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Maps of military campaigns, both in practice and historical,
have never adequately depicted operational art. They have 

not shown how commanders of campaigns array their forces and 
arrange tactical actions in time, space, and purpose. This article 
tells how this shortcoming in campaign mapping came about, 
describes what proper historical campaign maps should include, 
and provides new operational maps from the Gettysburg Campaign 
to demonstrate how such maps can improve understanding and 
analysis of how campaigns are fought and won. 

The Map Problem in the U.S. Army on the Eve of World War I
In the years before World War I, the United States Army line and 
staff schools at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, and the War College in 
Washington, D.C., had a problem: “We had no military maps of 
any part of North America,” remembered one Fort Leavenworth 
graduate. “We groused bitterly because we had to use German maps 
of the Franco-German frontier in the area around Metz.”1 Indeed, 
students and faculty routinely lamented the absence of good maps. 
Maj. Gen. Fox Conner, the future American Expeditionary Forces 
operations officer and the mentor of both George C. Marshall 
and Dwight D. Eisenhower, famously grumbled about the lack of 
uniquely American maps.2 In fact, published lessons on military 

geography at Fort Leavenworth referred readers to the Encyclopedia 
Britannica, “it being impractical to illustrate [schoolhouse] lectures 
with suitable maps.”3

Half a century after his time at Fort Leavenworth, Marshall 
himself admitted that he and his peers had become more familiar 
with the Metz map, “very much more so than [with] any map [he] 
ever knew in this country.”4 Hunter Liggett, the great World War I 
corps and field army commander, recalled, “We used French and 
German maps for the most part at the Leavenworth schools and 
the War College, with the result that many of us found Western 
Germany, Lorraine and much of France as familiar as the hills 
and valleys of our boyhood.”5 John A. Lejeune, the first marine to 
attend the Army War College (and a graduate of the class of 1910), 
noted that early in his year there, the new commandant Maj. Gen. 
William W. Wotherspoon grew so exasperated with the ubiquitous 
German maps that he declared that, in the future, studies at the 
War College “would be directed towards those parts of the world 
where it was at least possible we might some day be called on to 
serve. Thenceforth,” Wotherspoon continued, “we devoted our 
attention to the continent of North America and the contiguous 
islands, to Hawaii and the Philippines, and to other theaters of 
possible operations.”6

Across the board, American officers of the World War I era 
pointed out the salutary irony that the maps they so grudgingly 
had studied ended up depicting the very ground over which they 
would fight the great campaigns of Saint-Mihiel and Meuse-
Argonne in the war. Their comments, however, illustrated a more 
fundamental problem. At the great Army schools of the United 
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States—and, in the case of the War College, 
located only a stone’s throw away from the 
ground on which the campaigns depicted in 
the memoirs of Ulysses S. Grant, William T. 
Sherman, and Philip H. Sheridan had been 
fought—students lacked proper military 
maps from which to study how American 
armies operated in their greatest of wars.

This lack of maps was not merely a problem 
at the schoolhouse before World War I. It 
also had been a problem for the Army in the 
field during the Civil War. Often, engineers 
acted as scouts, creating basic sketches of 
terrain to give commanders the information 
they required for sound decision making. 
For example, Robert E. Lee began building 
his military reputation by acting in such 
a capacity for Maj. Gen. Winfield Scott 
during the Mexico City campaign in 1847.7 
Even in the Civil War, on familiar ground, 
the Americans generally lacked proper 
maps. What maps did exist varied wildly in 
quality. To better understand the maps they 
managed to procure or produce, soldiers 
supplemented them with direct observa-
tions by engineers, cavalry, local civilians, 
and even journalists.8 The intelligence gap 
between what maps depicted and what 
commanders needed to know for prudent 
decision making of course was evident 
throughout the far-flung theaters of the war, 
but it also existed in the well-populated and 
mapped East, even in key areas such as those 
traversed in the Gettysburg Campaign. Maj. 
Gen. George G. Meade, commander of the 
Army of the Potomac and a Pennsylvanian 
with some knowledge of the region and in 
possession of some maps, nevertheless had 
to dispatch important senior officers to 
scout the terrain. Most famously, he tasked 
the Army of the Potomac’s Chief of Artil-
lery Maj. Gen. Henry J. Hunt and Chief of 
Engineers Maj. Gen. Gouverneur K. Warren 
with surveying a potential defensive line in 
northern Mayland.9 These officers managed 
to do so, but it was an ad hoc solution.10

After the Civil War, as U.S. Army officers 
attempted to improve their institutional 
deficiencies in mapmaking, the maturing 
Prusso-German staff system offered a solu-
tion. As part of their many reforms following 
the Napoleonic Wars, the Germans had 
developed a national-level general staff, 
including an accessory branch and then 
a survey department that possessed a 
cartographical section.11 This Great General 
Staff, in its broad outlines, became the 
foundation for general and field staffs and 
their operations the world over. Of course, 

the Americans did not copy the German 
model in its entirety. For one thing, and 
for the good reason that it smacked of 
militarism, the United States never created 
a national general staff with the full powers, 
responsibilities, and organizations of the 
German version. In 1903, the Americans 
organized the War Department General 
Staff, which included Second Division, 
a f ledgling military information section 
tasked with furnishing a “system of war 
maps, American and foreign,” among its 
many responsibilities.12 More importantly, 
the Americans adopted the concept of field 
staffs being internal to line formations. Criti-
cally, however, these developing staffs lacked 
dedicated cartography sections until World 
War I. Additionally, outside of war, field 
armies, corps, and divisions existed only 
conceptually, meaning that even if American 
field general staffs had had cartography 
sections, there were no personnel staffing 
those sections in peacetime to do the work.

This is not to say the Americans ignored 
the problem of producing maps for war. To 
the contrary, the staff and war colleges taught 
mapmaking, but in a manner consistent with 
older methods of preparing officers for the 
traditional practice of producing maps in 

the field and as the situation demanded. 
The map section of the Second Division of 
the War Department General Staff assisted 
these efforts as best it could with limited 
resources in a contentious era of reform, but 
in the main, the basic problem persisted.13 
Maj. Gen. Leonard Wood, Army chief of 
staff in 1909, authored a critique from his 
time in the Philippines in 1907 in which he 
remarked, “There is an apparent entire igno-
rance in the War Department concerning 
Subic Bay. No topographical maps exist; 
waiting on them now.”14 Schoolhouses tried 
to appropriate money for map production 
and procurement, but mapmaking efforts 
progressed only modestly because of the 
resource-constrained environment of the 
period from the Civil War to World War I.15

Nevertheless, U.S. military schoolhouses 
took note of the problem, and to prepare 
senior leaders and staffs for large-scale mili-
tary campaigns, they procured the intricate 
and precise German maps. Thus, General 
Conner and his peers in the U.S. Army 
found themselves studying in detail these 
German-made maps of the ground around 
the French communities of Metz and 
Gravelotte and Saint-Mihiel and Verdun 
and Sedan. Though the course of military 
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events from 1917 to 1918 vindicated the 
usefulness of the German maps for the 
American officers who fought in France, 
there was still something odd about the 
inability of the U.S. Army to develop maps 
from which to study the campaigns of the 
American Civil War—the greatest war in 
American history to 1917, and one fought 
in the proverbial backyard of the students 
who studied it.

The Problem of Perspective
Eventually, American schoolhouses did 
get better maps. In the first few decades 
of the twentieth century, they developed 
internal mapmaking capabilities and even 
enlisted support from the U.S. Geological 
Survey to produce topographical maps 
of places like Gettysburg, Pennsylvania, 
in appropriate detail for military use. 
However, because the military professionals 
involved wanted maps that would be 
useful in potential future conflicts, the 
resulting maps depicted key terrain and 
infrastructure without historical military 
formations. Military mapmakers, therefore, 
devoted less attention to depicting how 
military units had appeared on the ground 
while on campaign.16 This emphasis, while 
understandable, came with serious and 
far-reaching implications.

Lt. Gen. Hunter Liggett, a corps and 
field army commander in World War I, 
best described this conundrum. When 
assessing potential military problems from 
a strategic and operational perspective, 
Liggett believed it imperative to analyze 
“everything in the art of war—the supply, 
equipment, transport, mobilization of both 
troops and industries, recruiting, training, 
replacements, and disposition of the rapidly 
expanding army,” and to include, if neces-
sary, “sea transport.”17 On the importance of 
good maps for the basis of such assessments, 
Liggett continued:

The first necessity of such theoretical 
fighting is absolutely complete and accu-
rate maps. . . . The ordinary atlas map of 
commerce is no map at all to a soldier; it is 
made for the layman who is interested only 
in the relative location of Altus, Oklahoma, 
and Quanah, Texas, the approximate course 
of the main roads, railroads, perhaps the 
more important streams, and the imaginary 
state line. A railroad folder map on which 
the B.C. & D. is shown in geometrically 
straight lines and its competitors largely 
ignored would be only a little less useful in 

war. A proper military map is so intricately 
comprehensive that it is forbidding for 
ordinary lay uses; the untrained eye cannot 
see the forest for the trees.

