Si and Shorty.”
Camp Chase GazettalledSi Klegg“the most fascinating book ever written
about the common Civil War soldier.” Cal Kinzempm@minent Union reenactor
who wrote an introduction for the serial @CG, stated that after being introduced
to the book, he “fell in love with this ‘gem,” artiat it remained his favorite.
Kinzer hoped that as the serial went on, reenaetorgd “grow to identify with
[main characters Si and Shorty] and to apprecramtas much as | have.”
Though fictional, Kinzer saw Si and Shorty as moledels for modern reenactors
of all stripes. “Si and Shorty are the quintessgi@ivil War soldiers,” and the
book as “one of the best and most complete accadimtbat daily life was like
for the typical Billy Yank (and Johnny Reb, tool)’is Hinman’s image of the
comrades in arms sharing both suffering and gloay is so attractive to
reenactors.

Pat Massengill's next reason for making thef12Bniversary one to
remember pertains to the general public beyondacters themselves. “More
importantly,” he wrote, “we need it [the quasquitsemial] in perpetuation dhe
greatest benefit derived from our hobbgucatiori (emphasis added). He
underscored not only the education provided tgtiidic, but also that “we learn
from each other.” When it came to what, exactlgnactors were teaching

themselves and others, Massengill stressed sorgdtian had been and would

continue to be a major theme and major point @regt for reenactors. He said



reenactors had become more “authentic” since theenaial. “While the events
of that celebration contained many patriotic and®&omally inspiring moments, it
is also true that very little of it was historigaficcurate or “authentic.” By
“authentic,” he meant the weapons, uniforms, amdaterments. He later
suggested that all major events should adherestarmard concerning
authenticity, with the rule of thumb: “If you we#or shot it, be prepared to
defend it...”

The importance of material culture to reenactorsioabe overstated, as it
was an increasingly important issue in the late0$98ake one article from an
issue in 1985 as an example. Steve Taylor gaveuepth advice on how to
become more authentic, and what sources to cawsiutther your goal. “If
reenactors want to authentically portray the biatld soldier,” he warned, “they
need to dress just as the real soldiers dressedhoth®&r rather mundane example
is from January 1986, when tRe&G opted to reprint a “how to” article about
how to roll authentic powder cartridges, claimihgtt“While quite a number of
subscribers are ‘veterans’..., there are a lot esffrfish’ who have never seen the
‘elephant’ and it is only fair and proper that theg, be given the opportunity to
have this source of information to better their ampressions.” The article went
beyond a step-by-step guide on how to roll thermh atao how they were issued
and carried by soldiers, so that reeanctors cagticate this.

“Authentic” reenactors increasingly became lessrtoit of unauthentic
comrades. Though the origin of the word is uncertdie term “farb” (or its

related adjective “farby”) was already in use bg thid-1980s. It was used



generally to refer to a reenactor who sported ureniic weapons, uniforms, gear,
or even food. “Farbs” were an object of derisianttee following lyrics illustrate.
Written to the tune of the Civil War ballad “JustfBre the Battle Mother,”
reenactors David Cornwill and Ken Haskett pokeddtithe more egregious
offenses to authenticity that had plagued the habliye past:
“Just before the battle, farby —
We are thinking most of you!
While upon our field you're marching,
In your Adidas tennis shoes.
You tramp upon our field of honor,
Resplendent in your denim jeans,
You proudly tip your cardboard kepi —
Your nylon flag waves in the breeze.
“You load your brand new Hawkens gun —
A Coleman cooler sits in view.
You pour into your aluminum cookpot —
A can of Dinty Moore Beef Stew.
Your Timex wristwatch signals Beep/Beep
As the hour of skirmish hastens nigh;
You stash your plastic bluegrass banjo
And march off to this battle cry...”
The humorous piece continues with more alternateegeto “Battle Cry of
Freedom.” What is most interesting about this isthe humorous references to
reenactors marching into battle with tennis shoesa@nsuming beef stew. The
line “You tramp upon our field of honor,” seemdsinuate that not only are the
actions of “farbs” comical, but they actually deskrvice to the hobby, and
perhaps to the memory of the soldiers themselvas réference to “our field of

honor” is vague, and perhaps has a double meditiaghs” by their failure to

adhere to basic standards of material authentitigjronor their fellow reenactors



and Civil War soldiers.

There were those at this time, however, who welengito take the idea
of authenticity and move it beyond what was vistol¢he public eye. In early
1987, Jeff Driscoll, a Pennsylvania reenactor, edgihat it was no longer enough
to simply wear the correct uniform and sport theper equipment; you also had
to live the life of a soldier to the greatest degpessible. “Carry a candy bar in
your haversack, or can’'t handle the occasionalekspires that ‘Mother Nature’
brings, then in my opinion, you cannot call youir&alithentic.™ Driscoll scolded
his fellow reenactors that they should be “livingcemp, and in the proper way,”
(meaning the way Civil War soldiers lived) and ttrety should have the right
attitude. “If you are only out there to play ‘sha&h’ up,’ to do your latest movie
impressions, or to pretend you're shooting downgmary planes...then you have
no right to call yourself an ‘authentic.’

To some degree, Driscoll tried to rid the hobby d&ind of “cowboy”
element, and he would probably say that such antadee everyone look bad, but
Driscoll was not concerned here with educationulioc image, at least not
primarily. He said reenactors should avoid “runnifigto [their] cars or to the
nearest motel” at night when it begins to rainvdtuld not matter, from an
educational standpoint, whether the reenactorst $perevening in a motel; what
they would miss, according to Driscoll, would be #xperience of living the life
of the soldier, of being able to commune with th&muill never know what it
was like in battle,” he wrote, “but I try to use nmyagination and go from there.”

As for the discomforts of camp life, “For me, hayifun is being a little



miserable...To throw myself back in time is my aino-both escape the cares of
the modern world, and to gain some sense of whedstlike for the real CW
soldiers. | like that.”

Driscoll took it one step further, and argued tioateenact and not put
your best foot forward would dishonor the men whtually fought. “To go out
and intentionally misrepresent what they did wdugda gross injustice, and yes,
even an insult, to the great sacrifices not onlyamgestors made, but that all the
men who fought North and South made...” Farbism,edéd by Driscoll, runs
contrary to reconicliationist memory, since theyary goal is to honor the men
who fought by replicating their lifestyle as clogak possible.

Other reenactors agreed. Cal Kinzer was prophetl®89 when he said
that “A time will come in which a dichotomy will @ear between those
“authentics” who are little more than ‘drugstorédsers’ and the true ‘hard-core’
troops.” The rift would divide those who see thélypas a means to have fun and
those “who want to experience a taste of what gtrhave been like to ‘have been
there.” Kinzer even questioned the efficacy ofysta battles for the public,
arguing that they were “something less than satighjpecause the public “ruin
[ed] the ‘time travel’ experience.” He thereforeggasted that organizers should
plan for non-public battles, to greater facilitdtese “magic moments.”

Predictably, these ideas were not universally decedhose who
objected primarily argued that Driscoll and Kinzenply did not share their
definition of “fun.” “This has become a family hopbwrote an angry Rik

Bowling from Maryland. “It doesn’t sound as if MDriscoll or Mr. Kinzer have



families with them when they reenact.” Glenn Snatiouisville, Kentucky also
thought extreme authenticity might just put a dangrea good time. “We are a
free people, it's a hobby to enjoy, not to liveSbmeone’s forgetting the reason of
being there, a hobby to enjoy. | push backhoe eék\(l dig graves) when the
weekend comes | want to have fun.”

It was Pat Massengill’'s goal to bring all theseneetors together for
major, memorable commemorative events. To this leadounded an
organization the American Civil War Commemorativen@nittee (ACWCC) to
help organize the major events of the quasquicerdkhe first major event, an
encampment and reenactment of the Battle of MasgBsdl Run), the first
major battle of the war, was held from July 17-2986, in Centreville, Virginia.
It was billed as being “for AUTHENTIC Infantry, Mowed Cavarly, Full-Scale
Artillery...,” and that “strict authenticity and obayce of regulations will be
observed, with a heavy emphasis on an 1861 impressi

The early returns on the event from reenactors e#uosive. “Manassas
has come and gone,” wrote Alan McBrayer of ChaglditC, “and | can truly say
it was the most spectacular event in Civil War estimg history.” He said that
despite the “oppressive heat,” which accordinG @G editor Bill Keitz reached
107 degrees, “the spirit of the troops was higld, lagidn’t hear one person say
that they didn’'t enjoy themselves.” He had only eoeplaint, that “there were
far too many modern civilians with cameras on teklfduring the battle.”
Presumably, this detracted from the experiencbeféenactors, as seeing

modern civilians snapping pictures would have pnés@ any kind of “magic



moment” of “time travel.”

Robert Gryga of Grand Rapids, Michigan was equatigrgetic in his
praise of the Manassas event, which bordered oerhgpc. “Those among us
have been up the mountain and almost touched tieeofaGod!” He elaborated
on what he found most beneficial about the expegefif anything was learned
or gained, it was an insight and personal expeei@scto how it felt to be a soldier
in 1861...No one can ever take that away from usyg&@here was not so much
concerned with educating the public. His memorthefwar emphasized the
shared experience of the common soldier, andlitissfeeling of camaraderie that
he most wanted to replicate.

In a similar vein, Bill Strong wrote in tones ttsatund like a 19 century
romantic.

“Sights and sounds which remain cherished; 2,500f&@rates marching

down a road as far as | could see, light flashiifigheir bayonets...Union

and Confederate fife and drum bands having a jasiGe at night; the
sight of that cast camp lighted only by candleslanterns...the cheers of
the Virginia spectators as the rebels won the dayt Until Appomattox!)

...it was all burned in the memory of those there.”

It is of note that Strong, though obviously a Uniteenactor, was carried away
with the marching Confederate columns. In classoonciliationist mode, he
showed respect for his adversaries, perhaps cagdftinat his side will have the
ultimate victory, and even made note of the “jassg@n” involving bands on
both sides. His main complaint was, once agalre intrusion of any 20century

contraptions in to [the] 1861 camp life and moddrie Connecticut reenactor

reported that he did experience a “magic momergpide the occasional modern



intrusion. “When | saw General McDowell on his harsl thought I'd stepped
back in time.”

Furthermore, many went out of their way to prailsework done by the
ACWCC in their planning and executing of the evébyd Bayne of Midlothian,
Virginia wrote “The logistics involved with this ent had to be unbelievable and
to have to deal with them must have been quiterddou’” Reenactors, according
to Bayne, would have missed out on “the largestaegment in the past 30
years,” had it not been for the ACWCC.

One respondent from Maine, Joseph T. Smith, die lsasuggestion for
future events. Due to the heat and the fact thatymparticipants are past their
prime and “not as accustomed or acclimated as #otilal counterparts” to the
oppressive heat and humidity, he asked “why wotliditve possible to schedule
future events in September and October...” when tha&ther is more agreeable.

Major reenactments such as Manassas traditioraey place as close to
the actual battlefield as possible, and as clogmssible to the exact date. The
reason speaks to reeanctors’ memory of the wartheidalmost religious
connection to the boys of 1861-1865. The 1987 mements of Shiloh, which
was not an ACWCC event, was held on April 4 andrisl was similarly an
occasion for reenactors to feel a connection viighgast. The event was held on
part of the original battlefield adjacent to thegent Shiloh National Military
Park. Like most reenactments, it featured walkublhore-creations of Union and
Confederate camps featuring the daily life of tbexmon soldier. The battle

demonstration on Sunday featured “authenticallyjaurmed and equipped”



reenactors on part of the original battlefield.

Kari Geiger, a sutler from Grand Island Nebraska watiended the Shiloh
event, summed up why reenactors, despite thegitfef that come with summer
weather or the almost inevitable rains that contl gpring events like Shiloh,
would prefer to have events as close as possiliteetanniversary. “Our visit to
the original battlefield at Shiloh was an emotioegberience for me, especially
since we were at the Hornet's Nest at the exact embin time 125 years after the
event occurred. Bloody Pond enveloped me with aesehgloom | cannot ever
recall having.” For Geiger, being on the battlefieleant more on the anniversary
that it would have otherwise.

The organizers of the Shiloh event boasted thesirgver number of
participants (5,927) as well as the most cannoenalsked (68), and it was the first
time 150 mounted cavalry fought using dismountetidgactics. This made the
event another example of reenactors living outr tthesire to recreate the Civil
War soldiers’ experience. David Helm said_“it whe greatest battle that | ever
attended in years, except for the annoying/ aggrayaelicopters”. The
helicopters, it seems, detracted from the expegielbee Millar complained that
they “were subject to the kamikaze media helicapterd the civilian plane on
what appeared to be simulated bombing runs.”

As significant as the early quasquicentennial regnants were to the
participants, for them, Gettysburg in 1988 Wapiece de resistanc&he event,
however, was originally shrouded in some controxdtavas sponsored by the

ACWCC, and a new, for profit initiative run by Rdassengill, called



“Napoleonic Tactics” (NTI). By March 1988, NTI bded that they had over
8,000 preregistered soldiers for the event, aloitly ¥00 guns, 300 cavalry, and
over 2,000 civilian reenactors. It was open tdalithentic” reenactors, and was
planned for June 24-26, 1988. There were, attimgtever, at least two
competing events. Reenactor-historian Brian Poharataed that “...there are
now TWO events scheduled, each purporting to be Gedfysburg event”. One
was the NTI event, the other was sponsored by®@wdt{)sburg 128 Committee”
and was affiliated with the National Regiment. Harmed reenactors specifically
of Massengill and his profit motive. “I have grasdeubts about the legitimacy of a
privately-sponsored event that is going to make Réit. Massengill of
“Napoleonic Tactics” a good deal of mone€CG even put an image of Army of
the Potomac commander General George Meade omwviee af their September
1987 issue with a humorous word balloon alludinthe Gettysburg reenactment

controversy (see figure 1).
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HISTORY PRESERVED; THROUGH KNOWLEDGE SHARED

Gee! I wonder which
Gettysburg Lee
is going to?

Major General George G. Meade.

Fig. 1: Image on the cover of the September 198¥eiof Camp Chase Gazette, which
alluded to the controversy over multiple Gettysbignactment events held for the
quasquicentennial.



Evidently, many reenactors had qualms with Napate®actics. For one,
they objected to the idea of someone making moffeyf the hobby. One sutler
from Waterloo, NY objected to paying sutler feast e would “ABSOLUTELY
REFUSE to pay any registration fee that is basednyone’s anticipated margin
of profit. It appears,” he lamented, “that all tqgplauding that we reenactors have
done [for the job ACWCC did with previous eventeliManassas] has put Mr.
Massengill upon a self-constructed pedestal....”

A second concern some reenactors had with Masseragilthat he would
have too much power over the hobby. The hobby wdssamade up of scores of
local units, each of which seemed reluctant toeswder power to larger
organizations. “Why do you put up with Pat Mass#fgone Virginia reenactor
asked rhetorically. “It is quite obvious that héeimds to make the entire hobby
into his private empire.”

Reenactors had to perform a balancing act of sdrés it came to
individual unit autonomy and being able to put lbe kind of large-scale events
that that they so cherished because of the “magments” it sometimes
provided. In order to be able to put on large seaknts for the 125Anniversary,
umbrella organizations made up of several smaftiés were born. A prominent
example is a group of Union units known as The &teti Regiment (NR). The
idea for the organization was hatched on Januarg§28b, the day of President
Ronald Reagan’s second inauguration. Reenactarstite Midwest and East
Coast were invited to participate. Though the panads cancelled due to the

extreme cold of the day, “Out of the spirit of anhicity exhibited by these



reenactors, and the camaraderie which resulted themworking together...the
idea was conceived of a national generic infarggiment...” The individual
units united under the same officers for major eéveBventually, after 125th, the
eastern and western halves split amicably, forrthiegeastern “National
Regiment” and the “Western Brigade.” To this daycading to their website,
“Both maintain the original high standards in auti@ty...and continue to
cooperate closely when together at events.”

A Confederate, and western, counterpart to theoNatiRegiment is the
First Confederate Division. Like the NR, it fourtd roots in the
guasquicentennial. By 1995, the organization wadalgest in the hobby,
boasting over 3,000 members. Notably, the unitpiests name, had units based
in all of the states of the former Confederacy enr&North. Today, the unit is
known as The Armies of Tennessee (AOT), largelyésalt of a rift that
occurred over issues of authenticity guidelines.

The rise of ACWCC as well as regional reenactindpratta organizations
like the NR and % Confederate Division were met with some trepidatioCG
editor Bill Keitz chimed in in July of 1987. Speagiof the “regional power
structures that are permitted by many of you tgtéXne wrote, “It is about a few
who rule many!” He warned of “self-appointed offiséand “total disregard of
the well-being of all of us.” He was essentiallgreding up for individual unit
autonomy. “No one man or organization should be &bkell you that you must
pay an exorbitant fee...to all look the same in dtesBrm, weapon or

accoutrements!. He concluded by grudgingly accgptiat a larger organization



might be necessary, “BUT, not without the neces&drgcks and Balances system

to prevent the abuse of power.”

One complaint sometimes heard was about “poliicseenacting, by
which writers meant competition for power betwead within organizations.
One person who applauded Keitz's stand wrote tedtdd seen someone told to
go home by leadership and quipped “I believe wgalo reenactment to have
fun, NOT TO PLAY GOD.” Similarly, an unnamed reetorccalling himself
“Unnecessary Other” from Waterloo, lowa, complaitieat at the 125
Gettysburg event, at one particular battle, a retemant of the Peach Orchard
engagement from July 2, 1863, he was given onlpaamal role because he was
not affiliated with the National Regiment. He lartehthat the NR had too much
power.

Some reenactors were far more sanguine towardsnaatnd regional
organizations. Doug Cooper from Alexandria, Virgimeplied to “Unnecessary
Other,” giving credit to the NR for upping the amehe authenticity department.
The NR, he wrote, “looks good and fights good beeanf the efforts of everyone
involved...” Additionally, Cooper argued that larggenactments would not be
possible without the NR, because it, “represergs/drious units involved as one
body at the large reenactments and protects oenesis far better than smaller
units could do themselves.”

