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Honoring and vindicating our Confederate 

Ancestors, Their Story and Their Cause 
They are all now silent, so we can and must be their voice to a skeptical world 

 

Please attend our next 

meeting, November 10  



Commander’s Dispatch 

Compatriots, 
 
In our November meeting we will be taking nominations and then electing, for the year 2015, our 
Camp Commander, 1st Lt. Commander and Camp Adjutant (as detailed in our Camp Constitution). 
The 2015 Camp Commander will then appoint other camp members to various positions.  As of 
today, those are 2nd Lt. Commander, and Chaplain.  I would like to suggest that we consider adding a 
Guardian Program Chair, a Color Sergeant, and Aide-de-Camp, if we can find men to fill those 
positions.  There are various other positions possible which other camps sometimes have, and we can 
address those if there is any desire to look at that. 
I would also like to thank everyone that came to our October meeting.  We had a lot of visitors and 
members as well.   Remember, bring family and friends and anyone that might like to join or just see 
what we are all about.  We have had a good increase in our membership this year, lets keep it up. 
We have a lot going on the next few months, if you are able to contribute or just be at the functions 
please do. 
 
In all we do, lets remember the Golden Rule:  Do unto others as we would have them do unto us. 
 
God Bless you all, and our Confederate Ancestors  
 

Richard M. Powell, Commander  

 

http://rockwallcavalry.org/ 

T H E  D I X I E  B A N N E R  

Change of Mailing Address, Phone Number or Email Address  
Be sure to let the adjutant know if you change your address, phone number or email 
address so he can make the proper notifications to Division and IHQ. 



Upcoming Meetings 

In our October 13 meeting, Ronnie Atnip of the Capt. Bob Lee Camp in Bonham visited to speak 
on the Lee-Peacock feud.  It was very informative and gave us a small taste of the many events which 
occurred just up the road from us in that difficult time after the war.  Hopefully your interest was 
captured and you will read more on these events.   
 
On November 10, Norma Holley will visit to speak about the Knights of the Golden Circle.  This 
promises to be something you may not have heard much about previously, and extremely interesting.  
Norma will most likely bring along her husband, Johnnie Holley, our very own Texas Division 
Commander. 
 
Also make note of December 6.  This is the date of our annual 4th Brigade Christmas Party.  We 
always have a good time at this gathering.  It is for you, so please plan to be there.  See page 4 for 
details. 
 

Meetings remain on the second Monday of each month, at Soulman’s BBQ, 
691 E. I-30, Rockwall (near SE corner of Ridge Rd. and I-30, next door to 
Applebee’s). 

You are highly encouraged to send your own articles and submissions to me for inclusion 
in this newsletter.  Especially appropriate would be anything about your own 
Confederate Veteran(s).  This could also include photos. 
Daryl Coleman, Editor 
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T H E  D I X I E  B A N N E R  

P A G E  5  

Calendar of Events 

 
November 10—Monthly Rockwall Cavalry Camp Meeting, Norma Holley, wife of Texas 
Division Commander Johnnie Holley, will visit to speak on “The Knights of the Golden 
Circle.” 
 
December 6—4th Brigade Christmas Party, McKinney, TX (see page 4) 
 
December 13—DEC Meeting, Lorena, TX 
 
 
 
 
 
Genealogy Event, Rockwall Public Library (in the works, Coleman) 
 
Grave/Cemetery work in Rockwall County (Wayne Hairston) 
 
Future Scholarship Offerings (proposed) 
 
Festivals and Parades (all, need to further discuss) 
 
Recruiting Activities 

 
 

 

Camp projects 

Duty is the most sublime 
word in our language.  Do 
your duty in all things.  You 
cannot do more.  You should 
never wish to do less.  
General Robert E. Lee 



Gentlemen, in our November meeting (the last regular meeting of the year) we will accept nominations and conduct 
elections for our 2015 Camp Officers, those being Commander, 1st Lt. Commander and Camp Adjutant.  All other 
positions will be appointed by the Camp Commander for 2015, most likely in consultation with the other elected camp 
officers. 
 
Please give this careful consideration as these gentlemen will be the leaders that will take us forward into the coming year. 
For those who may not be familiar with the terminology, below is a brief description of the duties of various camp officers: 
 
Commander 
The Commander has a unique responsibility to lead, encourage, assist, guide, maintain esprit de corps, and above all, to 
work to achieve harmony within the camp.  While an SCV camp is a democratically run organization, the camp 
Commander does have the overall responsibility for the camp he has been elected to serve.  The Commander presides at all 
meetings or otherwise designates his subordinate officers to do so.  He is nominated for office by a nominating 
committee, or from the floor.  He will appoint all non-elected officers and all necessary committees and will perform such 
other duties as are usually incident to the office.  He will also fill all vacated offices occurring during his administration 
until the next election of officers, with the advice and consent of the camp executive council. 

Lieutenant Commander 
His authority is second only to the Commander.  He presides in the absence of the Commander.  Upon the resignation or 
death of the Commander, the Lieutenant Commander automatically becomes Commander for the un-expired term.  He 
usually chairs the Programs Committee, and sets the agenda for camp meetings.  He represents the Commander at all 
memorial services when the Commander is not present.  The Lieutenant Commander is also a member of the camp 
executive council. 
 
Adjutant 
The Adjutant may serve more than one term and a good one should be encouraged to continue in his post.  The duties and 
responsibilities of Adjutant include those duties performed in many organizations by secretary, treasurer and registrar.  In 
many camps a treasurer, a secretary, a genealogist or several other positions may assist the adjutant.  His position is the 
most critical for the camp's continued growth and administrative responsibilities.  An individual who procrastinates should 
not be considered for this office.  This office and its complexities require an entire section of its own.  Details are therefore 
contained in Section 7 for the adjutant's position within the camp. 
 
Second Lieutenant Commander 
The Second Lieutenant Commander is not a required position (and currently not an elected position in our Camp 
Constitution), but is a position developing the future leadership of the camp and possible future camp commander.  He 
serves at the direction of the commander and usually chairs the membership committee.  He is authorized to represent the 
camp whenever the above officers cannot be present.  However, he does not have the authority to speak for the 
commander or the camp unless given that authority by the commander.  Some very large camps may even choose to have a 
Third and Fourth Lieutenant Commander to ease the burden of the above officers. 
 
With only a small word change here or there, this is taken from the Camp Handbook, found on the National SCV 
website and on the Texas Division website.  It should be understood that these and all officers should be ready and 
willing to train their replacements. 

