Emily Mead


I have seen Gettysburg before, but never with a better understanding of what was going on.  Before, it gave me a structure to hang study about the war and the battle on, but now what I’ve learned from the deeper study and understanding of the battle and war gave it shape instead.  I know more now, so I could see what was portrayed as an interpretation of fact and not necessarily the gospel.  For instance, I thought Lee came over as more soft than he did as the gentleman.  But I think Lee would be hard to play.


The battle experience that the soldiers had at Gettysburg was not depicted graphically, as in tidbits of Glory that I have seen, but more representationally.  This could do several things for the viewer.  First, it might allow room for the glorification of war through not revealing the horrors that it entails; but through not portraying the gruesomeness of actuality as a form of home entertainment, it could help protect the viewer from hardening the instincts of compassion – if our society hadn’t already done it voluntarily through what is provided on TV.


Although Gettysburg does not employ much special effects, it awoke me to the reality of death in war.  Before I first watched it a few years back, I thought the Civil War was kind of romantic and glorious.  I had not yet lost anyone I knew to death and reading about soldiers dying in war didn’t carry any weight of any personal understanding.  Gettysburg helped to shatter the aura.  It began to bring home the reality of war.  I cried through all the battles the first time because I didn’t see the soldiers as reenactors “taking a hit,” but as my father and brothers dying.

