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A-TO-Z LIST OF ENTRIES

Abbas the Great (1571-1629)

Abbasid Revolution (747-751)

Abd-el Krim, Mohammed (1882-1963)

Abdelkader (1808-1883)

Abercromby, Sir Ralph (1734-1801)

Aboukir (25 July 1799)

Abrams, Creighton William, Jr. (1914-1974)

Abu al-Abbas (722-754)

Abu Klea (19 January 1885)

Academies, Military

Adowa (1896)

Adrianople, Battle of (Thrace, 9 August 378)

Athelbald’s Wars (733-750)

Aétius, Flavius (c. 395-454)

Agathocles (361-289 B.C.E.)

Agincourt, Battle of (25 October 1415)

Agricola, Gnaeus Julius (40-93)

Aguinaldo, Emilio (1869-1964)

Airborne Operations

Akbar the Great (1542-1605)

Alamo (23 February-6 March 1836)

Alanbrooke, First Viscount (Alan Francis Brooke)
(1883-1963)

Alaric (c.370-410)

Alba, Fernando Alvarez de Toledo, Duque de
(1507-1582)

Alcibiades (c. 450-404 B.C.E.)

Alesia, Siege of (52 B.C.E.)

Alexander, Field Marshal Earl the Hon Harold Rupert
Leofric George (1891-1969)

Alexander the Great (July 365-June 323 B.C.E.)

Alexander’s Wars of Conquest (334-323 B.C.E.)

Alexandria (20-21 March 1801)

Alexius I Comnenus (1048-1118)

Alfonso VIII (1155-1214)

ix

Alfred the Great (849-899)

Algiers, Battle of (7 January-24 September 1957)
Allen, Ethan (1738-1789)

Allenby, Edmund Henry Hynman, Viscount (1861-1936)
Alma (20 September 1854)

Almohad Conquest of Muslim Spain (1146-1172)
Almoravid Empire (1050-1148)

Amazons

American Civil War (1861-1865)

American Indian Wars

American Revolution (1775-1783)

Amiens (1918)

Amin, Idi (1925- )

Amoaful, Battle of (Ghana, 31 January 1874)
‘Amr ibn al-’As (al-Aasi) (c. 585-664)

Anaconda Plan (1861-1862)

Anawrahta (d. 1077)

Ancient Warfare

Anders, Wladyslaw (1892-1970)

Angles, Saxons, and Jutes

Anglo-French Wars (1542-1628)

Anglo-Scots Wars (1290-1388)

Anglo-Scots Wars (1513-1560)

Anglo-Sikh Wars (1845-1849)

Anglo-Spanish War (1585-1604)

Anglo-Zulu War (11 January-1 September 1879)
Angolan Civil War (1975-1991)

Angolan War of Independence (1962-1975)
Animals in War

Antietam/Sharpsburg (17 September 1862)
Antioch, Battle of (Syria, 1098)

Antwerp, Siege of (1585)

Anzio, Battle of (22 January-23 May 1944)
Apache Wars (1860-1886)

Appomattox Court House (9 April 1865)



X A-to-Z List of Entries

Arabi Pasha (Ahmad Urabi Pasha) (1839-1911)
Ardennes, Battle of (Belgium, 16-26 December 1944)
Argentine Dirty War (1976-1983)

Armies: Organization and Tactics

Armor, Ancient and Medieval

Armored Fighting Vehicles

Arms Control

Arnhem (1944)

Arnold, Benedict (1741-1801)

Aroghee, Battle of (10 April 1868)

Arsuf, Battle of (Palestine, 7 September 1191)
Art in War

Artillery

Aryan Conquest of India (c. 1500 B.C.E.)
Aryans

Ashurnasirpal I (r. 883-859 B.C.E.)

Assaye

Assyria (c.2000-612 B.C.E.)

Ataturk, (Mustafa) Kemal (1881-1938)
Atlanta, Battles Around (20-22 July 1864)
Atomic Bomb, Development of

Attila the Hun (406?-453)

Aurangzeb (1618-1707)

Aurelian, Lucius Domitus (214-275)
Austerlitz, Battle of (Moravia, 2 December 1805)
Australian Military

Austrian Civil Wars (1934)

Austrian Succession, War of the (1740-1748)
Austro-Swiss Wars (1315-1499)

Austro-Turk Wars (1529-1739)

Avars

‘Ayn Jalut, Battle of (1260)

Aztecs

Babur (Bébr), Zahir ud-Din Muhammad Babur Mirza
(1483-1530)

Babylonian Empire (c. 1900-539 B.C.E.)

Bacon, Nathaniel (1647-1676)

Badajoz, Siege of (16 March-6 April 1812)

Baghdad (1916-1917)

BAGRATION, Operation (23 June-29 August 1944)

Baker, Newton D. (1871-1937)

Balaklava (24-25 October 1854)

Balkan War, First (1912-1913)

Balkans Campaign (1941)

Ballistics

Baltimore (12-14 September 1814)

Ban Chao (31-101)

Banana Wars (1898-1933)

Bannockburn, Battle of (24 June 1314)

Barons’ War (1263-1285)

Barton, Clarissa (“Clara”) (1821-1912)

Basil IT Bulgaroctonus (r. 10 January 976-15 December
1025)

Bataan Death March (April 1942)

Bay of Pigs Invasion (17 April 1961)

Bayinnaung (r. 1551-1581)

Bayonet

Bazookas

Beauregard, Pierre Gustave Toutant (“PT”) (1818-1893)

Beersheba (1917)

Belgium, Invasion of (August-October 1914)

Belisarius (c. 505-c. 565)

Ben-Bella, Ahmed (1916- )

Bennington (16 August 1777)

Berezina River, Battle of (26-29 November 1812)

Berlin, Soviet Drive on (16 April-2 May 1945)

Bernadotte, Jean Baptiste Jules (1763-1844)

Berthier, Louis-Alexandre, Prince of Neuchétel and
Valangin, Prince of Wagram (1753-1815)

Bismarck, Otto von (1 April 1815-30 July 1898)

Black Patch War (1904-1909)

Blenheim-Hdochstddt, Battle of (13 August 1704)

Bloch, Jean de (1836-1902)

Blood River (Ncome) (16 December 1838)

Bliicher, Gebhard Leberecht von (1742-1819)

Boer Wars (1880-1902)

Bogomils’ Revolt (1086-1091)

Bohemian Civil Wars (1448-1478)

Bolivar, Simon (24 July 1783-17 December 1830)

Bolshevik Revolution (1917-1921)

Bor-Komorowski, Tadeusz (1895-1966)

Borno-Kanem Sultanate (9th—19th Centuries)

Borodino (5-8 September 1812)

Bosworth, Battle of (22 August 1485)

Botha, Louis (1862-1919)

Boudicca’s Rebellion (60-61)

Boulogne, Siege of (1544)

Bouquet, Henry (1719-1765)

Boxer Rebellion (1900-1901)

Boyne (1 July 1690)

BraddocK’s Defeat (9 July 1755)

Bradley, Omar Nelson (1893-1981)

Bragg, Braxton (1817-1876)

Brandywine (11 September 1777)

Brant, Joseph (1742-1807)

Brazilian Revolt (1893-1895)

Breda, Siege of (August 1624-June 1625)

Breitenfeld (17 September 1631)

Brian Boru, King of Ireland (940-1014)

British Dynastic Wars (1000-1066)

British Military, Twentieth-Century Organization and
Structure

British-Indian Army



Brunanburgh (September or October 937)
Brunswick, Frederick William, Duke of (1771-1815)
Brusilov, Aleksei Alekseevich (1853-1926)
Brusilov Offensive (June 1916)

Budennyi, Semen Mikhailovich (1883-1973)
Buena Vista (23 February 1847)

Buffalo Soldiers

Bull Run, First/Manassas (21 July 1861)

Bull Run, Second/Manassas Junction (28-30 August 1862)
Buller, Sir Redvers Henry (1839-1908)
Bunker (Breed’s) Hill

Burgoyne, John (1722-1792)

Burgundians

Burma, Retreat from (1941-1942)

Burmese Civil Wars (c. 1300-1599)

Burmese Civil Wars (1948- )

Burnside, Ambrose Everett (1824-1881)
Bushy Run, Battle of (5-6 August 1763)
Butler, Benjamin F (1818-1893)

Byzantine Civil Wars (1322-1355)
Byzantine-Muslim Wars (633-1035)
Byzantine-Ottoman Wars (1302-1461)
Byzantine-Persian Wars (502)

Caesar, Julius (Gaius Iulius Caesar 100-44 B.C.E.)
Calais, Siege of (1558)

The Cambodian Incursion (30 April-15 May 1970)
Cambodian Wars (1970-1990s)

Cambrai, Battle of (20 November—8 December 1917)
Camden, Battle of (15 August 1780)

Campbell, Colin (1792-1863)

Canadian Military

Cannae, Battle of (216 B.C.E.)

