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George G. Meade, the victor in that battle, 
as their protector and leader in fighting a 
rearguard action against increasingly vocal 
Republican elements in the army. In reality, 
Meade was always an apolitical figure whose 
personnel decisions, especially regarding 
his corps and division commanders, were 
perceived as political moves. In the fall of 
1863, a sizable groundswell of support for 
McClellan moved for a formal endorsement 
of his service and a monetary gift; an indi-
vidual’s position on this testimonial became 
a political loyalty test in the army, and it 
proved far too controversial to proceed. The 
ultimate outcome of the political victory of 
Republicanism in the Army of the Potomac 
became clear in the overwhelming soldier 
vote for Abraham Lincoln’s reelection in 1864. 

Fry’s detailed research and statistical 
analysis of the soldier vote in 1864 sustains his 
overall argument about the army’s ongoing 
political education. He very fairly attri-
butes some of this sentiment to the army’s 
nonpartisan endorsement of its leadership in 
1863–1864 (all the way to Lincoln), a sense of 
solidarity in shared sacrifice in battle, and a 
resounding belief that Democrats wished to 
see the war effort fail and the Confederacy 
break away. The true turning point in the 
army’s relationship with General McClellan 
is seen to be McClellan’s 1863 endorsement 
of George W. Woodward, an outspoken critic 
of Lincoln and the war effort, for governor 
of Pennsylvania. For the single largest state 
contingent within the Army of the Potomac, 
this was a deal-breaker.

Finally, Fry is careful not to overreach 
in his conclusions on the effect of the 
army’s political activity on its battlefield 
performance. Although there may have 
been political motives in a variety of leader-
ship decisions up and down the chain of 
command, partisan arguments in camp 
and in the newspapers did not spill over 
into campaigns and battles. This is a useful 
discussion for soldiers currently serving, in 
that it shows how the American soldier of 
the Civil War era embraced a growing level 
of professionalism in the nineteenth century. 
This deeply researched, compellingly written 
book belongs on the shelf of anyone interested 
in the American Civil War.

Charles R. Bowery Jr., a retired Army colonel, is the 
executive director of the U.S. Army Center of Military 
History. He is a former military history instructor at the 
U.S. Military Academy, West Point, and a graduate of 
the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, Fort 
Leavenworth. He served as an Apache helicopter pilot 

in Iraq, and commanded an attack helicopter battalion 
in Afghanistan. He is the coeditor of the Army War 
College’s Guide to the Richmond-Petersburg Campaign 
(Lawrence, Kans., 2014).

 
 

THE UNION ASSAULTS AT 
VICKSBURG: GRANT ATTACKS 
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University Press of Kansas, 2020
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REVIEW BY MARK L. BRADLEY

A former National Park Service ranger, 
author Timothy B. Smith teaches at the 
University of Tennessee at Martin and 
has written numerous books on Civil War 
campaigns and battles. His latest effort 
focuses on Union Maj. Gen. Ulysses S. 
Grant’s two futile assaults in May 1863 
against Confederate Lt. Gen. John C. 
Pemberton’s heavily fortified line defending 
Vicksburg, Mississippi. The stakes were 
high: the fall of Vicksburg would split the 
Confederacy in two and close the Mississippi 
River to Southern shipping. 

Smith opens with a description of the 
Confederates’ fortification of Vicksburg 
under the direction of the talented engi-
neer, Capt. Samuel H. Lockett. The work 
stretched through the summer and fall 
of 1862. “It was indeed a formidable line,” 
Smith notes, adding that nature enhanced 
the man-made obstructions with “steep 
ridges and ravines” that crisscrossed 
the terrain surrounding Vicksburg (p. 

25). By the time that Grant’s Army of 
the Tennessee began its advance on the 

“Gibraltar of the Confederacy,” Pemberton’s 
defenses were ready.

But Grant soon discovered that reaching 
Vicksburg was a daunting challenge in 
itself. From November 1862 to April 1863, 
he made six failed attempts to do just that, 
evidence of his persistence in the face of 
obstacles that would have overwhelmed a 
lesser leader. On 30 April and 1 May, his 
perseverance finally paid off when his army 
crossed the Mississippi River at Bruinsburg 
thirty-five miles south of Vicksburg, much 
to the Confederates’ surprise. In making 
his move, Grant had help in the form of 
several diversions, including a cavalry raid 
led by Col. Benjamin H. Grierson, which 
distracted the Confederates for several 
critical days. As a result, the Federals at last 
stood on the same side of the Mississippi 
as Vicksburg.