Upcoming Elections for 2015 Camp Officers 



Running a local SCV camp, if done correctly, is something that does take a certain amount of thought and planning.  A 
local SCV camp does not run itself.  In this article I wish to lay out for our membership some thoughts about how we 
should operate our camp in such a way that it avoids undue disputes and chaos. 
 
In case you are not aware of this, there is a publication available to you called Camp Procedural Manual (otherwise known as The 
Camp Handbook).  Every member should find time to read all or parts of this document, as it can be extremely helpful in 
what we do as an SCV Camp.  The Handbook can be found on our Texas Division Website, scvtexas.org.  The precise URL 
for the handbook is:  http://scvtexas.org/uploads/CampHandbook2012final.pdf  This Handbook is updated from time to 
time to keep it current. 
 
The Handbook  offers a lot of very helpful information.  For example, Section 9 offers a Order of business for Camp Meetings.  It 
clearly states that it is a general guide, and that camps may find it advantageous to alter or vary from the sequence listed.  It 
goes on the discuss Flag Etiquette.  This varies from camp to camp, and I personally respect the right of individual camps to 
corporately and democratically (by vote of the camp) determine how they will treat these subjects. 
 
I would like to insert here a few thoughts regarding camp autonomy, as this has for a number of years been discussed by 
many in the SCV.  It has been and continues to be understood that camps have general autonomy and therefore determine 
how to operate their respective camps.  In the dictionary, autonomous and independent are pretty much synonymous.  
Personally, though, I believe we should draw a distinction between the two.  While I do believe in camp autonomy, I do 
not believe this means that a local camp is entirely independent of the SCV as a whole.  Local camps are granted a Charter 
by the National Organization, and most times make use of the logo of the national organization and the very name of the 
national organization.  This being so, I conclude from this that while autonomous, a local camp is NOT totally independent 
and therefore should assume certain obligations to the Division and National Organization (i.e., rendering of dues, 
occasional reports, local camps and members subject to disciplinary actions, general respect of Division and National 
Leadership, etc.).  Recently, I read in a camp newsletter where someone claimed total independence from Division and 
National in all matters, and I believe that writer to have been entirely wrong or misguided in that statement. 
 
During the course of the past year and a half I have become aware of times where an SCV camp has encountered problems 
in it’s operations.  I am thinking of two camps in particular which I will not name here.  One is an established camp and 
one was a brand new camp. 
 
The veteran camp had an election which was disputed due to an alleged non-member voting.  This person was soon to 
come into the camp as a member, but, as I am told, did not yet have his member number in hand as issued from National, 
allegedly.  I have heard from National that one is not a member until he has received his member number from National.  
In light of this, no one should vote in our elections who does not in fact have a member number on record.  In the local 
camp where this occurred, it has helped foster all sorts of disputes which are, at this moment, still not cleared up. 
 
In the case of the new camp, there was apparently no veteran SCV member available to take command responsibility of the 
camp, and therefore they had to depend on men who were entirely new to the organization.  This created all sorts of 
problems in the running of that new camp with disputes and such.  In my opinion, this could have been avoided, at least in 
part, with additional assistance from the Brigade Commander and others from that particular Brigade.  While I have not 
read anything in our Handbook or other documents saying that a man entirely or recently new to the SCV cannot be a 
camp commander, I have felt for many years that a man entirely or recently new to the SCV should not be made a camp 
commander until such time as he understands all that goes into camp leadership, except in rare and necessary occasion. 
 

Protocol & camp operations 
opinion—by 1st Lt. Commander Daryl Coleman 



I remember the very first time I served as a camp adjutant.  I had no training and no direction, and I did not even know that 
I needed that direction.  This was a good number of years ago, and since that time this problem has been remedied, but 
back then I was just totally lost as to my responsibilities for that position.  I am glad to report to you that I have had a 
number of discussions with our Camp Commander and Camp Adjutant where we have agreed on the need to fully train 
those men who will be our future Commanders, Lt. Commanders and Adjutants.  In my own view, this is as it should be.  
Likewise, for those men who will fill appointed positions like Chaplain and Color Sergeant, we will make every effort to 
get them up to speed so they can properly fulfill their duties to the camp.  For example, we will make efforts to ensure that 
our Chaplain knows the correct way to swear in a new member (delineated in the Camp Handbook), and to ensure that the 
Color Sergeant knows who to call if he cannot bring the colors to a meeting due to absence.  This goes for any other 
positions, elected or appointed, our camp chooses to have in the future. 
 
It has been said that the Sons of Confederate Veterans is a bottom up organization, meaning that without the local camps, 
there is no organization.  Certainly I agree with this.  Yet, there is also a top down aspect, meaning that without good, 
strong leadership, a local camp will start to fall apart and eventually fail, if not corrected.  I have personally seen more than 
one situation where a local SCV camp has nearly failed or failed completely due to weak or non--existent leadership, and 
little or no attention to good and proper protocols. 
 
Personally, I certainly am not perfect.  I am always in need of upping my own game, but one area I am totally committed 
to is in doing whatever I can to foster and encourage good leadership skills for any who seek to lead our camp into the 
future.  As a new 4th Brigade Officer, this is even more the case, as I will seek to assist 4th Brigade Commander Joe White 
in his job of assisting our camps with whatever they need for their own growth and vitality.  To every camp member in the 
Rockwall Cavalry Camp, you have a role to play also.  Every one of you are encouraged to be ready to serve the camp in 
some capacity in coming days and months.  Of course, everything we do is of a voluntary nature, but we are committed to 
providing opportunity to each and every camp member to take part in the operations of our camp.  Remember, we can and 
should look to the many examples of fine leadership given to us by our Veteran heroes.  
 
~Deo Vindice~ 

Protocol & camp operations 
opinion—by 1st Lt. Commander Daryl Coleman 



Why do I do this? 
By John Zakrzewski, Litchfield Camp 132, Conway, SC 

“Why do I do this?” 

Most will answer, to remember their Confederate ancestor and that is a reasonable reply.  I submit there are a number 
of other equally good reasons, which are not normally considered, but are just as important.  These include: 

• Our Confederate ancestor gave us an indelible place on his family tree. 
• Our Confederate ancestor gave us a rich heritage, which is steeped in honor and strong family values. 
• Our Confederate ancestor gave us a noble birthright, that only his ancestors can possess. 
• Our Confederate ancestor let us inherit his honor, perseverance and loyalty to the cause for Southern Independence, 
for which he so nobly fought. 
• These traits cannot be bought like titles of nobility; they cannot be bestowed by any government and they cannot be 
sold.  They are representative of his life and determination, so that you will remember his time on this earth.  
• This legacy is yours to do with as you please.  You can honor him and those brave men who fought for the 

Confederate states or “you can do nothing”. 