Cantigny (28-30 May 1918)

Cape-Xhosa Wars (1779-1878)

Caporetto (24 October-9 November 1917)
Carleton, Sir Guy (1724-1808)

Carlist Wars (1833-1876)

Carnatic Wars (1744-1754)

Carnot, Lazare-Nicholas (1753-1823)
Carolingian Empire

Carrhae, Battle of (53 B.C.E.)

Carus (Marcus Aurelius Carus) (r. 283-284)
Cassino, Battle of (17 January-18 May 1944)
Cassius (Gaius Cassius Longinus) (d. 42 B.C.E.)
Castro Ruz, Fidel (1926~ )

Castro-Cuban Revolution (1959- )

Casualties, War in the Twentieth Century
Catapults

Cavalry

CEDAR FALLS, Operation (January 1967)

Celts

A-to-Z List of Entries xi

Central American Federation Civil Wars (1826—1840)

Central Intelligence Agency

Cerisolles, Battle of (11 April 1544)

Cerro Gordo, Battle of (Mexican War, 17-18 April 1847)

Chaco War (1932-1935)

Chadian Civil Wars (1960s-1984)

Chaeronea, Battle of (86 B.C.E.)

Chaeronea, Battle of (August 338 B.C.E.)

Chélons, Battle of (Gaul, 20 June 451)

Champlain, Samuel de (c. 1567-1635)

Chan Chan, Battle of (Inca Empire, 1468)

Chancellorsville, Battle of (30 April-6 May 1863)

Chandragupta Maurya (r. c. 321-c. 298 B.C.E.)

Chaplaincy, Military

Charlemagne (742-814)

Charlemagne’s Wars (771-814)

Charles Martel (689-741)

Charles the Bold, Duke of Burgundy (1433-1477)

Charles XII (1682-1718)

Charleston, Siege of (April-May 1778)

Chateau Thierry/Belleau Wood (1-26 June 1918)

Chattanooga, Battle of (23-25 November 1862)

Cheka

Chemical and Biological Warfare

Chemin des Dames (16 April-3 June 1917)

Chi, Chi-kuang (Qi, Jiguang) (1528-1588)

Chiang Kai-shek (1887-1975)

Chickamauga, Battle of (18-20 September 1863)

Children and War

Chillianwallah (1849)

Chindits

Chinese Civil War (1927-1949)

Chinese Imperial Wars (200 B..E.-800 C.E.)

Chinese Military (Twentieth Century: History,
Organization/Structure)

Chinese Revolution (1911-1912)

Chippewa, Battle of (5 July 1814)

Chosin/Changjin Reservoir (1950)

Churchill, Sir Winston (1874-1965)

Cimon (c.510-451 B.C.E.)

Cincinnatus, Lucius Quinctius (c. 519-430 B.C.E.)

Civil Affairs/Military Government

Clark, General Mark Wayne (1896-1984)

Clark, George Rogers (1752-1818)

Clausewitz, Karl Maria von (1780-1831)

Clay, Lucius Dubignon (1897-1978)

Clive, Robert (1725-1774)

Coastal Defense

Cochise (c. 1812-8 June 1874)

Coehoorn, Baron Menno van (1641-1704)

Coen, Jan Pieterszoon (1587-1629)

Cold Harbor, Battle of (31 May-12 June 1864)



xii A-to-Z List of Entries

Cold War (1946-1991)

Colenso, Battle of (15 December 1899)
Coligny, Gaspard IT de (1519-1572)
Collins, J. Lawton (1896-1987)
Colombian Guerrilla War (1976-2000)
Communications, Military

Condé, Louis II de Bourbon, Fourth Prince de

(1621-1686)

Conrad von Hotzendorf, Franz, Baron (1852-1925)

Conscription

Constantine V (718-775)

Constantine the Great (280-337)
Constantinople, Siege of (717-718)
Constantinople, Siege of (1453)
Constantinople, Sieges of (674-718)
Cérdoba, Fernandez de (1453-1515)
Cornwallis, Sir Charles (1738-1805)
Corregidor (December 1941-May 1942)
Cortez (Cortes), Hernando de (1485-1547)
Corunna, Battle of (16 January 1809)
Cossacks

Courtrai, Battle of (11 July 1302)
Cowpens (17 January 1781)

Crazy Horse (1840-1877)

Crécy, Battle of (25 August 1346)

Creek War (1813-1814)

Crete (1941)

Crimean War (1853-1856)

Croesus (fl. c. 560-546 B.C.E.)

Cromwell, Oliver (1599-1658)

Crusades (1095-1272)

Cuban Missile Crisis (October 1962)
Cuban Ten Years’ War (1868-1878)
Cuban War of Independence (1895-1898)
Culloden, Battle of (1746)

Cunaxa, Battle of (401 B.C.E.)

Custer, George Armstrong (1839-1876)
Custozza, Second Battle of (24 June 1866)
Cuzco, Battles of (Inca Empire, 1438, 1536)
Cynoscephalae, Battle of (197 B.C.E.)
Cypriot Wars (1955-1977)

Cyrus II the Great (c. 600-530 B.C.E.)

Danish Wars with the Hanseatic League (1361-1370)

David (r. ¢. 1000-960 B.C.E.)

Davout, Louis-Nicolas, Duke of Auerstidt, Prince of

Eckmiihl (1770-1823)
De Wet, Christiaan Rudolph (1854-1922)
Death Squads
Delhi Sultanate, Wars of (c. 1200-1556)
Denain, Battle of (24 July 1712)

Denikin, Anton Ivanovich (16 December 1872-8 August
1947)

Dien Bien Phu (December 1953-7 May 1954)

Dieppe (19 August 1942)

Diocletian (245-316)

Dionysian Wars (398-367 B.C.E.)

Dionysius the Elder (c.430-367 B.C.E.)

Disarmament

Dominican Civil War (1965-1966)

Don Juan de Austria (1547-1578)

Dorian Invasion (c. 1200 B.C.E.)

Dorylaeum (Eske Shehr), Battle of (Turkey, 1 July 1097)

DOWNEALL, Operation (1945-1946)

Dresden, Battle of (26-27 August 1813)

Dreytus Affair (1894-1906)

Dudley, John, Duke of Northumberland (1502-1553)

Dunbar, Battle of (3 September 1650)

Dunes (14 June 1658)

Dutch Colonial Wars (c. 1620-1949)

Dutch War of Independence (1567-1648)

Economic Warfare

Edgehill, Battle of (23 October 1642)

Edington (Wessex, May 878)

Edward, the Black Prince (1330-1376)

Edward I (1239-1307)

Edward III (1312-1377)

Eichelberger, Robert L. (1886-1961)

Eisenhower, Dwight David (1890-1969)

El Alamein (July-November 1942)

El Cid, Rodrigo Diaz de Vivar (1040-1099)

Electronic Warfare

Emilia Plater, Independent Women’s Battalion (1943-1945)

Engineering, Military

English Civil War (1215-1217)

English Civil War (1642-1649)

English Wars in Ireland (1688-1691)

Entebbe Rescue Raid (4 July 1976)

Enver Pasha (1881-1922)

Epaminondas (c.410-362 B.C.E.)