Grant next marched northeast with 
the intention of swinging west to engage 
Pemberton at Vicksburg. But a sharp fight 
with a Confederate brigade at Raymond on 
12 May alerted Grant to the presence of a 
much larger force under General Joseph E. 
Johnston at Jackson, the Mississippi state 
capital. On the fourteenth, Grant drove 
off Johnston and entered the city. After 
ordering Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman’s 
XV Corps to destroy Jackson’s manufac-
turing and transportation facilities, Grant 
began heading west toward Vicksburg. On 
16 May, he defeated the Confederates at 
Champion Hill and routed them at the Big 
Black River on the following day. The two 
losses cost Pemberton dearly in casualties 
and abandoned artillery, and demoral-
ized the survivors, but at least they were 
protected by Lockett’s strong fortifications.

As he settled into his Vicksburg defenses, 
Pemberton received conflicting instruc-
tions from General Johnston, his imme-
diate superior, and President Jefferson F. 
Davis, the Confederate commander in chief. 
Contrary to some historians, Smith argues 
that Johnston was “smart” to counsel 
Pemberton to “leave the trap that Vicks-
burg was becoming,” as opposed to Davis, 
who urged him to hold Vicksburg at all 
costs (p. 45). In the end, Pemberton elected 
to remain at Vicksburg, calling it “the most 
important point in the Confederacy” (p. 74).

Smith devotes two chapters to the Union 
assault of 19 May, in which Grant sought 
to catch the demoralized Confederates 
off-balance. Maj. Gen. Frank P. Blair’s XV 



45

Corps division drew the unenviable task 
of attacking the Confederate Stockade 
Redan. The Federals had to make their 
way across broken terrain under with-
ering fire, only to be stopped short by 
the massive earthworks. In the process, 
Blair’s division suffered 613 casualties. 
Neither of Grant’s other two corps—the 
XIII under Maj. Gen. John A. McClernand 
or the XVII under Maj. Gen. James B. 
McPherson—arrived in time to support 
Blair’s assault. As a protégé of Grant and 
Sherman, McPherson received little blame 
for his slowness, leaving McClernand to 
bear the brunt of the criticism for failing 
to support Blair. As a political general, 
McClernand was a convenient scapegoat 
of the West Pointers Grant and Sherman. 
Smith notes that Blair’s repulse filled the 
Confederate defenders with confidence 
that they could hurl back the next Union 
onslaught.

Smith’s account of Grant’s much larger 
assault of 22 May, in which all three Union 
corps were involved, requires a half dozen 
chapters. The second attack was better 
planned and executed than the first, but the 
Confederates inflicted over 4,000 casualties 
in repulsing the Federals. Grant praised 
the assault as “gallant in the extreme,” but 
conceded that “the enemy’s position was 
too strong” (p. 343). Smith, however, states 
that “there seemed to be plenty of fault to go 
around” within the Union high command, 
for the failed assault (p. 355). By 22 May, the 
rift between Grant and McClernand had 
widened so much that the political general’s 
ouster from the Army of the Tennessee 
became a mere question of time.

To no one’s surprise, the two failed 
assaults led Grant to lay siege to Vicksburg, 
resulting in the fall of the city and the 
surrender of Pemberton’s command on 
the Fourth of July. Smith notes that the 
strategic implications of the six-week 
delay were “enormous” (p. 370). Grant 
had hoped to accomplish more—such as 
pacifying the entire state of Mississippi—
but the siege had robbed him of the time 
to do so. Smith even speculates that the 
fall of Vicksburg on 22 May might have 
induced President Davis to veto General 
Robert E. Lee’s second invasion of the 
north, resulting in no Battle of Gettys-
burg. Regardless, the loss of Vicksburg 
was a severe blow to the Confederate war 
effort, and it bolstered Grant’s reputation 
as the Union Army’s finest commander. 
Readers with an interest in the Vicksburg 

Campaign will find this study well worth 
their time.

Mark L. Bradley is a historian at the U.S. Army 
Center of Military History. He is currently writing 
the official Army history of logistical support in the 
Vietnam War.
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Although overshadowed by the more 
infamous battle of the Little Big Horn, the 
engagement between Brig. Gen. George R. 
Crook’s Big Horn and Yellowstone Expedi-
tion and a force of Sioux and Cheyenne 
warriors at Rosebud Creek in southeastern 
Montana a week before was, in fact, a larger 
battle. Indeed, it was the largest battle of 
not only the Great Sioux War, but of all the 
Indian Wars of the post–Civil War period. 
Crook’s force numbered approximately 
1,300 soldiers, civilians, and scouts from 
allied local tribes. The Sioux and Cheyenne 
numbers vary in estimates from 1,000 to 
more than twice that number, with the 
tide of battle ebbing and f lowing over 
several miles. In spite of the large number 
of combatants involved, known casualties 
were small, with nine soldiers killed and 
thirteen of their foes left dead on the field 

after the battle. The limited number of 
known fatalities notwithstanding, the Battle 
of the Rosebud was a significant action that 
influenced the outcome of the Little Big 
Horn fight eight days later.