If you DO NOT recognize his connection to you or know about his life and accomplishments, you cannot understand 
the family connection that helped to put you on this earth.  If you choose not honor him and his family, then you have 
shut the door on history and we will all lose a valuable link to the past. 

 



Why do I do this? 

In this age of instant electronic communications and journalists who embrace political correctness rather than truth, 
the Sons of Confederate Veterans has plenty of foes with a basic dislike for all things Confederate.  Always remember, 
there are people in this country who would gladly erase this chapter in our nation’s history, if they could and revert it 
to a museum display. 

Preventing misinformation and attacks are the keys to future generations being able to understand exactly what 
Confederate heritage is.  These negative efforts can be minimized by our knowledge of the facts and our determination 
to protect the honor of our veterans and by keeping vigilant, we can make the right decisions.  Consider these basic 
requirements for our long term success: 

KNOWLEDGE means that we will always come together to honor and protect these men who fought for the 
Confederate cause, because we understand why they made their initial decision to fight and that decision is not 
something that we question. 

DETERMINATION means, that we will never let our Confederate ancestor and his heritage, become just another 
picture in a book or an artifact resting on some dusty shelf at a museum.  We will embrace the education of every new 
generation, so that others can hear the facts that we call “The True History of the South”. 

VIGILANCE means, that we will forever stand and protect his memory from those who mean to do it harm and we 
will always be ready to say NO to these efforts, effectively blocking their way, when those negative actions occur. 

In closing, my challenge to you is a simple, yet monumental task and our call for your help has never been more 
important, than it is today. 

Therefore, I ask you this question: 

Will each of you continue to serve as a dedicated family member, working to set the stage for the next 150 years, to 
guard this important historic legacy and assure that the sacred memory of our Confederate ancestors, will never be 
forgotten? 

 



Lincoln’s Inversion of the American Union 
By Dr. Donald Livingston 

The moral grandeur of Lincoln is rooted in the myth that he made a 
war on the South to abolish slavery. This is, at most, a Platonic noble 
lie designed to legitimate the Unionist regime. Lincoln thought that 
slavery was immoral, but so did Robert E. Lee. And Lee, at his own 
expense, freed the slaves he had inherited, through marriage, from 
the family of George Washington. Only around fifteen percent of 
southerners even owned slaves, and the great majority of these had 
holdings of one to six. Jefferson Davis was an enlightened slave holder 
who said that once the Confederacy gained its independence, it would 
mean the end of slavery. The Confederate Cabinet agreed to abolish 
slavery within five years after the cessation of hostilities in exchange for recognition by Britain and France. Southerners 
were not fighting to preserve slavery, but simply and solely because they were being invaded. And the North certainly 
did not invade to abolish slavery. 

Nor should this be surprising considering the Negrophobia that prevailed everywhere in the North. It was assumed by 
the vast majority of Americans, North and South, that America was a white European polity, and that the Indian and 
African populations were not—and were never to be—full participants in that polity. For example, blacks were 
excluded from the western territories. Oregon became a state in 1859, and its constitution, which was passed by a vote 
of eight to one, declared that 
 
 No free negro, or mulatto, not residing in this state at the time of the adoption of this constitution, shall ever 
 come, reside, or be within this state, or hold any real estate, or make any contract, or maintain any suit 
 therein; and the  legislative assembly shall provide by penal laws for the removal by public officers of all such 
 free negroes and mulattoes, and for their effectual exclusion from the state, and for the punishment of persons 
 who shall bring them into the state, or employ or harbour them therein.[1]  
 
The constitution of Indiana contained the same prohibition. Lincoln’s state of Illinois prohibited the entrance of Africans 
unless they could post a bond of $1,000. Free Africans in northern states were severely regulated. The following 
regulation is from the Illinois revised statutes of 1833:  
 
 If any person or persons shall permit or suffer any … servant or servants of colour, to the number of three or 
 more, to assemble in his, her, or their out-house, yard, or shed, for the purpose of dancing or reveling, either 
 by night or by day, the person or persons so offending shall forfeit and pay a fine of twenty dollars.  
 
And it was the duty of all “coroners, sheriffs, judges, and justices of the peace” who learned of such assemblages to 
commit the “servants to the jail of the county, and on view of proof thereof, order each and every such … servant to be 
whipped, not exceeding thirty-nine stripes on his or her back.”[2] 

Emancipation laws in the antebellum North were designed to rid the North of its African population. They typically 
declared that the children of slaves born after a certain date would, upon reaching a certain age, be emancipated. This 
meant that adult slaves were not freed and that families could be sold South before children reached the age of 
emancipation. Emancipation led to a reduction of the African population in the North, not to an increase, as it did in the 
South. Lincoln’s own solution to the race problem was mass colonization of Africans, and he proposed securing land in 
Africa and elsewhere for the purpose. Even abolitionists were careful to point out that it was not the slave they loved 
but the slaveholder they hated, and that emancipation did not at all mean social and political equality with whites. 
 
Slavery was more secure in 1860 than it had ever been. The Supreme Court, in the Dred Scott decision, had declared 
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that Africans were not citizens; and Congress approved a constitutional amendment that would take the regulation of 
slavery forever out of the hands of the central government. Lincoln said that he had no authority and no inclination to 
interfere with slavery in the states where it was legal. He could 
tolerate slavery as a means of controlling what nearly everyone saw to 
be an exotic and alien population. What he could not tolerate was a 
dissolution of the Union, loss of revenue from the South, and a low-
tariff zone on his southern border. This was the consistent thread 
running through Lincoln’s policy from 1860–1865. He would not 
recognize the conventions of the people of the southern states, and he 
would not negotiate with their commissioners. He would go to war 
immediately to coerce the states of the deep South back into the 
Union. And it was this act that Virginia, North Carolina, Tennessee, 
and Arkansas could not tolerate. They had been opposed to the 
radicalism of the deep South, and their legislatures had voted firmly to 
stay within the Union. But they would not answer Lincoln’s call for 
troops to coerce a state into the Union; this they considered not only unconstitutional, but immoral. And in this they 
were correct. But so strong is the Lincoln myth and so interwoven with American self-identity that Americans have 
never been able to confront the stark immorality and barbarism of Lincoln’s decision to invade the South and to pursue 
total war against its civilian population.  
 