The most complete map can be no more 
than a flat projection on the ground, but a 
good one gives a perfect perspective to those 
who know how to use it. If the trained eye 
cannot recognize every major feature of the 
landscape after an hour’s preparatory study 
of the projection, the map is of little value. 
It must be photographic in its accuracy; 
delineating, for example, every elevation, 
where the ordinary map is oblivious of 
anything less than a mountain range.18

This was not all of what reading a map 
entailed, however, as Liggett continued to 
explain. Having a detailed, comprehensive 
map alone was not enough. In fact, the 
ability to read a map well often meant the 
difference between success and failure in 
war. “Obviously, an officer cannot afford 
to guess at what lies over the hill from 
him,” Liggett wrote. “He should, in fact, 
be able, by study of the map, to foretell 
pretty nearly what his opponent will do 

and where he will go under any given 
condition.”19

In World War I, General John J. Persh-
ing’s American Expeditionary Forces 
adopted the numbered general staf f 
organizational structure that is still in use 
today. Well aware of the necessity of good 
military maps and building on the experi-
ences of their French and British allies, the 
Americans embedded map production 
into their staffs. Yet this improved orga-
nization and the resulting procurement 
of better topographical studies did not 
make the planning or conduct of military 
operations easier.20 In fact, mapmaking 
for campaigns grew more complicated. 
It now entailed three broad categories 
that mirrored the staff organizational 
structure: intelligence, operations, and 
supply. The intelligence specialists focused 
on depicting enemy order of battle, move-
ments, and dispositions. The operations 
section depicted friendly formations, 
movements, and plans. Those responsible 
for the logistics of the campaign had to 
illustrate friendly bases, lines of supply, 
depots, and distribution centers. As a 
result, each section of the American 
Expeditionary Forces’ staff—the G–2, 
G–3, and G–4—produced maps in World 
War I, and these maps reflected different 
planning considerations. Thus, so focused 
as they were on their own concerns and 
the various specif ics of engagements 
and battles, staff officers never produced 
a synthesis—a comprehensive, overall 
campaign map—even for the massive 
Meuse-Argonne offensive.21

The problem of producing good maps 
for military use persisted in all theaters 
of World War II, the Korean War, and 
even the Vietnam War. In more recent 
years, the advent of satellite imagery has 
fundamentally transformed the Army’s 
ability to render accurate terrain and 
road features in military mapping. But 
Liggett’s observation—that a good map 
allows an officer to visualize what friendly 
and enemy forces can and will do on the 
terrain under certain conditions—points 
to something else missing from even 
the best maps: namely, the visualization 
of a battlespace that happens only in 
the officer’s head. For all its impressive 
accomplishments, to date the U.S. Army 
has never possessed a standard system 
for producing the kind of campaign maps 
that depict the dispositions and intentions 
of military forces—enemy and friendly, 
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combat and support—from a field army 
commander’s purview.

Matthew Forney Steele, Vincent Esposito, 
and Pumped-Up Battle Maps
The story of how the U.S. Army makes 
its maps for war intersects with the 
story of how mil itary professionals 
and historians have mapped historic 
campaigns. These maps also struggle 
to convey a thorough understanding of 
campaigning in war. Such a statement 
may seem incredible. Historians have 
plenty of battle maps—many, in fact, of 
tremendous quality—that more than 
suffice for understanding even vast tactical 
actions. Most military historians, while 
inquiring into operational-level warfare, 
have scrutinized so-called campaign maps 
in their study. Consider, for instance, the 
widely accepted, state-of-the-art maps that 
countless students of war have referenced 
through the years: the West Point atlases. 
Historians have used various versions of 
the atlases, either in print or in digital form 
from the United States Military Academy 
Department of History website. For good 
reason, they are the standard, and almost 
always excellent for battles. But the clarity 
with which these maps depict the tactical 
level of war is simultaneously lacking—or 
absent altogether—in their substandard 
depiction of armies on campaign.

These maps also have a history, which 
is rooted in the learning that happened at 
American military schools before World 
War I. Before 1914, Matthew Forney Steele, 
one of the great instructors at Fort Leaven-
worth, taught a course entitled The Conduct 
of War. In keeping with the theme then in 
vogue that American officers should study 
warfare only through the lens of the Amer-
ican experience in war, Steele structured his 
course around American campaigns. That 
course—and the lectures Steele delivered in 
it—became the foundation of his American 
Campaigns, a two-volume work published 
in 1909. The first volume contained many of 
Steele’s lectures; the second contained maps 
to accompany those lectures. Because no one 
then in the Army produced original maps 
depicting historic campaigns, Steele had to 
look elsewhere for maps to grace his text. 
None of the maps in American Campaigns 
were originals drawn for the express 
purpose of instructing students in the art 
of campaigning. Instead, Steele reproduced 
battle and campaign maps from a variety 
of published secondary sources, usually 

the volumes he relied on most to write his 
lectures. Because the book’s publication was 
to be paid for by the War Department and 
used primarily for educating officers, Steele 
wrote to, and received permission from, 
a variety of publishers and individuals to 
reproduce their maps.22

The Civil War dominated Steele’s work, 
accounting for 428 of the 627 pages of text 
in Volume 1 and over 230 of the 298 maps 
in Volume 2. Steele drew from several sources 
for those maps but leaned heavily on the 
maps contained in the multivolume series 
Battles and Leaders of the Civil War (1887–
88). For instance, maps depicting the Gettys-
burg Campaign—thirty total—are original 
to the Battles and Leaders series. Those 
maps in turn first appeared in the Century 
Magazine from 1884 to 1887. Steele’s process 
of reproducing these maps involved a small 
team of draftsmen and photographers at Fort 
Leavenworth and attached to the Military 
Information Committee of the General Staff. 
They took close photographs of previously 
published maps and traced terrain and infra-
structure from the photographs. The most 
original contribution used “colored blocks 
and lines representing troops and routes of 
march .  .  . specially for the lectures.”23 All 
such blocks appeared colored in blue and 
red. For the French and Indian War, Steele 
depicted French units in blue and the British 
in red. From the Revolutionary War onward, 
the Americans appeared in blue, and various 
enemies were depicted in red.24

Steele’s volumes proved inf luential in 
American professional military education 
(formal and informal) and beyond.25 Some 
copies went to overseas militaries, one set 
prompting German Chief of Staff Col. Gen. 
Helmuth von Moltke (the younger) to write 
that American Campaigns was “a much 
appreciated addition to the library of the 
General Staff, as it presents in an exceed-
ingly skillful manner as well as instructive, 
the most essential matter of American War 
history, aided by splendid sketches.”26 In 
the late 1920s, the West Point Department 
of Civil and Military Engineering adopted 
Steele’s text. Several years later, what would 
become the Department of Military Art and 
Engineering adopted American Campaigns 
as a primary text for its History of Military 
Art course, focusing on the Civil War 
chapters, and continued to use the text 
until 1959. American Campaigns underwent 
several printings and editions—all of which 
included the second map volume—largely 
unrevised from edition to edition.27

In 1938, however, the academy began 
producing its own maps, beginning with 
Civil War campaigns, to accompany Steele’s 
text. In 1941, it published the first significant 
revision to Steele’s work—a dedicated 
volume of Civil War renderings.28 While 
the new study was larger, and somewhat 
different in matters of style and in depiction 
of units on the ground, the specific forma-
tions and key terrain details remained essen-
tially unchanged.29 Steele’s work was largely 
ignored as the academy devoted more space 
in its curriculum to the campaigns of both 
world wars. Eventually, an officer named 
Vincent J. Esposito led a department-echelon 
effort to replace all of Steele’s works. In 1959, 
the department published its new, two-
volume West Point Atlas of American Wars, 
complete with a preface from President 
Eisenhower. This atlas embedded campaign 
narratives replete with operational and 
tactical detail to accompany the maps. But 
even in this atlas, the Civil War maps were 
unchanged from the 1941 edition, following 
the distinctive Steele style for both battles 
and campaigns.30 

In more recent versions and in subsequent 
volumes that have expanded to include 
non-American wars, editors have removed 
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accompanying campaign narratives and 
analysis, leaving only the maps, but with less 
operational detail. Of the 2002 Civil War 
edition, series editor Thomas E. Griess wrote 
that because the West Point Civil War course 
“was modified to include more than purely 
operational military history, the treatment 
of the subject demanded compression and 
accommodation to course-long themes.” 
As a result, the current atlas “provide[d] 
less detailed graphical treatment than the 
Esposito text-atlas.”31

Given the imprimatur of the United States 
Military Academy and due, perhaps, to the 
widespread availability of the West Point 
atlases, they have become an industry stan-
dard for military historians. In American 
circles, these maps have been reproduced 
in numerous books, lectures, and presenta-
tions. When not reproduced as direct copies, 
the pattern and style of the West Point atlases 
remain, depicting combat units in mostly 
uniform shapes and in their rough proximity 
on the ground at given moments in time. For 
the purposes of undergraduate education at 
West Point, such maps have proven utility. 
Cadets who are decades removed from 
future senior commands first must learn 
tactics and the strategic situations of wars. 
In the process, they can acquire a feel for the 

overall course of a military campaign under 
review. But cadets also have neither the time 
nor the relevant experience and perspective 
to grasp what these atlases omit.

And therein lies the problem—and it is 
not a negligible one—which dates to the 
genesis of the atlas series. When Steele 
wrote American Campaigns, his readership 
was not cadets at the United States Military 
Academy, but rather midgrade officers 
preparing for command and staff work at 
higher echelons. With his focus, however, on 
campaign narratives, and given the paucity 
of military mapmaking capabilities at the 
time of his work, Steele did not have the 
capability to create new maps that depicted 
high command and staff perspectives that 
illustrated higher operational details in the 
campaigns under review. Instead, Steele 
reproduced maps from a popular magazine, 
and those maps reflected the common battle-
map style. Despite subsequent revisions and 
updates made by various West Point instruc-
tors and reflected in the Esposito volumes, 
the battle-map style remained unchanged.

Battle maps themselves are not the 
problem. Put another way, battle maps depict 
tactical actions well, but this style of map, 
when scaled up and out, does a poor job 
depicting a campaign. Maps of the Battle of 
Gettysburg from 1 to 3 July 1863 illustrate 
this basic problem. Without fail, these maps 
zoom in on familiar features of the battle-
field, including Oak Hill and Barlow’s Knoll 
in the north, McPherson and Seminary 
Ridges in the west, just beyond Culp’s Hill in 
the east, and extending to Big Round Top in 
the south. The town of Gettysburg, usually 
depicted in a grid, sits in the upper-middle 
portion, with roads intersecting it from all 
directions. Depending on the granularity 
of the tactical detail, units of varying sizes 
take up their position in the engagement, 
sometimes depicted by standard markers 
and sometimes shown in their rough 
disposition in battle formation. Engaged in 
combat, units are depicted in line, usually off 
roads and with an emphasis on the portions 
of units actually engaged in the fight.

In such renderings, beyond general 
orientations to basic terrain features and the 
forces engaged, roads, railroads, and rivers 
are reduced to second or third positions of 
importance and serve little purpose. Depic-
tions of reserves, hospitals, ammunition 
trains, and other supply assets often are 
neglected entirely, either because they fall 
outside the scale of the map or because they 
risk confusing the depiction of frontline 

fighting. To be sure, battle maps focused on 
tactical actions impose much-needed clarity 
on the chaos of combat. They serve a useful 
and necessary purpose in rendering intel-
ligible the basic contours of an engagement 
for popular readers and enthusiasts.