Retired National Park Service historian 
Paul L. Hedren, author of several books on 
the Sioux War, is well qualified to describe 
the fight on the Rosebud. His previous book, 
Powder River: Disastrous Opening of the Great 
Sioux War (Norman, Okla., 2016), covers a 
failed attempt by troops not directly led by 
Crook but under his command to attack what 
was assumed to be a Sioux village in March 
1876. The defenders were, in fact, Cheyenne. 
The unprovoked assault led directly to the 
Cheyenne joining with the Sioux to preserve 
their traditional lifestyle in defiance of a 
government ultimatum to return to their 
reservations. The Army next initiated a 
summer campaign involving three columns 
led by Col. John Gibbon, Brig. Gen. Alfred 
H. Terry, and General Crook converging 
on the presumed location of the alleged 

“hostiles” in southeastern Montana. Crook’s 
force, called the Big Horn and Yellowstone 
Expedition, and its fight with the Sioux and 
Cheyenne on 17 June 1876, is the subject of 
Hedren’s latest book, and it is a story well and 
thoughtfully told. 

On the morning of 17 June, Crook’s 
command halted on the banks of Rosebud 
Creek in southeastern Montana, where 
the troops brewed coffee and their general 
played whist. Suddenly, Crow and Shoshone 
scouts acting as Crook’s eyes and ears sped 
into camp warning of the approach of 
large numbers of warriors. The result was a 
confused action Hedren describes in consid-
erable detail. Fortunately, the text includes 
excellent maps, which enable the reader to 
follow the narrative easily. An “interlude” 
describing the battlefield precedes the chap-
ters covering the engagement, explaining the 
terrain well.

Crook hoped to locate and attack the 
enemy village. By capturing and destroying 
it, he felt, the Sioux and Cheyenne would be 
compelled to return to their reservations. 
He ordered the easternmost part of his force 
to do this, with the rest of the command to 
follow. However, their foes were consummate 
light cavalry, whose skirmishing led Crook to 
disperse his force to occupy ridges and hills 
along his front and flanks. As the cavalry 
pursued the attackers, they fell back, always 
looking to cut off and annihilate any group of 
soldiers foolish enough to stray too far from 
their parent command. When Crook tried to 
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regroup his force, the canny warriors pursued 
withdrawing troops, picking off stragglers 
unlucky enough to get caught. 

At the end of the day, Crook held the battle-
field while the Sioux and Cheyenne returned 
to their village. His Crow and Shoshone 
scouts chose to return to their villages 
as well, dashing any hopes Crook had of 
pursuing them. Crook withdrew to his camp 
in Wyoming, where he remained, awaiting 
reinforcements and supplies, particularly 
ammunition (estimates vary, but his force 
may have expended up to 25,000 rounds). 
Both sides claimed victory, but in truth, 
the Sioux and Cheyenne won. Additional 
warriors joined their growing encampment, 
now on the banks of the Little Big Horn, 
where they defeated Custer on 25 June.

The departure of Crook’s Crow and 
Shoshone scouts was probably the decisive 
factor determining the outcome of this 
campaign. Just as the Army hoped to locate 
and attack the Sioux and Cheyenne encamp-
ment, the scouts feared their traditional foes 
would do the same thing to them while they 
were absent from their families. Also, the 
three Army columns operated independently 
of each other; Crook did not know what 

happened to Custer until a courier from 
Fort Fetterman, Wyoming, brought the news 
on 10 July. Crook subsequently justified his 
passivity after the Rosebud battle in a report 
to General Philip H. Sheridan dated 25 
September 1876:

At the fight on the Rosebud, June 17, the 
number of our troops was less than one 
thousand and within eight days after that 
the same Indians we there fought met and 
defeated a column of troops nearly the same 
size as ours, killing and wounding over three 
hundred, including the gallant commander, 
General Custer himself. I invite attention to 
the fact that in this engagement my troops 
beat these Indians on a field of their own 
choosing, and drove them in utter route from 
it, as far as the proper care of my wounded 
and prudence would justify. Subsequent 
events proved beyond dispute what would 
have been the fate of the command had the 
pursuit been continued beyond what judg-
ment dictated (p. 358).

Hedren’s thorough study of the Battle of the 
Rosebud provides enough detail to enable the 
reader to draw his own informed conclusions 

about the outcome and significance of this 
understudied battle. This reviewer hopes 
this book is the second of a trilogy that will 
conclude with an equally insightful look at 
the Little Big Horn. It is highly recommended 
to military historians, those with an interest 
in the American West, and Native American 
history (of which the author makes good and 
respectful use). Rosebud is an outstanding 
book about an important but overlooked 
battle that deserves the recognition Hedren 
gives it. 