To this we may add that the modern prejudice against secession has also served to occlude the immorality of the 
invasion. Here was a union of sovereign states only seventy years old. These states had originally asserted their 
sovereignty in acts of secession from the British empire, and the Union itself had been formed by an act of secession 
from the Articles of Confederation. Virginia, New York, and Rhode Island reserved the right to secede in their 
ordinances ratifying the Constitution, and secession was a part of public discourse in all sections throughout the 
antebellum period. This union, through conquest, purchase, and annexation, had, in fifty years, swollen to some ten 
times its original size. The Republic of Texas, having seceded from Mexico, had been in the Union only fifteen years. 
Secession is destabilizing in that it suddenly produces new majorities and new minorities. But annexation is destabilizing 
in exactly the same way. Rapid expansion led to rapidly shifting majorities and minorities and to conflicts of great and 
important interests. 

By 1860, a choice lay open between either re-negotiating the compact between the states in order to form more perfect 
unions, as John Quincy Adams counseled should happen, or a powerful section would have to conquer the whole and 
reconstruct it into its own image, subordinating all else to its own interests. Everything in the older American tradition 
of the self-government of peoples points to the former path. Lincoln chose the latter path, and in doing so was in step 
with the nineteenth- and twentieth-century trend of industrial society to consolidationism. Southerners, at great 
sacrifice, sought to defend that older American notion of self-government, a notion which was pushed to the margins of 
American consciousness after the Army of Northern Virginia surrendered at Appomattox. But it has not been 
extinguished, and has greater purchase in the world today than ever before as the consolidated leviathans of the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries are being called into question. The Russian invasion of Chechenya is widely regarded 
as barbarous, but the Russians have a better title to rule Chechenya than Lincoln had to coerce eleven contiguous 
American states into the Union. 

This broader experience enables us to take a fresh look at the morality of Lincoln’s decision. It has been said that, 
although the Union was originally conceived as a compact between sovereign states entailing a right to secession, it 
evolved into the notion of an indivisible, organic Union from which secession was impossible. This notion, however, 
was late in arriving, and was not universally received by 1860. Southerners obviously did not believe it, nor did many 
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northerners. There was tremendous opposition to Lincoln’s invasion 
of the South. To maintain power, he was forced to suspend the writ 
of habeas corpus throughout the North for the duration of the war, 
netting tens of thousands of political prisoners. Some 300 opposition 
newspapers were closed down. Democratic candidates, critical of the 
war, were arrested by the military, and the military was used to 
secure Republican victories at the polls, including Lincoln’s election 
in 1864.[3] 
 
But the barbarism of suppressing eleven contiguous American states in 
1861 can best be brought out by a thought experiment. Today, unlike 
1861, everyone has taken the pledge of allegiance affirming an organic 
union. (It is significant that the origin of the pledge is to be found in 
the loyalty oaths Confederates were required to take to regain citizenship.) Suppose that California, over a dispute with 
the central government about immigration, affirmative action, abortion, or some other issue, should, in a legally held 
convention of the people of the state, claim sovereignty under the Tenth Amendment and withdraw those powers it had 
delegated to the central government and withdraw from the Union. California is an economic giant. Its population is 
larger than that of twenty-two American states. Suppose, then, that other states, originally pro-Union, should see it in 
their interest to enter into a confederacy with California, and that eventually eleven contiguous states should form a 
western confederacy and send commissioners to Washington to negotiate payment for federal property and to establish 
a treaty. Would the eastern states be justified in launching an aggressive war to “save the Union”? Perhaps it would be 
thought that a show of force would cause people to rethink. But if it became clear that the people, at great sacrifice, 
were determined to gain their independence, could a policy of war aimed now at the civilian population be morally 
justified merely to preserve the Union? 

Or, to vary the thought experiment, northern abolitionists had argued since the 1830s that the northern states should 
secede from the Union. Secession movements had arisen off and on in New England since 1803. Suppose now that a few 
New England states seceded over slavery, the tariff issue, and national expenditures for internal improvements. Other 
states, reluctantly, might find it in their interest to join this union so that by the time Lincoln entered Washington in 
1861 he would find himself confronted with the secession of northern states and President of a southern-dominated 
United States, a Union that would include the eleven states of the Confederacy and most certainly Kentucky, Missouri, 
Maryland, Delaware, and perhaps others. Would we expect Lincoln to ignore the commissioners of this Northern 
Confederacy and launch a war to “save the Union?” Would we be celebrating, under his leadership, Stonewall Jackson’s 
scorched-earth march to the sea, the burning of Boston, and the surrender of Grant to Lee at Scranton, Pennsylvania? 
 
None of this, of course, would have happened. First, it is unlikely that southerners, who had long argued that the 
Constitution is a compact between sovereign states entailing a right to secede, would have perceived northern secession 
as treason. Second, the Republican party was a purely sectional party openly hostile to southern interests. And Lincoln, 
as its leader, was the first and only sectional president in American history. He had received only thirty-nine percent of 
the popular vote, and had no support outside the North. His goal from first to last was to advance the political agenda of 
the Republican party, which could be called the New York-Chicago industrial axis. The sectional goal of the Republican 
party was openly asserted by its most eloquent leaders. Wendell Phillips declared:  
 
 It is just what we have attempted to bring about. It is the  first sectional party ever organized in this country. It 
 does not know its own face, and calls itself national; but it is not national—it is sectional. The Republican Party 
 is a Party of the North pledged against the South. [4]  
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Charles Adams has shown that the Republican agenda could not tolerate a low-tariff zone to the south, and that the 
North had become accustomed to the South’s funding the bulk of the federal revenue through its export trade.[5] And it 
was just this horror of what an economically independent South would mean to northern industrial interests that 
Charles Bancroft, writing in 1874, presented as the justification for invading the South:  
 
 While so gigantic a war was an immense evil; to allow the right of peaceable secession would have been ruin to 
 the enterprise and thrift of the industrious laborer, and keen eyed business man of the North. It would have 
 been the greatest calamity of the age. War was less to be feared. [6]  
 
A million-and-a-half people were killed, wounded, or missing in the war. The defense of protective tariffs has seldom 
been so ferocious, or so crude. 

Lincoln’s conservative statesmanlike posture about preserving an indivisible union cannot be taken seriously. Not only 
did he not inherit such a union, the only union he was interested in preserving was a union which was dominated by 
northern industrial ambition. And it was exactly this that Lincoln, and the Republican party, after his death, 
accomplished. 