Ethics of Warfare

Eugene of Savoy (Eugene, Prince of Savoy-Carignan)
(1663-1736)

Fabius Maximus Verrucosus “Cunctator” (c. 285-203 B.C.E.)
Falaise-Argentan Pocket (August 1944)

Falkenhayn, Erich von (1861-1922)

Falkirk, Battle of (22 July 1298)

Falkland Islands War (2 April-20 June 1982)

Fallen Timbers (1794)

Ferdinand, Duke of Brunswick (1721-1792)



Ferdinand, Karl Wilhelm, Duke of Brunswick (1735-1806)

Film and War

Finances, Military

Finnish Civil War (1918)

Firearms

Fleurus, Battle of (26 June 1794)

Flipper, Henry Ossian (21 March 1856-3 May 1940)

Flodden, Battle of (9 September 1513)

Foch, Ferdinand (1851-1929)

Fontenoy (1745)

Fontenoy en Puisaye, Battle of (France, 25 June 841)

Forrest, Nathan Bedford (1821-1877)

Fort Donelson (11-16 February 1862)

Fort Duquesne, Seizure of (1758)

Fort Sumter (12-14 April 1861)

Fort Ticonderoga

France (1940)

France and the American Revolution

Franco, Francisco (1892-1975)

Franco-German War (978-980)

Franco-Prussian War (1870-1871)

Franco-Spanish War (1648-1659)

Frankish Civil Wars (670-719)

Frankish-Moorish Wars (718-759)

Franklin, Battle of (30 November 1864)

Franks

Frederick I Barbarossa (1152-1190)

Frederick IT (1194-1250)

Frederick the Great, King of Prussia (1712-1786)

Frederick William, Elector of Brandenburg (1620-1688)

Frederick William I, King of Prussia (1688-1740)

Fredericksburg (11-15 December 1862)

French, John Denton Pinkstone, First Earl of Ypres
(1852-1925)

French and Indian War (1759-1763)

French Army

French Colonial Wars (1800-1939)

French Foreign Legion

French Revolutionary Wars (1792-1802)

French Wars of Religion (1562-1598)

Friedland (14 June 1807)

Fronde, Wars of the (1648-1653)

Frunze, Mikhail Vasil’evich (1885-1925)

Fuller, John Frederick Charles (1878-1966)

Gage, Thomas (1721-1787)

Gallic Wars (58-51 B.C.E.)

Galliéni, Joseph Simon (1849-1916)
Gallipoli (1915-1916)

Gamelin, Maurice (1872-1958)
Garibaldi, Giuseppe (1807-1882)

A-to-Z List of Entries xiii

Gates, Horatio (1728-1806)

Gaugamela, Battle of (1 October 331 B.C.E.)

de Gaulle, General Charles (1890-1970)

Gempei War (1180-1185)

General Order No. 100 (24 April 1863)

Geneva Conventions (1864-1949)

Genghis Khan (c. 1162-1227)

German Army

German Colonial Wars (1884-1919)

German Wars of Unification (1864-1871)

Germantown (1777)

Geronimo (c. 1827-1909)

Gettysburg (American Civil War, 1-3 July 1863)

Ghaznavid Empire (977-1180)

Gibraltar, Siege of (1779-1783)

Gierczak, Emilia (1925-1945)

Glendower’s Revolt (1400-1413)

Gneisenau, August Neidhart von (1760-1831)

Goethals, George Washington (1858-1928)

Goose Green, Battle for (28-29 May 1982)

Gordon, Charles George (“Chinese” Gordon) (1833-1885)

Goring, Hermann Wilhelm (1893-1946)

Gorlice/Tarnow (May 1915)

Gothic War (534-554)

Goths

Gotthard Abbey (1664)

Grand Alliance, War of the (1688-1697)

Grandson and Morat, Battles of (Switzerland, 2 March and
22 June 1476)

Granicus, Battle of the (May/June 334 B.C.E.)

Grant, Ulysses Simpson (1822-1885)

Great Wall of China (16th Century)

Greco-Turkish War (1920-1922)

Greek Civil War (1944-1949)

Greek War of Independence (1821-1832)

Greek-Persian Wars (499-448 B.C.E.)

Greene, Nathanael (1742-1786)

Grenada (October 1983)

Gribeauval, Jean Baptiste Vaquette de (1715-1789)

Grotius, Hugo (1583-1645)

Guadalajara (8-18 March 1937)

Guadalcanal (August 1942-February 1943)

Guatemalan Civil War (1954)

Guderian, Heinz (17 June 1888-14 May 1954)

Guernica, Bombing of (April 1937)

Guerrilla/Partisan/Irregular Warfare

Guevara de la Serna, Ernesto “Che” (1928-1967)

Guilford Court House (15 March 1781)

Guinea-Bissauan War of Independence (1961-1975)

Guiscard, Robert (1016-1085)

Guise, Frangois de Lorraine, Second Duke of (1519-1563)



Xiv A-to-Z List of Entries

Gujerat (1849)
Gulf War (2 August 1990-28 February 1991)
Gustavus IT Adolphus (1594-1632)

Hadrian (Publius Aelius Hadrianus) (76-138)

Haig, Douglas (1861-1926)

Haitian Civil War (1806)

Halleck, Henry Wager (1815-1872)

Hamilcar Barca (c. 270-228 or 229 B.C.E.)

Hamilton, General Ian Standish Monteith (1853-1947)

Han Wudi (r. 141-87 B.C.E.)

Hancock, Winfield Scott (1824-1886)

Hannibal Barca (247-188 B.C.E.)

Harpers Ferry (American Civil War, 12-15 September
1862)

Harrison, William Henry (1773-1841)

Harsha (c. 590-c. 647)

Harun al-Raschid (766-809)

Hasegawa, Yoshimichi (1850-1924)

Hastings, Battle of (14 October 1066)

Hattin, Battle of (4 July 1187)

Hawaiian Wars (1782-1810)

Hawkwood, John, Sir (c. 1321-1394)

Henry II, King of England (1133-1189)

Henry V, King of England (1387-1422)

Heraclius (c. 575-641)

Hideyoshi, Toyotomi (1537-1598)

Hill, Ambrose Powell (1825-1865)

Hindenburg, Paul von Beneckendorf und von (1847-1934)

Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Atomic Bombings of (1945)

History, Military

Hitler, Adolf (1889-1945)

Hittites (c. 2000-1100 B.C.E.)

Ho Chi Minh (1890-1969)

Hochkirch, Battle of (14 October 1758)

Holy Roman Empire (800-1806)

Holy Roman Empire-Papacy Wars (1077-1250)

Honduran-Nicaraguan War (1907)

Hong Xiuquan (1814-1864)

Honors and Awards, Military

Hood, John Bell (1831-1879)

Hooker, Joseph (1814-1879)

Horseshoe Bend, Battle of (27 March 1814)

Houston, Samuel (1793-1863)

Hue, Battle of (31 January-2 March 1968)

Hukbalahap Revolt (1945-1959)

Hundred Years War (1337-1453)

Hungarian Civil Wars (1526-1547)

Hungarian Revolt (1956)

Hungarian War with the Holy Roman Empire (1477-1485)

Hungarian-Turkish Wars (1437-1526)

Hungarian-Venetian Wars (1345-1381)

Huns

Hunyadji, Janos (c. 1407-1456)

Hurrians (c. 2300-1100 B.C.E.)

Hussein, Saddam al-Tikriti (1937- )

Hussite Wars (1419-1436)

Hydaspes, Battle of the (May 326 B.C.E.)
Hydrogen Bomb, Development of (1942-1952)

Ia Drang Valley (October-November 1965)

Ilyrian Wars (229-219 B.C.E.)

Imjin River (April 1951)

Imphal and Kohima (8 March-22 June 1944)

Inca Civilization

Inca Empire Imperial Wars (1438-1540)

Inchon Landings (15 September 1950)

Indian Border Conflicts (1962-1971)

Indian Mutiny (1857)

Indian National Army (1943-1945)

Indochina Wars (1945-1954)

Indonesian War of Independence (1945-1949)

Infantry

Inkerman, Battle of the (5 November 1854)

Intelligence, Military

Interventions in Civil Unrest, Strikes, Military

Iran Hostage Rescue Attempt (24-26 April 1980)

Iran-Iraq War (1980-1988)

Irish Easter Uprising, War for Independence, and Civil War;
The Easter Rebellion (1916-1923)

Irish Rebellion, Great (1641-1649)

Irish Uprising (1798)

Iroquois-French Wars (1609-1697)

Isandlwana (South Africa, 22 January 1879)

Isonzo, Battle of the (1915-1917)

Israeli Military

Israeli-Arab Wars (1948-1999)

Issus, Battle of (November 333 B.C.E.)