However, the virtues of the battle-map 
standard in the West Point-style atlases 
became problematic when scaled up and 
out to depict military campaigns. When 
warfare expanded out beyond the rela-
tively constrained battlefields of the pre-
Napoleonic era into increasingly expansive, 
protracted, and successive campaigns, 
mapmakers for popular depictions of wars 
needed to adjust their maps to match. What 
they did, in the main, was simply expand 
the style of battle maps onto wider theaters 
of war. As a result, units, often of larger size 
and sometimes even at corps echelon, were 
depicted as they were on battle maps—
using standard unit designations in rough 
approximation to their place at a given time 
on the terrain. Rarely, if ever, were such units 
depicted in their actual formations between 
engagements, out of contact with the enemy, 
and moving and maneuvering on campaign 
(usually in an extended column on a road, or 
sometimes embarked on trains or flotillas of 
ships). Furthermore, support elements such 
as various supply trains or hospital trains 
almost never made it onto the map. In fact, a 
good number of larger West Point campaign 
maps, including those for Gettysburg, did 
not depict roads at all. As Steele himself 
acknowledged in his preface to American 
Campaigns, “Better maps, no doubt, are in 
existence than many of those reproduced, 
but the best one available has been taken in 
every case.”32 In a manner indicative of the 
difficulty inherent in expanding tactical 
battle maps to the level of campaigning, 
Steele wrote, “It has seldom been possible 
to represent the troops to a scale, the main 
purpose having been merely to suggest, by 
means of blue and red blocks, the relative 
positions of hostile troops on a battle-field 
or in a theater of operations.”33

The maps contained in Steele’s American 
Campaigns and the subsequent West 
Point atlases were and are important and 
influential but do not represent the totality 
of operational mapmaking. Plenty of other 
historical campaign maps have endeavored 
to fill some of the gaps described above in 
great detail. Furthermore, the growing scale 
and complexity of warfare in the twentieth 
century—including a greater number of 
joint operations and a significant variety 
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Matthew Forney Steele's map of Gettysburg, showing 
troop position on 30 June 1863, produced in 1909
Courtesy of the Wisconsin Historical Society

A map from Century Magazine of the Gettysburg area and 
troop positions on 30 June 1863, produced ca. 1886–1887 
Courtesy of the Wisconsin Historical Society

United States Military Academy Atlas map of the Gettysburg Campaign, 1941 U.S. 
U.S. Military Academy
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of types of military formations—have 
made the problem of depicting military 
campaigns ever more complicated, and 
there are no simple solutions. But even 
for the relatively simpler campaigns of the 
nineteenth century, historians and military 
professionals never have settled on a clear 
approach for choosing what elements of a 
campaign should appear on a map detailing 
the operational level of war nor how these 
maps should be depicted. The campaign 
map style of Steele and the West Point atlases 
remains the standard. 

The Bachelder Maps
The 1863 Gettysburg Campaign offers an 
excellent encapsulation of the problems 
described in this article and also serves as 
an example rich in solutions. Few battles 
in American military history have been so 
closely and carefully studied or so thoroughly 
scrutinized, even in the production of maps 
depicting the engagement. Indeed, before 
the guns fell silent in the summer campaign, 
John B. Bachelder, a civilian artist, started 
creating a thorough and historically faithful 
account of the engagement at Gettysburg, 
even seeking to identify and lay out the 
location of every unit that participated in 
the battle.

Days after the battle, Bachelder traveled 
to Gettysburg to make detailed, written 
accounts. By the fall of 1863, he had produced 
his first map of the battle—an isometric 
map, which would become famous and is 
still widely reproduced. For the next thirty-
one years—the rest of his life—Bachelder 
meticulously gathered details concerning 
the great campaign and guided memo-
rialization efforts at what would become 
Gettysburg National Military Park. In 
1880, the War Department commissioned 
Bachelder to write a history of the battle. He 
delivered his 4-volume, 2,500-page manu-
script—which included 58 maps—in 1886. 
It never was published. The War Depart-
ment decided to produce and publish The 
War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the 
Official Records of the Union and Confederate 
Armies instead, which rendered redundant 
much of Bachelder’s labor. In 1893, the War 
Department shipped Bachelder’s manuscript 
and maps to the Gettysburg Battlefield 
Commission, and they have been stored in 
the archives of the national park ever since. 
In 1997, Morningside House Press published 
an edited version of his history along with 
twenty-seven of Bachelder’s original maps 
covering the events of 1 to 3 July.34 The 

thirty-one remaining maps of the campaign 
before and after the battle never have been 
published but were consulted in researching 
and writing this article.35

Significantly, Bachelder’s campaign maps 
were consulted in making the original maps 
that were used in Century Magazine, which 
later appeared in Battles and Leaders, then 
in American Campaigns, and finally in the 
West Point atlases. Notably, the Century 
Magazine maps removed roads and depicted 
major units—army corps and divisions—as 
unscaled icons floating on the map in their 
general locations. Most major accounts 
of the campaign have followed suit with 
their maps, rarely depicting roads for the 
campaign, and almost always with units as 
floating icons.36

Two of the better mapping depictions 
of the campaign, those found in Edward J. 
Stackpole’s 1956 They Met at Gettysburg and 
Edwin B. Coddington’s 1968 The Gettysburg 
Campaign: A Study in Command, relied on 
Bachelder’s maps. Both show major units on 
roads in daily time frames.37 Neither work, 
however, depicts the movement of units to 
scale on the march and relative to terrain 
or in relation to presumed enemy positions 
and sources of army supply—considerations 
of paramount importance for a field army 

commander visualizing those factors and 
the movement of his forces in time and 
space. 

Mapping Meade’s Campaign from  
29 June to 1 July 1863
What follows is not a map of the entire 
Gettysburg Campaign, but rather a 
snapshot that clarifies the approach to 
the campaign from Maj. Gen. George G. 
Meade’s perspective as commander of the 
Army of the Potomac from 29 June to 1 July 
1863. The major pieces in the proverbial 
field of play are his army headquarters, 
seven infantry army corps, three cavalry 
divisions, the Artillery Reserve, his base 
of supply, and the associated support 
commands and trains.

The paramount question is this: How did 
Meade visualize his campaign? Meade and 
the Army of the Potomac staff, which, under 
Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan, operated in 
a manner based loosely on the French model, 
adhered to the following principles on 
campaign. The commanding general formed 
the “general strategical plan.” The chief of 
staff provided advice “as to the condition of 
the troops” and “in devising the details.”38 

John B. Bachelder with his wife Elizabeth at the Gettysburg Battlefield, ca. 1888 
Courtesy National Park Service, Gettysburg National Military Park, Museum Collection
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John B. Bachelder's map of 
the Gettysburg Campaign, 
which was produced in 
1886, depicting the troop 
movements on 30 June 1863 
Gettysburg National Military Park
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Other responsibilities were as follows: 

His adjutant general’s office must contain 
full records of the numbers of troops—
effective and noneffective—armed and 
unarmed—sick and well—present and 
absent, with all reports and communica-
tions relative to the state of the army. His 
quartermaster must have been diligent 
to provide animals, wagons, clothing, 
tents, forage, and other supplies in his 
department; his commissary and ordnance 
officer, the same in relation to subsistence 
and munitions—all having made their 
arrangements to establish depots at the 
most accessible points on the proposed 
route of march. His chief of artillery must 
have bestowed proper attention to keeping 
the hundreds of batteries of the army in the 
most effective condition. His chief engineer 
must have informed himself of all the routes 
and the general topography of the country 
to be traversed; he must know at what point 
rivers can be crossed, and where positions 
for battle can be best obtained . . . his maps 
[must be] prepared for distribution to 
subordinate commanders. His inspector 
must have seen that the orders for discipline 
and equipment have been complied with. 
His medical director must have procured a 
supply of hospital stores and organized the 
ambulance and hospital departments. His 
provost marshal must have made adequate 
arrangements to prevent straggling, plun-
dering, and other disorders. His aides must 
have informed themselves of the positions 
of the various commands and become 
acquainted with the principal officers, so 
as to take orders through night and storm 
with unerring accuracy.39

Additionally, all of the “staff officers at the 
headquarters of the army [would] organize 
general arrangements and supervise the 
operations of subordinate officers of their 
department at the headquarters of corps.”40

Also, the staff, subordinate units, and 
other headquarters—adjacent and supe-
rior—provided information as to enemy 
numbers, dispositions, and intentions. 
Meade needed to be aware, at least in general 
terms, of all these considerations before he 
conceptualized his campaign. He also had 
to create and describe his conceptualiza-
tion, which, in turn, required a common 
language for campaign planning, direction, 
and execution. In the parlance of Civil War 
generalship, this language was strategy, as 
expressed in nineteenth-century theoretical 

works and doctrinal books and manuals. 
In current military theory and doctrine, 
this is the terminology of operational art.41 
Meade, his subordinate commanders, and 
their staffs likely possessed some awareness 
of objectives, strategic points, concentration, 
lines of communications and supply, lines of 
operation, interior and exterior lines, bases 
of operations and supply (including depots), 
and plans of campaign. For the purposes of 
this article, two applications of these theories 
stand out. First, the base of operations func-
tioned less as a single point and more as a line 
of departure, usually with a single point base 
of supply behind and protected by the base 
of operations line. Second, a line (or lines) of 
operation for a field army were understood 
as a series of marches by the various corps 
of an army along two or more parallel roads, 
all within a single day’s march of each other. 
Commanders could and generally did 
distribute their corps laterally (a corps to 
its own road) and in depth (multiple corps 
per road). The total lateral disposition of the 
line or lines of operation formed the front 
on which an army advanced. The forma-
tion of the march on the line of operation 
depended on numerous factors including 
terrain features, the availability and quality 
of roads, and an army’s position relative to 
the enemy.42

Meade, with his corps commanders and 
staff, conceptualized his approach in these 
terms. But when he and his staff issued 
written orders, they did not always insert 
the language of nineteenth-century military 
theory. As a matter of practicality for a vast 
field army managing numerous moving 
parts, orders often found expression in 
simple, practical instructions. For instance, 
and as a generic example, “Tomorrow 
morning, march your corps to x town down 
y road.” But most of Meade’s subordinate 
officers, especially his most trusted corps 
commanders, implicitly understood this 
basic theoretical foundation.