Dr. Frank L. Kalesnik earned his bachelor’s 
degree in history at the Virginia Military Institute 
(VMI) and his master’s degree and doctorate in 
American history at Florida State University. He 
taught at VMI and the U.S. Merchant Marine 
Academy, and was a command historian for both 
the Air Force and Marine Corps. He also served 
twenty-two years as an officer in the Marine Corps 
Reserve. He was formerly the chief historian of the 
Marine Corps History Division in Quantico, Virginia.
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or downloaded at no cost in Adobe® PDF format. An index page 
of the issues may be found at www.history.army.mil/armyhistory/
issues_complete_guide.html.
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CAREER PROGRAM 61 UPDATE

Career Program (CP) 61 (Historians, Museum Personnel, and 
Archivists) was already in excellent shape when I joined 

the U.S. Army Center of Military History (CMH) as the chief 
historian in 2016. Our program manager at the time, Edward C. 
Clarke, routinely showed great initiative in making it better, and 
especially in obtaining additional money for education, training, 
and professional development. Although some other career 
programs failed to use their allotted budget, we always put every 
dollar we could get to good use. There often was unused money 
due to the hurdles CP managers had to leap over to spend it—a 
small, understaffed office at Headquarters, Department of the 
Army, had to approve and process all actions, and they required 
considerable paperwork and lead time. The setup was far from 
ideal, but CP-61 was diligent in making it work.

When Michael W. DeYoung took over for Ed, he maintained 
that high level of performance. He continued to pursue an 
initiative that devolved the approval and budget execution 
process from the central office to those career programs willing 
to take on the added burden. When that approach came to 
fruition, it allowed CP-61 to be even more responsive to our 
customers. Mike was able to turn around requests for funding in 
a matter of days. Regrettably, that new authority and flexibility 
arrived at roughly the same time that the Secretary of the Army 
began scrutinizing the budget for dollars he could devote to 
modernization and reform. One of the bill payers became the 
overall career programs budget. As a result, CP-61 was no longer 
able to obtain unused money to increase its spending, and instead 
our authorized budgets began to decrease. Our available money 
declined from $324,000 in fiscal year (FY) 2017 to $316,000 in FY 
2018 and then just $243,000 in FY 2019. It was cut to $173,000 in 
FY 2020, though owing to COVID travel restrictions and related 
disruptions, it was only able to spend $21,000.

Earlier this year, the Army Staff began pursuing a new initiative 
that would centralize nearly every aspect of the career program 
effort. The idea developed out of the Army People Strategy, with 
the goal of improving talent recruitment, management, and 
development. The proposal moved rapidly, and on 1 October 
2020 the Army Civilian Career Management Activity (ACCMA) 
came into being under the Civilian Human Resources Agency. 

The new activity took over all career program billets to form a 
centralized bureaucracy. Not only will ACCMA again process 
and approve all requests for funding for education and training, 
it will also assume much of the responsibility for acquiring new 
apprentices, as well as nearly all other aspects of managing the 
career programs. In theory, it will operate more efficiently, as 
it will have groups dedicated to particular tasks such as budget 
execution, recruiting, and so forth, and it will be much larger 
than the old centralized office. But it also has programmed for 
an increase in staff above the existing number of billets that had 
been dedicated to career programs.

Although ACCMA is now in operation, many details remain 
to be worked out. One immediate change was the organizational 
transfer of Mike DeYoung from CMH to ACCMA, though his 
office remains collocated with us for the time being. Another is 
the drastic cut to the CP-61 budget. Although Mike requested 
$318,000 for the current fiscal year, the program will receive 
just $21,000! To be fair, that is partly driven by the overall 
budget squeeze triggered by the pandemic, but also partly by an 
emphasis on STEM fields (science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics) that are widely seen as critical to the future of the 
Army. But it is obvious that historians, museum personnel, and 
archivists will have almost no opportunities for education and 
training in the coming year.

The management and policy structure is also undergoing 
major change. Up to this point, each career program fell 
under a functional chief (Charles R. Bowery Jr. for CP-61) and 
a functional chief ’s representative (myself). Now the career 
programs are grouped into career fields, each to be headed 
by a functional chief, while each career program will have a 
functional adviser (the new title reflecting a more limited role 
in decision making). CP-61 has been grouped with the training 
and education career programs.

Time will tell what the long-term impacts will be on the CP-61 
workforce.

Jon T. Hoffman

chief historian’s FOOTNOTE
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