Italian Colonial Wars (1882-1936)

Italian Wars of Unification (1848-1870)

Italo-Turkish War (1911-1912)

Ivan I1I (1440-1505)

Ivan IV (“the Terrible”) (1530-1584)

Ivry, Battle of (14 March 1590)

Iwo Jima, Battle of (19 February-15 March 1945)

Jackson, Andrew (1767-1845)

Jackson, Thomas “Stonewall” (1824-1863)
Jacobite Rebellions (1689-1746)

Jan III Sobieski (1629-1696)

Janissaries

Japanese Civil Wars (1450-1550)



Japanese Colonial Wars (1874-1945)

Japanese Invasion of Korea (1592-1598)

Japanese Military, Twentieth Century

Japanese Wars of Unification (1550-1615)

Java War (1825-1830)

Javanese Wars of Succession (1685-1755)

Jayavarman VII (r. 1181-c. 1220)

Jena and Auerstadt (13-14 October 1806)

Jericho, Siege of (14007 B.C.E.)

Jerusalem, Siege of (Palestine) (1099)

Jewish Revolts (66—135)

Joan of Arc (Jeanne d’Arc) (1412-1430)

Jodl, Alfred (1890-1946)

Joftre, Joseph Jacques Césaire (1852-1931)

John I Tzimisces (924-976)

John IT Comnenus (1088-1143)

Johnston, Albert Sidney (1803-1862)

Johnston, Joseph Eggleston (1807-1891)

Jomini, Antoine Henri, Baron de (1779-1869)

Joseph the Younger, Chief (Hinmaton Yalatkit, Heinmot)
(1840-1900)

Josephus, Flavius (c. 37-c. 100)

Joubert, Petrus Jacobus (“Piet”) (1831-1900)

Julian (Flavius Claudius Julianus “The Apostate”)
(332-363)

Justinian I (482-565)

Kadesh, Battle of (1274 B.C.E.)

Kamenev, Sergei Sergeevich (1881-1936)

Kandahar (31 August-1 September 1880)

Kangxi (K’ang-his) (1662-1722)

Kars, Battle of (16 November 1877)

Kasserine Pass (14-23 February 1943)

Kearny, Philip (1814-1862)

Kearny, Stephen Watts (1794-1848)

Keitel, Wilhelm (1882-1946)

Kellogg-Briand Pact (27 August 1928)

Kesselring, Albert (1885-1960)

Kett’s Rebellion (1549)

Khalid ibn al-Walid (d. 642)

Khalkin-Gol (Battle of Nomonhan, May-September 1939)
Khambula (29 March 1879)

Kharkov (12-28 May 1942)

Khartoum, Siege of (13 March 1884-26 January 1885)
Khe Sanh, Siege of (21 January-8 April 1968)
Khmer-Cham Wars (1050-1203)

Kiev (16-26 September 1941)

Killiecrankie (27 July 1689)

Kim Il-sung (1912-1994)

Kim Yu-sin (595-673)

Kimberley, Siege of (14 October 1899-15 February 1900)
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King Philip’s War (1675-1676)

King’s Mountain (7 October 1780)

Kinsale, Siege of (1601)

Kitchener, Horatio Herbert (1850-1916)

Kléber, Jean-Baptiste (1753-1800)

Knox, Henry (1750-1806)

Koguryo (attributed 37 B.C.E.—668 C.E.)

Kokoda Trail (1942)

Kolchak, Aleksandr Vasil’evich (1874-1920)

Konev, Ivan Stepanovich (1897-1973)

Kongo, Kingdom of the (14th-17th Centuries)

Koniggritz, Battle of (1866)

Korean War (1950-1953)

Kosciuszko, Tadeusz Andrezj Bonawentura (1746-1817)

Kosovo, Battles of (20 June 1389, 17 October 1448)

Koxinga (Zheng Chenggong) (1662-1722)

Kruger, Paul-Stephanus Johannes Paulus (1825-1904)

Kublai Khan (1215-1294)

Kuropatkin, Aleksey Nikolaevich (1848-1925)

Kursk, Battle of (1943)

Kut-al-Amara (1915-1916)

Kutuzov, Prince Mikhail Illarionovich Golenishchev
(1745-1813)

Ladysmith, Siege of (1899-1900)

Lafayette, Marie Joseph Paul Yves Roch Gilbert du Motier,
Marquis de (1757-1834)

Lake Trasimene, Battle of (2 June 217 B.C.E.)

Land Mines

Lannes, Jean, Duke of Montebello (1769-1809)

Laotian Civil War (1954-1973)

Larrey, Dominique Jean (1766-1842)

Latin Empire-Byzantine Wars (1204-1267)

Laupen, Battle of (21 June 1339)

Lawrence, Thomas Edward (T.E.) (1888-1935)

Laws of War

Lebanese Civil Wars (1958, 1975-2000)

Lechfeld (10 August 955)

Lee, Henry (“Light Horse Harry”) (1756-1818)

Lee, Robert Edward (1807-1870)

LeFebvre, Pierre-Francois-Joseph, Duke of Danzig
(1755-1820)

Leipzig, Battle of (1619 October 1813)

Lend-Lease (1940-1945)

Leningrad, Siege of (1941-1944)

Leo III (c. 675-741)

Lettow-Vorbeck, Paul Emil von (1870-1964)

Leuctra, Battle of (371 B.C.E.)

Leuthen, Battle of (5 December 1757)

Lewis, Meriwether (1774-1809)

Lexington and Concord (1775)

XV
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Li Hongzhang (1823-1901)

Li Shihmin (600-649)

Liberia (1989-1997)

Liddell Hart, Sir Basil Henry (1895-1970)

Light Brigade, Charge of the (25 October 1854)

Lin Biao (1907-1971)

Lincoln, Abraham (1809-1865)

Little Bighorn (25-26 June 1876)

Livonian War (1558-1583)

Lobengula (a.k.a. Lopenule, Nobengulu, or Ulopengule)
(c. 1830-1894)

Lodi (10 May 1796)

Logistics

Long Island, Battle of (22 August 1776)

Longstreet, James (1821-1904)

Louis XIV (1638-1715)

Louisbourg, Expedition against (May-June 1758)

Louvois, Francois-Michel Le Tellier, Marquis de
(1639-1691)

Ludendorff, Erich Friedrich Wilhelm (1865-1937)

Lundy’s Lane, Battle of (25-26 June 1814)

Liitzen, Battle of (16 November 1632)

Luxembourg, Frangois Henri de Montmorency-Bouteville,
Duc de Piney (1628-1695)

Luxembourg, Siege of (April-June 1684)

Lyautey, Louis-Hubert-Gonzalve (1854-1934)

Lysander (d. 395 B.C.E.)

MacArthur, Arthur, Jr. (1845-1912)

MacArthur, Douglas (1884-1964)

Maccabees, Revolt of the (168-143 B.C.E.)

Macedonian Wars (215-146 B.C.E.)

Maceo y Grajales, Antonio (1845-1896)

Machiavelli, Niccolo (1469-1527)

Machine Gun

Mackensen, August von (1849-1945)

Mactan, Battle of (1521)

Maczek, Stanislaw (1892-1994)

Magdeburg, Siege of (1630-1631)

Magersfontein, Battle of (11 December 1899)

Maginot Line

Magsaysay, Ramén (1907-1957)

Magyars

Mahan, Dennis Hart (1802-1871)

Mahmud of Ghazna (Yamin al-Daula Abu’l-Qasim Mahmud
ibn Sebuktigin) (971-1030)

Majorian (Julius Valerius Majorianus) (d. 461)

Malayan Emergency (1948-1960)

Maldon, Battle of (10-11 August 991)

Malplaquet, Battle of (11 September 1709)

Malta, Siege of (May—-September 1565)

Malta, Siege of (June 1940-November 1942)

Mamluks (1000-1600)

Manchu Expansion, Wars of (1600-1681)

Mannerheim, Carl Gustaf Emil (1867-1951)

Manstein, Fritz Erich von (1887-1973)

Manstrah, Battle of (November 1249)

Mantinea, Battle of (362 B.C.E.)

Mao Zedong (1893-1976)

Maps and Cartography

Maratha Wars (1775-1818)

Marathon, Battle of (490 B.C.E.)