Cooper’s claim that organizations like the NR “@aitour interests,”
points to a reason many reenactors supported tienraf an even broader

organization representing all reenactors: to prethem from being taken



advantage of. Gordon L. Jones wrote condemningfar-pictures for the
production of the filmGlory. His issue had nothing to do with the contenttduk
umbrage with the producers’ use of reenactors Isecatitheir “cost
effectiveness.” Specifically, he complained thaDaistee, Florida, they had
filmed reenactors for scenes in the movie, butaetms got nothing out of the
arrangement. “As reenactors,” Jones wrote, “we nhedxd aware that our
activities can and will be exploited for profit lasnoever we allow to get away
with it.” He closed by endorsing Keitz's proposéldimited national
organization to represent the interests of the halsta whole.

In any event, Pat Massengill and NTI won out, drertevent became
“the” Gettysburg event in 1988, and it was certamimemorable one. No other
event topped Gettysburg in the minds of reenadtoriulfilling their hopes. Peter
D’Onofrio of Reynoldsburg, Ohio wrote that “The I2&ettysburg will, in all
likelihood, be an event of such magnitude that &éws will ever witness again.
They, with the able assistance of NTI, have stgantiproved the quality of these
events.” Another praised the realism of the segeri@hey [NTI] organized an
outstanding event, and the scenarios were reahstcrealistic distances
(artillery ranges) involved.” Evidently, NTI's gresst asset was in orchestrating
major events that facilitated reenactors’ desirariore realistic scenarios and
“magic moments.”

This event also showcased reenactors’ attachmehetsoldiers’ memory
and the reconciliationist tradition to which itassociated. Don Patterson, who

commanded the Confederate forces at the evensgor#ie participants and



original soldiers on both sides:
“We all worked together to make history this pashel and your [reenactors’]
efforts will always be a source of great pride te.moth armies North and South
worked with supreme dedication to make the evetmdi memorial to the gallant
men who marched those fields so long ago. Thosgoofwho wore blue and
those who wore gray exemplified what is good aod &tbout our country.”
The high point of the event was, as might be exqakdhe reenactment of
Pickett’'s Charge, and its aftermath, when a bygkyed taps to an otherwise
silent field. After giving grudging praise to NThd Pat Massengill, Jim Walters
struggled to describe his time at Gettysburg.ill am having a hard time finding
the right words to describe my G-burg experienceals perhaps the most
spectacular and the most emotional event I've attended...When you see large
numbers of reenactors in tears after recreatingetis charge...you know how
emotional the experience was.” He added that dwein tstiff upper lip’ English
brothers” were in tears as well. Similarly, Philjrdulis of Worchester,
Massachusetts, wrote that “A lot of very toughgvah reenactors were brought to
tears by the spectacle & moment of the last daywésvalked away, | heard
many say, ‘Where do we go from here,’ or ‘it's @lwn hill from here’.”

It was left to Dennis Harrington of Melivlle, NewoYk, however, to sum
up the crowning moment of the Pickett's Charge ae&gnent:

“My head is swimming with beautiful memories. Irikimy most lasting

memory will be the period of silence that followetkett's Charge. With

thousands of Northern and Southern troops knealingovered on the

battlefield, the only sounds that could be heartewlee snapping of the

battle flags in the breeze. Then a bugle playes, @@pd the Confederate

cannons fired a salute from ‘Seminary Ridge.’” hkwe were all more

suddenly aware than ever before of the tragedywhatthe American

Civil War. Then, as taps echoes from the Confedgyasition, someone

yelled out ‘Three cheers for America!’ the airédll with cheers as Union
and Confederate troops exchanged handshakes.”



Clearly, the event was very emotional and endeddnthe reenactors who
participated, which illuminates the very visceeimost religious, relationship
reenactors have with the Civil War and the men faught therein. Harrington’s
letter contains many of the hallmarks of the red@tmonist tradition that this
emotional attachment engenders. The focus on amorimg of the soldiers on
both sides is the primary strain here, and thegasgt where both Union and
Confederate troops shook hands sounded like tlemaoted the veterans
themselves at the BAAnniversary event at Gettysburg in 1913.

Though the reenactors’ reconciliationist sentingmned through in the
wake of Gettysburg '88, this did not mean thatltbst Cause or Unionist
memories of the war were entirely absent. A commatied Classic Images
produced and sold a commemorative video to reersacad not everyone was
happy with it. According to Brian Carpenter fromdigcott, New York, the
narration of Jack Foley was a gigantic Lost Caymeagyy. “There is a constant
tone,” he complained, “of the ‘noble, invincible iederate’ going up against the
‘despised, incompetent Yankee.” He objected taeksl “romantic, simplistic
view of the war,” but finally conceded that “thewdl always be those who will
perpetuate the myths. Such is the hold that cadrifis upon our imaginations,
upon our very souls as Americans.” Carpenter reicegrnthe emotional hold the
war had on Americans, and also that beneath tlmacdationist gushing,
conflicting memories of the war still existed.

The final event of the 125Anniversary further revealed simmering Lost



Cause sentiment among Confederate reenactorsinéte 6f the 129, like
Gettysburg, had two very similar events. One wasspred by the National
Parks Service and focused on the Sayler’s Creelepand the other was an NTI
event focusing on Appomattox. The conflict got ugly both Massengill and the
Sayler’'s Creek Reenactment and Preservation Copeptinted letters i€CG
defending their event and attacking the other. NR&-Sayler's Creek event was
plagued by rain, but David Gallagher, a Union regorafrom Huber Heights,
Ohio praised the organizers who “handled the unedfve weather in fine
fashion,” and commended his Confederate countexga&fou men did your
ancestor proud. | never cease to get chills whein ioes advance upon ours
during and engagement.” The NTI-Appomattox eventth@ other hand, did not
go well. Tom Corbett of Massachusetts was hopingéwveral thousand
attendees, but he was “personally disillusionetheyattendance.” The fact that
the event was held over Easter weekend and thabwed did not help matters.
Even worse than the low attendance and weathemvashappened during the
reenactment of the surrender ceremony. Apparemtyyy Confederate reenactors
packed up for home rather than partake in the sdereceremony to conclude the
event. Cynthia Topps was shocked and chagrinedttf@snajority of the
Confederates packed their gear and left beforsulrender ceremonies stating
‘Lee surrendered, | didn’t,’ | was embarrassedd@lSoutherner. When the
ceremonies took place and the few Confederatesdatig stacked arms, | wanted
to cry, not tears of sorrow, but of shame.”

What this exposed is a rift between the reconoité&t memory of the



war and a more extreme, Lost Cause memory. Theciotakes pride in the South
and Confederate heritage while acknowledging d€fhatigh still convinced of
the justness of the Confederate cause), whilestier Imaintains a more
unreconstructed stance. Topps certainly thoughtasiekthose Confederate
reenactors who stayed, were in the right. “EvenytBern Reenactor who refused
to participate...spit on the face of General Robelitde, trod on the Confederate
flag, and desecrated all the cemeteries and monsrteethe men who fell on that
field of battle defending our birthrights.”

Ultimately, NTI would fail to become a long-livedganization for
reenactors, and the reason for the failure, acegri Pat Massengill, was
Chickamauga. If Gettysburg was the crowning evétit@® quasquicentennial, and
of Pat Massengill’s Napoleonic Tacitics, Inc., &amauga, which was held on
September 16-18, 1988, was a disaster. The remobHisrricane Gilbert
descended on Tennessee the week of the eventiiagd bogged down into a
quagmire. Predictably, participants were upset With, charging them with poor
planning and scrimping on precautions in the nafafits. “How could they
plan an event when they knew it was going to raasXed Ed Beier of Martin
Springs, Tennessee. Ray Harris of Morton, Illireag] he did not mind the
weather, but what really got under his skin was I'Blpoor management.” NTI
purchased two bridges to secure access to thdsitéhey had both washed out.
Shortly after the conclusion of the quasquicentainMassengill announced that
he and his wife were filing for bankruptcy. “Then@uptcy is a delayed, but

direct result of one thing, Chickamauga,” he wrtt#e were simply never able



to recover from the six-figure loss sustained essalt of Hurricane Gilbert.”
With the demise of NTI also went the first attertgpsustain a for-profit initiative
to plan and orchestrate major reenacting eventss €hded the reenactors’
commemoration of the quasquicentennial of the Ghalr.

With all of reenactors’ focus on authenticity, thie of the soldier, the rise
of groups like the National Regiment, there was iseee that was conspicuous
by its almost complete absence: slavery. The feveixons to this rule evince
reenactors’ adherence to a reconciliationist merbtize war by the lack of
interest and sensitivity given the subject. OnengXda was the September 1986
issue, which featured a drawing of an African Aroani soldier wearing a Medal
of Honor on the cover (see figure 2). The issueecaith a short article by
Thomas Buford, where he argued that “It is ironibattwhereas the negroes
seem to be the beneficiaries of the war, it is@wvidhat the nation as a whole is
the greatest beneficiary,” and closed with a nod/titiam H. Carney, the first

African American to win the Medal of Honor. Sigr#intly, the article
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received no comments from readers in

subsequent issues, indicating little interest enttipic



Fig. 2: Cover of September 1986 issue, featuringraage of Medal of Honor recipient William
H. Carney. It represents one of the few times dutiire late 1980s where slavery and race were
acknowledged ittamp Chase Gazette.

A second, and somewhat more disturbing mentioacd mCCGwas a
story that ran in January of 1989. Entitled “ThevAdtures of John Henry,” the
story chronicles “the thrilling adventures of dditblack rag doll come to life and
his quest to become a real boy.” A Union soldianad Higgly carried the doll in
his haversack as the first day’s battle at Gettyggglbommenced, when “John
Henry poked his wee black head out of the openmbl@aoked around. His button
eyes grew wide with fright and his kinky black losistood straight up.” Almost
predictably, John Henry spoke in a “black dialekte’ proclaimed “Lor’ hab
mercy on dis Po’ colored doll, I'se don wanna delky no webbil can’n-bawl!”
Higgly helps to delay the enemy advance, and wbén Henry is captured by a
rebel soldier and is about to be killed, Higglyesdwhim. The complete lack of
racial sensitivity evident in a story about a bldcl speaking in stereotypical
dialect who wants to be “a real boy” (indicatingtlne is not already a real

person) can be contrasted with the utter seriogsmesy reenactors took issues



like uniforms and weapons, and the much greatesitbaty they showed for
soldiers’ memories. Also, the doll must ultimatbb/ “saved” by the Union
soldier, ignoring the pivotal role African Americaplayed in the war. Moreover,
the article received no responses; nobody fountfahsive. Like other adherents
to a reconciliationist or Lost Cause memory, raoe slavery are issues that are
not treated seriously, if at all.

The final mention of race i@amp Chase Gazetteroughout the late
1980s was a cartoon published in March of 1989 figeee 3). It featured a
Confederate officer standing in the rain with mesd held to the sky, saying “A
cursed weather! After a hard day a’fighting in ttas, | reckon a man ‘oughter be
entitled to a fire fer a pot ‘a coffee!” In the sed panel, the officer is struck by
lightning. The final panel features the officemséormed by the lightning bolt
into a stereotypical black person with large ligsowproclaims “Oh Lawsy me!

Ah’s done gone an’ done it now. Mercipul Hebbens Atgs in trubble fo’'sho’!”
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Fig. 3: Gary Edmisten’s cartoon depicting a Confiede officer transformed by a lightning bolt
into an African American, who speaks in dialectclsoartoons, and their lack of response, evince
a lack of interest in race and slavery as historisaues, but also a certain degree of racial

insensitivity

One person, Steve Von Vima of Sacramento, Califotook exception to
the cartoon. “Every individual is free to express\iews,” Von Vilma wrote to
the editor, “however, if racist humor is the direntCCGis headed, | will no
longer continue to subscribe.” He also thought beld be one of many to
complain about the cartoon. “I'm sure I'm not th@yoperson to find it racist,
degrading, and offensive” he wrote, but an editaoge below his letter politely
thanked him for expressing his opinion, but sagwas the only complaint they
had received. Von Vilma was a lone voice here; olbby still ensconced in
reconiliationist or Lost Cause sentiment, negapedrayals of African Americans
that denigrate their contributions to the war dod eem out of the ordinary.

There are two things that are clear from theseifstances. One is that
reenactors at that time generally regarded raceslanvdry as ancillary to the
history of the Civil War. Thomas Buford’s articlegarded emancipation as
secondary to the unification of the nation. Thiswimakes more sense within the

context of reenactors’ adherence to a reconcihiggtanemory of the conflict, as



evinced by their experiences at 25/ents. Secondly, there was an element of
racism — or at least racial insensitivity — amoagnactors. Articles such as “John
Henry” and the cartoon depicting the Confederatieafwhich feature
stereotypically black characters — and one thatestito become “real” — are
cringe-worthy. They came at a time when an Afriéanerican presence in the
hobby was virtually non-existent.

Reenactors’ experiences in the quasquicentenniaale@ hobby that was
strongly ensconced in a reconciliationist memorthef Civil War. Their most
cherished experiences, Bull Run in 1986 and Gattgsim 1988 chief among
them, show that they wanted to experience the caeae remembered by Civil
War veterans like Wilbur Hinman and, perhaps atalievanted to honor them.
To this end, many wanted to weed out “farbs” inhlbéby and some even wanted
to push the hobby to greater levels of authentitityfortunately, in the few
instances when race and slavery were raised, phewas treated with a great
deal if insensitivity. The 125anniversary commemorations did have the effect of
helping propel the hobby into the 1990s. The lasede of the 20century would
prove to be one of significant growth for the hobblgis growth, however, would
be accompanied by numerous controversies, involiaraes both within the

hobby and without.



Growth and Controversy: Reenacting in the 1990s

In 1988, reenactor Philip Kirdulis, commenting as émotional
experience participating in the &nniversary reenactment of Gettysburg, asked
“Where do we go from here?” Indeed, it whe question facing reenacting by

1990. With the long-anticipated quasquicentenmahe rear-view mirror, in what



directions would the hobby go? The decade thabvigdd, the 1990s, ended up
being a period of growth and controversy for thbtho The 125 reenactments,
as well as the release of the fil@&ry andGettysburgalong with the Ken Burns
PBS documentaryhe Civil Warall led to increased interest in the Civil War and
participation in reenacting. It is impossible toalbead count of reenactors, but
an illustration of this is the number of eventsdtsinCamp Chase GazettEach
issue has a feature called “Upcoming Campaignsithwiists reenacting events
in the coming months from all over the country. 8¢se it is early in the season,
April is generally the month of the year in whiabuyfind the most
advertisements. In April of 1987, for example, C&dvertised 76 events; this in
the midst of the quasquicientennial, whereas by)’K8pril edition, there were
115. By 1993, the issue was advertising 198 evaritgh covered most of 21
pages of the issue.

Reenactors themselves, however, increasingly beeambeoiled in their
own internal controversies during this period. Ehbattles gave further voice to
reenactors’ motivations, be it to honor the soklibat fought, educate the public,
or to simply have fun. Increasingly, and signifitathough, these motivations
began to be marshalled against one another, asmhie cases, interpreted
differently by different people. This chapter walkamine these controversies to
see how various motivations were debated and ciggdbk In some cases, these
controversies challenged the reconciliationist eosss that holds reenacting
together.

The arguments did not come and go in strictly cblogical order; it is not



as if reenactors began debating one thing, stogretpicked another fight. On
the contrary, arguments happened simultaneoustly,egich having its own ebbs
and flows. It is impossible, therefore, to exantimem in strictly chronological
order. Instead, this chapter will begin with thergasing divide between the
mainstream reeanctors and the more radical pusirtisvgreater authenticity,
leading to the rise of the “hard core” campaignevement. This issue mainly
divided those who, on the one hand, wished to espee the life of the Civil War
soldier and honor them through increasing adhereno®ore Spartan standards of
living, and on the other, those who saw reenacsg hobby, and did not feel
convinced that honoring soldiers necessarily meang like them, with all the
deprivations it often brought.

This section will document two controversies thatally united
reenactors against what they felt were outsidesirthe first was centered on a
newraison d’etrefor reeactors: battlefield preservation. Increglginreenactors
started to take a more active role in preservitesghat were in danger of
development; this was something that appealed teahactors, regardless of
their motivation. Secondly, reenactors showed oeanimity in their opposition
to gun control. This is the first time that issireglving contemporary politics
began to creep into reenactors’ debates, but thienvajority of reenactors were
decidedly against any measure, and this, as muahyaissue to this point,
evinced reenactors’ conservative political leanings

Another issue pitted reenactors against themsedvessaw them marshal

their motivations for competing sides. It involvib@ question of whether women



should be allowed to serve as soldiers at encamignaen in battle simulations.
Those against allowing women to participate gehetiabught that it was
historically inaccurate and tended to be skept€a woman’s ability to hide their
gender. They also objected to soldiers who wereitalsly” female ruining their
time travel experience, or simply ruining their fiime with the guys. Still more
saw women'’s attempts to participate as evidencpaiitical correctness” run
amok. Those in favor pointed to the historical doeuatation of the women who
portrayed soldiers on both sides, and the desimgraome females to honor and
experience the lives of soldiers as well; they ismted out the incongruity of
barring females when many men did not “look thé’da@cause of age or body
type either.