But Lincoln also had a philosophical argument for making war on the southern states that brings out the prejudice 
against secession that is internal to the idea of a modern state. In a message to Congress on 4 July 1861, Lincoln justified 
his choice of war over a negotiated settlement that allowed the southern states to form their own union: 
 
 This issue embraces more than the fate of these United States. It presents to the whole family of man, the 
 question, whether a constitutional republic, or a democracy—a government of the people, by the same 
 people—can, or cannot, maintain its territorial integrity, against its own domestic foes…. It forces us to ask: 
 “Is there, in all republics, this inherent, and fatal weakness? Must a government, of necessity, be too strong for 
 the liberties of its own people, or too weak to maintain its own existence?”[7]  
 

Here we have the familiar argument that a modern state cannot allow territorial dismemberment by secession. This 
was, of course, the same argument that was used by George III to coerce the American colonies. But Lincoln had in 
mind not just any sort of modern state (which could include monarchy) but a modern republican state. Being founded 
in liberty, such states are more liable to dissolution. Thus, the war that is beginning is a dramatic struggle to see 
whether a modern republican state is really possible. The same theme would be sounded in the Gettysburg Address. If 
secession is allowed, anarchy follows. As Lincoln put it elsewhere, if a state can secede, then the county of a state can 
secede, and a part of that county can secede, etc. And, if the American experiment in self-government fails, the world 
must revert back to monarchy. 

There are a number of confusions here. First, the government of the United States in 1861 was not the government of a 
modern state. Rather, it was a central government of a federative union of states. It was endowed with only 
enumerated powers and these were delegated to it by sovereign states. The central government was the agent of those 
states, and the states were the principals in the federative compact. The states themselves were modern states; they had 
asserted this status in the Declaration of Independence, and had been recognized by the world as such. As modern 
states, they contained the usual legal prohibition against secession. A county cannot legally secede from an American 
state, but there is no such prohibition against a state exercising its federative power and withdrawing from the Union. 
 
To describe, as Lincoln did, Virginia and the other southern states as “domestic foes” threatening self-government and 
to be suppressed by war is not only a spectacular absurdity, it also reveals a hubristic impiety and moral blindness. The 
first self-governing assembly in the western hemisphere was founded in Virginia. More great statesmen and jurists had 
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come from Virginia than any other state. The leadership of Virginia was crucial in winning the war with Britain, during 
the period of the Articles of Confederation, and in forming the Union. In her ordinance of ratification, Virginia as a 
sovereign state, asserted the right to secede, and affirmed this right for every other state. The man often called the 
“father of the Constitution,” James Madison, always described the Constitution as being a compact between sovereign 
states. In 1830, Madison could say that it was still not certain that the Union would work. By 1861, it was clear that the 
Union, as a voluntary association of independent political societies, had failed. 

What would the great Virginians, George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, Patrick Henry, George 
Mason, John Randolph, John Taylor, and “Lighthorse” Harry Lee have done? They all supported the Union, believed 
the Constitution was a compact between the states, and were Virginians first. So when the states of the deep South 
discussed secession, Virginia called a convention of the people to decide the question, and the convention voted firmly 
to stay in the Union. It was only after Lincoln had decided on war and called for troops that the convention reconvened 
and voted to secede. Madison had said in the Federalist that the central government could not coerce a state. To be sure 
that the will of the people was expressed, the judgment of the convention was put to the people of Virginia, who 
supported secession by a margin of five to one. Tennessee was also pro-Union, but, in a referendum of the voters, 
decided to secede by a margin of two to one after Lincoln’s decision to wage war. The pro-Union states of North 
Carolina and Arkansas seceded for the same reason. 

To treat, as Lincoln did, the peoples of entire states who had engaged in deliberate and legal acts of self-government as 
common criminals and as “domestic foes” aroused deep emotions of resentment and injustice that could be felt only by 
an American who had received with his mother’s milk the principle, framed in the Declaration of Independence, of the 
self-government of independent moral and political societies. As the case of Robert E. Lee makes clear, this feeling of 
resentment had nothing to do with slavery, an institution he thought was on its way to oblivion. It was this deeply felt 
American resentment that enabled the entire South, 85 percent of whom did not own slaves, to mobilize and to make 
spectacular sacrifices to keep out an invading army, the government of which was intent on destroying, and did destroy, 
the corporate liberty of their political societies. It was this sense of state honor that Hamilton had in mind when he said 
in the Federalist that the central government could never make war against an American state, and which he again 
asserted again before the New York State convention: “To coerce a state would be one of the maddest projects ever 
devised. No state would ever suffer itself to be used as the instrument of coercing another.” One cannot imagine the 
great Virginians of his time disagreeing. 
 
Herman Melville, who had a good eye for the hypocrisy of northern industrial unionism, wrote:  
 
 Who looks at Lee must think of Washington 
 In pain must think and hide the thought 
 So deep with grievous meaning is it fraught.[8]  
 
To this conservative and backward-looking image, we should add the forward-looking and “progressive” image: he who 
looks at Lincoln has seen the consolidationists Bismarck and Lenin. 

So Lincoln’s inversion of the original American conception of self-government must itself be inverted. As H.L. 
Mencken cynically observed of the Gettysburg Address, it was not the Union forces that were fighting for government 
of the people, by the people, and for the people (a phrase Lincoln borrowed from Webster), but the people of the 
southern states. And the war was not a dramatic contest to see whether a modern republican state was possible. 
Virginia and the rest of the southern states were stable, self-governing modern republics whose citizens were loyal and 
well skilled in the art of self-government. If not conquered, there is every reason to think they would have lasted 
indefinitely. 

http://www.theimaginativeconservative.org/2014/08/lincoln-inversion-of-the-american-union.html


Lincoln’s Inversion of the American Union 
By Dr. Donald Livingston 

 

All of them were, in fact, conquered, and self-government was 
destroyed. Virginia was divided and her western counties made into 
the new state of West Virginia. What Lincoln had presented as the 
absurdity of allowing a state to secede, namely that counties of that 
state could also secede, was legitimate after all, provided that it 
served northern industrial interests. After Lee had surrendered, and 
unionist governments had been formed in each southern state, and the 
Thirteenth Amendment outlawing slavery had been ratified by the 
southern states, they suddenly found themselves, by an arbitrary and 
unconstitutional act of Congress, expelled from the union and 
declared “conquered provinces.” 

The argument of Lincoln and the Republican party that secession was 
unthinkable because the Union was indivisible now appeared as the self-serving hypocrisy it was. States could not secede 
from the Union, but they could be expelled, or more precisely, obliterated. It was during this period of 
“Reconstruction” that the Fourteenth Amendment was floated. This amendment, since the 1950s, has been manipulated 
by the Supreme Court to affect a vast transfer of power from the states to the central government, making it virtually 
impossible for the states to maintain those independent substantial moral communities protected by the powers 
reserved in the Tenth Amendment. It is fitting that this amendment, which had a corrupt and illegal origin in Congress, 
was never ratified by the states, and is, thus, not a part of the Constitution! It was simply declared by Congress to have 
been enacted, something Congress had no authority to do.[9] This shows just how far some Americans had wandered 
from the original conception of self-government. 
 