Marcellus, Marcus Claudius (c. 275-208 B.C.E.)

March, Peyton (1864-1955)

Marcus Aurelius (Antoninus) (121-180)

Marengo, Battle of (14 June 1800)

Marignano, Battle of (13-14 September 1515)

Marion, Francis (1732-1795)

Marius, Gaius (157-86 B.C.E.)

MARKET GARDEN (10-24 September 1944)

Marlborough, John Churchill, First Duke of (1650-1722)

Marne, Battle of the (5-10 September 1914)

Marne Counteroffensive (15 July-16 September 1918)

Marshall, George Catlett (1880-1959)

Marston Moor (2 July 1644)

Marti y Pérez, José Julidn (1853-1895)

Masada, Siege of (72-73)

Masséna, André, Duc de Rivoli, Prince d’Essling
(1758-1817)

Matthias I (Mdtyds Hunyadi) (1443-1490)

Maurice of Nassau (1567-1625)

Mauricius Flavius Tiberius (539-602)

Mauryan Empire, Conquests of (321-232 B.C.E.)

Maximilian I (1459-1519)

Mayaguez Operation (12 May 1975)

McClellan, George Brinton (1826-1885)

McDowell, Irvin (1818-1885)

McNair, Lesley J. (1883-1944)

McNamara, Robert Strange (1916- )

Meade, George Gordon (1815-1872)

Medals and Decorations

Medici, Giovanni de (a.k.a. Pope Leo X) (1475-1521)

Medicine, Military

Megiddo (September—October 1918)

Megiddo, Battle of (1469 B.C.E.)

Meigs, Montgomery Cunningham (1816-1892)

Mercenaries

Meroe (antiquity-300 C.E.)

Merovingians

Merrill’s Marauders

Mesoamerican Warfare (1200 B.C.E.—1521 C.E.)

Metz, Siege of (1870-1871)



Meuse-Argonne (26 September—11 November 1918)

Mexican Revolution (1810-1821)

Mexican Unrest and Civil War (1911-1929)

Mexican-American War (1846-1848)

Mexico, U.S. Punitive Expedition in (1916-1917)

Mexico City, Battles for (20 August-14 September 1847)

Miles, Nelson Appleton (1839-1925)

Military and Society

Military Justice

Military-Industrial Complex

Milne Bay (1942)

Milvian Bridge, Battle of (28 October 312)

Minamoto, Yoshitsune (1159-1189)

Minden (1 August 1759)

Minié Ball

Mithradatic Wars (88-63 B.C.E.)

Mogul-Persian Wars (1622-1653)

Mohdcs, Battles of (29 August 1526, 12 August 1687)

Mohi or Sajo River, Battle of (April 1241)

Moltke, Graf Helmuth Johannes Ludwig von
(1848-1916)

Moltke, Graf Helmuth Karl Bernhard von (1800-1891)

Mongol Empire (1206-1259)

Mongol-Song Wars (1267-1279)

Monmouth (27-28 June 1778)

Mons Graupius, Battle of (September 83)

Montcalm-Gozon, Louis-Joseph de, Marquis de Montcalm
de Saint-Véran (1712-1759)

Montecuccoli, Raimondo, Prince (1609-1680)

Monterrey (20-24 September 1846)

Montgomery, Bernard Law (1887-1976)

Montmorency, Anne, Duc de (1493-1567)

Montrose, James Graham, Marquis of (1612-1650)

Mormon War (1838-1839)

Mortars

Mosby, John Singleton (1833-1916)

Moscow (30 September 1941-April 1942)

Moscow, Retreat from (19-23 October 1812)

Mount Badon, Battle of (c.490-516)

Mountbatten of Burma, Louis Francis Albert Victor
Nicholas (1900-1979)

Mountjoy, Charles Blount, Lord (1562-1606)

Mozambican War of Independence (1963-1974)

Muhammad Ahmad (al-Mahdi, Muhammad Ahmad Ibn
As-Sayyid’ Abd Allah) (1844-1885)

Muhammad Ali (c. 1770-1849)

Muhammad of Ghur, Conquests of (1175-1206)

Muhlberg, Battle of (24 April 1547)

Mukden, Battle of (21 February-10 March 1905)

Murat, Joachim, Grand Duke of Cleves-Berg, King of Naples
(1767-1815)
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Murfreesboro (31 December 1862-2 January 1863)
Musa ibn Nusayr (c. 640-714)

Music, Military

Muslim Civil War (656-661)

Muslim Civil War (861-870)

Muslim Conquests (624-982)

Mutaguchi, Renya (1888-1966)

Mysore Wars (1767-1799)

Nadir Shah (a.k.a. Tahmasp Qoli Khan) (1688-1747)

Nagashino, Battle of (1575)

Napalm

Napier, Sir Charles James (1782-1853)

Napoleon I (1769-1821)

Napoleonic Wars (1803-1815)

Narses (c. 478-c.574)

Naseby (14 June 1645)

Nashville, Battle of (2—-15 December 1864)

National Security Agency/Central Security Service

Navarro, Pedro, Count of Olivetto (c. 1460-1528)

Ndlela kaSompisi Ntuli (?-1840)

Némecky Brod (Deutschbrod) (1422)

Neville’s Cross, Battle of (17 October 1346)

New Orleans, Battle of (8 January 1815)

Ney, Michel, Duc d’Elchingen, Prince de La Moskova
(1769-1815)

Nez Percé (June-October 1877)

Nicaragua, Walker’s Invasion of (1855-1857)

Nicaraguan Civil War (1925-1933)

Nicaraguan Civil War (1979)

Nicephorus IT Phocas (r. 963-969)

Nicholas, Grand Duke (1856-1929)

Nieuport (1600)

Nigerian Civil War (1967-1970)

Nightingale, Florence (1820-1910)

Nine Years’ War (1595-1604)

Nivelle, Robert (1856-1924)

Nogi, Maresuke (1843-1912)

Nongovernmental (Extranational) Organizations:
Their Role in War and in the Wake of War

Nordlingen (1634)

Norman Conquest (1066-1072)

Norman-Byzantine Wars (1081-1108)

Normandy Landings (1944)

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (founded 4 April 1949)

Northern Ireland, Civil War in (1969-present)

Northern War, Great (January 1700-August 1721)

Northern War, Second (1655-1660)

Norway and Denmark, Invasion of (9 April-10 June 1940)

Novgorod, Muscovite Conquest of (1471-1479)

Nuclear and Atomic Weapons
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Nuremberg Principle
Nurhaci (1559-1626)

October War (1973)

Oda, Nobunaga (1534-1582)

Offa’s Wars (771-796)

Office of Strategic Services
Ogodei (c. 1186-1241)

Okinawa (1 April-21 June 1945)

Omani Conquest of East Africa (1622-1730)
Omdurman (1898)

Onin War (1467-1477)

Orleans, Siege of (12 October 1428-8 May 1429)
Osaka Castle, Siege of (1614-1615)

Osan, Battle of (5 July 1950)

Ostende, Siege of (1601-1604)

Ostrogoths

Otto I, the “Great” (912-973)

Ottoman Empire (1300s-1922)

Oudenaarde, Battle of (11 July 1708)

Oudinot, Nicholas-Charles, Duc de Reggio (1767-1847)

Pachacutec Yupanqui (r. 1438-1471)

Pacific, War of the (1879-1884)

Pacifism/War Resistance

Paekche (attributed 18 B.C.E.—660 C.E.)

Pagan Kingdom (1044-c. 1300)

Palo Alto (8 May 1846)

Panama Incursion (1989-1990)

Panipat, Battles of (21 April 1526, 5 November 1556,
14 January 1761)

Paramilitary Organizations

Paris, Siege of (1870-1871)

Parma and Piacenza, Alessandro Farnese, Duke of
(1545-1592)

Parthian Empire (247 B.C.E.-226 C.E.)

Patton, George Smith, Jr. (1885-1945)

Pavia, Battle of (24 February 1525)

Pearl Harbor Attack (1941)

Peleliu (15 September—27 November 1944)

Peloponnesian Wars (460-456, 431-404 B.C.E.)

Peng Dehuai (1898-1974)

Pequot War (1636-1637)

Pericles (495-429 B.C.E.)

Pershing, John J. (1860-1948)

Persian Civil Wars (1725-1794)

Persian Empire (550 B.C.E.—642 C.E.)