As controversial as these issues were to reenationgever, none cut to
the core of their motivations and challenged tlemators’ reconciliationist
consensus the way that the debate over galvanilithgsalvanizing is the
practice where Confederate reenactors, either bigelor by the policy of event
organizers, portray Union soldiers at reenactmintedress the imbalance often
seen, particularly at events in the Deep Southyev®nfederates, who
historically were numerically inferior, greatly owtmber their Union counterparts.
In addition to providing a “clash of motivationslie varying sides disagreed
sharply as to what it meant to honor the soldiéth® Civil War and who,
exactly, deserves to be honored. This is becagsddbate stirred up latent Lost
Cause sentiment among Confederate reenactors wipdysiefused to “wear the

blue.” This is a harbinger for what would comehe tate 1990s, as reenactors



become increasingly politicized by the nationaltcoversy over public display of
the Confederate flag.
Authenticity

One ongoing controversy that predated the 1990sernad authenticity.
By the late 1990s, a majority of reenactors agrgesh certain basic standards of
authenticity. In May of 1993, Arch Stanton wrotedid Notto Be a Farb,” in
which he advised reenactors to make sure thataheig a score or so of faux pas,
which included being too fat, wearing modern shaes, employing modern
beverage containers. He also implored his fellawsat be ignorant of the basics
of drill and to avoid “personal heroics,” which tiescribed as “anyone who
makes a ‘John Wayne’ one-man charge out of formatito the enemy...”
Stanton added, though, that although the term“faibgs to the surface all
manner of resentment and ill will,” the problem ened that “no one agrees on
what the word means.” This was because “the defmithanges constantly, as
the hobby changes.” What was at one point acceptabbther words, might later
be considered “farby.” This might also be truerat given point, as it
increasingly became clear that reenactors themsélegan to disagree over its
application.

During this era, many reenactors’ attention to malteulture only
increased. One representative example of thisnsla-part article by Geoff
Walden describing the Confederate Columbus Demielaso called because of
its manufacture at Columbus, GA. Walden examinewgeieces and

photographs for his articles, which go into someitleHe described the collars,



for example as having “straight cuff trim about/2-ihches wide of a medium or
indigo blue kersey wave wool...” He also includechart detailing the various

features present on various surviving examplesf(gaee 1).

Fig. 1: Chart comparing the characteristics presentvarious examples of the Confederate
Columbus Depot Jacket. Such charts show how foaesedctors of the 1990s were on the
minutiae of Civil War material culture.

In addition to a continued focus on material citwas the rise of a new
kind of event: the tactical. Unlike most spectatdented reenactments, where
participants reenact a particular, historical cgrigric” battle for spectators, the

tactical is a reenactor-only, non-spectator eviliso unlike traditional



reenactments, a tactical is unscripted, and a “arihis often decided by judges.
Frequently, at weekend events, there is a bri¢icEldhat may last several hours,
but in the 1990s one finds events of this kind tasted an entire weekend. The
idea of this event is clearly to push the limits@énacting and to “live the
soldier’s life;” It was not meant to educate thélor since they were not invited.
An event, held from March 15-17, 1991, was advedtias: “A rigorous event,
only for the strong of body and spirit. The armiel be on the march. Extra
baggage will surely fall to the side of the road. Rlanned camp activities, no
spectators, no modern camping, no meals providediuilian activities...now
powder issue.” The information sheet sent to pdiats warned that:
“All participants at this event should expect talere forced marches, 24
hour picket duty, miserable conditions, no sleeyl, ery little food. This
event is NOT for the inexperienced, those with theabnditions, the out-
of-shape Winnebago warriors, or skulkers. If yountta stay warm,
comfortable, dry, well-fed, and avoid strenuousyd&8TAY AT HOME.
The LBL Tactical Committee will not provide refundsother recourse to
individuals who attend, then find the event mogerous than they can
handle.
The event was expected to have more participatian it ended up having. The
Federal side especially fell short. There were i28filstered Federals compared to
850 Confederates, and there were only 39 Unionstigin the ranks by Sunday
morning. Despite this, one of the judges, Rogertlsmsaid that “The Federals
were successful in conducting what amounted teda’réhey managed to hold a
strategic location for an extended period and esedpen confronted by superior

Confederate numbers. Ultimately, the judges gagd-trderals the slight edge

because they “utilized the potential of their liatitresources to a greater extent



than the Confederates were able to...”

As ballyhooed as this event w&(G devoted their entire May 1991 issue
to the event), the turnout was disappointing beedlis number of reenactors who
were interested in such an experience was lim&ét, its adherents were
increasingly vocal. Mainly, they were motivatedagtrong connection to the
Civil War soldier and a desire to live as much likem as possible, with the hope
of experiencing that “magic moment.” With the lesghentic either converted to
their cause or scared off, this would make such ermamincreasingly likely.

When asking rhetorically “Why do you reenact?” $&iffington dismissed the
usual “to educate the public,” and “to honor the#® have gone before us,” and
proclaimed that “the real reason why we reenacts. digly within ourselves. It is
a feeling one has when another offers to helprggettour camp up,” and in words
that echo Hinman’s Corporal Si Klegg, “The feeliagpne of sitting around the
fire with your pards in conversation or song...| cary describe [the hobby] as a
brotherhood.”

Many reenactors, often called “mainstream” in ththanticity debate,
push back at those who they take authenticity tceee, even unhealthy levels.
“It's hard to go to an event without someone ciziieg another’s impression,”
wrote Steve Burnt. “Everyone is calling for realidoat it has gotten out of hand.”
He pled for a bit of “common sense” in authenticéyguing that “Many people
bring hard tack to events, but | know of no one whts moldy or worm-infested
crackers.” EverCCGs publisher, Bill Holschuh, who took over for BHleitz in

1990, addressing the “hardcore vs. farb” dichotaaryceded that reenactors,



rather than being divided into two opposed camgsewall...a shade of gray.
Until someone invents a time machine, none of anses@r claim to be 100%
authentic.” Another critic was Jonah Begone, adesq contributor t€€CG, and
one always quick to point out when reenactors bégking themselves too
seriously. He quoted a friend who suggested tharsmwho has a desire to
“experience what it was really like...be tied to tireund and shot in the leg with
a .58 caliber elephant gun/musket, and left toherih the agony for a day or two
under a hot sun (or in the snow for the Frederigkgiscenario). Later he can be
picked up and given miserable medical treatmengégdhe simply thought
“reenacting is, or should be, recreational fun..caglas authenticity is held to the
level of a ‘reasonable facsimilie thereof.”

Perhaps nobody in reenacting epitomized this haeddebate more than
Robert Lee Hodge. Hodge is a Conederate reenatiomas featured in a 1994
Wall Street Journaéarticle by Tony Horwitz, who would later p&onfederates in
the Attic This was the first glimpse of the “hard core” @ath the mass media.
Horwitz describes Hodge and others who soak thétohs in urine “to achieve
an oxidized, 1860s patina,” and who had lost 35hdswand suffered broken ribs
from being dragged by a horse at a reenactmerieR#tan being content with
the term “reenactor,” hard cores began preferfegtérm “living historian,”
which they took to mean someone who actually lieshistory in as much of its
unpleasant glory as possible. Rob Young, a harel gooted by Horwitz, said
"Sometimes it takes me three or four days to coank ko the 20th century,” and

that sums up the devotion and “time travel” moimatthat drives the movement,



which, Horwitz estimated, numbered about 10 peroéatl those in the hobby.

Unsurprisingly, Horwitz’s article was not well-reged by most
reenactors. Many like Rodger D. Smith, thoughtignepresented the hobby.
Writing directly to Horwitz, he charged that he talenly “concentrates solely on
the fringe groups at opposite ends of the reermasipectrum. By doing so, you
[Horwitz] ignore the vast majority of the particita...who fall into neither
camp.” Magazine editor Grant MacMeans was blur@eanting that Hodge may
have been quoted out of context, he warned “ifilileow some hard cores feel,
my advice to them is to get a grip.” Another lirfecaticism was from Steven M.
Harness, who argued that hard cores’ infatuatidh thie material of the Civil
War misses the larger issues. “I assume this habimpstly about things, as the
criteria on whether you are portraying an averad@ier of 1863 is your
knowledge about button holes and fabric compositidie went on to say that
“recreating the human that wore the uniform,” isrenonportant than the uniform
itself.” “We need uniforms and equipment to SUPPQRIT living history efforts.
It's not the other way around.”

Robert Lee Hodge would indeed respond to the aréind criticism
thereof. He wrote that he had been taken out alesdmo some degree (though he
admitted that the quotes themselves were accukgelefended the hard cores,
stating that “to strive to experience many actegtof the 1860s era...is probably
the principle asset of this community.” He thenlaxged his motivation, which
borders on a kind of religious faith. “I have thbugf this interest [in the Civil

War] in somewhat mystical tones for ages. | havenbefatuated with the Civil



War since | was 4 years old. | was hooked. Arodnigltime my brother told me
who | was named after.” He closed by admitting tietan never truly be like the
boys of the 1860s. “I will always be a farb to sotegree, everyone is.” Despite
this, his devotion to the soldiers of the Civil Whiives him to come as close as
he can to their lifestyle.

Battlefield Preservation

If authenticity divided reenactors, the desire tot@ct battlefield land
from developers united them. One again, RobertH@#ge led the charge. In a
brief column entitled “This Hallowed Ground,” Hodgeote that “It came as a
major shock to me to see up close what is happdaitite sacred soil of our
country’s past.” Hodge appealed to both sides @Mlason-Dixon Line, not just
the Confederate side with which he is normally esded. He then issued a call to
arms. “It would be fair and safe to say that theamty of us are guilty,” of
allowing battlefield land or land adjacent to itide swallowed up by developers.
“The sites of the very events that we are reengé&tie gradually being destroyed
while we blissfully shoot black powder at each othe

Camp Chase Gazetitself had already begun to throw its weight behind
the preservation movement. Beginning in August3$1l, the magazine began
superimposing a gray star on the advertisemeritdpooming Campaigns” that
vowed to donate a portion of their proceeds tmhis{preservation. By March of
1992, 29 events received the gray star designatroone-fifth of all events listed
that month. Readers were genuinely pleased withniéw emphasis. Andy

Gelman wrote that “Your publication is to be commet on its newly



emphasized support of Battlefield Preservationreffdf all reenactors would put
their commitment behind this cause, what a diffeeanwe could make.”
The topic of endangered battlefields really hadettfiect of raising

reenactors’ ire. “l have seen some pictures ofifstruction done to The

Gettysburg Battlefield, (Expletives Deletédyrote Steve Bouldin from

Valparaiso, Indiana. “Even though Reenactors asdadively disorganized group,
we can still do a lot to prevent this type of thinge then encouraged his fellows
to contact their congressional representativesgsiRoliticians don't like to get
nasty letters in an election year.”

Perhaps no preservation issue angered reenactoestinam the planned
Disney development outside the Manassas (Bull Ratt)efield. A worried Al
Poor of Massachusetts wroteG&€G warning “By the time this letter reaches you
it would appear the Disney Theme Park just outdhideManassas Battlefield is to
become a reality.” He acknowledged that such aaaibn might boost battlefield
awareness and education, but then wondered “why must it be placed just
outside the battlefield?” Only a fool with his haadhe sand would deny that the
sprawl associated with such an undertaking wortinehe very boundaries of
Manassas,” and then raised the specter of fastresidurants dotting the
landscape around and within site of the battlefi€lte Disney/Manassas issue
actually united reenactors with historians. “It marmy heart to see,” John
Kanelis wrote in August of 1994, “American histarsaup in arms over Disney’s
plans to build a theme park near the sites of soino@ir nation’s bloodiest

conflicts.” He then named such professional histatables as C. Vann



Woodward, Shelby Foote, and Barbara Fields whoegbtbeir opposition to the

development.

Part of what drove

reenactors to vociferously reject the proposed &iglan was a perceived attack



on their ownership of Civil War history; they saw attack, in other words, on
their memory of the war. Some were afraid thapulgh the Disney’s lenses, the
war would be mocked. A cartoon from September 188¢ Figure 2), for
example depicted seven dwarves with names likeuat,” “Farby,” and
“Greasy,” dressed in a motley manner and carryihgrads of firearms, including
a modern looking assault rifle, while assorted wand creatures look on in
amazement. The dwarves sing “Heigh-Ho, Heigh Hs offf to work we go!!!”

with doves carrying flowers descend above the fisg0b

Fig. 2: Cartoon blasting the proposed Disney Thétaek near the Manassas battlefield in
Virginia. The Dwarves are depicted in all manneffafb” regalia, including sun glasses. Notice
the dwarf on the far right, “Larry,” the only oneitli a normal name, and the only one with
guotation marks around it, is actually female. $&ferences another divisive issue for
reenactors: women portraying soldiers.

Other reenactors may have seen Disney’s move @astariige to inject
what they saw as “political correctness” into Ckdlr history. Jonah Begone and

(presumably) his wife, Honoria Begone wrote a gaipiece entitled “Disney’s



Amerika: A Secret Agenda Revealed.” They said ltiegrte park would present
“an excruciatingly politically correct, corporatergion of American History.” He
then described a proposed “Gaston’s Land of Masityiliwherein “An Audio
Animatronic Betty Friedan invites guests to disdoe® Amerika’s history has
been corrupted by testosterone-poisoned male $ype=0”

Another of the Begones’ satirical entries was gpsed attraction he
called “It's a Global Village.” This would featui2isney characters Aladdin and
Mowgli from the Jungle Book giving a tour of “vaus ethnic enclaves, featuring
their lifestyles and activities.” They noted thanty positive images will be
shown — ethnic gang violence will be scrupulousigided.” Also included would
be “Denounce Racism Land,” where “Robert Gould Shawates an historical
overview of wrong thinking in Amerika,” and “UncRemus leads guests in a
symbolic burning of Nathan Bedford Forrest — thdnsorical art prints...and
Confederate battle flags.”

The Begones’ piece was, as most of his submissemsto be, intended
for humor; he of course did not seriously thinktttheese proposals would come
about. It does, however, provide some contextedotttlefield preservation issue.
Some reenactors, Begone included, may have seemtheachment of Disney
into their sacred land as part and parcel of peeckattacks on their memory of
the conflict, as exemplified by the “political ceatness” movement.

From a historical standpoint, the furor over “pold correctness,” which
provides the backdrop for not only Begone’s sdiireother reenacting issues, is

in large part the results of the changes in schbiprover the last three decades of



the 20" century. With the advent of social history, as aggal to traditional
political and military history, scholars focused maattention on groups that had
been ignored (women, working class people, andlratnorities). Peter Stearns
argued in 1995 that it was this new focus thatdw@tservatives up in arms.
Despite the fact that the nationdistory Standardef 1994 maintained a
political-centric focus, for example, conservativesetheless cried foul. The
Standards’included lessons on the political roles of a ggriof groups...But the
idea of painting a diverse canvas, while retairargybstantially political focus,
was anathema enough to the resurgent right.”

Historian Peter Stearns argued that conservatogsdfthree major
problems with social history. First, was simplyéthndeniable fact that many
social historians are politically to the left,” atiacks on them constitute a
“distressingly successful” attempt to “impute pickll agendas to scholars.”
Secondly, and most significantly, was the fact suatial historianstfave not
usually taken as their principal task the glorifica of real or imagined
American ideals(emphasis added). Here is where one sees, thloises
terminology, the severing of history and memorytlsad they are now “in
fundamental opposition.” The third reason is relatethe first. Social historians
recognize lower-class people and minority groups@mificant subjects of
historical study,” which worries conservatives, &ese by focusing attention on
their voices, one may call into question the “r@aimagined American ideals”
conservatives wish to protect.

Opposition to Gun Control




A second issue that united most reenactors anldeiuelvinced their
conservative political leanings was gun controleiractors’ opposition to gun
control was almost universal. The perceived datmbtack powder weapons,
since that would affect reenactors most directlys wbviously a concern. “l think
you should get in contact with the NRA,” advisedgiiian Dennis Boettcher,
“and they can advise you of what bills the ‘Gun I@xars’ have in congress and
how they pertain to black powder guns.” Californiged Neal of the “®
Amendment Guards” wrote that “The GGs [gun grabjls¥e no positive use for
guns but we all know different every time we attamdevent, and there are
thousands of other positive uses for firearms...” Wir@s most dramatic was the
reaction from reenactors to those who argued kb®ahysteria surrounding gun
legislation was unwarranted and based off of misimation. Contributor
William Jackson, who in 1998 would become edito€QfG, argued just this in
1994. A memo from a group called Handgun Contrad, had purportedly been
leaked and contained plans for “draconian” gun ldva$ would place “severe
restrictions on the ownership of firearms.” Jackeoed foul. “The thing stinks of
falsehood a mile off,” he wrote, pointing out thte document was carefully
crafted to include material that would offend altn@gerybody, regardless of race,
creed of political affiliation.” He closed by sagithough reenactors should be
flattered that they were included as a target groupe bogus document, he
found it “disturbing that they thought any of uswiebbe foolish enough to
believe it.”

Jackson’s article, however, did little to abate dhgiety reenactors had



over the issue, and some even held Jackson inmopht®ichard Mansfield of
New York wrote that Jackson was “either naive gsad the point...Any
restriction of freedom affects all of us, whethleasimandatory motorcycle/bicycle
helmet laws or mandatory seat belts.” He felt iswwaly a matter of time before
reenactors would become a target, since “represgtiie Confederate forces
fighting for States Rights is “Politically IncorigtTed Neal of the “2
Amendment Guards” said Jackson'’s article was “audigng apology for an
appalling organization.” Another reenactor, Stekamness of California, wrote
of the virtues of firearms, and even tried to dawallels between the 1990s gun
control debate and Nazi Germany. He described hswgrandfather “was in a
concentration camp during World War Il. He was ¢heith a Thompson
Submachine gun knocking the gate down and shoatigglamn Nazi he could
get in his sites.” He then said his lesson wastti@atnmates of the camp were
“former free men that had sacrificed their libestgtowly and could not resist the
tyranny because the first items they had surrexddesze their weapons in the
name of crime control.”