The original maps produced for this article 
create a visual link between Meade’s concept 
of the campaign, his orders, and the actions 
executed by the Army of the Potomac. 
Everything on these new maps—corps, 
cavalry, the Artillery Reserve, headquarters 
positions and dispositions, bases of operation 
and supply, roads, railroads, mountains and 
their passes, and enemy positions—reflect 
what Meade knew and needed to know on 
29 June to 1 July for the campaign. Rivers, 
creeks, bridges, railroad extensions, minor 
hills, and valleys that were not necessary 

to Meade’s visualization of the campaign 
are not on the map. Although rivers and 
creeks might seem strange omissions, few 
were obstacles enough to impede marches, 
in Meade’s view, and none required special 
bridging or fording efforts.43

Those rivers and creeks that are marked 
on the map held the potential to serve as 
fighting positions, offered opportunities for 
the tactical defense, and were mentioned as 
such in correspondence to or from Meade. 
To those who have studied the campaign, 
the most famous of these in Meade’s 
defensive planning was Pipe Creek, but 
Pipe Creek itself is not depicted because 
it is small and divided and less important 
as a terrain feature than for identifying a 
general defensive line, which is depicted. 
Historians long have noted Marsh Creek, 
primarily because it marked a resting 
point for I Corps, especially on its route 
of march to Gettysburg, but that was not 
why Maj. Gen. John F. Reynolds mentioned 
it so often, as the operational map will 
reveal. Marsh Creek—and Middle Creek, 
farther to the west—offered potential 
defensive positions from enemy attacks 
from the direction of Gettysburg down the 
Emmitsburg Pike and from the Fairfield 
and Emmitsburg Gaps.

The depiction of units on the enclosed 
maps requires explanation. Arrows depicting 
the seven U.S. Army corps (labeled as I, II, 
III, and so forth) and the Artillery Reserve 
(labeled AR) are roughly to their scale on 
the march. For 29 June and 30 June, the 
seven corps ranged in size from 9,000 to 
14,000 soldiers. With their wagons, these 
corps consumed 7–9 miles in column on the 
road. The Artillery Reserve, some 150 guns, 
took up a similar space on the march. If the 
corps arrows are shorter for those days, it 
is because those corps executed a shorter 
ordered march. Also of note: the Headquar-
ters, Army of the Potomac (depicted on the 
map as HQ), took up 4–5 miles in column 
on the road. Its locations are depicted, but 
not in arrows, because the headquarters 
tended to move within the arrow depicting 
the central column of dispersed marches. 
For 30 June and 1 July, Meade ordered his 
corps to drop their extra wagons (which 
usually contained such camp gear as tents) 
for increased speed and maneuverability in 
anticipation of battle. The 30 June to 1 July 
maps thus depict shorter corps marching 
columns: 4–5 miles of road space. U.S. 
Army cavalry divisions (depicted as 1c, 
2c, and 3c), took up considerably less road 
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space (approximately 2 miles) and moved 
much faster. All arrows depict the heads of 
corps and cavalry divisions arriving at their 
ordered or final destinations for the day.44

Confederate corps (First, Second, and 
Third, depicted on the map in red as I, II, 
and III) in the Army of Northern Virginia 
constituted much larger formations—
roughly 20,000 soldiers each—and, with 
their wagons, they consumed 14–15 miles 
of road marching in column. Additionally, 
the rebels organized and maintained an 
army-wide Reserve Train (labeled RT) 
of wagons, which moved with Lt. Gen. 
Richard S. Ewell’s Second Corps to carry 
supplies and stores gathered during their 
invasion of Pennsylvania. Naturally, the 
Reserve Train grew as Confederates foraged 
for supplies and captured wagons, and by  
1 July, it consumed approximately 14 miles 
of road. Meade had some idea—though 
slightly overestimated—of the size of the 
Army of Northern Virginia, but he did not 
have precise knowledge of its locations.45 
Therefore, rebel columns appear as Meade 
likely would have visualized them. Lt. Gen. 
A. P. Hill’s Third Corps and Lt. Gen. James 
Longstreet’s First Corps are in full columns 
where Meade’s intelligence placed them 
at the time. Likewise, Meade knew that 
Ewell’s Second Corps was split, with two 

of its three divisions and the Reserve Train 
in the Cumberland Valley near Carlisle, 
Pennsylvania, and its third division in 
the vicinity of York, Pennsylvania. The 
main Confederate cavalry unit (labeled 
C) under Maj. Gen. James Ewell Brown 
“Jeb” Stuart appears larger than the U.S. 
cavalry because it carried captured U.S. 
Army wagons from a previous raid.46

The 30 June to 1 July maps thus depict 
what Meade visualized on 30 June and 
what he anticipated would transpire on  
1 July. First are the ordered marches for the 
corps and cavalry divisions on 1 July, with 
the same outlined arrows as the 29 June 
and 30 June maps. Second are arrows and 
blocks without outlines to depict where 
Meade might send his corps, the Artillery 
Reserve, and his cavalry, depending on 
General Lee’s actions. The rebel arrows on 
the 30 June to 1 July maps depict Meade’s 
visualization of what they could do on  
1 July, given his understanding of their 
positions, movements, and the avail-
able roads. In other words, they show 
what Meade imagined he might do if he 
commanded Lee’s army.

In all, Meade’s orders and correspon-
dence for the campaign make better sense 
when depicted on appropriate operational 
maps. The following is a day-by-day assess-
ment of Meade’s orders and the movement 
of his army, depicted on corresponding 
maps.

29 June
Meade assumed command of the Army 
of the Potomac on 28 June, took stock 
of the situation, and gave orders for an 
early march the next day. He had orders 
to protect Baltimore, Maryland, and 
Washington, D.C., and act “as the army 
of operation against the invading forces of 
the rebels” in order “to give him battle.”47 
His army was in position around a base of 
supply (labeled BS) at Frederick, Maryland, 
using the Baltimore-Frederick Railroad, 
and with a base of operations oriented west 
toward previous Confederate positions 
in the Shenandoah Valley. Opposing the 
Federals, the rebels had marched north. 
One division of Ewell’s lead Second Corps 
had broken off through the Cashtown 
Gap toward York, and Ewell ’s other 
two divisions approached Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania, through Carlisle.

Meade inherited the army from the 
position of corps command. He promptly 
reviewed the status of his army and avail-

able intelligence on the enemy and realized 
that he should move quickly to position the 
Army of the Potomac between the Army of 
Northern Virginia and both Baltimore and 
Washington, D.C. This required a rapid 
march from positions around Frederick 
to the north and east, as depicted on the  
29 June and 30 June maps. Several aspects 
of this movement stand out. At least part of 
Lee’s army (two divisions and the cavalry 
of Ewell’s corps) already approached the 
Susquehanna River at Carlisle and York. 
What remained of Confederate forces 
were reported to be between Hagerstown, 
Maryland, and Chambersburg, Pennsyl-
vania, adjacent to three passes through the 
South Mountain (the western-southern 
mountain range of the Shenandoah-
Cumberland Val ley). From south to 
north, these were the Mechanicstown-
Hagerstown Pass, the Monterey Pass, and 
the Cashtown Gap.48

As a result, the Army of the Potomac 
needed to account for these enemy forces 
as it moved to protect Baltimore and 
Washington, D.C., on a vast arc stretching 
from Hagerstown to the Susquehanna 
River. Meade also had to consider the 
size and scale of his army, because its 
corps, Artillery Reserve, and associated 
wagons—strung out together on the 
march—would require nearly 100 miles of 
road. Combined, these factors meant the 
Army of the Potomac needed to move far 
and fast on a broad front.

Meade therefore marched his corps 
and Artillery Reserve on multiple parallel 
roads, all oriented generally to the north 
and northeast, and within a day’s march 
of nearby corps to allow for swift concen-
tration in the event of enemy contact. 
The Artillery Reserve, a critical support 
requirement for any contingent battle, 
occupied center position in the elon-
gated marching front, along with army 
headquarters. As depicted on the 29 June 
map, Meade and his corps commanders 
settled on five main roads for the seven 
corps, Arti l lery Reserve, and two of 
their cavalry divisions. The other cavalry 
division, the 1st Cavalry Division under 
Maj. Gen. John Buford Jr., marched over 
the pass at Mechanicstown (now known 
as Thurmont), Maryland, to Cavetown, 
Maryland, then turned northeast to the 
center of the Monterey Pass. (One of 
Buford’s brigades stayed at Mechanics-
town to guard that pass.) This movement 
necessitated other important changes. 

General Reynolds 
Library of Congress
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Meade moved the army’s rail line of supply 
from the Baltimore-Frederick line to the 
Baltimore-Westminster line and the base 
of supply from Frederick to Westminster, 
Pennsylvania. The changing supply situ-
ation and orientation of the army also 
meant moving the base of operations from 
its westward-facing line at Frederick to a 
north-northwest front on a line north of 
Westminster.49

Meade accepted risks associated with 
this 29–30 June movement, especially to his 
lines of supply and communications, base 
of supply, and base of operations. Rebel 
General Jeb Stuart had taken some 5,000 
troopers, roughly half of Lee’s cavalry, on 
a raid south of the Army of the Potomac. 
On 28 June, Stuart’s force had captured a 
wagon train and cut the telegraph line at 
Rockville, Maryland, on the supply road 
between Washington, D.C., and Fred-
erick, thus rupturing communications 
with Maj. Gen. Henry W. Halleck in the 
nation’s capital.50 This action made Meade 
aware of Stuart’s location on 28 June, but 
Meade only could anticipate where the 
fast-moving Confederate cavalry might 
move next. Meade assumed that Stuart 
would continue on his path around the 
Federal army to link up with Ewell’s forces 
on the Susquehanna River. Such a route 
would take Stuart across the new line of 
supply from Baltimore to Westminster. 
It might have inspired a more cautious 
approach, with Meade sending his army 
more directly eastward to reestablish 
communications through Baltimore and 
to take up defensive positions. Instead, 
Meade accepted the risk of a rapid march 
north and northeast. That move offered 
greater opportunity to seize the initia-
tive—to dictate the terms of action in the 
upcoming battle—by placing the Army of 
the Potomac in a central position between 
the presumed locations of the dispersed 
Army of Northern Virginia.51

“[The rebels] have a cavalry force in 
our rear, destroying railroads, etc., with 
the view of getting me to turn back,” 
Meade wrote to his wife on 29 June, “but 
I shall not do it. I am going straight at 
them, and will settle this thing one way 
or the other.”52 Meade thus mitigated 
the risk posed by Stuart (and Ewell ’s 
forces near the Susquehanna River) on 
29 June by sending Brig. Gen. David M. 
Gregg’s 2d Cavalry Division toward 
Westminster to screen for enemy cavalry, 
followed by Maj. Gen. John Sedgwick’s 

large VI Corps to anchor the eastern end 
of his line against a larger infantry attack.