The conflict of 1861–1865 was not, as Lincoln said it was, a struggle to see if a modern republican state could survive, 
but a struggle to see if a vast union of federative republics could survive without the consolidation and consequent 
destruction of independent moral life that a dominant faction will inevitably seek to impose on the rest. The American 
experience suggests that it is unlikely, but it must be admitted that our experience with such vast-scale federations is 
limited, so the question is still open. Since there are obvious advantages to federative unions, the only remedy is to 
acknowledge a legal right of secession for republics joining the federation. The American failure to achieve a genuine 
federalism of self-governing moral communities must stand as a challenge to the European Union. It was in recognition 
of this challenge that Nobel laureate James Buchanan has urged that a right of secession be written into the constitution 
of the European Union. With the benefit of over a century of experience, the Constitution of the Confederate States of 
America as an instrument of federalism appears well ahead of its time. 

The brief constitutional history I have sketched that views secession as part of the checks and balance system of 
American federalism is completely unknown to most Americans. The reason is that we have come to believe the 
nationalist theory of the origin of the Constitution that Lincoln used to legitimate coercing the southern states back into 
the Union. Plato taught that the guardians of the republic may have to tell a noble lie about its origins. Whether the 
nationalist theory is a noble lie or an ignoble lie I shall not say. My point is that it is false. It has been said that the War of 
1861–1877 decided once and for all the question of whether an American state could secede. But this is only another 
way of saying that might makes right, a principle that cannot sit well with the American doctrine of government by 
consent. The great Scottish philosopher David Hume taught a deeper truth; namely, that political authority is founded 
not on power but on opinion. A change in opinion at a strategic point can transform, in time, an entire political order. 
 
To give an example, America began as a highly decentralized regime of independent moral and political communities 
jealous of their liberty. These political societies created a central government as their agent and endowed it with 
enumerated powers. This government was only a speck on the political landscape and its presence was scarcely felt in 
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everyday life. From 1865 to 1965 it underwent a transformation, emerging as the most consolidated and centralized 
military and financial power in history. Moral and political societies with a life of their own independent of regulation 
and control by the central government (especially the Supreme Court) are today virtually impossible. By contrast, 
Canada began as a highly centralized regime under monarchy and has developed into a decentralized regime in which 
secession as a means of protecting independent moral and political life is part of public debate. There is a tradition in 
Canada that this change was due in part to Judah Benjamin, the former Secretary of State of the Confederate States of 
America who, after the war, fled to England and became a distinguished barrister. In a number of cases before the 
Imperial Parliament, he argued successfully for measures that gave the Provinces more autonomy, thereby setting 
Canadian federalism on the path to decentralization. [10] Asserting the right to secede, Quebec has already secured 
rights making it virtually an independent country, thereby making secession perhaps unnecessary. 

Let me close with this question. If Hume is right that the authority of government is founded on opinion, and if 
acceptance of the absurd nationalist theory of the origin of the Constitution advanced by Story, Webster, and Lincoln 
could serve to legitimate the spectacular change from a decentralized federalism to a consolidated imperial nationalism, 
what would happen if Americans were taught and came to believe the truth about their own constitutional history? 

Notes: 

1. Quoted in Tol. P. Shaffner, The War in America (London: Hamilton, Adams, 1862), pp. 337–38. 
2. Ibid., pp. 339–40. 
3. Johnson, Division and Reunion, pp. 123–28. See also Ann Norton’s excellent book Alternative Americas (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1986). For studies of Lincoln as a gnostic figure, see M.E. Bradford, “Dividing the House: The Gnosticism of 
Lincoln’s Rhetoric,” Modern Age 23 (1979): 10–24; ibid., “The Lincoln Legacy: A Long View,” Modern Age 24 (1980): 355–63; 
ibid., A Better Guide than Reason: Studies in the American Revolution (LaSalle, III.: Sherwood Sugden, 1979), pp. 29–57 and pp. 185–
203; and ibid., The Reactionary Imperative (Peru, III.: Sherwood Sugden, 1990), pp. 219–27. 
4. Quoted in Bledsoe, Is Davis a Traitor? p. 250. 
5. Charles Adams, For Good and Evil: The Impact of Taxes on the Course of Civilization (New York: Madison Books, 1993), pp. 323–37. 
6. Charles Bancroft, The Footprints of Time: A Complete Analysis of Our American System of Government (Burlington, Iowa: R.T. Root, 
1877), p. 646. 
7. Abraham Lincoln, Speeches and Writings, Don E. Fehrenbacher, ed., 2 vols. (New York: Literary Classics of the United States, 
1989), p. 250. 
8. Herman Melville, “Lee in the Capitol,” in Battle-Pieces (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1972), p. 232. 
9. Forrest McDonald, “Was the Fourteenth Amendment Constitutionally Adopted?” The Georgia Journal of Southern Legal History 1, 
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Vindicate General Nathan Bedford Forrest 

 

On Monday, October 29, 1877 at 7:30 p.m. Lt General Nathan Bedford Forrest departed this world and we were left 
with a legend. To say that the General's shoes are too big to be filled is an understatement. How can we describe this 
larger than life personality; one of the most fierce and protective defenders of our beloved Southland? What else can be 
said about the General that has not already been said? Well plenty, because of incessant lies about him taught in every 
school book, printed in newspapers and periodicals, and constantly branded with slanderous terms on television. Are 
even one of these lies investigated? Well of course not! That is the hard 
thing to do, and we don't want to do anything "hard" now, do we? After 
all it's just easier to slander a dead man, isn't it? He can't rebuff stupidity 
and ignorance, can he? No, but we can. And we begin by giving you some 
solid evidence: 

General Forrest answered the call of his state, to defend her from illegal 
invasion. The South fought because we were illegally invaded. Lincoln 
called for 75,000 troops to invade the South and General Forrest was 
defending his home. General Forrest even enlisted 45 of his own servants 
to fight with him, and freed them 18 months before the war was over 
because he was afraid he would be killed in battle and wanted to make 
sure they were free. Of the 45 who went with him, 44 of them stayed 
with him. But we aren't told that, are we? 

General Forrest had one of his servants, Napoleon Winbush, serve as 
Chaplain for his troops. This was unheard of in the Union army. Chaplain 
Winbush’s grandson is a member of the Sons of Confederate Veterans to 
honor the service of his grandfather to the Confederacy. But we aren't 
told that, are we? 