Chris Nelson’s guest editorial in September of 18&8dhe under similar
fire. “Many reenactors will share interests withg@in owners,” Nelson wrote,
“but by no means do all reenactors share all gumnconity interests.” He then
pointed out that “retaining our muskets and cageggldoes not depend on the
likes of a David Koresh being allowed to stockg@ildomatic weapons,
explosives, and ammunition.” Such a “false comnyinitould, in his view,

“pose a greater threat to the rights of reenad¢t@s anything likely to pass the



Congress of the United States.” Although he waggahd referred to gun-rights
advocates as “well meaning,” his editorial hadeffect of throwing a grenade
into a crowded room. “Is he for real?” asked Alatiffof Wisconsin, “Nelson is
either the most naive person I've ever heard t¢feois a complete fool...To the
totally dedicated gun banners the goal is a corafilanh of all guns and repeal of
the 24 Amendment.” James M. Ruley of Ohio was similanlyraged. He did not
oppose an assault weapons ban “because the NRAwldught to” he wrote;
he did so because “It's unnecessary,” and becdtisetupid.” He also warned
that the “gun-control ‘mafia™ would soon targeerectors. It did not matter that
proposed legislation did not affect them or thelhotirectly, but saw it as part of
a larger conspiracy that would eventually envelont.

Though a majority of reenactors were strongly oppd® gun legislation,
some defended Jackson and Nelson. Wiliam Hamilt@oath Carolina
lamented the extremism that seemed to charactiézissue. “The middle seems
to be disappearing from American politics” he wrdte did not agree with
Nelson, but said “he made a very important ancivadiint about resisting the
tendency to gut the middle and consider only ex¢einClay Norman of
California even turned the “political correctnestarge on its head. “It is
amazing to me,” he observed, “that many dedica&gple, committed to the
struggle against political correctness in the 19906 none the less castigate
others who are judged to be not ‘Second Amendmamect’ in their eyes.”

Women Reenactors

If reenactors saw political correctness creepinigsuaes like gun control



and battlefield development, it really began tohaitne over the question of
whether women should be allowed to participatecédiess in reenactments. In
1990, Nicky Hughes, who briefly edit€thmp Chase Gazette the early 2000s,
wrote that women who attempted to portray soldmeesded to maintain an
extremely high standard. After first proclaimingtiine was “on the liberal side
compared to most reenactors” he maintained thabpithose few women who
did pass as soldiers in the Civil War “masquerasiertessfully as men. “Women
who want to do that impression today must liveahe same standard.” In other
words, they should be undetectable. He arguedathdhing less would make the
reenacting community look bad. “We don't need tpy them [other history
professionals/academics] with ammunition to sh@akbat us.” To Hughes, a
poorly disguised female soldier is similar to a ena@enactor wearing tennis shoes
on the field. Reenactors would be “noticed,” aralifhed at,” by their many
skeptics. For many reenactors, including Hughes,adrthe major reasons to
reenact is to experience what the soldiers expsgtkrBut most women who have
the same motivation, their argument went, are simopt of luck. Huges described
one very dedicated woman who portrays a civiliamast events but chose not to
try and portray a soldier. He said of her “No opeld be more interested in the
battle experiences of the Civil War soldier, but shll never experience them at
a reenactment.” The woman in question refused dtapgromise historical truth
for their [women’s] own gratification.”

Hughes tried to take a middle position — betweesd¢hvho would ban

women entirely and those who might be more opea sawver bar for women'’s



participation. Frank Cutler fell into the formertegory when he called Hughes'’s
opinion “trash” and wrote that Hughes “comes offisding like the type of male
who has fallen into the trap of the ERA women & th®.W. crowd who want to
make the red blooded American male into a ‘yes’deanp.” He finished by
proclaiming that “women are not fit for combat datyd if we have to fill our
ranks with women then we should close down reemgétin addition to the
political reasoning, some argued that women, despéat efforts, were still
recognizable, and that would misinform the publicwon their own experiences.
Tad Saylards, a newcomer to reenacting at the said,that at his first
reenactment, his experience was “partially haltedseeing a woman who in his
view did a poor job of hiding her gender. Floridiaaug Woodall wrote that he
did not care if women were in uniform, “provideckth are no spectators
watching and | am not in the same unit, but whenpihblic is watching | am sure
it looks silly to them when they see a lady dressed soldier. It is historically
inaccurate by any stretch of the imagination.” 8g& woman in the ranks, in
other words, put a cramp on male reenators’ attemugliving the life of the Civil
War soldier. Woodhall would also blame feministippcd for starting the
controversy with a cartoon published in May of 198de figure 3). It features a
woman in uniform brandishing a sword and a shieiblezoned with the letters
“E.R.A” A dead soldier lies near her with a sigadeng “Historic Fact R.I.P.” and

another soldier carrying a banner that reads “Tr@tlandma Stayed at Home!”



Fig. 3: Doug Woodhall's cartoon criticizing wometteanpting to portray soldiers. Woodhall saw
women wanting to be soldiers within the context3%0s gender debates.

Women reenactors did indeed defend their positrehaague their point.



Linda Fogarty of lllinois took issue with Hughesigparent denial of the same
experience of “time travel” and living the life tife soldier that men enjoy. “After
devoting myself to the study of the Civil War foany years,” she wrote, “I deal
with an intensely haunting feeling about that wardenacting. | must tell you, as
a woman, it does feel a bit unfair to be treated ascond class Reenactor.” In the
same way, Elise Parker, who portrayed a specifstohical woman who enlisted
in the 29 Michigan as a man, was “curtly dismissed fromrdmks” at an event
“despite my stated historical precedence.” The oafson given was her gender,
and she argued that “IF competence is the issuevibenen who perform as
adequately as their male counterparts should bevetl the same courtesies and
rights.” Her mother, she wrote, “does not recogimeeown daughter” when she
dressed as a soldier.

The issue really came to a head in 1993 when a woramed Lauren
Cook Burgess won a lawsuit in Federal Circuit Cagdinst the National Parks
Service, guaranteeing her right to participatel989, Antietam National Military
Park would not allow her to participate in a livingtory presentation with the
215t Georgia unit to which she belongs. The only reageen was her gender.
Unsurprisingly, the reaction to the decision waspusitive. Confederate
reenactor Geoff Walden, addressing Lauren Cook &g glirectly, wrote that
“your politics go a long way toward ruining whatisod about this hobby...It's a
shame that Ms. Cook/Burgess use modern politicSurtber their own modern
liberal viewpoint, and force it onto the rest of"ust this point, Lauren Cook

Burgess herself stepped into the fray to defenddiieagainst Walden and others.



Interestingly enough, she grounded her defensemat“modern liberal
viewpoint” that Walden and others tried to impantteer, but firmly within Lost
Cause ideology. “My lawsuit was about history,” sttete, “not about
multiculturalism/feminist hysteria...| was told byettNPS officials that this
particular history DIDN'T MATTER, and that the ontlying that did matter was
my gender” (emphasis in original). She then coretebeer fight to what she
believed the Confederacy stood for. * | happendiol lour Constitution as sacred
with respect to the protection it guarantees toviddals for their rights against
illegal tyranny...” Then, in classic southern apologgminded Walden (also a
Confederate reenactor), “In case you forgot, thathat the Confederacy’s cause
was all about.” Walden, still unconvinced, decidecdot “belabor the point any
longer” (perhaps surrendering the field to Burgéesiause “I have better battles
to fight, such as opposing those who would bangpeiwwnership of firearms or
display of the Confederate flag.”

By the mid-1990s, more reenactors appeared to lbe apen to Nicky
Hughes’s original proposal that women should bevad if they do a good job of
hiding their gender. Long time reenactor Cal Kindescribed a “man” named
“John” with a North Carolina unit at an event buioiok some time before he
realized that “he” might be a “she.” “I can onlydhat ‘Private Jones’ was a
‘bully’ soldier,” he complemented her, adding tehe “would put most male
reenactors to shame” when it came to authentitiban only say, ‘Private
Jones,’ | WAS IMPRESSED!Camp Chase Gazetiiéustrated the change the

hobby had undergone when it published a kind ofw'ha’ article by Catherine



Hunter Wise, describing how women can credibly hider gender. The article
was accompanied by “before” and “after” picturesMike, showing how she
transformed herself into a Confederate cavalrynsae {igure 4). They also poked
a little fun at the controversies with their Apffibols” 1995 issue. The cover
included five “unusual features,” and any readeo wbrrectly identified all five
would be given a year’s subscription for free. Naygot all five because most
readers failed to point out that the soldier pietbon the cover was a female (see

figure 5).

Fug 4: Catherine Hunter Wise both disguised as af€tderate cavalryman and in her normal,
modern attire. By the mid-1990s, many reenactotsdtane to accept women so long as they did
a good job disguising their gender.



Fig. 5: Image of the April 1995 cover 6mp Chase Gazettégpicting a woman dressed as a
Union soldier on the cover. Not a single reademitfeed her as a woman.

Galvanizing
Many reenactors saw debates about women in the @k battlefield

preservation through the lens of 1990s politicddades. These issues did not



divide reenactors along sectional lines, howeveoftGValden and Lauren Cook
Burgess, for example, were both Confederate reersagtet fell on different sides
of the of the woman-as-soldier issue. Similarlyyalo Begone, a Union reenactor,
fell in on the same side as his Confederate copatty in debates about
battlefield preservation and gun control. The s#mmegg cannot be said about the
issue of galvanizing, the practice of Confederaenactors portraying Union
reenactors for events to redress an imbalancerti€ipants. This issue, perhaps
more than any other, saw some Confederate reenaggressively defend their
Confederate memory of the conflict against perakn@ngers. At its core, it
pitted a more militant Lost Cause memory of thefliciragainst the mainstream
reconciliationist memory.

The debate first began in May of 1991 with a vewldieditorial by a
Confederate reenactor named Kevin Duke. He lamehteanbalance of
participants on the Union side at events, but ifledtthe culprit. “When
organizers beg for ‘galvanizers,’ they often méetreal ‘Stonewall’ of the
hobby...ancestral crap.” Duke argued that if reenaateere really concerned
with authenticity and “reenacting the way thinggeyéthan they needed to do
something about this issue. He complained thatr‘ane over, we give the public
what amounts to an SCV [Sons of Confederate Vet¢zarade.”

The misinformation being fed to the public was ooe reason this
problem needed to be addressed. Reenacting wasladomaring the soldiers on
both sides of the conflict, and the lack of galzamg, to Duke, did a disservice to

both. Duke would “bet his last Richmond dollar” ti@onfederate soldiers, seeing



the farce many reenactments were, “would ask if tdoeild borrow a blue coat
themselves.” He added that, although the Union ‘$ta®y not be filled with
charisma as the watrriors for ‘the cause...” tls¢ary “deserves telling” and it is
“an important part of American history.” Given tArimosity soldiers during the
conflict felt towards those on the other side, asity which to some degree
continued well into the 20century, the idea that Confederate soldiers wputd
on a blue coat seems far-fetched, but Duke wasearéiconciliationist and he was
taking the radical Los Caus-ers head on.

“Full-Time Southern Federal” reenactor Cal Kinzenanended Duke’s
stand, but felt it would ultimately fail. “Tryingotreason with the Rebs into
donning blue —is a lot like trying to talk the Missippi River into running
North,” he warned. Kinzer then wrote that his “sirg suspicion” was that most
Union reenactors are in it to be “soldiers,” Comfiede reenactors are there to be
“Rebels.” Robert Bolton suggested Confederatesahadre prosaic motive for
their distaste for wearing blue. “...a lot of the @Ga¥erates I've talked to have a
real distaste with the uniformity and regulatioarstards of the Federal
impression...”

Most who defended Duke did so from a reconciliagbwiewpoint. Jeff
Hendershott wrote that new recruits should “strgrginsider” a Federal
impression. His view “is not in any way a cut agaithe fine men and women”
who are involved in Confederate reenacting, buekdpat more would be
willing to portray Federals in the name of “trugeattive scholarship,” and “for

the integrity of the hobby.” Dave Schacher, who w&3onfederate for 16 years,



wondered “what’s the big deal about wearing blud@’started going Federal and
said he now enjoyed it because “it's a differemqtet$ and it helps you understand
what the hobby is like from both sides.” He stilimed his ancestor, a
Confederate soldier, was “murdered by the Yankeésef government,” so his
loyalties are obvious, but for him, reconciliatiand a Lost Cause memory can
indeed coexist, because it “doesn’t bother” hirpaatray a federal.

This controversy flared up one again in 1993, w&ayne Roberts wrote
an inflammatory letter t&€CG voicing his opposition to galvanizing. Regrettably
the June 1993 issue in which the letter appearedadsailable, but the replies,
which mostly supported galvanizing, tell us mucbwthwhat Confederates
thought about reconciliation, honoring soldiers] aducating the public. Wayne
apparently could not honor Union soldiers becagsdiagreed with their cause.
Matt Merta, in reply to Roberts, took reconciliatito an extreme, comparing
soldiers in the Civil War with World War 1l solderHe said that “Political
attitudes aside, the WWII Nazi soldier was exattiy same as the WWII
American soldier: a young kid away from home doddinllets, wishing that the
whole thing was over with so he could see his famgain.” Merta was able to
compartmentalize “the soldier” from the nation, etwy, or cause they fought for,
and respect him, while ignoring the politics or @as1behind the conflict.

Confederate reenactor Lee Candy took exceptioroteRs’s contention
that portraying Federals would dishonor Confedesatestors. Candy wrote that
he was “a die-hard Confederate with many proudstocg” and that he, like

Robers, was “disgusted with the overwhelming Yankeeaurocracy that has



taken over the U.S. government.” Candy fell sollthin the Lost Cause camp,
and saw parallels between the Confederacy andd®@s] but despite this, he
proclaimed “by GOD sire, | do indeed galvanize!'sHeason? A reenactment is
“the ultimate form of honoring our ancestors...” armopportunity to “convey to
spectators and ourselves what our ancestors wenigh and increase public
interest in them.” For Candy, part of honoring ateoes involved accurately
portraying the fact that it was the Confederates wkre outnumbered and
persevered, and to show otherwise would be a disseio them.

This issue came to a head in 1995, when Dick Snaard other leaders of
the First Confederate Division decided that foirtpéanned 1864 Campaign
event, the policy would hold that “all CS troopteatling...must be prepared to
galvanize as Federals for one scenario if requiketthe host.” If a reenactors or
unit were unwilling to abide by this policy, “THEXREN"T WELCOME AT
THIS EVENT!” Cal Kinzer was impressed by the moweiting that he hoped the
hobby was “maturing to the point that we no long sarselves as “Federals” or
“Confederates,” but rather as “living historianshevadmire the valor and
sacrifice of both sides.” He implored his felloves‘put aside partisanship — just
like the real Yanks and Rebs did after the war.”

Of course, the anti-galvanizers also had their 8ay/. Matlick from
Virginia bluntly proclaimed that “I'll be damned ifl wear that blue uniform...In
the South we take pride in our past, and honoraauaestor who defended their
country and lost their lives while wearing the guayform.” He then described

General Philip Sheridan’s destruction of the Shdoah Valley in 1864. John W.



Bert of Pennsylvania replied from a reconciliatginiiew that “The War is over!”
and that “I am in this hobby to preservedllAmerican heritage, even those brave
souls who fought and died for the South.” He coragdrost Cause watrriors like
Matlick to “some blacks who claim the governmeradd pay reparations to
them for slavery...” Here, Bert was actually lumpnaglical Lost Cause
sympathizers with people with an emancipationistnmey of the Civil War.

Matlick’s letter elicited more angry defenses afaeciliation. J.B.
Harness warned of the implications of bringing \waet atrocities into the
discussion. “Do you feel the same way about thieona firebombing of
Frankfurt, Berlin, or Tokyo?” he asked. Mike Bollsynilarly raised the specter
of Bleeding Kansas and “cowardly raids” by Willidguantrill, concluding that
“evil acts were committed by both sides.” He colid said, refuse to wear gray
because “after all, those men were fighting toldistia a nation that protected,
even promoted, human slavery,” but addedhbose not to think that way
(emphasis added). For Bolley, it would be bedtéf inpleasantness of the
conflict were forgotten, because, when you do thilag color of the uniform is
not so important.” Like Matt Merta, Bolley was alttecompartmentalize the
causes from the soldiers that fought, separatiegtbo that the latter could be
honored.

Clearly, galvanizing touched a nerve with the eomaiof those on both
sides of the issue. Though some Confederates faeadng the blue uniform
would cause, in Virginian Jerry Aldhizer’'s wordstfamendous pain that would

soar through his heart and soul,” one reenactdh@tnion side could not help



but feel insulted by southerners’ angry defenstheif side. Geoffrey B. Michael
wrote to Matlick, “Sir your remark...hurt me deephg | have always been proud
to wear the Army blue.” Michael, a former membetlad United States Army,
felt “a great amount of pride in wearing the unifioof my country...The flag that
| line up next to on the field at events may notehthe same number of stars [as
the modern flag], but it is indeed the same flafe’pointed out the example of
Confederate General Joseph Wheeler, who would seevenited States in the
Spanish-American War and thought modern Confedeeaieactors should
emulate him. He closed by asking rhetorically, “Wéart of heritage are you
preserving Mr. Matlick? Bitterness? Resentment7ddiat’

In 1991, early on in the galvanizing debates, Thgc&haw, who
portrayed both Union and Confederate soldiers, naadabservation that
probably cut to the core of what the reconcilasbmemory meant (and likely
still means) to the hobby. “I can only see thatgbevival of this hobby will
depend on people who throw away their over-zeahmti®ns and ideas of who
was right and who was wrong and walk an extra mikbat other soldier's
shoes.” As the galvanizing debate showed, the medionist memory did indeed
hold the hobby together against a challenge pasédy a more radical, Lost
Cause element. By the late 1990s, however, a nalledge emerged, as a more
staunchly pro-Unionist element began to emergecaatlenge both the Lost

Cause version of the conflict as well as the rettiationist consensus.



The Emancipationist Challenge: The Cause and Confedate

Symbols

If the galvanizing issue raised the ire of the L@atise camp within the
reenacting community, and spurred a defense fremngtonciliationist camp, new
voices would permeate reenacting in the late 1996 voices emerged
representing a Unionist and emancipationist chg#en Lost Cause advocates
primarily, but also the broader reconiliationishseensus that had the hobby
together. This was because the emancipationistpoewemphasized slavery and
race as important themes in the Civil War, and ifpally, recognized the
South’sraison d’etreas the preservation of slavery. This upset Losis€Ea
advocates who continued to exonerate the Soutldamglthat slavery was in any
way a motivating factor for the Confederacy or Gal@rate soldiers. This also
challenged many Union reenactors who might haveezbwith Union reenactor
Mike Bolley when he said that while he could rememihe Confederate soldiers
as supporting slavery he instead “choose not tkkithat way.”