30 June
In general, Meade’s ordered marches for  
30 June were a continuation of what he 
started on 29 June. That is, as depicted on the 
map, Meade utilized parallel roads wherever 
and whenever possible to orient his force 
to the north and northeast in a dispersed 
formation that could concentrate and fight in 
multiple directions. Practically, this meant 
longer marches for the three corps arrayed 
farthest east (VI, V, and XII). The three 
corps arrayed westward (I, XI, and III) made 
shorter marches. The Artillery Reserve had a 
medium-length march to resume its central 
position along with army headquarters. The 
II Corps remained in place, in a central-rear 
position where it could function as a reserve 
in the event of enemy contact anywhere. 
Federal cavalry divisions remained spread 
out in a wide arc in advance of their infantry 
counterparts in the direction of known or 
possible positions of enemy corps.53

For 30 June, the depiction of Meade’s 
understanding of enemy movements is 
of special importance to explaining the 
movement of his corps. Stuart’s cavalry, 
burdened with captured wagons and 
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bound northward to find the Army of 
Northern Virginia, was less of a threat. 
Indeed, on 30 June, U.S. Brig. Gen. Hugh 
Judson Kilpatrick’s 3d Cavalry Division 
fought an indecisive action with Confed-
erate cavalry at Hanover, Pennsylvania. 
Far more important to Meade were the 
actions of Ewell’s still divided Second 
Corps. Reports placed both parts of 
Ewell’s corps at the river: two-thirds west 
of Harrisburg and the other one-third 
at Wrightsville, Pennsylvania, on the 
Susquehanna River. Spurred onward 
by panicked politicians and frightened 
citizens, Meade realized the potential 
importance of a direct assault on the state 
capital, but, more importantly, he foresaw 
only favorable military outcomes from the 
rebels crossing to the east side of the river. 
In such an event, Meade was posturing his 
eastern corps to “fall upon [the enemy’s] 
rear and give him battle.”54 In fact, Meade 
seemed more worried about the possibility 
that Ewell’s corps and other parts of the 
Army of Northern Virginia might concen-
trate on the line between Harrisburg and 
Baltimore, thereby threatening the latter 
city. This concern explains why Meade 
pushed two of his three cavalry divisions 
in that direction, to give word of Ewell 
turning south toward Baltimore, and with 
the V, VI, and XII Corps in position to 
confront such a move.

Meade could not understand what Lee 
intended for his large First and Third 
Corps. Meade remained as confident as he 
could reasonably expect to be that General 
Hill’s Third Corps held the Cashtown Gap. 
Meade also knew that General Longstreet, 
Lee’s only experienced corps commander, 
commanded First Corps. All of Meade’s 
intelligence placed Longstreet’s corps 
at Chambersburg.55 This perplexed the 
field army commander who carefully had 
placed his corps on as many different roads 
as possible, lest these formations become 
strung out for scores of miles on a single 
road. As he considered the possible dispo-
sitions of the Confederates’ First and Third 
Corps, Meade foresaw the problem these 
units would face when they needed to leave 
the Cumberland Valley and concentrate to 
the east and south of South Mountain. To 
move through only one pass or mountain 
gap would make for a ponderous column 
more than 30 miles long. Naturally, Meade 
assumed Lee would use other passes or 
gaps south of Cashtown, Pennsylvania, 
and he predicted, reasonably, that Long-

street’s powerful First Corps would move 
in that direction.56 

If the First Corps (or some new reserve 
unit Meade’s intelligence had not detected) 
exited the Cumberland Valley through the 
pass between Hagerstown and Mechanics-
town, that unit would fall to the left rear of 
the advancing Federals and pose a threat to 
Washington, D.C.57 This was a dangerous 
but unlikely prospect; nevertheless, Meade 
placed one brigade of his 1st Cavalry 
Division at Mechanicstown to provide 
warning. It seemed more likely that 
Longstreet would use the Monterey Pass 
and mountain gap toward Emmitsburg, 
Maryland, which would also place the 
First Corps on the west flank of Meade’s 
formation. Such a contingency might well 
benefit the Army of the Potomac, but only 
if it maintained positions that allowed U.S. 
forces to cover both the Cashtown Gap and 
the Monterey Pass. To prepare for this, 
Meade sent I Corps toward Gettysburg 
to face the rebel Third Corps exiting the 
Cashtown Gap but kept XI Corps in the 
vicinity of Emmitsburg to guard the 
Monterey Pass, with III Corps en route 
from Taneytown, Maryland, to provide 
additional protection there.

Even as reliable intelligence continued to 
confirm the placement of Longstreet’s corps 

in Chambersburg, Meade worked to account 
for some version of the Emmitsburg contin-
gency. A small detail on the map helps explain 
Meade’s thinking. On 29 June, General 
Buford took two-thirds of his cavalry from 
Mechanicstown to Cavetown and northeast 
into the Monterey Pass. They saw no rebel 
forces and gathered no evidence that placed 
any significant number of Confederates 
near the pass. That night, Buford camped 
on Jack’s Mountain at the southwest end 
of the Fairfield Gap. The next morning, on  
30 June, Buford did not travel the direct route 
to Emmitsburg to report to General Reynolds, 
but instead passed through the Fairfield Gap 
to that town. There he encountered a rebel 
force belonging to Hill’s Third Corps. Buford 
disengaged, backtracked to Emmitsburg, and 
reported to Reynolds. Then Buford moved 
on to Gettysburg at approximately 1100, 
encountered Confederate troops—again from 
Hill’s Third Corps—and again reported that 
to Reynolds.58

Reynolds, in turn, reported to Meade. His 
reports were of great importance to the new 
army commander. Its many corps made the 
Army of the Potomac unwieldy in terms 
of command and control and intelligence. 
Meade had to direct and track these corps 
and sort through their many reports. The 
fractured politics of leaders and staffs of the 
army complicated matters further. Meade, 
for example, had inherited a chief of staff, 
Maj. Gen. Daniel A. Butterfield, whom he at 
once distrusted but chose to retain under the 
pressing circumstances of the Pennsylvania 
invasion. Reynolds, who probably received 
an offer to command the army before Meade, 
was a subordinate Meade trusted, especially 
on matters of military judgement. Indeed, 
on 30 June, he put Reynolds in command 
of the left wing of the army (I, III, and XI 
Corps). Meade perceived in Reynolds a highly 
competent extension of himself, someone 
who would evaluate the situation with the 
perspective of a field army—and not merely 
a corps—commander.59

Thus, on 30 June, Reynolds did more 
than forward Buford’s report to Meade; he 
also offered his interpretation of what that 
intelligence meant and the contingencies 
it portended. Reynolds did not mention 
anything about rebels in the Monterey Pass 
because they were not there. However, and 
for good reason, Reynolds drew Meade’s 
attention to Buford’s encounter with enemy 
forces at Fairfield, Pennsylvania. Like Meade, 
Reynolds could read a map and visualize 
the problem rebel forces certainly would 
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encounter if their long formations were 
confined to one road running from Cham-
bersburg through the Cashtown Gap to 
Gettysburg. But instead of anticipating that 
Longstreet might move south on the west 
side of the mountain and cross through 
the Monterey Pass, Reynolds foresaw other 
possibilities. Rebel forces could split off from 
the Chambersburg Pike after utilizing the gap 
at Cashtown, where at least four roads ran 
from north to south, going to Arendtsville, 
Pennsylvania; Mummasburg, Pennsylvania; 
Gettysburg; and Fairfield. 

Of course, Meade already knew that rebels 
had used the Chambersburg-Cashtown-
Gettysburg road a few days earlier, when 
portions of Second Corps went through en 
route to York, and again that morning, when 
Buford had encountered an enemy regiment. 
The Federals reasoned that these Confeder-
ates might use one or both of the two northern 
roads and move toward York. Indeed, Buford 
told Reynolds that he believed Confederate 
Lt. Gen. Richard H. Anderson’s division 
(Third Corps) was on the march to Mummas-
burg and Berlin, Pennsylvania.60 But what 
intrigued Reynolds was Buford’s discovery 
of Hill’s troops at Fairfield marching from 
the direction of Cashtown.

Like Meade, Reynolds perceived that 
the rebels put too many troops on the 
Chambersburg-Cashtown-Gettysburg 
road to allow for a rapid concentration 
for battle. These officers anticipated that, 
to accommodate Longstreet’s First Corps 
(evidently leaving the Cumberland Valley 
via the Cashtown Gap), Lee likely would 
order elements of Third Corps troops off of 
that road and out of Longstreet’s way. In this 
light, Buford’s report concerning Anderson’s 
division made sense. After all, Buford had 
encountered rebels from the other two 
divisions of Third Corps at Fairfield and 
Gettysburg. This implied that Anderson’s 
was the last of Hill’s divisions. If that unit 
broke off to the east, there would be sufficient 
space for Longstreet’s troops to close critical 
distance in time. But Reynolds disbelieved 
this contingency and seems to have assumed 
the rebels were preparing for imminent 
battle not a concentration eastward. “I do 
not believe the report of their marching on 
Berlin, which would lead them to York,” he 
concluded.61

If the rebels wanted to give battle with 
First and Third Corps, then utilizing the 
Cashtown-to-Fairfield road made more 
sense, especially because Reynolds believed 
Third Corps was moving in force on Gettys-
burg on 30 June and 1 July. Anticipating 
that a Confederate corps would take the 
aforementioned road, Reynolds wrote a 
detailed message to Meade:

I think if the enemy advances from Gettys-
burg, and we are to fight a defensive battle in 
this vicinity, that the position to be occupied 
is just north of the town of Emmitsburg, 
covering the Plank road to Taneytown. He 
will undoubtedly endeavor to turn our left 
by way of Fairfield and the mountain roads 
leading down into the Frederick and Emmits-
burg pike, near Mount Saint Mary’s College. 
[Emphasis added. Today, this juncture is at 
the intersection of Cashtown, Orrtanna, 
Fairfield, and Emmitsburg Roads.] The 
above is mere surmise on my part. At all 
events, an engineer officer ought to be sent 
up to reconnoiter this position, as we have 
reason to believe that the main force of the 
enemy is in the vicinity of Cashtown, or 
debouching from the Cumberland Valley 
above it. [This latter statement probably 
refers to the southeast-running road to the 
west of Cashtown—the first split outside 
of the pass—now known as Bingaman 
Road.] The corps are placed as follows: Two 
divisions of the First Corps behind [south 

of] Marsh Run, one on the road leading to 
Gettysburg, and one on the road leading 
from Fairfield to the Chambersburg road 
at Moritz Tavern [now Bullfrog Road, 
northwest of the town of Fairplay, Pennsyl-
vania]; the Third Division, with the reserve 
batteries, is on the road to Chambersburg 
[now Middle Creek Road], behind [south 
of] Middle Creek, not placed in position. 
This was the position [for the I Corps] taken 
up under the orders to march to Marsh 
Creek. I have not changed it, as it might 
be necessary to dispute the advance of the 
enemy across this creek [from Gettysburg, 
down the Emmitsburg Pike, with a flanking 
attack from Fairfield] in order to take up 
the position behind Middle Creek, which is 
the one I alluded to near Emmitsburg. [Maj. 
Gen. Oliver O.] Howard occupies, in part, 
the position I did last night which is to the 
left of the position in front of Middle Creek 
[west of Middle Creek, where it crosses 
the Taneytown-Emmitsburg road] and 
commands the roads leading from Fairfield 
down to Emmitsburg and the pike below. 
[Emphasis added. The 1858 Adams County 
map depicts two such roads: (1) What is 
now County Highway 116 (Fairfield Road) 
and Pennsylvania Route 16 (Waynesboro 
Pike) and (2) what is now Tract Road along 
Flat Run.]62

30 June to 1 July
As operational-level mapping depicts, the 
focus and vision of a field army commander 
who is on campaign must be fixed toward 
the future. Because the commander is out 
of imminent contact with the enemy, such 
a future-forward orientation equates to a 
matter of days. In anticipation of contact 
with the enemy, this perspective narrows 
to a matter of hours—usually twelve to 
twenty-four—while yet accounting for and 
accommodating the longer view. Thus, 
commanding on campaign is an inherently 
complicated endeavor that necessarily 
requires decisions and orders for numerous 
contingencies that involve tens—if not 
hundreds—of thousands of human beings. 
Any number of small moves and actions 
that may appear inconsequential in fact 
produce, in the aggregate, a wholly new 
situation. Future effects cannot be known 
in full. Often, there are too many moving 
parts, and too many weighty elements 
beyond the control of an individual, to make 
corrections in real time if a commander’s 
vision is flawed. Even commanders with a 
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singular ability to anticipate the course and 
conduct of a campaign are never wholly 
correct. Factors beyond the commander’s 
control—weather, errors of subordinates, 
enemy choices, elements unknowable—
inevitably send the situation askew. 
Gathering accurate intelligence, possessing 
a common vision, and providing clear 
direction to communicate a commander’s 
intent can reduce, but of course never 
truly eliminate, uncertainty. No wonder 
so many commanders—in the American 
Civil War and in other contexts—struggled 
to command on campaign. Most humans 
do not possess the capacity to handle what 
such a command requires. Many become 
paralyzed, attempting to divine the future 
and waiting for unattainable certainty.

At no time was such complexity more 
evident than on 30 June, which, for Meade’s 
purposes and in his sense of time, translated 
to a focus on the next day: 1 July. From his 
vantage point on 28 and 29 June, Meade 
foresaw two broad possibilities for an 
impending battle. In the first, he would go 
north and take a central position inside of 
the rebel forces arrayed in their wide arc 
from Chambersburg to York. If the Confed-
erate Second Corps tried to cross the Susque-
hanna, Meade would punish the enemy for 
splitting its forces and assume the offensive, 
defeating the enemy corps in detail. Then, 
Meade could turn and fight what remained 
of the Army of Northern Virginia in either 
offensive or defensive action as it exited 
the Cumberland Valley. Alternately, in the 
second possibility, and if the enemy did not 
cross the river but instead concentrated its 
formations beyond the valley, Meade would 
find and develop a strong position that the 
enemy would have to approach and defeat 
if it was intent on threatening Baltimore 
or Washington, D.C. Depending on the 
terrain and his enemy’s disposition, Meade 
could give battle on the tactical offensive, 
defensive, or both. In both scenarios, Meade 
intended to hold at least one corps in reserve 
to support the attack, to solidify his defensive 
position, or to counterattack. 

On 30 June, Meade’s visualization of 
the campaign remained fundamentally 
unchanged, but it attained greater clarity 
and specificity. Meade anticipated that a 
major engagement was likely to occur in 
the next one to three days, and he issued 
orders that corps should drop extra wagons 
and that troops should receive ammuni-
tion and rations for an impending battle. 
He also issued a message to his army to 

boost morale and prepare his command for 
the fight.63 As the day lengthened, Meade 
received confirmation that Confederates at 
Harrisburg and Wrightsville were leaving 
the Susquehanna River, removing the threat 
to eastern Pennsylvania and the state capital, 
and eliminating the possibility of offensive 
action against enemy forces engaged in a 
river crossing.64 Meade’s attention therefore 
turned to the west and the greater threat of 
Third Corps and, especially, Longstreet’s First 
Corps, all while trying to ascertain how those 
enemy forces could effect a linkage with 
Second Corps, which would be moving south 
and west from the Susquehanna.

In this context, Meade received and 
internalized the recent intelligence from 
Reynolds. In one of the most important 
documents produced during the campaign, 
Meade personally wrote Reynolds before 
noon on 30 June, noting, “We are as 
concentrated as my present information of 
the position of the enemy justifies. I have 
pushed out the cavalry in all directions to 
feel for them, and so soon as I can make up 
any positive opinion as to their position, I 
will move again. In the meantime, if they 
advance against me, I must concentrate at 
that point where they show the strongest 
force.”65 

The 30 June to 1 July “option” maps 
presented here uniquely depict what 
Meade meant. As June turned to July, 
Meade correctly perceived that rebel forces 
confronted two major choices for 1 July. In 
both cases, Meade recognized that Lee’s main 
problem remained removing Longstreet’s 
First Corps from its logjam on the Cham-
bersburg-Cashtown-Gettysburg road. Thus, 
the first Confederate approach, depicted 
on the Emmitsburg-Gettysburg Line West 
map, entailed moving First Corps down the 
west side of the mountain to the Monterey 
Pass or splitting Third Corps and First Corps 
off the road at Cashtown by sending them 
down the Cashtown-to-Fairfield road. That 
Confederate forces would use the Monterey 
Pass seemed increasingly unlikely, but Meade 
could not afford to dismiss the possibility 
entirely, because it made sense for Lee to get 
First Corps on its own road as soon as prac-
ticable.66 In the meantime, Reynolds insisted 
the rebels would move from Cashtown to 
Fairfield and Emmitsburg. For Meade’s 
purposes, either path effectively presented 
the same dilemma: some combination of 
the Confederate First and Third Corps likely 
would threaten the left wing of the Army of 
the Potomac at Gettysburg and Emmitsburg 

while Second Corps would make longer 
marches from the vicinities of Carlisle and 
York. Meade was optimistic, depending on 
the judgment of Reynolds, that his army 
would be in a favorable position to fight a 
battle somewhere along the Gettysburg-to-
Emmitsburg line. He also accepted Reyn-
olds’s recommendation and sent Maj. Gen. 
Andrew A. Humphreys to scout the ground 
around Emmitsburg for favorable fighting 
positions, which Humphreys did on 1 July.67

Meade knew the enemy had a second 
option to prevent Third Corps from impeding 
the advance of Longstreet’s First Corps. At 
Cashtown, Lee could move either Third or 
First Corps off the pike and put it on roads 
to Mummasburg and Arendtsville, respec-
tively. In that eventuality, Meade surmised, 
Lee’s intent probably would be to concentrate 
the Army of Northern Virginia around or 
to the north and east of Gettysburg. In this 
scenario, as in the first, Second Corps would 
move back from Carlisle and York with 
clearer intent and the threat of effecting a 
linkage with Third and First Corps, which 
were marching east.68

How Meade had arranged the corps 
and Artillery Reserve of the Army of the 
Potomac, where he positioned these units 
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for marching orders for 30 June, and where 
he would send them in his orders for 1 July 
allowed the commander flexible options 
to counter either enemy approach. Those 
orders, for the infantry corps and from east 
to west, retained VI Corps in Manchester, 
Maryland. Meade put V Corps on the 
move to Hanover, and XII Corps to Two 
Taverns, Pennsylvania. The II Corps was to 
advance to Taneytown to join the Artillery 
Reserve in center position of the Army of the 
Potomac, and together they would function 
as the reserve for any action. Meade ordered 
III Corps to push west to Emmitsburg, 
replacing XI Corps, which in turn would 
move to Gettysburg with I Corps. The 
cavalry divisions would remain in a wide 
arc around the army, with the 2d Cavalry 
Division moving to Hanover Junction, Penn-
sylvania, the 3d Cavalry Division moving 
toward Abbottstown, Pennsylvania, and 
Berlin, the two brigades of the 1st Cavalry 
Division with Buford spreading out to the 
west and north of Gettysburg, and the other 
brigade of that division remaining to guard 
the pass at Mechanicstown.69

If intelligence gathered during the day 
indicated a Confederate concentration to the 
west along the Gettysburg-to-Emmitsburg 
line, Meade would rely on Reynolds to 
determine if and where the left wing of the 
Army of the Potomac would give battle. 
Throughout 30 June and the early part of 
1 July, Meade and Reynolds were careful 
to position forces to be ready to counter a 
rebel advance toward either Emmitsburg or 
Gettysburg. Meade wrote to Reynolds on  
30 June, “In case of an advance in force against 
you or Howard at Emmitsburg, you must fall 
back to that place, and I will re-inforce you 
from the corps nearest you, which are [Maj. 
Gen. Daniel E.] Sickles’, at Taneytown, and 
[Maj. Gen. Henry] Slocum’s, at Littlestown[, 
Pennyslvania].”70 Meade gave III Corps, in 
particular, clear instructions to watch for 
rebel forces approaching Emmitsburg, and 
the corps commander, General Sickles, 
initially left one of his three divisions there to 
follow that directive, even as he marched his 
corps to Gettysburg on 1 July.71 Regardless, in 
the event of a rebel concentration in the west, 
V, XII, and II Corps, along with the Artillery 
Reserve, would be in position to move up and 
concentrate for either defensive or offensive 
action during the day.72 VI Corps, still in 
place to defend a potential rebel advance 
toward Baltimore, would have a longer 
march, turning it into the army reserve for 
that contingency.