General Forrest was accused of a “massacre” at Ft. Pillow. It was war, 
how could it have been a "massacre"? This lie was repeated by newspapers 
in Ohio to gin up support for the war. General Forrest was absolved 
completely from any wrong-doing by Congress; and General WT 
Sherman admitted that the General had done nothing wrong. General Forrest wrote the Union General Washburn who 
was in charge of Memphis, and demanded that he have the lies retracted. (see A Rebel Born-A Defense of General 
Nathan Bedford Forrest; Seabrook Sea Raven Press). But we aren't told that, are we? 

General Forrest was exonerated by Congress in 1871 of having anything to do with the KKK. The General knew his 
name was being used, and demanded that the organization disband. The General also challenged one of the liars to a 
duel to defend his good name. The simple fact is, there is no proof of General Forrest being in the organization. But we 
aren't told that, are we? 

General Forrest has been more slandered, more maligned and more lied about than any other Confederate hero. It's 
time for the lies to stop and it's high time the honor and respect be restored to our gallant hero. 

Lt General N B Forrest 
July 13, 1821-October 29, 1877 
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If, after reading this, one can still believe we were fighting to keep human beings in bondage, that one is a fool... 

CAN'T LEAVE IF THE BATTLE IS TO BEGIN 
B. M. Zettler (of Eighth Georgia Regiment), writes… "The seacoast and gulf 
cities had been stripped of every regiment that could possibly be spared, and the 
newspapers were appealing to all who were absent on furlough to return and 
save our beloved capital. Among such absentees was John Krenson, 
of Company B, Eighth Georgia Regiment, one of Bartow's 'beardless boys' from 
Savannah. He had been severely wounded in the memorable 'pine sapling' 
thicket at Manassas, and had never completely 
recovered from his wound. It was said, in fact, that his surgeon had pronounced 
him permanently disabled and unfit for further service in the field.  But when 
the news came that McClellan's army was in sight of Richmond, he could stay 
no longer, and came to us... The enemy's pickets were then less than three 
hundred yards in our front, and each... Morning they appeared in a new 
position and still nearer to us. As each day drew to its close, those of us on the 
picket line felt that the battle must certainly begin on the morrow. After a brief 
trial of his strength, Krenson had found that the surgeons were right. He could 
not stand active service, and a final discharge had been given to him. But he 
lingered in camp, and to each surprised inquiry as to why he did not go home he 
would reply with the question, 'Do you think the battle will begin soon?'  and to 
the invariable answer, 'Yes,' he would add, 'Then I cannot leave now.' And so 
during two weeks he waited, thinking each day that the battle would occur… 
"Finally, on the 26th of June...the battle was on Friday, the 27th, it raged 
furiously… "Saturday came, and with it an order to General Magruder, holding 
our center across the Nine-Mile road, to make a demonstration against the 
enemy's lines in his front. 'Tige' Anderson's and Benning's Georgia Brigades 
were ordered forward. Companies A and B, of the Eighth Georgia, were 
ordered out as skirmishers to cover the front of the advancing column and drive 
in the enemy's pickets and sharp-shooters. Krenson was in his place in the 

skirmish line. The running fight was at short range, and almost at every step some one went down; and among the first 
to fall... was brave, proud John Krenson. An honorable discharge in his pocket, a sharp-shooter's bullet in his heart, that 
brave, young soldier boy was 'off duty forever.' 

BOY SOLDIERS OF THE CONFEDERACY 
Susan R Hull 
1905 
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Photo caption reads: Confederate Boy 
Alabama Cavalryman  



A letter to the Civil War Times in response to Holzer's article on Lincoln and the press:  
 
To the Editor: 

Harold Holzer’s article on Lincoln’s persecution of the press [and everyone else who dared to disagree openly with his 
polices] is disingenuous at best. Lincoln negated the First Amendment and in fact nullified the Constitution. To suggest 
that this was acceptable in “the interest of national security” is to validate every tyrant throughout history. And make no 
mistake, Lincoln was a tyrant. To “protect the government”—and not the Constitution—as he indicated in his First 
Inaugural Address, he waged treasonous war upon those States that had exercised their constitutional right to secession, 
thus driving other States from the upper South also to secede to avoid participating in his treason. 
 
Sadly, this criminal who ended the Great Experiment of the Founding Fathers has been elevated to demi-god status as 
anyone who has seen his “temple” must realize. Equally tragic is the fact that now the truth about Lincoln is being 
exposed despite such acolytes as Mr. Holzer, more and more Americans across the political spectrum have determined 
that while Lincoln was indeed a despot who murdered hundreds of thousands of Americans—North and South, white 
and black, free and slave, soldier and civilian—he was right to do so! After all, they say, he ended slavery—something 
by the way that he had no intention of doing as the Corwin Amendment and his own words indicate—and “preserved 
the Union”—which indeed, he did not. In fact, according to Jeremiah Black, President James Buchanan’s Attorney 
General, “…the Union must utterly perish at the moment when Congress shall arm one part of the people against 
another for any purpose beyond that of merely protecting the General Government in the exercise of its proper 
constitutional functions.” Since waging war on States in the pursuit of their acknowledged constitutional rights is treason 
under Article III, Section 3 of the Constitution, Lincoln actually ended rather than preserved the original Union brought 
forth by the Founding Fathers.  
 
Valerie Protopapas 

In 1860 the South had a white population of less than 9,000,000.  From 1861 to 1865 she put into the field about 
600,000 soldiers, an unusually large proportion of the men to render military service. 

THE SOUTH in the Building of the Nation, page XLV 

"They (the South) know that it is their import trade that draws from the people's pockets sixty or seventy millions of dollars per 

annum, in the shape of duties, to be expended mainly in the North, and in the protection and encouragement of Northern 

interest.... 

These are the reasons why these people do not wish the South to secede from the Union. They (the North) are enraged at the 

prospect of being despoiled of the rich feast upon which they have so long fed and fattened, and which they were just getting 

ready to enjoy with still greater gout and gusto. They are as mad as hornets because the prize slips them just as they are ready to 

grasp it." New Orleans Daily Crescent-1861 
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“On a quiet autumn morning, in the land which he loved so well and served so faithfully, the spirit of Robert Edward 
Lee left the clay which it had so much ennobled and traveled out of this world into the great and mysterious land. Here 
in the North, forgetting that the time was when the sword of Robert Edward Lee was drawn against us—forgetting and 
forgiving all the years of bloodshed and agony—we have long since ceased to look upon him as the Confederate leader, 
but have claimed him as one of ourselves; have cherished and felt proud of his military genius; have recounted and 
recorded his triumphs as our own; have extolled his virtue as reflecting upon us—for Robert Edward Lee was an 
American, and the great nation which gave him birth would be today unworthy of such a son if she regarded him lightly. 