The heated debate that raged within the pag€aofp Chase Gazette

flared up several times, but culminated with thetowversy surrounding the



Confederate flag that flew over the South Caroagitol in 2000. This
controversy involved Confederate reenactors dyeétHistory Channel
documentary in 2001 chronicled this involvemengcsfically the beliefs of some
Confederate reenactors. When it aired in Februa?p02, it stirred up a great
deal of controversy among reenactors, and evetoledme soul-seaching. For the
first time, major contributors t6amp Chase Gazetfprimarily on the Union
side) began to argue that it was no longer acckptalbelieve that slavery was
ancillary to the war.

References to race and slavery like the one Boflagie were the rare
exception rather than the norm in reenacting ardigring the 1980s and early
1990s. During the centennial events of the ear§0$9however, there is evidence
that during that volatile time, reenacting did havagnificant element of openly
racist, pro-segregationist members. The evidencthi® comes from Ross
Kimmel, who in 1999 and 2000 published a seriahtieg his exploits with his
friends during the early 1960s as members of apgoalled the “Blackhats.” He
based his recollections, so he claims, in part mumnal that he kept throughout
the period. The Blackhats were a Confederate hattwas part of the North-
South Skirmish Association (N-SSA), a group thasaad still is primarily based
on competitive shooting of Civil War era black pawdveapons. Despite their
competitive structure, when the Centennial evemieplanned, they and other
N-SSA units signed on to reenact major battles sischlanassas and Antietam.
What got Kimmel involved in the Civil War-relatedlbby was probably familiar

to most reenactors even up to today: material iltThe Civil War,” Kimmel



wrote, “particularly its guns and uniforms, fas¢eime from the earliest
childhood.” He was very proud of the fact that he &is cohorts were more
particular about their uniforms than other grouxur efforts [at authenticity]
were pretty deficient, but we were at least heatisloulders above other
skirmishers and reenactors in that regard.” This laecause they attempted to, in
the absence of vendors, make the uniforms thenselwveof the correct material,
even going so far as to look at originals in musg&um

Though much of his prose is taken with the parézbf the events, from
time to time Kimmel mentioned the presence of tagsments within this early
period of modern reenacting. “Many times” he wrétehought that a lot of the
people | saw portraying Confederates at centemniahts were there because
there were no Klan events to go to that weekendeélbonest, we Blackhats were
not among the most enlightened white people atitine, but we certainly had no
ulterior motives as white supremacists. | am afsmohe Confederate reenactors
did.” Kimmel's reference here gives it some aicogdibility. Given the paucity of
references to slavery and race in reenacting, m@€iG, why bring the subject up
at all? He could have simply left it out of the nraive. Instead, he not only
acknowledges the presence of white supremacistsaya he noticed it “many
times.” He said of himself and his cohorts thaytivere “not the most
enlightened white people at the time.” This mayerd be the case, but to what
level he sympathized with white supremacy is unkmdke certainly tried to
distance himself from it), but his admission ireamactors’ magazine suggests

that reenacting had a significant white supremasdesnent.



There were times when Kimmel made specific refezdnmvert acts of
racism. One event occurred at Fort Meade in MadylarApril of 1964. He wrote
that he had no memory of the event, but that herteg it in his journal, but
“there was a cross-burning along with the usuahsisiher carrings-on Saturday
night.” Later that year in Nashville, he claimeditkhere were
“Rednecks...running amok throughout the armory scnegnGeorge Wallace for
President!” and “kill the n--------- s!” Another imgent occurred in 1964 in Dunn,
North Carolina, where there had been a Ku Klux Kklly the previous week; he
witnessed “plenty of anti-Civil Rights sentiment. ethcenes and sayings...were
reminiscent of those in...Nashville.”

Notably, Kimmel was able to place the events haegsed within the
context of the time. “Nothing occurs in a vacuune"rote, “and neither did the
Civil War centennial.” He could not help but notiteat with these events taking
place during the Civil Rights Movement, “so manyite@lguys running around
with Confederate flags, some centennial events &eencomfortable
resemblance to white resistance.” He was corretttie commemoration did not
go smoothly. Unlike the recent sesquicentennial centennial had a national
committee, the United States Civil War Centenniainission (USCWCC). It
was set to hold a national meeting, comprisingoteristate committees, in
Charleston, SC. Trouble erupted when the New J&seyennial Commission
announced that it would not be attending; onesoimémbers, Madeline A.
Williams, was African American, and Charleston’sdis were segregated. The

row even led Bruce Catton, head of the New York mission to bow out as well.



This debate led South Carolina’s segregationisaerstrom Thurmond
to quip that New Jersey “might like to put the Soback into a Reconstruction
straightjacket.” By comparing the debate over sgafien to Reconstruction,
Thurmond, according to Kevin Allen, not only madpdditical argument against
the Civil Rights Movement, but also “linked thetioisc argument that the Civil
War was an act of oppressive northern tyranny thiéhcontemporary debate over
federal control.” Ultimately, a compromise was feaat, and the meeting was
moved to the Charleston Navy Base which was, becaugs Federal property,
not segregated. South Carolina’s Centennial Conmomskowever, effectively
“seceded” from the national group, and organizedparate meeting with the
commissions of the other 11 Confederate statdseatdgregated Francis Marion
Hotel.

If reenacting had racist elements by the 1990y, dicknot appear very
often. One notable exception was Larry Stewardtedef October 1991,
speaking about an event that occurred at a reepatiohthe Battle of Wilson'’s
Creek. He claimed that after an engagement durlmghahe and some friends had
been casualties, they were walking through a mextdirConfederate reenactors
and spectators. They happened upon a man dresaedadederate officer, who
was “loudly proclaiming to his friends the recealesof several of his ‘Niggers’,
and that he was proud to be prejudiced cuz thia¢sviay his Daddy raised him.”
Steward reported that he was “ashamed” that nelitheror his friends confronted
him about his behavior, but added that “He shanseallwith his behavior and

has no right wearing the uniform of a Southern €ifi”



If race itself was not in overt evidence, secticr@amosity was on the rise
by the mid-1990s. With the cultural battles ovelitmal correctness and the
public display of the Confederate flag, it is pgrh@&asy to conclude that, in the
words of galvanizing Texas reenactor Charles Trakéegreat many of the more
vitriolic “Union Haters” do not always make the tiii€tion between the present
day American and the Union of the past.” He saigvhe in the hobby to “pay
tribute to ALL the brave men, on BOTH sides whodgbtiand died for the ideals
they believed in.”

This sectional tension was evidence by periodisages of real violence
that occurred on the reenacting field. Chris Nelsdmo aroused the ire of many
in the reenacting community for his plea for saniygun control, would again
issue a plea in April of 1996, this time for reetoas to better police themselves at
events, given the uptake in violent altercatiof®r‘the past couple of years,”
according to Nelson, “I have witnessed and beahdbbut increasing numbers of
‘knock ‘em over’ incidents, up to and includingdlaipping and actual fistfights
when men refuse to let up, despite officers’ comasahn

Nelson wrote that his “concern is not ‘sectionayt generic for the safety,
reputation, and future of the hobby,” since violeidents were being instigated,
he wrote, by both sides. At least some of the wibteitbursts were the result of
sectional feeling. He quoted one Federal reenadtorsaid that at a
Franklin/Nashville event in 1995, “he had nevemsse many incidents of what
he called ‘real expressions of hatred” by Confatlereenactors. Another Federal

said that Black reenactors “were greeted with docas racist epithets, mixed in



with a sincere welcome from the majority.” Nelsampiored his pards in
reenacting to “police each other for the attituded personal agendas which can,
and clearly do, lead to violence...[to] face up te ¢gnowing cancer of shouting
‘sectional epithets,” and the fistfights, and tlegfripping, and the refusal to let go
when ordered by an officer.” He closed with a faanifeconciliationist proposal.
“We should stop spending our energies questiona ®ther’s patriotism, or the
motives of our ancestors, and start thinking mb@uaworking together to
SAFELY honor each other and our common Americaneltiepce.”

If sectionalism was evident on the reenacting figldid not appear
explicitly in the pages oc€amp Chase Gazettmtil 1998, and it began in a rather
innocuous way. The summer of 1988 saw the"I'@&nactment of the Battle of
Gettysburg, an event that was even larger thati2B&in terms of number of
spectators; they had enough participants to execful scale reenactment of
Pickett's Charge, a feat that evoked similar enmstito the famous 12%vent.
One Confederate reenactor spoke of a “magic monvem¢h marching out for the
Pickett’'s Charge scenario. “A wee small lad steppédof the crowd. He handed
me a small wild flower, and said ‘God Bless you.siAs we marched off to our
doom, the dust on my cheeks was washed away wittears.”

The row began with a letter a few months laterugiig from Mike
Garbus, the Chaplain of the Federal Frontier Bregastnacting group. He
complained that because of the fixation some rdermabave with the Civil War,
some believe they fought in the war in anotherdifel that the ghosts of the

soldiers that fought might still be around. Hisnpary objection was with the



presence of a “hypnotherapist” at the ®&&ettysburg, along with the ubiquitous
ghost tours, which he said violated Christian garg. But it was an offhand
comment that raised the ire of Confederates. “Ldies to some degree,
Gettysburg is back in Rebel hands — the bigge#ll mker: Satan.”

The fact that Garbus may not have meant anythiegtigrnsectional by the
remark was largely irrelevant. Though some, likeria Lewis objected to
Garbus on First Amendment grounds, and Robert Teaimaply because he was
“a self-described pagan,” others detected an atiadke Confederate memory of
the war. Belinda Lee Gentry Holloway of Alabamaggmed back defensively. “I
vehemently resent the association of ‘Rebels’ \B@étan! Here in Alabama as in
most other Southern states, we are fighting cdlygaocide every day, and
thoughtless comments like those of Mr. Garbus aedly fuel to the fire.” She
guestioned why “in these days of embracing all...oek... Southerners are the
only ones who are not allowed to be proud of thatestors and heritage?”

Holloway's opinions were part of a larger, neo-Gatdrate movement that
began during the 1990s. The modern spark for #gas@onfederate movement
was a document called “The New Dixie Manifesto1&taRights Will Rise
Again,” by Michael Hill and Thomas Fleming, whicla/first published in the
Washington Posdn October 29, 1995. One of the hallmarks of thesement
was the belief that white southerners formed a kinoppressed minority. Hill
and Fleming, for example, objected to the fact thathe United States, where
ethnic slurs are punishable as hate crimes, ttlisscially acceptable to describe

Southerners as ‘rednecks’ and ‘crackers...” Theylamed, similarly to



Holloway, that “The war that is being waged agathstSouthern identity and its
traditional symbols must cease.” Hill and Flemiatgl founded the neo-
Confederate group The League of the South to hetpdr their cause; The
Southern Poverty Law Center regards the organizasoa hate group.

Holloway's spirited defense of the Lost Cause dtlgo unanswered.
Someone named DeWayne Willis of Missouri, knowfiTdse Rabbi,” fired back
in what was the perhaps the first overt assertf@ana@mancipationist memory of
the war inCCGup to that point. He wanted to inform Holloway ‘@&abbi of
some study of the world of the lord of creationdth‘the Confederate battle flag
is a symbol of man’s evil to his fellow man.” Wadlcould not have been blunter.
“To say the war was fought for southern independegainst northern
centralization of federal power is a lie. It wasdtit over the evil of slavery.” He
even ascertained the root of the Lost Cause b&8aithern women after the war
asked themselves “How could their brave God-feameg have fought for an
evil cause? Well, they came up with the answer! lighef the romantic struggle
for a glorious lost cause.”

“The Rabbi,” as strange as he may have seemedndesd on to
something. Women did play a key role in the develept and fostering of the
Lost Cause. Karen Cox, in her study of the Daughtéthe Confederacy, argued
that “women were longtime leaders in the movememhémorialize the
Confederacy...” and that “the organization’s overarglobjective...was
vindication of the Confederate generation.” Indegearoline Janney argued that

southern white women stood in opposition to redaten in the late 1800s, and



“actively sought to hinder the lovefest propountgdreterans.” She wrote that
especially early on, white women took the lead emmrializing the Confederacy,
since “women certainly could not be viewed as d¢raitis — they were simply
exhibiting the qualities of nineteenth-century \dican ideology attributed to
women: sentiment, emotion, and devotion to one’sfoik.” They would
therefore not be targeted as “rebels” by Union isodd

Mike Quigley, a Union reenactor from California, ekeasimilar points to
the Rabbi, though in a more measured way. “Thewes a social/economic crisis
about slavery and not a constitutional one” he grobjecting to the
characterization of the war as being primarily fougver federal vs. state
sovereignty. He tol€CGthat “One only has to read the various Declaratioin
secession by [Confederate states], Jefferson D&vaigural Speech before the
Confederate Congress,” or Andrew Stephens’ ‘CotoresSpeech’ to get the
spirit of the times.” He chastised his fellows,moig out that “While many
reenactors...are very aware of the military and nreteulture of the Civil
War...it is a rare quality for reenactors to know sloeial and political dynamics
of the time.”

It can be assumed that the responses to “The Réfibiletter, because of
its tone, likely received the lion’s share of resges) were both spirited and high
in number, but the next four issuesCAmMp Chase Gazettge regrettably
unavailable. The only mention of him in the nexaidable issue (July 1999) is
from publisher Bill Holschuh, who wrote that “Weeastill receiving responses

and counter-responses to the Rabbi almost dailyb&sed on our readers’ clearly



expressed desire to get on with their lives, wed#egtit was time to pull the plug
on this subject and let the matter die with whatelgnity it still had left.”

Though this is the first time that the first tinfet overt sectionalist arguments
appeared in the magazine, it is clear by the flofogsponses that the feelings had
been there for some time; the Rabbi can be thafdtdiyjhting the fuse.

Holschuh, however, was unable to put the genie batlke bottle, so to
speak. If there was a conflict between his desileep the peace among
reenactors and maintain an open forum in the “C&uwogsip” section, the latter
won out. Arguments over the symbols of the Confadeand the causes of the
war continued throughout 1999. T.E Waltrop of Caréaorgia boldly defended
the Lost Cause, writing that “I believe that | wahntinue to fly my battle flag [the
Confederate flag] alon@s opposed to flying it together with the Ameniddag,”
to which Jim Maggliore of Roselle lllinois repliedefending reconciliation,
“Shame on you for your comments! Yes, you shoulgtoeid of your battle flag,
but to write such an article is disgraceful forAamerican to submit to a
publication that honors all Americans.”

Waltrop then replied by asserting a belief in a-Gemfederate, Lost
Cause ideology. “Sir, your confusion begins wheu gtaim that we live in the
same country. | live in an occupied country as myegnment never surrendered.”
Brian Orgeron thanked Waltrop for his letter, amghed it “Brian E. Orgeron,
Hammond, LA, CSA.” He would later write that attaadn the Confederacy and
Confederate symbols were the result of “politicalbyrect stupidity, liberal

socialism, and revisionist history.”



In December of 1999, David Pleger of California,ondiso gave voice to a
more overt Unionist/emancipationist memory, steppéalthe maelstrom. He
chastised Waltrop for “offering up fantasies antfwths” and pointed out the
return of redeemer governments in the South aféeoRstruction (to counter his
“occupied country” notion), adding, “In an occupiealintry the conquerors don’t
give power to locals, and they certainly don’tdabjugated victims gain power
within the conqueror’s government.” Pleger wrotatttWaltrop “may delude
himself that he is a defiant hero fighting oppressbut the plain truth is that he is
just a crybaby.”

If reenactors like Waltrop represented the Lostseauewpoint, and
Pelger and Quigley advocated for the emancipationégnory of the war, the
reconciliationist memory would not simply be silemthe debate. David Mullins
of Jacksonville, Florida took on both sides. Hektoa CCGs “insufferable
belligerents” first by confronting Waltrop. He cessed that Waltrop “should feel
great pride” in the Confederate flag “despite theent trend to try and turn it
onto a badge of shame,” but scolded him aboutdlisfithat he was in an
“occupied country,” since the Confederacy was negeognized by the Federal
government, and therefore would not demand a fosmakender. “We were
whipped sir, and fairly so; that doesn’t mean weehi@ like it, but as honorable
men we must accept it.”

Mullins saved his heaviest guns, however, for Rletyghat we don’t
have to accept...is the politically correct, revigionnonsense which describes

our Confederate ancestors as being nothing morertwast scum.” Mullins



agreed with Pleger that recent scholarship is d$ @dth the Lost Cause. “You
needn’t remind us that ‘historians’ have been remgihistory about the Civil
War,” he wrote, but “Personally, | don’t care tady the material produced by
‘enlightened’ individuals to any great extent.”

Perhaps nothing illustrates the mood of reenaatonsd-2000 better than
their reaction to an editorial penned®¢Gs resident instigator, Johan Begone.
Entitled “Advancing the Southern Cause,” Begondetong Union reenactor,
gualified his remarks by admitting that “I am piigtlly and socially
conservative.” He then explained why he believedsthuthern cause needed to be
espoused. He explicitly identified the Confederataese with modern,
conservatism, sidestepping race and slavery entiledm for a restrained federal
government, more political power given to the stafecond Amendment
rights...and the maintenance of the usual sociabousiand traditions. Racism,
obviously, is not one of the customs | would enddits always best to establish
this early, don’t you think?).” Only later does gpet to his main point, that
“although the Southern point of view has relevaincie great national debate, it
is rarely championed well by Southerners themseélWbat Begone was saying
was that, though Southerners might be on the siglet of the argument, their
arguments were more too emotional, unreasonedsu#feted often from a lack
of grammar.