Persian Wars of Expansion (559-509 B.C.E.)

Persian-Afghan Wars (1726-1857)

Peru-Bolivia Confederation, War of the (1836-1839)

Peru-Ecuador Conflict (1941-1999)

Peruvian Guerrilla War (1980-2000)

Pétain, Henri-Philippe (1856-1951)

Peter I, Romanov, Czar of Russia (“The Great”)
(1672-1725)

Petersburg, Siege of (June 1864-April 1865)

Pharsalus, Battle of (48 B.C.E.)

Philip, King (Metacomet)(1639-1676)

Philip IT Augustus (1165-1223)

Philip IT of Macedon (382?-336 B.C.E.)

Philippi, Battle of (42 B.C.E.)

Philippine Insurrection (1899-1902)

Philippines, U.S. Loss of (7 December 1941-9 June 1942)

Philippines, U.S. Retaking of (20 October 1944
2 September 1945)

Pickett, George Edward (1825-1875)

Pilsudski, J6zef Klemens (1867-1935)

Pinkie (10 September 1547)

Pitt, William, the Elder (1708-1778)

Pizarro, Francisco (c. 1478-1541)

Plains of Abraham (13 September 1759)

Plassey, Battle of (23 June 1757)

Plataea, Battle of (479 B.C.E.)

Plattsburgh Movement (1915-1918)

Pleven/Plevna, Siege of (20 July-10 December 1877)

Poitiers, Battle of (18 September 1356)

Polish Campaign of 1939

Polish Wars of Expansion (1386-1498)

Poltava (8 July 1709)

Pompey the Great (Gnaeus Pompeius Magnus)
(106-48 B.C.E.)

Pontiac’s Rebellion (1763-1766)

Pope, John (1822-1892)

Porkchop Hill (16-18 April 1953)

Port Arthur, Siege of (May 1904-January 1905)

Portuguese-Castilian War (1369-1385)

Potemkin, Prince Grigory Aleksandrovich (1739-1791)

Powell, Colin L. (1937- )

Powhatan War (1622, 1644)

Prague, Siege of (1420)

Preston (17 August 1648)

Princeton, Battle of (3 January 1777)

Prisoners of War

Propellants

Psychological Operations

Ptolemy I Soter (c. 367-283 B.C.E.)

Pugachev’s Revolt (1773-1774)

Pulaski, Count Kazimierz (1747-1779)

Punic Wars (264146 B.C.E.)

Pusan Perimeter (August-September 1950)

Pyramids (21 July 1798)

Pyrrhus (319-272 B.C.E.)



Qianlong (Ch’ien-lung) (1711-1799)

Qin Shi Huangdi (Ck’in Shih-huang-ti) (259-210 B.C.E.)
Quadruple Alliance, War of the (1717-1719)

Quatre Bras and Ligny (16 June 1815)

Quebec, Battle of (31 December 1775)

Queen Anne’s War (1702-1713)

Queenston Heights (13 October 1812)

Rajput Rebellions (1679-1709)

Ramillies, Battle of (22 May 1706)

Ramleh, Battle of (Palestine) (5 September 1101)

Rank, Military

Raphia, Battle of (Palestine) (217 B.C.E.)

Ravenna (1512)

Razin’s Revolt (1667-1671)

Reconquest of Spain (711-1492)

Red Cross

Refugees and Victims of Ethnic Cleansing

Religion and War

Reporting, War

Resaca de la Palma (9 May 1846)

Reserves

Revolutions of 1830 (July—August 1830)

Revolutions of 1848 (12 January 1848-13 August 1849)

Rhodes, Sieges of (1480 and 1522)

Richard I (1157-1199)

Richard IIT (1452-1485)

Ridgway, Mathew B. (1895-1993)

Riel’s Rebellion (1885)

Rifles and Rifling

Rivoli (14-15 January 1797)

Roberts, Frederick Sleigh, First Earl, Viscount St. Pierre of
Kandahar (1832-1914)

Rochambeau, Jean-Baptiste-Donatien de Vimeur, Comte de
(1725-1807)

La Rochelle, Siege of (27 June-28 October 1628)

Rogers, Robert (1731-1795)

Rokossovsky, Konstantin Konstantinovich (1896-1968)

Roland

Rollo

Roman Army

Roman Civil Wars (88-30 B.C.E.)

Roman Civil Wars (235-284)

Roman Republic, Wars of the (111-63 B.C.E.)

Roman-Etruscan Wars (509-234 B.C.E.)

Rommel, Erwin Johannes Eugen (1891-1944)

Roosevelt, Franklin D. (1882-1945)

Root, Elihu (1845-1937)

Rorke’s Drift (22-23 January 1879)

Rosecrans, William Starke (1819-1898)

Rossbach (5 November 1757)
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Rundstedst, Karl Rudolph Gerd von (1875-1953)
Rupert, Prince (1619-1682)

Russia, Allied Intervention in

Russian and Soviet Armies

Russian Civil War (1425-1453)

Russian Civil War (1918-1922)

Russian Colonial Wars (1552-1917)

Russian/Soviet Women in War and Resistance (1800-2000)
Russo-Chechen Conflict (1994-1996)

Russo-Finnish Wars (1939-1944)

Russo-Japanese War (1904-1905)

Russo-Polish War (1919-1921)

Russo-Swedish Wars (1240-1809)

Russo-Turkish War (April 1828-14 September 1829)
Russo-Turkish Wars (1676-1878)

Rwanda and Burundi, Civil Wars of (1959-2000)

SA (1922-1945)

Saipan, Battle of (15 June-9 July 1944)

Saladin (al-Malik al-Nasir Salah al-Din aba’l-Mussafer
Yusuf ibn Ayyub ibn Shadi) (1138-1193)

Salerno (9-17 September 1943)

Salvadorian Civil War (1977-1992)

Samnite Wars (343-290 B.C.E.)

Samory Touré (1835-1900)

Samudra Gupta (330-380)

Samurai

San Jacinto (21 April 1836)

San Juan Hill/El Caney (1 July 1898)

San Martin, José Francisco de (1778-1850)

Sand Creek (29 November 1864)

Sandino, Augusto César (1893-1934)

Santa Anna, Antonio Lopez de (1794-1876)

Santo Domingan Revolution (1844)

Saratoga (1777)

Sargon of Akkad (ruled c.2334-2279 B.C.E.)

Sassanid Empire (225-642)

Savannah, Siege and Taking of (September—October 1779)

Savannah, Siege of (9-21 December 1864)

Saxe, Hermann Maurice, Comte de (1696-1750)

Saxon Raids (205-577)

Scandinavian War (1448-1471)

Scharnhorst, Gerhard Johann von (1755-1813)

Schlieffen, Graf Alfred von (1833-1913)

Schmalkaldic War (1546-1547)

Schwarzenberg, Karl Philipp zu (1771-1820)

Schwarzkopf, General Herbert Norman (1934- )

Scipio Africanus Major, Publius Cornelius (236-183 B.C.E.)

Scott, Winfield (1786-1866)

Scythians

Sea Peoples (1236-1166 B.C.E.)
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Sedan (1-2 September 1870)

Sedgemoor (5-6 July 1685)

Seeckt, Hans von (1866-1936)

Sekigahara (1600)

Seljugs

Sempach, Battle of (9 July, 1386)

Sennacherib (r. 705-681 B.C.E.)

Septimius Severus (Lucius Septimius Severus Pius
Pertinax) (146-211)

Sevastopol, Siege of (October 1854-11 September 1855)

Seven Days’ Battles (25 June-1 July 1862)

Seven Years’ War (1756-1763)

Shaka kaSenzangakhona (c. 1787-1828)

Shapur I (r. 240-272)

Shapur IT (309-379)

Shays’s “Rebellion” (1786-1787)

Sheridan, Philip Henry (1831-1888)

Sherman, William Tecumseh (1820-1891)

Sherman’s March to the Sea (mid-November—December 21,
1864)

Shiloh (6-7 April 1862)

Shimabara Revolt (1637-1638)

Short, Walter Campbell (1880-1949)

Siamese (Thai)-Burmese Wars (1548-1792)

Sicilian-Byzantine Wars (1147-1185)
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FOREWORD

The ABC-CLIO Ground Warfare: An International Encyclope-
dia should be required reading for those trying to under-
stand the nature and conduct of war. The study of war is rele-
vant to all, not just to the practitioner of war, like me for the
past 38 years, but to those who have never heard a shot fired
in anger and who just want to become better educated on a
subject that has been with us since our creation. Don’t be
fooled or misled by those who say there will be no more
wars. There will always be wars and rumors of war for as
long as humankind shall live.