“Never had mother a nobler son. In him the military genius of America was developed to a greater extent than ever 
before. In him all that was pure and lofty in mind and purpose found lodgment. Dignified without presumption, affable 
without familiarity, he united all those charms of manners which made him the idol of his friends and of his soldiers and 
won for him the respect and admiration of the world. Even as in the days of triumph, glory did not intoxicate, so, when 
the dark clouds swept over him, adversity did not depress.” 

NEW YORK HERALD, on the death of Robert E. Lee, October 12, 1870. 
LEST WE FORGET! 

 
"Sandy Elkins, Woodbury, Tenn.: "In the year 1864 I was living 
with my aged father within four miles of Woodbury on the old 
stage road between there and McMinnville.  One day Forrest's 
Cavalry came up the road, and were surrounded by Federals on 
all sides.  A short but desperate battle was fought, and Forrest's 
men were at last obliged to retreat.  A Texas Ranger was 
brought into our house with his leg shot off by a cannon-ball.  
The surgeon dressed his wound as quickly as possible, and then 
left him.  One by one, his comrades rode up to the door and 
bade him farewell, saying: 
'Good-by, D.'  His name was John D. Rugley.  He died in a few 
hours, and was buried in one of the grand old hills of Cannon 
County.  He was never conscious of anything after being shot.  
That brave Ranger's grave is marked by a tall rock that I put 
over him, and bears the inscription: 'John D. Rugley. a Texas 
Ranger."  I was only fifteen years old at this time." 

CONFEDERATE VETERAN 
Volume # VI No 5 
1898 
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Photo-Unidentified Confederate soldier  



After the Civil War, General John Bell Hood (for whom Ft. Hood is named) moved to Louisiana and became a cotton 
broker and worked as a President of the Life Association of America, an insurance business. In 1868, he married New 
Orleans native Anna Marie Hennen, with whom he fathered 11 children over 10 years, including three pairs of twins. 
He also served the community in numerous philanthropic endeavors, assisting in fund raising for orphans, widows, and 
wounded soldiers. For awhile he flourished. But his insurance business was ruined by a yellow fever epidemic in New 
Orleans during the winter of 1878–79 and he succumbed to the disease himself, dying just days after his wife and oldest 
child, leaving 10 destitute orphans. These are those children. 

After Hood died, this photo was published as a plea for funds to provide for them. I have transcribed, verbatim, what is 
printed on the back of the image: 

"The two little girls on the left, ODILE MUSSON and IDA RICHARDSON, (twins) three years old; ODILE is on the 
extreme left in the act of trundling a doll's carriage, while Ida is near seated with the doll in her arms. Little IDA looks 
pale and like an invalid, having only recently recovered from the fever when her picture was taken; the third from the 
left is DUNCAN NORBET, seven years old, and next to him stands with one hand on Duncan's shoulder, JOHN BELL, 
Jr., eight years old; both of these boys have bright, beautiful faces, the latter resembling his father. Next to John Bell sits 
cunning little OSWALD, thirteen months old, whose chubby bare legs and arms many a childless mother will long to 
dimple with kisses. Next in the order to which they are named, are ETHEL GENEVIEVE and ANNABEL, (twins) nine 
years old, in whose sweet faces the features of the mother are plainly discerned. Next in the order of naming are Lillian 
MARIE and MARIAN MAUDE, (twins), six years old. In front of the group, and reclining on a miniature sofa, is the 
little baby fast asleep, ANNA GERTRUDE, only two months old. A vacant chair on the extreme right speaks eloquently 
but sadly of the missing LYDIA, the sweet girl, the eldest of all the children, who, taken sick just before her father, died 
a few hours after he ceased to be. The portrait of the General is on the left and of Mrs. Hood on the wall. 

Every Picture Sold Adds to the Permanent Fund for the Education and Maintenance of these "Wards of the South." 

Sold under the Auspices  of the 
Hood Relief Committee, New Orleans 

Gen. F.N. Ogden  Gen. G.T. Beauregard 
Gen. F.T. Nicholls  Samuel Flower 
Walter V. Croneh  James Buckner 
S.D. Stockmann   J.H. Murray 
J.A. Chalaron   D.r. Calder 
W.R. Lyman, Chairman 
Box 1695, New Orleans" 

All 10 children were eventually adopted by families in 
several different states. 
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Photos of recent events 

Compatriot Ronnie 
Atnip speaking in 

October 



Photos of recent events 

Welcome to new 
member Michael 

Fisher 

Welcome to new 
member Mark 

Payne 

Compatriot Scott 
Bowden speaking in 

September 
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Purpose Statement, Sons of 

Confederate Veterans 

The citizen-soldiers who fought for the Confederacy personified the best qualities of America.  
The preservation of liberty and freedom was the motivating factor in the South's decision to 
fight the Second American Revolution.  The tenacity with which Confederate soldiers fought 
underscored their belief in the rights guaranteed by the Constitution.  These attributes are the 
underpinning of our democratic society and represent the foundation on which this nation was 
built. 
 
Today, the Sons of Confederate Veterans is preserving the history and legacy of these 
heroes, so future generations can understand the motives that animated the Southern Cause. 
 
The SCV is the direct heir of the United Confederate Veterans, and the oldest hereditary 
organization for male descendents of Confederate soldiers.  Organized at Richmond, Virginia 
in 1896, the SCV continues to serve as a historical, patriotic, and non-political organization 
dedicated to ensuring that a true history of the 1861-1865 period is preserved. 
 
Membership in the Sons of Confederate Veterans is open to all male descendants of any 
veteran who served honorably in the Confederate armed forces.  Membership can be obtained 
through either lineal or collateral family lines and kinship to a veteran must be 
documented genealogically.  The minimum age for full membership is 12, but there is no 
minimum for Cadet membership.  Friends of the SCV memberships are available as well to 
those who are committed to upholding our charge, but do not have the Confederate ancestry. 

 
The Sons of Confederate Veterans is a non-profit, heritage 
organization whose mission is to preserve the history and 
legacy of Confederate veterans.  It is not associated with 
any anti-government or hate groups.  Membership is open 
to any male descendents of Confederate veterans who 
served honorably in the Confederate armed forces. 
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necessarily reflect official positions of 

the Sons of Confederate Veterans. 

Charge to the Sons of Confederate Veterans 
 

To you, Sons of Confederate Veterans, we will commit the vindication of 
the Cause for which we fought. To your strength will be given the 
defense of the Confederate soldier's good name, the guardianship of his 
history, the emulation of his virtues, the perpetuation of those 
principles which he loved and which you love also, and 
those ideals which made him glorious and which you 
also cherish. 
 

Lt. General Stephen Dill Lee  
Commander General, United Confederate Veterans  
New Orleans, Louisiana, April 26, 1906  