As expected, Begone’s article drew attacks fronsidiés. Thomas Boaz of
Pennsylvania, a self-described “fourteenth geramnadioutherner,” felt it

necessary to point out that “scholarly writing” adeing the Southern cause “is



available in the pages ofSouthern Patrigtthe journal of the League of the
South.” Meanwhile, Robert Hill of Kentucky found‘iaughable that
now...many, many Northerners are whining for lessegoment and more
personal liberty. Finally, the money-grubbing Yae&eare coming around.”

Not to be outdone, David Pleger poked holes in Betgassumption that
the Confederate cause and that of modern Consegsatiere one in the same.
Pleger correctly pointed out that “The South walding to expand the power of
the Federal government to protect Southern whipeesnacy through the
protection of slavery...It's high time,” he wroteh&t Jonah Begone and other
modern conservatives question the assumption thdem conservativsm had
anything to do with the antebellum and Civil Wau8o” In a lengthy treatise,
Pleger mentioned instances during the antebell@anneost notably the Fugitive
Slave Act of 1850, in which Southerners supportquhaded federal power, as
well as the New Deal, military spending, the Intates Highway System, and the
Great Society all as post-war examples of southesigporting federal power.
“The only time ‘States Rights’ was heard was whgoweernor was brandishing
an ax handle on the stairs of a school promisiggesgtion forever.”

Interestingly, some conservatives today have dgtaame around to
Pleger’s view. Jason Kuznicki of no less a condargauthority than the Cato
Institute posted a video in 2013 arguing that tbef€deracy was no friend of
liberty. “The symbols we choose matter a lot,” h&lsand that, despite
arguments that the Civil War was about states’tsighihe historical record does

not bear this out. The South did not leave fordhiee of states’ rights...they left



to protect slavery. We know this because they saitiHe warned modern
libertarians that “Confederates weren'’t your frisridHde warned that “if we pick
the wrong examples” to make our argument, “we gndistorting our own
message...and bringing contempt on libertarianisne.eMen went so far as to
argue that the Confederate flag would “probably betable to stand as merely a
symbol of rebellion, comparing those who wave oamieto “campus leftists”
who sport Che Guevara shirts. “If you don’t lookoithe implications of your
political symbols, someone else will,” he closeahd you probably won't like the
results.”

In any event, by the end of 2000, publisher Bills¢buh had had enough.
“I think we have arrived at an appropriate momerthis debate to call for a cease
fire. This argument over the cause of the war le@nlgoing on for many, many
months, and frankly, it is beginning to make mythideurt.” David Pleger himself
agreed to honor the “cease fire,” and thanked Hhoilsca known Confederate
reenactor, for publishing his views in spite of pessonal views.

In the midst of this ongoing and unprecedented ded@ong reenactors
over the causes of the war, there was a new dimetisat would end up having
wider ramifications. By early 2000, the issue oblidisplay of the Confederate
flag affected reenacting directly. Confederate aegors now attended
Confederate flag rallies in Confederate uniformiké/Quigley sounded a
warning in April of 2000 when he wrote that whee tteague of the South staged
a demonstration in Montgomery, Alabama, and natitetavision coverage of the

event featured “Confederate-clad reenactors ivémguard, proudly marching as



they carried various flags flown during the timellod Confederacy.” He asked
rhetorically if Confederate reenactors would sonydata“the Southern storm
troopers of tomorrow?” and issued a challenge $d8uuthern compatriots. “Start
showing up at Civil War Roundtables and start leggyyour heritage...the truth
shall set you free!”

CCG editor William Jackson, a Union reenactor, voibedconcerns more
formally in a June 2000 editorial. Jackson was prity concerned about how
such actions would portray the hobby to the broadétic. “What is disturbing is
that every now and then in television and newspapeerage of political events, |
see reenactors marching in full uniform, carryingit flags as if they were
political symbols rather than historical artifattde implored his fellow
reenactors that they must “make it clear that veeahtte to distinguish between
political symbols and historical artifacts.” He &bkd those who object to the
modern Federal Government to “do the hobby a fanorto not confuse your
reenacting with your cause.” Jackson saw thatoppebegan to identify
reenactors with modern politics, that it would méke hobby look bad and
ultimately hinder it. His were words of caution tItiiey were taken by Lost Cause
advocates as an attack. “You viciously attackedGumfederate flag,” wrote
Charles Briggs of lllinois. “I feel this is not gnén attack on our most noble
banner, but also on the reenactors who so prowadlly this flag.”

Bill Holschuh, the publisher, stepped in to deféleditor. “As the
Confederate ambassadorGE&G,” he wrote, “my usual response in a situation

like this is to simply keep my mouth shut and Etklkon twist in the wind.” This



time, however, Holschuh saw the attacks from nenf€lterates as going too far.
“Well gang, we can’t have it both ways. If we amrgy to use the ‘we’re just
recreating history’ tactic to justify ourselves, wan’t also turn up on the six 0’
clock news in company formation and full uniformptimtest the removal of our
flags from public buildings.” Holschuh'’s plea dittle to calm the spirits of
reenactors, which had reached a fevered pitch.

It should not be surprising that these debates thnecauses of the war
and over Confederate symbols should arise amomgcéa's in the late 1990s.
This was a period of heated public debate ovethesy issues, mainly
surrounding public display of the flag over staagitol buildings. This is largely
because, as historian Robert Bonner wrote, “Barthersselves conveyed
messages not only by the distinctive elementsaf ttesign, but by the sort of
associations that could be distilled into mere camications. Depending on their
use, flags spoke to different audiences and wifleréint ultimate effects.”
Defense of the Confederate flag, for those whdtaalescendants of
Confederates and want to exonerate their ancestioes, borders on fanatical.
The roots of this passion go back to the war itsdifen men often literally died
for the flag of their regiments. “The more intimaiet of dying for a flag placed
these objects in a new, quasi-religious categosyofbols.” To attack the flag, in
other words, was to attack those that died fonitmany cases reenactors’ own
ancestors

What the flag has meant to different people aeddt times, then, is

essential in understanding the issue. To be syriaeblate 20 Century, many



southern apologists had taken pains to disassdb@t€onfederacy and its
symbols from slavery, but this was not the case€tamfederates themselves. John
M. Coski in his excellent history of the flag, aeglthat since Confederate leaders
had no qualms about defending the institutionfdifows that...the St. Andrew’s
cross is inherently associated with slavery.” ka plost-war decades, however, as
former Confederates justified their actions andefigyed the Lost Cause, they
used it only to honor Confederate soldiers, anehg only used for soldiers’
memorials or monuments. This was largely due taltbeates of Confederate
heritage organizations themselves. The Sons ofédendte Veterans and the
United Daughters of the Confederacy objected tg o$¢he flag that fell outside

of Confederate memorialization (e.g. popular caltar political uses), since they
“were concerned that they would lose control offtag and its meaning.”

By the mid-2@ Century, the groups did indeed lose control of the
emblem. It became a symbol prominent in populaiuce) and after 1948, when
college students marched into the Birmingham, Aladaconvention of the States
Rights Party bearing the Confederate flag, it bexarbanner explicitly associated
with white supremacy. In addition to the Ku Kluxafl, “Ordinary white
southerners protesting integration carried the, #dong with signs whose
messages concerning race were unmistakable.” Idwasg this time, as a
reaction to the Civil Rights Movement, that the @uolerate flag was incorporated
into some state flags, and placed atop the Southli@a Capitol in Columbia.

By the 1990s, a series of “flag flaps” gripped plublic’s imagination.

Confederate apologists now sought to defend anyaHmdtacks on their sacred



emblem. Many of these controversies focused offidigeflying in a sovereign
context, such as a capitol dome, rather than arigat one, like a museum or a
monument. This is because “Flags flying at goveminfecilities imply
sovereignty and communicate symbolic messageshfsion and exclusion that
may have real consequences,” while “Flags exhibiteduseums are in an
unambiguously historical context.” Coski identifithis as the root of the matter.
For the flag's defenders, “what is at stake isswitnuch history aseritage

which “is more akin to religion than history.” Hexge is not “based on critical
evaluation of evidence,” which defines the studyistory, “but on faith and the
acceptance of dogma.” Confederate heritage gronglsding reenactors
themselves, felt that their heritage — their menadrghe conflict — was under
attack.

Another perspective helps explain the hot tempersiélerate reenactors
evinced over the flag row. That Confederate reemadhink that the Confederacy
stood for states’ rights and not for slavery, drat Confederate soldiers are
deserving of the highest praises is duly noted Pater Carmichael, discussing
those who vehemently defended the legacy of Cordéelbero Robert E. Lee,
argued that it was important to pay attention teviHoeople think — as distinct
from what they think...” Carmichael argued that llkee himself, his defenders
(and defenders of the Confederacy more generali@mpt to rid themselves of
“moral confusion, intellectual clutter, and emo@bambiguity” by harkening
back to “the Victorian belief that the world wasvgoned by fixed truths of right

and wrong...” Though he did not say so, Carmichae sianply stating that



Confederates have continued to advance their meaidhe war as the history
profession, in raising morally confusing questidmss become less
accommodating by presenting ever more nuanced \oétge conflict.

Bill Holshcuh’s cease fire iRamp Chase Gazettame just before the
release of a documentary that would rock the reempworld. In February of
2001, theHistory Channehetwork aired a documentary entitféde Unfinished
Civil War. “We set out to make a film about these weekendiora,” the film’'s
narrators say early on, “what we found was somgthompletely unexpected. We
discovered an unfinished Civil War.” The filmmakersginally wanted to
document reenactors and why they do what they dey fuote one reenactor,
Vince Savino, giving standard fare commentary ty Wl reenacts, “For a
moment there, maybe a minute or two,” at a reenaictrof Cedar Creek, “l really
thought | was back during the Civil War.” They intewed Rob Hodge as well,
and he explained that the reason a person woultitewateep outside and “freeze
their ass off” was because it was “a way of commgnvith those guys,” meaning
the soldiers of the Civil War.

The filmmakers, however, quickly switched geardiszuss the differing
memories of the war by focusing primarily on twdinduals. One was a
Confederate reenactor from Maryland named JohndselKrausse, when he
prepared for an event in his basement, activatatha hourglass, which he says,
“starts the time travel.” As he got dressed, hd&éabat an image of dead
Confederate soldiers from Antietam to remind hirhg®lt “it's not me, it's them,

it's all them, that’s who | do this for.” He, whe&sked, said he would never wear



a Union uniform. “The only way | would ever weauslis if | was lying in a
coffin and they exhumed me and put that unifornmen”

Juxtaposed against Krausse was the filmmakers dgmanary subject, an
African American Union reenactor named Joseph MassiCedar Rapids, lowa,
who portrays the 8%Massachusetts. He had a very different memorgefivil
War than does Krausse and the other Confederattgde in the film. At one
point, he actually spent the night in a slave cabiBouth Carolina. He did so to
give himself “an appreciation of what my ancesttgalt with as slaves.” When
he arrived in the cabin, he was asked what he weaydo someone who did not
believe the Civil War was about slavery. McGillgéai would say come and see
what I'm seeing. | think they would have a differepinion. This is a part of our
history that is shameful, but it is a part of oigtbry nonetheless.”

If the film simply chronicled the fanatical expleiof reenacctors, it would
not have been controversial, but when the topicettito the war’s politics, things
got ugly. Perhaps no one featured in the film wasamtroversial as Wayne and
Sharon Hutzell, who, according to Sharon, haveallinees “centered around
reenacting.” Wayne said “| believe in the Confetkeiuse...you have our own
right to live the way you want to live,” and Sharadded that the war “had
nothing to do with the slavery issue for me. | jidgally believe that when they
came in and said ‘this is how we want you to livel.tHink that was wrong.”
Wayne then insinuated that “the blacks” talked almutherners “invading their
land” because “it was a way of life for them” amat “they were taken care of.”

After the war, argued Wayne, they “didn’t know whato because they were



used to someone else taking care of them.” Wheedaiskhey thought blacks had
a better quality of life under slavery, Sharon am®4 “I think they did.”

Ultimately, the film climaxed with the battle ovére flag flying above the
South Carolina Capitol. It featured several prad anti-flag rallies, one courtesy
of the Council of Conservative Citizens, the modeagarnation of the Citizens
Councils that sprang up in opposition to integmtiand a group that the Southern
Poverty Law Center regards as a hate group. Timeditl show one man in
Confederate uniform in attendance. Dennis WhedldreoCCC gave a speech at
the rally where he proclaimed, “For those [Africhwko came here, it was a great
upliftment, a great step forward...we [whites] taugbti the Christian religion,
familial affection, and civilization...and you shoude grateful to us for what we
did.” The connection between the CCC and reenadiagficult to ascertain, but
the fact that they placed the CCC, as well as foueKlux Klan leader David
Duke (who gave a speech in front of the Arthur Astatue in Richmond, VA),
on the same side of the flag issue did not paenaetors in a positive light.
Moreover, Dennis Wheeler's comments sounded vemylagi to those of Wayne
and Sharon Hutzell. At the least, it showed a simacignorance of the reality of
the history of enslavement in America among attlsame Confederate
reenactors.

Most Confederate reenactors, however, sought torhafitheir ancestors
while disassociating the Confederacy from slaveager on, Krausse and
numerous others attended a flag rally sponsoratidofpons of Confederate

Veterans at which he distanced himself from extrgnoeips like skinheads and



the KKK, proclaiming that he simply “loved the Shbatn soldier and what he
fought for...I'm out here to save my heritage.” E\Rob Hodge (who was not at
the rally) admitted that “within a 20Century context,” that the flag was indeed a
hateful symbol, recognizing its use by groups oppds racial integration, but
added that “there’s also a 19th Century contexthawe an open mind to.” For
Hodge and Krausse, the flag is pure because thaséought for it were not, in
their view, fighting for slavery.

Joseph McGill, on the other hand, would attendveaméarger anti-flag
rally sponsored by the NAACP. Shortly thereaftbe lag was removed and
placed next to a monument in front of the dome. &yent featured competing
rallies, which included both of the documentary’stpgonists. At the end,
Krausse, whose face was painted red to represemiabd of Confederate dead,
met with McGill. The two hugged and had a heattgart, honest discussion, in
which McGill admitted he was glad it was coming doand that he would like to
see it in a museum and would “honor it in a muséWihen Krausse expressed
his fear that the flag would disappear, McGill sagwas not in favor of its
eradication, largely because of his respect fobth®ery of the soldiers that
fought under it. After McGill said that they, theldiers, would ultimately settle
the dispute, the two shook hands and saluted, ‘tmaman, soldier to soldier,” in
Krausse’s words.

The high note on which the film ended says a loualbeenactors. For
one, it proved once again Caroline Janney’s assettiat reconciliationist

sentiment is not mutually exclusive with a Lost €aor emancipationist



sentiment. Both had very strong, entrenched vievilsat conflict that were
seemingly incomprehensible to each other, but e ultimately able to find
common ground when it came to honoring soldierspde their divergent beliefs
about the causes of the conflict, they could camgether for that. Moreover, this
controversy, and the arguments over the war’s caorger the previous few years,
indicated that the hobby of reenacting may in Eraiependentat least in part, on
the maintenance of a reconciliationist consensus.

In Camp Chase Gazettihe reaction to the film was overwhelmingly
negative. One complaint was that, contrary to ih@<$ promotion, it had little to
do with reenacting and was more about the flagrowatsy. “All of the TV
promos and advanced biling...led us to believe thetwould be reenacting. It
was not,” complained Bill Holshuh. The primary cdaipt, however, was that
they felt it misrepresented reenactors by placiagyrof them on the same side of
the issue as extremists. Though admitting that €ierhite reenactors made it
easy to lump them in with extremists, Holschuh [@oeed that “We are
not...members of the clan and we are not skinhead@saMylovers of history,
heritage, and historic preservation, and we respadthonor all soldiers who

fought bravely for their countries.”



Similarly, Robert Hodge wrote of Krausse, “It colle argued that Krausse was
fuel for the stereotypical fire. If the produceranted a ‘Rebel,” he filled the bill
perfectly. I like John a lot, but he is not typicélwhat reenactors are, yet he
became our poster boy. By interviewing and focusiegvily on Krausse, they

gave the false impression that all reenactorsile@enim.” William Jackson, the



publication’s editor also quipped “What happened waase of misrepresentation
that marred an otherwise interesting and infornegixogram.” Reenactors were
all too aware that this program, thorough its peex misrepresentation of the
hobby, might end up hindering the hobby’s imagélie general public. This
was illustrated further by a cartoon on the bacthefApril 2001 issue (see figure
1). Some even went so far as to start a petitigieditting the network over the

documentary.

Fig. 1: Cartoon critical of theHistory network’s documentaryhe Unfinished Civil War.
Many reenactors felt that the film unfairly portexythem as extremists.

The most pointed criticism came from Union reenaGreg Romaneck.
He agreed with the others that “through their deacf the reenactors
interviewed and their respective statements andres;twe come away with a
grossly distorted image of living historians.” Rameak saved his most biting
criticism, however, for reenactors themselves. BBlieving, as far too many

reenactors do, that slavery was not a major caue €ivil War, we fall into the



category of superficiality that makes us look feblto serious students of that
era.” Romaneck did not pull any punches, and irsdiea that the future of the
hobby might be at stake. “We really cannot affaréir this sort of dirty laundry
on national television and then hope to be takenwssy by anyone.” He thought
the film might act as “a clarion call to the broadeenacting community to reflect
on our hobby and how it may appear to outside viswe

For Romaneck, a denial of slavery as fundamentdgdCivil War was
simply no longer acceptable. The film may have gilien the opening to bring
up a related topic later in 2001: racism in reeingctChristopher Cooper and H.
Gibbs Knotts argued that among other factors (pslitegion, and religion),
“conservative racial attitudes” correlated stronglth support for the
Confederate flag, and Romaneck found expressioracaft sentiments all too
common at reenacting events. “| have noticed aidisig trend,” he wrote,
“Issues of racism seem to crop up more than irp#se.” This was likely due to
the flag controversy and the vocal opposition ugss such as the NAACP. “In
some cases, the overt nature of the racism streckaclearly offensive.”