Having had the honor of serving this great country as a
soldier for 38 years, I trained for war every day of those 38
years while simultaneously praying that I would never have
to put into practice what I was trained for. That was not to be
the case. My career was bookended with conflict, from Viet-
nam as a young infantry lieutenant in 1964 to the recent 11
September 2001 crisis as the 14th Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. However, it is inevitable that soldiers, sailors,
airmen, and marines will have to fight when called upon.
The conduct of war is not a question of when, but merely
where and for how long, because war will occur, and war and
those who fight it will forever continue to be a part of this
world. An old Japanese saying captures this theme: Warriors
and gold may be idle, but they never rust.

From walking patrols in Vietnam as a young officer to
employing our nation’s armed forces to achieve our national
strategic goals as the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I
have found that the study of the nature and conduct of war is
always relevant to both the soldier and the layperson. Ardant
du Picq stated, “Only study of the past can give us a sense of
reality, and show us how the soldier will fight in the future”
Ground Warfare provides the tools for one to study war and
understand how the soldier will fight. The encyclopedia’s or-
ganization and structure capture the essence of what is re-

quired of the student or novice of war to fully comprehend
war’s nature and conduct.

The nature of war is constant. It is a violent clash of wills
to achieve a purpose, using violent means to accomplish that
purpose. As Carl von Clausewitz states in On War, “War is
thus an act of force to compel our enemy to do our will”As
advised the president of the United States regarding the em-
ployment of military force as the chairman, there are other
tools available to employ besides military means to accom-
plish the country’s objectives. Economic, diplomatic, and
political tools, or a combination thereof, are applicable in
many situations without having to employ force. My experi-
ences have shown, however, that force will compel an enemy
to meet your will when applied appropriately. Many of our
adversaries respect only force and power. Ground Warfare
captures a history of employing that force on the will of oth-
ers to achieve a purpose, thus providing a thorough under-
standing of the nature of war. However, the volume goes be-
yond just understanding the nature of war; it is organized in
such a manner to help the reader understand its conduct as
well.

Ground Warfare shows that the nature of war is constant,
that war is a brutal clash of peoples spanning the world and
time from the ancient wars to the most current conflicts.
There are literally hundreds of examples depicting the true
nature of war. The narratives of each event capture this clash
of wills and the violence invoked on its participants and the
peoples involved.

The encyclopedia goes beyond just a description of the
conflicts themselves and provides a comprehensive under-
standing of war’s true nature. It also captures the impact of
thousands of influential individuals on the nature of war,
who changed its conduct through their personalities and in-
fluence and who often had an impact not just on warfare, but
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on the history of the world. The influences of Attila the Hun
and William the Conqueror, or General Douglas MacArthur
or General Colin Powell, are outlined, providing the reader an
insight into the conduct of war as shaped by different per-
sonalities and their influences. More importantly, the work
reminds readers that people will continue to influence the
conduct of war for many more centuries to come.

The work also outlines the creation of state structures
through military means and the influence of different and
numerous ethnic cultures and civilizations on the conduct
of war. Not only is it important to understand the leadership
of Attila the Hun, but the culture of the Hun warriors he led
during this time frame is needed fully to understand how a
culture or a civilization could affect the conduct of war. The
same is true in understanding, for example, the differences
in the American soldier and America’s culture and civiliza-
tion during General MacArthur’s era of World War II and
that same soldier and American culture of today. There have
been changes that influence the conduct of the American
way of war. Just in my 38 years of service, I have seen this
change and its impact on the conduct of war. Such changes
in our culture and civilization, let alone the cultures and civ-
ilizations of the rest of the world, have changed the manner
in which we conduct war. Civilizations varied over time and
throughout the world, shaping the conduct of war, having an
impact on each other. It is evident this will continue to be a
reality.

Finally, the encyclopedia covers numerous topics about
warfare, from Airborne Operations to Women in the World’s
Militaries, all from a historical perspective. There is no
doubt that certain techniques and tactics and technologies
will continue to influence the conduct of war.

But, as we have seen in the past, these topics might

merely transform the manner in which we conduct war, but
they will never change the true nature of war.

I am always reminded of T. R. Fehrenbach’s book entitled
This Kind of War, when it comes to the discussion of land
warfare. He states: “You may fly over a land forever; you may
bomb it, atomize it, pulverize it and wipe it clean of life—
but if you desire to defend it, protect it, and keep it for civi-
lization, you must do this on the ground, the way the Roman
legions did, by putting your young men into the mud”” This
was certainly true for the Korean War, about which Fehren-
bach writes so passionately, as well as for the legions of
Rome, or the combat in Afghanistan and our fight against
terrorism. Land warfare will always eventually come down
to a young soldier, sailor, airman, or marine standing on the
ground you want to control or influence. Ground Warfare
provides you that historical perspective so desperately
needed to ensure the successful lessons of the past are re-
membered and the mistakes of the past are not forgotten
and made again, paid for in the needless loss of resources,
lives, and blood. The totality of Ground Warfare makes it
ideal for the individual who wants to study warfare. Not only
is it ideal for the practitioner of war, but for the layperson as
well. For the historian, it is a needed reference to ensure
warfare is never forgotten as a significant element making
its impact on the course of history. It is an ideal reference
that captures the significant events, people, and topical ar-
eas key to fully understanding war. All-encompassing,
Ground Warfare captures the full essence of warfare, its na-
ture and conduct.

Henry H. Shelton
General, U.S. Army (Retired)
14th Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff



PREFACE

“What are these essays but grotesque bodies pieced together
of different members, without any definite shape, without
any order, coherence or proportion, except they be acciden-
tal” So wrote the sixteenth-century French essayist Michel
Eyquem de Montaigne of his own collection of essays. While
our authors would undoubtedly object to any characteriza-
tion of their works herein as “grotesque bodies,” Montaigne
did hit upon the task of the editor of such works. That is to
impose “order, coherence or proportion” upon vastly dis-
parate articles so that in the end the work does cohere. No
historical work requires more intense collaborative effort
than an encyclopedia. Literally hundreds of contributors
must be solicited, assigned their articles, the laggards
chivvied along, and their articles edited when they finally ar-
rive. Putative authors sometimes drop out for a variety of
reasons, and replacements must be located, often at the last
minute. (It is also not unknown for authors to die during
some more protracted encyclopedia projects.)
Encyclopedias are exercises in brevity. Editors must thus
make a paragraph do for a page, a sentence for a paragraph, a
phrase for a sentence. Even good authors, fascinated by their
topics, often run over their assigned word lengths to some
degree or other and must be reined in. Encyclopedia editors
have their work cut out for them. These volumes are written
and edited with a broad public in mind: high school or un-
dergraduate students who need reliable information for re-
search papers; even university graduate scholars looking for
factual information; and the general public in search of a
quick, authoritative source of military history information.
The reader will find within these volumes a broad range

of military history from earliest times to the present; from
the Egyptians at Kadesh (1274 B.C.E.) to the Alliance in the
Gulf War (1991), the great captains, their battles, campaigns,
strategies, tactics, defeats, and triumphs.

But this is not simply a battle-and-king military history
that focuses almost exclusively on overt military clashes. Al-
though the editor eschews the unoriginal term New History,
this work does offer many topics previously slighted or ig-
nored in past decades, such as women in war, logistics, mili-
tary spending, psychological warfare, minorities, weapons
development, civilians, etc.

I am indebted to the editor-in-chief of these volumes,
Professor Spencer Tucker, who first broached the idea; and
to editors at ABC-CLIO, especially Allison Miller, who perse-
vered with me through the interminable process. A particu-
lar thanks is owed our mapmaker, Professor Don Frazier.
Also, my thanks to my two associate editors, Michael Ashke-
nazi and Paul Buell, who contributed their extensive knowl-
edge of the ancient and medieval worlds, respectively. And a
special note of thanks is richly merited by our production
editor, Michelle Trader, and copy editors Beth Partin and
Anais Scott. My greatest debt of gratitude, however, must go,
of course, to the several hundred contributors who per-
formed the near-miracle of distilling down the contents of
their topics to fit the limitations of any encyclopedia arti-
cle—somehow pouring a quart into a pint. It is upon their
contributions that this work will be judged. Perhaps even the
shade of the aloof Montaigne might dip into these volumes
to some profit or pleasure.