A scenario in which Confederate forces 
concentrated to the north and east of 
Gettysburg was more complicated. In their 
ordered marches for 1 July, the various corps 
of the Army of the Potomac held a central 
position. It is possible Federal forces might 
have found good ground upon which to 
fight east of Gettysburg, but Meade had 
neither good intelligence of the ground in 
that vicinity nor a trusted subordinate like 
Reynolds to tell him where the army could 
fight at an advantage. As Meade wrote to 
Reynolds, “If the enemy is concentrating on 
our right of Gettysburg, that point would not 
at first glance seem to be the proper strategic 
point of concentration for this army.”73 He 
therefore determined that the best option 
in the event of an enemy concentration east 
of Gettysburg was to fall back to prepared 
defensive positions in northern Maryland. 
This move would involve reversing the 
direction for all corps on the march, except 
for VI Corps, and moving them south. The 
army was positioned to make this move, but 
such a march could become confusing, and 
the roadways congested, so Meade prepared 
detailed instructions for that contingency. 
He would issue those instructions—the 
so-called Pipe Creek Circular—as a provi-
sional order in the late morning of 1 July. 
Army of the Potomac corps commanders 
needed to know how to fall back to the Pipe 
Creek line, but the circular was not an order 
for corps commanders to execute. Instead, it 
functioned in today’s parlance as a warning 
order, not to be executed until Meade issued 
“notice of such movement.”74

1 July: What Happened
Events on 1 July did not transpire exactly 
as Meade had envisioned in either broad 
option, as the 1 July map makes plain. 
Meade did not anticipate two factors on 
1 July. For one thing, Lee—in a manner 
inexplicable to the Army of the Potomac 
commander—decided to keep Third Corps 
and First Corps on the Chambersburg-
Cashtown-Gettysburg pike. He neither 
moved First Corps south to the Monterey 
Pass, nor split First or Third Corps off from 
the road at Cashtown, either to the north or 
south. Though General Hill had in previous 
days sent forces south on the Cashtown-to-
Fairfield road, neither Hill nor Lee made any 
attempt to use that road on 1 July. Nor does 
any evidence exist that Lee made an effort to 
use any of the other roads leaving Cashtown. 
Moreover, not only did Lee retain First and 
Third Corps on the road, but on 1 July he and 

Longstreet also allowed Maj. Gen. Edward 
“Allegheny” Johnson’s division from Second 
Corps—along with the Army of Northern 
Virginia’s Reserve Train—to merge onto the 
same road between First and Third Corps at 
Greenwood, Pennsylvania. On 1 July, the 
Reserve Train alone measured some 14 miles 
in length. Longstreet’s lead division was 
ready to march at 0800 on 1 July but did not 
move past Greenwood until 1600.75

Lee’s decision to allow Johnson’s divi-
sion (Second Corps) to march ahead of 
Longstreet’s First Corps made some sense 
if his intent was to position that division 
to rejoin the rest of Second Corps on 1 July. 
But this linkage was possible only because 
of the rapid movement of Ewell’s other two 
divisions, and this was the second factor that 
Meade did not anticipate. On 29 June, upon 
learning of the Army of the Potomac’s rapid 
northward movement, Lee ordered Ewell 
to bring his forces back from the river and 
to concentrate in the vicinity of Cashtown 
or Gettysburg. Part of those instructions 
involved moving one division (Johnson’s) 
with the Reserve Train back down the 
Cumberland Valley toward Chambersburg. 
Ewell’s troops moved quickly, which is why 
those formations were in position to march 
between Third and First Corps on 1 July. 
More importantly, Ewell, whose headquar-
ters were with a division at Carlisle, and 
Maj. Gen. Jubal A. Early, who commanded 
Ewell’s other division at York, moved with 
remarkable speed on 30 June. Both divisions 
marched some 22 miles and camped east 
and west of Heidlersburg, Pennsylvania, 
that night. Thus, both divisions, each on its 
own road, awoke 10 manageable miles from 
Gettysburg on the morning of 1 July.76

Meade, not knowing these Confederates 
would move so fast and so close, sent cavalry 
toward Berlin on the morning of 1 July “to 
get the earliest information of the enemy.”77 
That enemy would have been Early’s divi-
sion, but that division was already 5 or 6 
miles west of Berlin the night before.78 Had 
Meade known the true location of this 
element of Ewell’s Second Corps—two-thirds 
its full strength—his concern about a rebel 
concentration at or east of Gettysburg would 
have been realized.79 In this event, Meade 
almost certainly would have issued the Pipe 
Creek Circular as an order. As he wrote to 
Reynolds on 1 July, “The movement of your 
corps to Gettysburg was ordered before the 
positive knowledge of the enemy’s [Second 
Corps] withdrawal from Harrisburg and 
concentration was received.”80 Around noon 
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that day, as details of the battle came in and 
Ewell’s presence was confirmed—but before 
he had any clear tactical picture of the battle-
field—Meade directed Maj. Gen. Winfield 
Scott Hancock to clear the Taneytown Road 
to allow Reynolds and I Corps to fall back to 
the Pipe Creek line.81

Within forty-five minutes, as news of 
Reynolds’s death arrived, along with reports 
that I Corps held the town and perhaps occu-
pied good ground for a battle, Meade ordered 
Hancock to take command in Gettysburg 
and prepare II Corps to move forward.82 
Contrary to what Meade had anticipated, 
Lee buried Longstreet’s First Corps behind 
all of Third Corps, Johnson’s division of 
Second Corps, and the army’s Reserve Train, 
all on the same road. He allowed Third Corps 
to enter the action piecemeal. Addition-
ally, the leading divisions of Third Corps 
sustained frightful casualties attacking 
Federal forces on 1 July. On the whole, what 
saved the Army of Northern Virginia from 
disaster that day were the actions of Ewell 
on 30 June and 1 July.

Despite the uneven tactical performance 
of Federal units in the first phase of the fight, 
Meade’s execution of the campaign put his 
army in a position of advantage for the battle 
on all three days. On the morning of 1 July, 
without knowing where a battle would take 
place, Meade had positioned four of his seven 
corps (I, XI, III, XII) and his Artillery Reserve 
closer in distance to Gettysburg than all but 
four divisions (those of Maj. Gens. Henry 
“Harry” Heth, William D. Pender, Robert E. 
Rodes, and General Early) in the Army of 
Northern Virginia. Just as important and, 
again, without knowledge of where a battle 
would begin, Meade issued marching orders 
for the day that had six of his seven corps—in 
addition to his Artillery Reserve—moving 
closer to the eventual battlefield. Although 
all of Hill’s Third Corps and all of Ewell’s 
Second Corps were at Gettysburg by nightfall 
on 1 July, only two of the three divisions 
from each corps (the four mentioned above) 
fought that day.

Numbers tell only part of the story, and 
how Meade had arranged his forces in time, 
space, and purpose mattered as much as the 
distance of his formations from Gettysburg. 
On 1 July, though it used the standard 
duration of time to move from marching 
columns into battle lines, Reynolds’s I Corps 
arrived on the battlefield as one unit, with 
artillery, because it marched on one road 
all to itself. This fact helps explain why the 
numerically inferior Federal corps managed 

to decimate two divisions from the rebel 
Third Corps that entered the fight incre-
mentally—almost regiment by regiment. 
In addition to engaging the Confederate 
Third Corps, Reynolds’s I Corps even held 
for a time against the lead elements of Ewell’s 
Second Corps. 

In a similar vein, the arrival of the much-
maligned Federal XI Corps—under the 
command of Maj. Gen. Oliver O. Howard—
reflects well on Meade and the oft-criticized 
XI Corps commander. Meade ordered this 
unit to Gettysburg in support of I Corps 
but gave latitude to Reynolds and Howard 
about how the corps would approach the 
town. On 1 July, Howard diverted two of his 
three divisions from the Emmitsburg Road 
to the Taneytown Road, which facilitated 
the arrival of XI Corps at Gettysburg as a 
complete formation.83 It was by prudent 
choice—not an accidental side effect of a 
piecemeal arrival—that Howard kept a 
significant portion of his corps (and, most 
importantly, his artillery) on key terrain at 
Cemetery Hill, even as he moved forward 
the rest of his formations along too wide an 
arc north of the town.84 Had Confederate 
divisions under General Rodes and General 
Early (Second Corps) not arrived so soon, it is 
entirely plausible that the U.S. Army I and XI 

Corps alone would have defeated, in detail, 
all rebel forces available operating under 
Lee’s design. Even the Federal XII Corps, 
which did not march as rapidly as it might 
have, made free use of the Baltimore Pike all 
to itself, and the arrival of that corps—like 
the others, all in one piece—later in the day 
on 1 July allowed Federal commanders to 
distribute that corps along the line as needed 
to hold Culp’s Hill, Cemetery Hill, and 
Cemetery Ridge into the night.