No overt expressions of racism appeared in CCGthaue were others
who would die on the Lost Cause hill and defendt thesition to the last. “It
appears that the dividing, racist, complainingehdtfactions of the NAACP have
gone too far this time,” wrote Jeff Mclintire of Laon Ohio, “For the most part, |
believe whites are being discriminated againshis ¢ountry.” Mclintire blamed
the “uneducated” NAACP and advocated going so$apdake the money earned

for battlefield preservation and use it for “reelinag preservation,” expecting a



spate of court cases against the hobby. Othensglhdike California Unionist
Mike Quigley, thought reaching out was a better lfyviot contact that
organization and ask them if they would supporcBldnion reenacting units as
well as offering them an opportunity at variousnaements to set up information
booths about slavery and the struggles of Africameficans.” Predictably, these
differing opinions fell along memory lines. Mclrgira Lost Cause advocate, saw
nothing less than an attack, while Quigley, knoanHhis emancipationist bent,
agreed with much of what the NAACP stood for andiisng to work with them.

The flag controversy and tiée Unfinished Civil Wacaused many
reenactors to question the direction of the holdgely because these issues
exposed fissures among reenactors themselves @raones of the war. Willaim
Denison probably spoke for many Lost Cause Coné&deeenactors when he
penned the melancholy short story, “The Last Regena®©ne Cool June Evening
in 2034.” In it, one old, ragged reenactor bedsmawhis backyard, alone, the
last reenactor. The demise, Denison wrote, wasusecaf “various groups that
had long wanted very much for Civil War reenactiogust disappear.” The
groups banned all Confederate symbols, includiedotittle flag as well as gray,
woolen jackets, and many left the hobby out of shabenison blamed the
fictional demise of the hobby on outside groups whjected to and attacked their
memory of the war.

Others, like Romaneck and William Jackson thoughhactors
themselves deserved at least part of the blameef\Aere has been negative

publicity for the hobby,” Jackson wrote, “it usyalirns out that our worst



enemies are reenactors who insist on thrustingdbéy into these
controversies.” Significantly, they were both Uni@enactors, and wanted to
bring reenacting into line with more recent schetigy that challenged the Lost
Cause. It was Patrick Giradin, however, who perltapse closest to the mark in
illustrating just where reenacting was at the sithe 23! Century. “If we as
reenactors...are going to expand our hobby and preser nation’s heritage,” he
warned, “the constant quibbling over ‘causes’ lwastop.” If the controversies of
the late 1990s and early 2000s proved one thinggstthat conflicts over the
causes of the war they wished to commemorate d¢ealdthe hobby asunder. The
hobby’s future would depend on its ability to méisése heterogeneous

viewpoints.

To the Sesquicentennial and Beyond: The Present and
Future of Reenacting

If the late 1980s through the early 200s provedtbmg, it was that,
despite challenges, reconciliationist sentimentaieed strong in Civil War
reenacting. In fact, such sentiment was neceseatié healthy functioning of the

hobby, since the fractious arguments over the caofsthe war and Confederate



symbols threatened to tear the hobby apart. Thaseaversies gave the 21
Century a very inauspicious beginning for the hglamgd the big question that
remained involved the direction that the hobby widake in the decades to come.
By 2002, the majority of reenactors appeared réaghut the ugliness of the
1990s controversies behind them and return todbts of the hobby, portraying
the soldiers of the Civil War through recreating thaterial culture and lives of
the soldiers themselves.

Yet one immediate concern among the hobby was parapt decline in
membership. The 1990s were indeed a kind of higiemmark for reenacting.
They saw what was probably the largest ever rearatt a full-scale rendition of
Pickett’'s Charge at the 18Rnniversary of Gettysburg in 1998. According to
reenactor.net, the event saw 41,000 participantinkthe aftermath of the event,
Camp Chase Gazetteported only 15,000. When judged by the numiberent
listings inCamp Chase Gazeftthe hobby declined since then. In May of 1998,
the magazine listed 210 events, whereas in Map082it was down to 163. This
decline, which may have begun earlier, did not goaticed. “About ten years
ago, we hit an all-time high of around 350 evenpsiblisher Bill Holschuh
lamented in March of 2003, and “The trend has Isteadily downward since
then, and last year (2002) the number was 270.”

The reasons for this decline are not entirely cl@dten, reenactors simply
“burn out” and decide enough is enough; sometingessa factor, and other
times he or she just loses interest. Perhaps nodagipplified this more than

CCG’sown publisher Bill Holschuh, who in 2004 bowed ofithe position he



had held for 14 years, selling the publication &ikéway Publishers, Inc., who
still own and operate the magazine today. His sé&¢torast column was a
harbinger of what was to come. In explaining whyneaeenactors believe in
reincarnation, he wrote that “I guess it's not sisipg to find that people who try
to relive the past are just naturally curious alsuah a closely related subject.
Part of what attracts us to reenacting is the commewe establish between
ourselves and people who died many, many years Hgosaid this fascination
led him to experience, with the help of a hypnotistregression” in 1997, where,
he reports, he “literally became another persoaneuy voice changed and | had
a different accent.” Holschuh claimed, though, thatexperience left him
changed. He continued reenacting, but it just wake’ same for him. “I'm not
nearly as obsessed with the subject as | was béfdom’'t pursue it with the same
intensity...I have forgiven myself for choosing tedirather than die for a hapless
cause. | have made peace with my Civil War demamnd for me the war is now
finally over.” Sure enough, the next month he amuadl the sale, proclaiming,
“To do this job right, you have to have your vegaht and soul in Civil War
reenacting, and | don’t. The fire has burned itealf and now it is time to move
on.”

It is anybody’s guess as to why exactly Bill Holsbls fire “burned itself
out,” but it is not unreasonable to surmise thatabntroversies that raged over
the previous few years took their toll, especigilen that he, as publisher of
“The Voice of Civil War Reenacting,” felt the bruot it. Holschuh, being a

Confederate reenactor himself, may have questibisedwn allegiance and



participation — his own memory of the war - andauaded that the Civil War
really had no “good guys” after all. He could haweant this by his reference to
living for “a hapless cause,” though he likely mesmmething more spiritual and
personal. Nevertheless, the fact that this losstefest coincided with the
ignition of the reenacting “flag flap” is probahtyore than coincidental.

The controversies also hindered the hobby in thatly have made the
hobby less attractive to new recruits. There wdaddhoGettysburgor Ken Burns
Civil War series to reignite interest and pull the hobbyajuhe doldrums, but in
2002, Holschuh advocated “grassroots recruitirgfix the declining
participation, emphasizing that “every reenact@dseto be a recruiter.” He also
identified public relations as key, perhaps to ¢euthe bad press the hobby had
been hit with. “...we need to consider...telling owrgtto large audiences
through national media exposure.” Particularlyutising to some, was the
observation that most of the newer reenactors Warkees. In 2001, an a review
of an event in Rich Mountain, West Virginia in Jaliy2001, J.P. Rogers
lamented that “a majority of the Confederates...Hatbat as much gray hair on
their heads as gray wool on their backs. All ofdtrapping young boys were
wearing blue.” Rodgers blamed “the recent five glears of unrelenting political
and media bashing of the Confederacy, the Batbg fRobert E. Lee, and the
South, etc. etc.”

Rogers’ assessment is in some sense correct; dghedhtroversies
proved that the fight over the memory of the waswat simply a reenacting

phenomenon, but a nationwide one; it was a figat émded with the Confederate



flag being removed from the South Carolina Statadeaas well as from the state
flag of Georgia in 2001. A decade later, this dffsan be seen most starkly in the
North. In the 2011 Central Connecticut State Ursitgrconducted a survey of
New England area reenactors under the auspice®fd#d8or Matthew
Warshauer. The survey asked respondents to idevitify side they portray (or in
the event they did both sides, with what side thegt identify). 78 out of 102
New England respondents identified with the Unwwhile 22 identified with the
Confederacy (2 were unclear). Though geographyicdytplayed a role in the
results, it could also be a sign of a diminishifghe Lost Cause among new
entrants into the hobby.

Camp Chase Gazettertainly recognized the negative impact that
arguments over the war’'s memory had on the hobixysaught to “retrench”
itself by refocusing on the roots of reenacting soldier’s life and material
culture. | other words, they recalibrated themsebegea reconcilationist memory
of the war. Beginning in May of 2002, the publicatiannounced that they would,
for the first time, be employing new guidelines floe “Camp Gossip” section.
From that point forward, they would only publisttéegs if they were making
specific reference to articles in past issuesgtinuld be no more debates over
the causes of the Civil War. In part, this chanmgpalicy was because the internet
provided a more convenient, and expeditious mehwusicing one’s opinion to a
wide audience. Regardless, the powers that B&€& were only too happy to not
have to deal with that particularly divisive issue.

The editorial choice of articles reflected this mpe as well. The May



2002 issue, for example, included a how-to articidhow to make pegs to secure
one’s shelter half to the ground. Another artioleer ten pages in length with
copious pictures, sought to “provide some guidanabtaining and using [glass]
bottles in re-creating Civil War settings.” Perhdps most interesting was a
March 2004 article explaining what sorts of hailes$yreenactors should wear (and
avoid) based on period photographs; the article @aveluded charts (see figure

1).



Fig. 1: Chart detailing the appearances of varidaems of hairstyles in Civil War
photographs. This chart exemplifies the shift backread and butter” issues for reenactors in
the wake of the late 1990s controversies involemgflicting memories of the Civil War.

This focus still predominates in the hobby to thy. In a blog entitled
“Dispatches from Company Q,” an unnamed author evaot amazingly in-depth
how-to guide to fashioning your own cartridge bgxesthey were a ubiquitous
item in camp, and provided a great means of staageseating. Moreover, many
websites for reenactors now contain pages desgréactly what kind of
uniforms and accouterments should be purchased &stdof sutlers from whom
to purchase them. An excellent representative elangmes from the website of
Company F of the #4Connecticut, which includes detailed descriptiohsach
items as well as photographs. Similarly, a perasalreenacting message board
finds such topics as “Cartridge Box Patterns,” “&lien Regarding Western
Confederate Jackets,” and “Civil War Dance Calters.

This focus on material culture and the life of suddier is, of course, part
and parcel of an adherence to a reconciliationeshory of the war, the hallmark
of which is to honor the soldiers that fought ie @ivil War, often by recreating
the soldiers’ experiences and camaraderie in amattto feel a connection with
them. As the website for the 2¥irginia Infantry stated, “We believe that this is

a hobby, and one that thrives on the love of hysémd that we try to kindle that



feeling in the public (who may one day join us esruits). Lastly and most
importantly we are in this to have fun and expeseetihat with our brothers in
arms.” Similarly, the 40 Pennsylvania described its purpose. “We and ofiiers
us work to preserve the valor, dedication, sa@iiod memories of so many, of a
time when honor meant duty and duty meant sacrifi@erhaps nobody put the
mystical connection that Civil War reenactors s$tdlve with the past better than
the website for Company E of the'8Virginia:
We are people to whom the past is forever speakifglisten to it
because we cannot help ourselves, for the paskspeas with many
voices. Far out of that dark nowhere, which istthee before we were
born, men who were flesh of our flesh and boneunfomne, went through
fire and storm to break a path to the future. Weepanrt of the future they
died for. They are part of the past that brougatftiiure. What they did —
the lives they lived, the sacrifices they made diogies they told and the
songs they sung and finally, the deaths they diethke up a part of our
own experience. We cannot cut ourselves off frortt is as real to us as
something that happened last week.
This focus on the lives of the soldiers, howevenot shared to the same degree
by all reenactors. The divide between mainstreanaetors and those known as
“hardcore” or “campaigners,” that saw its rootshie 123 Anniversary
commemorations and really took shape during th®49€ntinued through the
early 2000s and persists today. Perhaps thereasithority better equipped to
explain the state of reenacting in thé!Zlentury as it pertains to authenticity than
one of the hobby’s graybeards, Cal Kinzer, wholdesen in reenacting for over 30
years. In an article originally penned in 2000 taydrinted for the website

authentic-campaigner.com in 2007, he divided tHablionto four groups. He

listed them in increasing levels of authenticitgip@ing with “farb,” a term he



would use to describe “A unit or event which lilgrdas NO authenticity
requirements.” They may dress in “altered modeothahg” in lieu of actual
uniforms, for example, and “make little effort &akn drill.” They only exist,
according to Kinzer, for the fun of battle reenaetits. He adds that there are very
few such units left, at least in the Infantry, tghitsome may exist in other
branches (cavalry and artillery) or as civilian negsionists.

Kinzer’'s second group is known as “mainstream.” &dng to Kinzer,
before the 1970s, most units were “farb,” but tB&Qds saw a movement towards
authenticity that focused on proper uniforms angigggent. This was the
movement that culminated with the 12&nniversary celebrations. For
mainstreamers, “personal equipment is usuallyidffgood construction,
although it often reflects mass production techegynot in use during the
period.” Regardless of the event, mainstream reéersacamp in what is called
“garrison style,” meaning they use “A tents” (thbubfey were not used on an
actual campaign), but they do employ and abidednipgd drill manuals. They
also allow some modern conveniences in camp, lesetitems are generally kept
hidden during public viewing hours, whilafter hours, this ‘illusion’ is no longer
maintained and the rules are considerably relaxed.”

Third for Kinzer is a group known as “progressiv@hey are the product
of the movement begun by Kinzer and others dutegate 1980s and early
1990s. Progressives “may RECOMMEND ‘museum qualigroductions
(uniforms, weapons and equipment), they do notirecuuch items as a PRE-

CONDITION for participation with the unit or at evis.” Unlike their



mainstream comrades, they “seek to maintain thesidn’ of authenticity IN
CAMP 24-hours a day while at an event — not jusindupublic viewing hours,”
this means modern conveniences are banned (saveati@ds and perhaps small,
pocket cameras). They do a combination of “ganiswvents with large A tents
and “campaigner” scenarios where they use shelies br go without shelter
entirely. They also add various soldierly actistibat mainstreamers usually
avoid, such as fatigue duty.”

The last, and most extreme, element on the re@mggspiectrum today is
the “hardcore,” or “campaigner” branch. Their leg€élmaterial authenticity is
roughly similar to those of progressives, but theake the guidelines a “PRE-
CONDITION for participation in their groups andeatents.” They generally stick
to “campaign” style events and do not use largesteneven the portable shelter
halves. This means they tend to self-segregatesleas from the mainstreamers
and progressives, who often camp together. Mostttwae” units are
Confederate due to the “great diversity of equipnused by the Confederacy”
and even they are generally very small. Kinzer gaced that though hardcores
emphasize primary research, “their findings arerofainted by a lack of time and
of professional training, an ‘antiquarian’ approaalartifacts, and an often
superficial or ‘anecdotal’ approach to primary do@ntary evidence...”

These divisions do tend to cause some consternatnmmg reenactors
today. Several respondents to the CCSU Reenacteeyscommented on this.
One Confederate re-enactor from Maine objectetMditary camps with more

equipment than a tractor trailer can haul (lessase).” Another said he did not



like, “Participating in poorly done (fake) battlerdonstration[s].” Similarly, a
Massachusets Union respondent took umbrage witliltaek of military
discipline when on parade.”

In addition to the desire to connect with and i&gik the lives of soldiers,
reenactors have put more emphasis on the destédutate the public. As the ™2
Tennessee’s website puts it, it reenacts to “prematauthentic portrayal of Civil
War history to the best of our ability and to h&we doing it.” In the CCSU
survey, a plurality, 46 percent, said the most irtepd reason they re-enact is to
educate the public. This ranked well ahead of hagaan ancestor (25 percent)
and the desire to replicate the experience of eddR0 percent). Only 5 percent
responded that their primary motivation was to sigigme with others who share
a common interest. Even with that number, educati@ht be more important
than even these numbers indicate. The survey askpdndents for the “most
important” reason they reenact. It is reasonabkssume, then, that some who
choose another reason might list education asandacy reason.

Reenactor Scott Sarich listed the same motivaiiohss blog in 2012. In
addition to sleeping on the ground, getting wet] ararching in the summer heat,
the “good part” was the “camaraderie, being pagarhething bigger than myself,
teaching history, taking part in battle recreatiand sitting around a campfire at
night swapping stories and drinks with the men.t&ation, then has become
wrapped up in thexperiencef reenacting. As one Massachusetts Union re-
enactor said, “A combination of educating the puBlY experiencing the

conditions of soldiers. One informs the other.”



If education has become so important to reenaatdise 23t Century, it is
important to then question what, exactly, they ehe public. Why teach the
public about the lives of Civil War soldiers aneiticivilian counterparts?
Historians are divided. On the one hand, Glenn h&dise questioned both the
authenticity and efficacy of battle re-enactmetfitsthe first place, these pretend
battles look and sound nothing like the real thadthough reenactors have
convinced the public (and themselves) that theyrdthe second place, these
theatricals lose every bit of authenticity the mattée demonstration draws to a
close and the faux dead and wounded on the fisédup in a mass resurrection
resembling the Rapture, which is usually accommhhiethe applause of the
onlookers.”

LaFantasie’s critique is true enough as far aséisgbut he may be putting
the cart before the horse; the “pretend battlestkhbe seen not as the
culmination of one’s Civil War education, but as theginning. Historian Robert
Isham argued that re-enactors are, “a vital schioleadge that can connect the
public to the 159 [anniversary of the Civil War]. An oft-quoted maxiof
tutelage usually attributed to Confucius readsedd and | forget. | see and |
remember. | do and | understand.™ He elaborateithéu that scholarly histories
are not the first place people should look butuhienate end of an intellectual
journey that begins with witnessing a reenactni@drhaps re-enacting is not
really history,” he said, “but it establishes agmer's primordial connection with
history.” In other words, re-enacting is “the fistep” that the average person

experiences, since perhaps nobody has a “primardraiection” with the Civil



War quite like reenactors, and leads them to ppk scholarly book.

But if reenactors seek to educate th& &ntury public on the lives of
soldiers, how good a job do they do? The answsonsewhat mixed, largely due
to the fact that they are a site of memory witladherence to a reconciliationist
memory tradition, that comes with baggage. Eveifcation has in recent years
eclipsed other motivations, reenactors still idgntiith the soldiers themselves,
and often more with one side or another; this mélaaisthey would tend to avoid
things that may paint them in a negative light.

What this means is that reenactors sound remarkabilar to the
scholarly work of sixty or seventy years ago, aitree when historians themselves
were still influenced by reconciliationist them&ske as a prime example the
books by Bell Wiley. Like reenactors, he focusedlmcommon soldier,
declaring that “the ‘lowly’ people gave a bettecawgnt of thesmselves” than did
their more affluent counterparts. His works, fpsblished in the 1940s and
1950s, did tackle the issue of motivation earlyanguing for example that “Most
Southerners were convinced that Northerners weeglyitinreasonable in their
attitude towards the ‘peculiar institution,” bunehasized instead that “the
dominant urge” that led many southerners to enlest a more universally
comprehensible motive, “the desire for adventu@n’the Union side though,
Wiley wrote that northern soldiers’ “patriotism agaps to have been deeper and
more enduring” than that of their southern courddsy and “it was the devotion
of the masses to the Union...that sustained the Mortbause.” Despite this, the

main thrust of Wiley’s books is to paint a pictafethe daily lives and sufferings



of the common soldier.

References to the motivations of soldiers aredliffito come by on
reenacting websites. Most would agree with thé\2itginia Infantry, who say
they honor the soldiers that fought by studyingrfagch as possible the many
facets of army life during the Civil War period,iteclude the uniforms,
equipment, military training, army experiences, éithe CCSU survey does deal
directly with this issue, but its focus is limitgdographically to reenactors from
New England. Nevertheless, it provides a window imhat reenactors teach the
public about Civil War soldiers, and is not contcéeld by anything found online.
The survey contained two questions asking respdadendentify the causes for
which Union and Confederate soldiers fought. Feheaeveral choices were
given, and they could choose as many as they thaygiied. Two other
guestions asked responders to namertbst importanmotive for each. The
choices in the first set of questions were bases@arch done by professional
historians, and all were, to some degree, true.

There have been a number of published works omtitezations of Civil
War soldiers over the last three decades, butelei® James M. McPherson’s
Battle Cry of Freedom: Why Men Fought in the CWAr. It remains the best
work in part because of his source material. Ackedging that there are many
published, first-hand accounts written by Civil \atdiers that describe their
experiences, McPherson actively avoided such ssuftiey suffer from a
critical defect,” he wrote, “they were meant fotfication. Their authors

consciously or subconsciously constructed theiratiaes with a public audience



in mind. Accounts written after the war presentdditional problem of potential
distortion by faulty memory or hindsight.” Accordino McPherson, if you want
an accurate picture of what soldiers thought dutiegwar, you have to look at
what they wrotaluring the war

McPherson argued that, in addition to the bondgddibetween soldiers
that held them together during combat, soldierbath sides were motivated by a
variety of ideological causes that are largely abf®m published accounts
written decades after the war. For Union soldi#grsy included values like
patriotism, liberty, and of course, Union, all ofish were wrapped together.
McPherson quoted one soldier who encompasseded:ttil do not want to
live,” the soldier said, “if our free Nation i®tdie or be broken [by]...the foul
hand of treason.” He fought for his “Nation” (p@atism), which is “free”

(liberty), against it being “broken” (Union). Onenldn survey respondent actually
gave a summary of McPherson’s thesis. “Based agnerte research of soldiers’
letters home Union and patriotism are the caubes¢ seen documented the most
in their own words...Cause and comrades in McPhessooids.”

If there was one central theme for Northern soffiaccording to
McPherson, it was saving the Union. Indeed, 91grof Union respondents
identified “to save the Union” as a motivation fdnion soldiers. Of equal
importance was the second-most-common responssy tilought it was their
patriotic duty,” which was mentioned by 69 percehtespondents; the third most
common response was “They didn’t want to let teeimrades down.”

These results might come as a great relief to oomipent historian. In a



study of how the Civil War has been portrayed tigtofilm and art, Gary
Gallagher noted that of the many possible Civil \W&mes, the cause of Union
was the most inconspicuous in films. “No recemhfil said Gallagher, “captures
the abiding devotion to Union that animated sokleand civilians in the North.”
Similarly, Earl Hess wrote that preserving “theuklican heritage of the United
States...was a potent force in mobilizing the northmpulation.” Considering
the survey results for those identifying themsel®4$Jnion reenactors, and in
particular the one who wrote that the most impdrtémon motivation was “To
keep the United States, united,” or simply “Presghe union,” it seems
reasonable to conclude that today’s reenactors daoéid grasp of why the men
they portray went off to war.”

When it comes to the motivations of Confederatdiscd, McPherson
argued that, “The urge to defend home and heaathhéd impelled so many
Southerners to enlist in 1861 took on greater wrgevhen large-scale invasions
became a reality in 1862.” He later quoted a Teseesaptain after Shiloh who
said, “that his men were ‘now more fully determiribdn ever before to sacrifice
their lives, if need be, for the invaded soil oittbleeding country.”

Respondents to the reenactor survey similarly iledtdefense of home
and family as the primary Confederate motivatiohnirfy five percent of all
respondents said that “to protect homes and fashibas the primary motive,
which was more than any other response, but whesdéas list all motivations,
the defense of home and family paced a close sdoeimdd “State’s Rights.” One

Confederate re-enactor from Massachusetts, whaheareas born and raised in



the South, said, “I think that prior to the CivilaNthere was not an emphasis on
‘the United States,’ but rather an emphasis on ‘®ofor that reason | believe
the Confederate soldier fought to protect his hénm what he believed were
invading forces.” The 20Texas reenacting unit would agree, declaring‘yex,
we are still fighting the Northern invasion.” Mastenactors would agree with his
assessment, and historians would probably agreelgso an extent.

Issues of Union and defense of home and familytarene degree or
another, easy to comprehend today, and less camnsial: When issues of race
and slavery arise, especially as motivating facibrsins into reconciliationist and
Lost Cause traditions. For example, only 30 peroéhtnion respondents and
only 8 percent of Confederate respondents idedtgi®tection of slavery and
white supremacy as a motivating factor for Confateesoldiers. “The average
Johnny [Confederate soldier] didn’'t own slaves diubh't give a hang about
that,” wrote one Union reenactor. Another trainttadught was that since slavery
had existed in the North, it followed that the wauld not have been fought over
slavery, and thus exonerate the South’s soldidrs.Zl¥’ Texas mission statement
made precisely this argument. “All across Amerloeré was slavery,” it
says, “heck, a slave market was in New York CitywiNéork, and that my friends
is not in the South.”

Several historians disagree with reenactors wheonites to Confederate
soldiers’ motivations. McPherson wrote that “Indeetlite supremacy and the
right to own slaves were at the core of the ideplog which Confederate soldiers

fought.” McPherson identified only 20 percent ofrfiaderates’ letters and diaries



expressing such views but pointed out that slaw&y so engrained into southern
consciousness that “they took slavery for gransedree of the ‘southern rights’
and institutions for which they fought, and did fextl compelled to discuss it.”
Aaron Sheehan-Dean concurred with McPherson’s siseag, noting, “The
scarcity of references to slavery as an explicitivating factor should not mask
the fact that fighting to defend Virginia meanttiong to defend slavery. In
actuality, it is easy to embrace the belief thashsmutherners had little explicit
interest in slavery. The vast majority owned noe$a had no direct economic ties
to the institution, and no motivation to fight @meone else’s property.
Historian Chandra Manning, however, writes thag\@ry supplied an
unambiguous mechanism of race control in a regioere 40 percent of the
population was black. Non-slaveholding Confedesatdiers’ willingness to fight
for slavery grew from a much deeper source tharcdhmulation of economic
interest to be expected among those who ownedssldvgrew from white
southern men’s gut-level conviction that survivalf-themselves, their families,
and the social order — depended on slavery’'s coadgirexistence.” In other words,
the desire to protect their homes and familiesctvinnany reenactors regarded
correctly as the most important of all Confederat#ives, was itself enmeshed in
the slave culture, and thus they perceived in theanhreat to that way of life.
Many reenactors either miss this nuance or argamsigt.

This adherence to white supremacy also evincds itseow Confederate
soldiers reacted when confronted with the realitiighting against black

soldiers. This is seen on numerous occasions, nobgbly at the Battle of



Olustee, Florida on February 20, 1864, at ForbRillTennessee on April 12,
1864, and at The Battle of the Crater, fought ameJ12, 1864. Historian Kevin
Levin noted that the presence of black soldieth@nUnion army at The Crater
“reinforced horrific fears of miscegenation, theirgy of white Southern women,
and black political control.” The encounter, a ¢riag Union defeat, ended with a
Confederate massacre of black soldiers; they “wgtded the nature of the threat
that black soldiers posed but, more importantlylaratood what needed to be
done in response.” After the battle, Confederalgiaxs wrote about the
experience and in so doing, “relished the oppotyuoi share their experiences in
the Crater...and they did so in a way that borderedathartic.”

The reality of racially motivated violence durirtgetCivil War raises the
guestion of how to deal with these issues wherhiagahe public. There has
been a reenactment of the Battle of Olustee, fangple, every year for almost 30
years. How should these acts be recreated angreted for the public? Historian
Kevin Levin is highly skeptical that reenactors lcbpull it off. He wrote in 2013
that when taking racially charged events such ast@é, “the crucial component
is the understanding of why it happened and hditsiinto a broader
interpretation of the war as a whole. Perhaps gamg to get into trouble for
saying this, but | just don’t trust reenactors éodble to do this. Of course, there
are exceptions, but I've seen way too many exangdlesenactors — both blue
and gray — who have skirted the tough questiomaad when raisedThe public,
Levin argued, many if not most of whom come in wvitthe to no background

knowledge of the period, would need “significaraféalding before being



exposed to such a reenactment.”

Levin has good reason to be wary. Though educ#&iarkey goal of
reenactors, what they mean by “education” is funelatadly different from
professional educators and professors like Leveerfactors want to educate the
public in a way that preserves their memory tradit\Whether they adhere to a
reconciliationist tradition, Lost Cause, or Unidfesnancipationist vision, there is
reason for them to downplay racially charged issisy units, like the 7
Maryland, claim that they exist to “honor the mer avomen who fought to
preserve the Union during the War of the RebellidrHow would such a unit,
with such a mission, portray the racial attitudeswion soldiers of the era to a
modern audience that has rejected such sentimétt&? Union reenactors may
also have simply no interest in that aspect ofGhd War, even as critical as it
was.

Sometimes, reenactors will even play loose withf#iogs to uphold their
memory of the war, with very misleading resultseThost prominent example of
this is the belief that there were tens of thousasfblack Confederate soldiers
that voluntarily fought for the South. There isgea to believe that at least some
reenactors subscribe to this notion. J.P. Rogaet€émer Woodard wrote about
the 140 reenactment of Manassas in 2001, and noted “@fawcasualties were
black. This is not only a hopeful and growing tremd’he Hobby, but is also
historically accurate, as much as some people wangfér to deny that reality.”
Traces of this can also be found online. Under&wggested Reading” page for

the B'North Carolina’s website is a book calBthck Southerners in Grayy



Richard Rollins, and published by Southern Herit@gess; it is one of the books
that perpetuates this myth. In addition, th& Z@xas, quoted earlier, claims that
they “do not determine color line or sex on who oacannot be in uniform.” If
African Americans were included in the unit’s ligilistory presentations to
portray enslaved people impressed into servicaase forced to follow their
owners to the front as servants, it would be at¢eutaut would have to be
handled with great care, but it is doubtful thgraup whose goal is to “promote
Southern Heritage and keep the Old South alivetihaisin mind. The belief in
so-called “black Confederates” is easy to undedsteam the perspective of Lost
Cause advocates. HistoianBruce Levine was correetwe said that
“emphasizing the supposedly biracial charactehefdouthern army and war
effort aims to make both the old Confederacy ardo-Confederates more
attractive to a modern audience.” It should nosierising to discover that this
belief was meant to “demonstrate once and fohall the Confederacy did not
stand and did not fight for slavery.”

Such facts should not be construed to mean that e&yed-in-the-wool
Confederates are not capable of thoughtful refbestion race. Phil McBride, who
wrote forCamp Chase Gazetéedecade ago, was forced to reflect on his memory
of the war when he discovered that his ancestatsrfact owned slaves. He
admitted that he, like most reenactors, “was ndiqadarly interested in the
political or social causes or effects [of the CWdhr],” but instead was “a
compulsive student of the battles, campaigns, génand most importantly the

citizen soldiers who fought...” He then discovereditthis relative, J.J. McBride



was a Confederate soldier who was killed at thél®af the Wilderness in May
1864, and that Levi Miller, his slave, continuecctwe for him when doctors
thought there was no hope of recovery. Levi Miblefonged to Phil’'s great, great
grandmother, but was “loaned” to J.J. as a bodyaser Phil McBride could have,
like others, used Levi’s life to illustrate theeged biracial nature of the
Confederacy, but he did not. He instead emphasimad_evi Miller’'s “job was to
cook, wash and fetch as the master fought a wahioh victory would
perpetuate the right of my family to own other nagal women and children...|
can't imagine.” He closed his article by admittihgt his outlook on the Civil
War had been changed by this new revelation. ‘l@ahtinue to reenact the Civil
War battles as a Confederate soldier. | will camgito march in parades as a
Confederate soldier. | will continue to give schtadks as a Confederate
soldier...But Levi Miler has made sure | also willth® seduced by an overly
zealous pride in my Southern heritage.” McBridesmory of the war was
challenged, but in this case, it led him to a deepéerstanding of the conflict.
Thoughtful representations on slavery and racaleast possible, and
have been done before. Beginning in 1994, ColdNidlamsburg developed
living history demonstrations that included a slauvetion, dealing with this issue
head on. Though some have justifiable misgivinggiabomething so serious
being misconstrued as “entertainment,” historiaesewgenerally in favor”
provided steps were taken that it not be miscoadtrithis means that context is
important. At an educational setting like Colondillliamsburg, and with the

appropriate interpretive framework and scaffoldibmgan work. Rex Ellis, an



African American who participated in such a preagah at a shopping mall
instead of an educational setting, realized thas‘tvas not interpreting
slavery...this was playing a slave for a white dditelience.”

Since context matters, a reenactment event, wititraosphere that
sometimes includes people cheering for one sidieeoother a la a football game,
and, as at the 140Gettysburg, had Confederate troops march brazkroygh
the Union camp chanting “Longstreet! Longstreet!3®0 a.m. might not be the
best milieu. Later, at the Gettysburg T48vent, during a scripted engagement of
Pickett’'s Charge, a small group of Confederatekated the script by attempting
to flank the Federals. “At this point,” Rogers aidodard wrote, “all pretense to
historical accuracy had gone up in smoke.” Spextatbey said, regarded the
event as “astoundingly bloodless and historylessd' the authors wondered
whether reenactors were “in danger of becoming whamaost virulent critics say
that we are: yahoos, big boys with big deadly tdys?

This shows that reenactors are concerned withgre&tion, but their
concern only underscores the gulf that exists betvieem and historians. John
Pagano in 2001 scolded reenactors for their lacktefpretation, but confined his
critique to tried and true topics of military acaay and material culture. “The
battles are completely awful” he complained, “whibth sides moving about the
field like half time at the Rose Bowl.” “The campbe added, “are a mockery of
the life lived by actual soldiers.” The idea the¢mactors are missing the big
picture, as historians understand it, did not o¢aurim since for Pagano and

other reenactors, they are in an entirely differaoseum, since they are



perpetuating memory, not history as historians tstdad it.

One answer to this is to bring reenactors togetlidr professional
historians under a kind of national organizaticat ttould not only set basic
standards with regards to material authenticity,abso develop pedagogical
standards and living history interpretations thatild bring reenactors in line
with modern scholarship. A model could be the NaldCouncil for the Social
Studies. Their Board of Directors is made up obmlination of University-level
educators as well as secondary school teacherschodl administrators. They
also set clear pedagogical guidelines for whatllsclool districts should follow.
This type of organizational structure, with thetg#pation of those on both sides,
might bridge the gap the re-enactor-historian gap, bring what re-enactors
teach in line with what historians teach.

Such an organization faces some stiff challengestMotably,
reenactors, particularly those who hold very sthptgtheir particular memory of
the war, will not want in, as historical interprigdas, especially those involving
race, would not be attractive to them. Another@aas more practical: those that
hold power within the hobby — the leaders of groliesthe National Regiment
for example — as well as those who head local wgmaunits, simply may be
unwilling to surrender power. Bill Holschuh in 20@8ited the benefits of a
national organization. They included developingesastandards, coordinating
large events, and helping grow the hobby. Holsalkias, however, not sanguine
about the prospects of such a unit. “Despite thesantages,” he lamented, “no

one has even come close to pulling it off, and pbtynever will.” This was



because “our leaders are very reluctant to letfgmy of their autonomy.”
Perhaps the best that could be hoped for from @iéNal Association of
Reenactors” is the development of pedagogical stasdreading lists, and ideas
for public programs and training sessions for thiemiusion would have to be
voluntary, but perhaps with the professional angcational gravitas it would
provide, the organization could find a niche givprgsentations to the general
public.

The hobby of reenacting has its advantages mowirnvgaird past the
Sesquicentennial. They are uniquely equipped tarertbat the Civil War
maintains its prominent place in America’s mentethfture. In the words of
historian Matthew Warshauer, “nothing provides.. @ests with such visceral
sights, sounds, and smells as do the encampméreyg.iBve served to drive
further interest and study of the Civil War eraliigthey have done for the last 25
years. The question going forward between now had 7% anniversary in the
2030s is can they be more? Can they be a realgrantpromoting a fuller and

deeper understanding of the era, in all of its demity?
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