On 2 July, the advantages of Meade’s 
campaign design came into even fuller and 
clearer view. Although Meade maintained 
his concern for some sort of rebel maneuver 
in the vicinity of Emmitsburg until late in 
the day on 1 July, he allowed two-thirds of III 
Corps to proceed to Gettysburg on the open 
Emmitsburg Road. They arrived by evening, 
and the remaining division arrived at the 
battlefield in the early morning. Likewise, on 
the afternoon and evening of 1 July, Meade 
ordered II and V Corps to advance from 
their planned marches toward Gettysburg, 
he sent the Artillery Reserve forward in two 
parts from its camp in Taneytown, and he 
ordered the VI Corps on the east flank of 
the army at Manchester to begin its grueling 
march to the battlefield. The II Corps 
enjoyed complete freedom of movement 
on the Taneytown Road, with two-fifths of 
the Artillery Reserve joining the corps on 
the march. These forces bivouacked a few 
miles from Gettysburg and arrived on the 
battlefield between 0730 and 0830 on 2 July. 
What remained of the Artillery Reserve and 
the bulk of the army headquarters marched 
early from Taneytown and arrived at Gettys-
burg around 1030.85

The Army of the Potomac’s V Corps 
advanced down the road from Hanover 
on 1 July, arriving near the vicinity of 
Gettysburg that evening. Proof positive that 
Ewell’s Confederate Second Corps moved 
faster than Meade had anticipated, V Corps 
found its path toward the town on the 
Hanover Road blocked by Ewell’s troops. 
(Critically, the approach of V Corps along 
this road helped delay the attack of the 
Second Corps on Culp’s Hill the next day.) 
The V Corps cut over to the Baltimore Pike 
and two-thirds of the corps arrived at the 
battlefield at 0700—the other third arrived 
around noon—and Meade placed the corps 
into tactical reserve. Far removed from 
the field, VI Corps needed to cover a lot of 
ground—a total of 38 miles—but arrived 
on the evening of 2 July after a difficult and 
historic march.
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Thus, by midmorning on 2 July, the 
Army of the Potomac had brought to bear 
the weight of six of its seven corps, along 
with its Artillery Reserve, on the battlefield, 
arrayed those formations in a defensive 
posture replete with interior lines and a 
reserve element, and in a position with 
direct lines of communications to its base. 
Putting aside the specific tactical actions of 
1–3 July, the picture is clear: as an opera-
tional commander, Meade put his army in 
a position to win a critical battle.

Meade’s success stands out all the more 
when compared to Lee’s performance in 
positioning the Army of Northern Virginia 
for the fight at Gettysburg. Lee’s decision 
to overload the Chambersburg-Cashtown-
Gettysburg pike came with severe conse-
quences for the fate of rebel arms in the 
battle. On campaign in the summer of 1863, 
Confederate and U.S. Army corps were not 
created equal. Each rebel corps possessed 
more than twice the numerical strength of 
a standard Federal corps and occupied more 
than twice the amount of space on the road, 
and, by all accounts, each moved with all 
its wagon trains in tow on 1 July. Whereas 
the nimbler, smaller, and combat-ready 
Federal corps, marching on single roads, 
could transition—as entire units—from 
columns into lines quite rapidly, one large 
rebel corps with its trains, marching on 
a single road, took hours to arrive on the 
battlefield and deploy for combat. This was 
the fate of Third Corps and its lead divisions 
under Confederate major generals Harry 
Heth and William Pender on 1 July. The 
third division (Anderson’s), which started 
the day at Fayetteville, Pennsylvania, some 
18 miles away, “moved leisourly forward” 
with “frequent halts” in crossing over the 
mountain pass at the Cashtown Gap.86 
This division made it no farther than Herr 
Ridge, west of town, between 1600 and 
1700, where it halted for two hours. This 
division had ample time to fight, but Lee 
did not order it into action on 1 July. Lee 
explained later that “without information” 
concerning the proximity of the rest of the 
Army of the Potomac, “the strong position 
which the enemy ha[d] assumed could not 
be attacked without danger of exposing the 
four divisions present, already weakened and 
exhausted by a long and bloody struggle, to 
overwhelming numbers of fresh troops.”87

The next Confederate unit in the line of 
march, Johnson’s division of Ewell’s Second 
Corps, did not link up with Ewell until 
just before nightfall. Behind this division, 

strung out for a considerable distance, was 
the 14-mile-long Reserve Train. Behind the 
train came two divisions of Longstreet’s First 
Corps, which began arriving at Gettysburg 
in the middle of the night. These delays were 
the inevitable consequence of Lee’s arrange-
ment of his forces during the campaign. 
That Lee even had any f leeting tactical 
opportunities to consider late on 1 July is 
credited solely to the rapid marches of two 
Second Corps divisions on 30 June and 1 July, 
which happened primarily under Ewell’s 
initiative. Those divisions proved effective 
because Ewell marched and directed them to 
the sound of the guns on separate roads, all 
so they could concentrate almost simultane-
ously on the battlefield.88

Lee’s poor arrangement came with harsh 
consequences for the duration of the battle. 
Heavy casualties sustained by at least three 
of the four divisions (those of Heth, Pender, 
and Rodes) fighting far from Lee’s main body 
on 1 July rendered them essentially combat 
ineffective for offensive action for the second 
and third days of the fight, leaving Second 
and Third Corps with one fresh division 
apiece (Anderson’s and Johnson’s) to attack 
on 2 and 3 July. Only Longstreet’s First Corps 
remained fit for significant action. Its late 
arrival with only two divisions (those of 
Maj. Gens. Lafayette McLaws and John Bell 
Hood) on the night of 1–2 July, 4 miles from 
the battlefield and 7 miles from its eventual 
attack points, contributed to the delay of the 
attack of Longstreet’s corps on 2 July until 
1700. Long before that time, Meade had 
concentrated all available units—VI Corps 
excepted—for the defense.89 Even that corps 
arrived near the end of action on 2 July, 
giving Meade another strong reserve.

And so, on the evening of 2 July, Lee’s 
only remaining, unengaged unit was the 
last division of Longstreet’s First Corps, then 
back at Chambersburg. Maj Gen. George E. 
Pickett’s division left Chambersburg at 0200 
on 2 July, marched 25 miles, and arrived 
3 miles from Gettysburg in the middle of 
the afternoon heat. Lee ordered it to rest. 
This division moved into attack positions 
around 0900 on 3 July. That afternoon, 
after intense but largely ineffectual artillery 
fire, Pickett’s division attacked alongside 
remnants of Hill’s Third Corps, because 
the Army of Northern Virginia had, after 
two days’ fighting, expended its offensive 
capabilities.90 In the meantime, the entire 
Army of the Potomac was concentrated in 
even stronger defensive positions than it had 
held on 1 and 2 July, still with interior lines, 

and still with an open and developing line 
of communications to its base.

Military experts often observe, with 
plenty of examples, that elite tactics cannot 
overcome bad strategy. But military histo-
rians too seldom demonstrate the opposite: 
that good strategy and operational art can 
overcome unremarkable tactics. As the 
enclosed maps help to illustrate, Meade’s 
superior arrangement of his campaign, 
understood and ably executed by competent 
subordinates, gave the Army of the Potomac 
advantage enough to overcome even its worst 
tactical mistakes at Gettysburg.

Mapping a Path Forward
As even the relatively simple example of 
the Gettysburg Campaign demonstrates, 
operational warfare—moving and fighting 
large military formations on campaign—is 
difficult even for competent commanders 
like George Meade. As a result, operational 
military historians evaluating the perfor-
mance of commanders have a difficult task of 
their own. It is hard enough to describe what 
happened in a campaign; it is something 
else altogether to judge how well or poorly 
commanders fared based on what they knew 
in the moment. Standard campaign maps—
of which the West Point atlas variety are but 
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one common example—are of limited help 
for the former and inadequate for the latter.

The maps provided here offer new 
directions for both describing historical 
campaigns and studying them to under-
stand operational warfare. The 1 July 
map furnishes an example of a standard 
historical campaign map that depicts both 
sides as the armies moved and maneuvered 
to the battlefield. But this map depicts key 
terrain—and, critically, roads—in addition 
to the placement and spacing of formations 
around that terrain and on those roads. 
This map also depicts formations that were 
of critical importance to commanders of 
both field armies—mainly infantry corps 
and cavalry divisions—with the notable 
additions of the Confederate Reserve Train 
and the Artillery Reserve and headquarters 
formations of the Army of the Potomac. Any 
map accompanying a narrative description 
of what happened in a historical campaign 
would benefit from these additions.

Effective operational histories seek to 
evaluate how and why commanders made 
their decisions. Such evaluation is impossible 
without seeing how a commander saw the 
battlespace—that is, how he or she visualized 
friendly and enemy forces on the ground. 
The new maps presented here offer great 
usefulness in four main ways. First, they 
require historians and students of campaigns 
to pay careful attention to what field army 
commanders in charge of campaigns, like 
Meade, understood about the geography 
of the operational area. Second, such maps 
depend on a deeper understanding of what 
a commander identified as key elements of 
friendly forces and how that commander 
visualized those forces moving in space 
and time. Third, the maps make essential 
an awareness of how a commander like 
Meade, in charge of a campaign, saw the 
enemy at given moments in time—including 
that commander’s identification of the main 
enemy commander’s pieces, their placement, 
and their potential (as much as their actual) 
movement in space and time. Fourth, maps 
such as these force students of campaigns to 
consider how a commander anticipated and 
intended to adapt to contingencies, chance, 
and volatility in war. Such considerations 
are necessary for any accurate evaluation of 
commanders on campaign.

One major caveat: this article makes 
no claim for stunning originality. Careful 
students of the Gettysburg Campaign 
have noted much of what is depicted here 
in their narratives, though not with the 

same emphasis on operational warfare. 
Important work remains. For the Gettysburg 
Campaign, similar maps could be drawn 
from Robert E. Lee’s perspective to provide 
a more thorough and comparative assess-
ment of his command performance. More 
importantly, and for all the detail presented 
here, Gettysburg was a relatively simple, 
nineteenth-century land campaign. Future 
studies might apply this style of operational 
mapping to joint campaigns in the Civil War, 
and to other sea, air, and joint campaigns 
in other wars throughout military history.

The future of modernized, comprehen-
sive, operational maps brings this story 
full circle to the military professionals of 
the post–Civil War U.S. Army who sought 
to learn and practice the craft of leading 
large warfighting formations on campaign. 
After all, there is a practical and urgent 
component to operational mapping. If 
campaigning, as Antoine-Henry Jomini 
famously wrote, “is the art of making 
war upon the map, and comprehends the 
whole theater of operations,” then maps 
are essential to the art.91 In their time, 
previous generations of students at the 
line and staff schools and at the nation’s 
war college lamented the absence of 
maps to help them in this important task. 

Although satellite imagery has improved 
the depiction of terrain significantly, and 
other technological improvements have 
clarified the depiction of friendly and 
enemy forces, commanders still would 
benefit from operational maps that better 
depict how general officers visualized 
their approaches on campaign. At a 
minimum, better operational maps of 
historic campaigns would improve how 
commanders learn about the unique prob-
lems and approaches to campaigning; with 
luck, they will help future commanders 
train their minds’ eyes to visualize properly 
the application of operational art. Such 
habits may well improve how a new genera-
tion of commanders map future campaigns, 
enabling them to win the nation’s future 
wars.
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