Stanley L. Sandler






INTRODUCTION

Military history has come into its own in the last few
decades. Courses have multiplied on university and college
campuses; books on the subject proliferate, for buffs and
scholars alike; and war films like Hope and Glory, Brave-
heart, Saving Private Ryan, Enemy at the Gates, Pearl Harbor,
and Black Hawk Down make money for their producers and
on occasion even enjoy favorable critical reviews. Such pop-
ularity may well be simply the result of a long peace, at least
as far as the industrialized nations are concerned. Much of
even the recent military past has receded into myth: little
Round Top, the Red Baron (immortalized by an American
pizza concern), dawn at Pear]l Harbor, Spitfires over the
white cliffs of Dover, D day, raising the flag at Iwo Jima, Pork
Chop Hill, and, less positively, the Somme, the Bataan Death
March, Auschwitz, and the Hanoi Hilton. Any night’s viewing
of the History Channel should confirm war’s popularity in
the United States, and reenactors in the industrial nations
try to re-create the militaries of times past, from the classi-
cal Romans, through the Crusaders, to World War II. (There
do not seem to be any Vietnam reenactor troops yet, but
there is a group of British imaginary soldiers who play at be-
ing Yanks in Britain during World War II. They drive about
the southern English countryside in U.S. Army Jeeps and
“deuce-and-a-half”-ton trucks, with their authentic U.S.
Army uniform pockets stuffed with Wrigley’s Spearmint
Gum and Life Savers.)

More seriously, the world’s militaries—land, sea, and
air—have established professional history organizations
staffed with historians who spend most of their time study-
ing and explicating their nations’ past wars, and whose qual-
ifications, research, teaching, and publishing would not dis-
grace a first-class academic history department. Their work,
and that of military historians in academe (whose class en-
rollments have held up over the recent decades), have
sparked a renewed interest in military history that is seen in

such phenomena as the History Channel, the historic preser-
vation and battlefield reenactor movements, and the fact
that each federal government agency of any size currently
has its own history office. Entire publishing firms, journals,
and book clubs devote themselves to military history, as wit-
ness an outpouring of books and articles in a wide variety of
military themes, from the coffee table and buff variety to the
profoundly scholarly. And, as is often the case in the history
profession in general, military history publications can be
both vivid and documented.

Indeed, as again in the history profession generally, mili-
tary history has moved away from what has become known
uncharitably as the drum-and-trumpet chronicles (the civil
equivalent would be battle-and-king history) that had dom-
inated the field since the nineteenth century, and emerged
by the 1960s into a broadening of work in logistics, home
fronts, financing, technologies, minorities, women, and so
on, in war and in the military. In fact, some of these works
have wandered so far from war itself that one feels com-
pelled to remind the authors of such (almost literally)
bloodless studies that the purpose of a military is not so
much to improve the nation’s economy and technology,
streamline management, or integrate its minorities and
women as it is to wage and win wars, and that war is hu-
mankind’s most nasty and dirty business. We still need to
bear in mind George Orwell’s reminder that soldiers since
Marathon have had “lice crawling over their testicles.” (Or-
well, a frontline soldier who survived being shot in the
throat during the Spanish Civil War, would know.)

Indeed, an increasing number of military historians,
again both within and without the military establishments,
have in the last decade or so taken a particular interest in the
face of battle itself, the experience of the individual soldier
facing the ultimate test. Historians do try to determine how
it was that masses of young men in, say, Pickett’s Charge
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could persevere in the face of such a hail of large-caliber bul-
lets tearing away at comrades to the right and left of them
that a fine mist of blood and tissue (according to some ac-
counts) preceded the advanced line.

And yet, paradoxically, by the latter half of the twentieth
century, war itself had become a major taboo. It may well be
that photography had more to do with this state of affairs
than all of the disarmament conferences and peace litera-
ture combined. Americans were stunned by the Brady and
Sullivan glass plate depictions of the human detritus in the
wake of the battles of Gettysburg and Antietam. No artist,
with the possible exception of Goya, had been able remotely
to capture the horrors of war as did the camera. The general
antiwar feeling increased as photography became more
widely dispersed, intensified with images of the Somme or
Verdun in World War I, and peaked with the living room war
of Vietnam, as military horrors in the field were presented
by avuncular television newscasters only a day or so re-
moved from the event. By the twenty-first century, the image
of a hut in flames and of dead civilians would be transmitted
around the globe in real time—and protests could develop
almost as swiftly.

Of course, wars did erupt in this period, but with de-
creasing bloodshed and destruction—and this in the nu-
clear era, which threatened mass destruction. But no one ac-
tually declared war and rarely even admitted that they were
engaged in anything as horrid as an actual war. Belligerents
were engaged in what they would term perhaps liberation
struggles or in repelling aggression. The term war, with the
exception of the war on terrorism and the Cold War (which,
by definition, was no war), seemed confined to such domes-
tic concerns as the war on drugs, the war on poverty, or the
war on inflation. In fact, historians have puzzled over the
question of the last declaration of war. (Was it the Soviet
Union’s on Japan in the waning days of World War II?)

The reason for such shying away from any declaration of
war was to some extent tied to the fear of nuclear Armaged-
don, much prophesied after 1949. But it was at least equally
due to the fact that wars from the second half of the twenti-
eth century on tended to be between ethnic and racial
groups, and mostly fought guerrilla-style or through terror-
ism. But even the few conventional post—World War II con-
flicts were fought in the absence of formal declarations of
war as the belligerents studiously avoided making any ges-
ture of recognition to their opponents. The Democratic Peo-
ple’s Republic of Korea was not about to dignify the “Lick-
Spittle Rhee Puppet Regime” (otherwise known as the
Republic of Korea) with the amenity of passing a formal

note that a state of war now existed between the two nations.
Nor would the latter dignify the “Tyrannical Communist
Regime” (People’s Republic of Korea) with the same. Even
when the anti-Saddam Hussein coalition threw the Iraqi
dictator’s forces bodily out of Kuwait in 1991, there was no
declaration of war, although tens of thousands of unfortu-
nate Iraqi troops perished. In fact, most belligerent parties
go to some lengths in their official statements and in their
propaganda carefully to insist that they mean the people on
the other side no harm; only their evil leaders are to blame
for the current sad state of affairs. Of course, declarations of
war or not, mothers still find themselves mourning their lost
children, cities are eviscerated, and young men are mutilated
and die ghastly deaths.

War at this writing seems increasingly confined to the
periphery; to the dispossessed, to the radical student dream-
ers (the very word Taliban means “students”), the fringes,
the losers. They are those who wish to split off a state (e.g.,
Québécois, Basque, Croatian, Chechen, Kurdish, or Palestin-
ian separatists), to purify a state (Algerian, Egyptian,
Afghan, Iranian Islamists), to unite separated brethren (e.g.,
Serbs, Irish, Kashmiri nationalists), to impose their ideology
on their own people (Chinese Civil War, Korean War, Viet-
namese War, Wars of National Liberation of the 1960s and
1970s)—or varying combinations of some of the above.
(The war on terrorism is an effort to combat the methods
used by so many of these groups.) They generally succeed in
bringing down far more misery on the inhabitants of the
lands that they are trying to liberate than what the unfortu-
nates suffered at the hands of the existing governments. (In
fact, that is precisely the cold-blooded aim of numerous
such revolutionary groups: to cause through their own de-
liberate actions and the counteractions of the government
such dislocation and terror that the people will lose confi-
dence in the legitimacy of that government.) But, by the
standards of the two world wars, or even Korea or Vietnam,
these struggles are still of the small war variety.

No one can foresee how long this relatively tranquil state
of affairs will endure; a nuclear conflict between India and
Pakistan is a horrific possibility, Greece and Turkey (midsize
military powers) occasionally threaten military action, the
two Koreas (one possibly with some nuclear capability) are
divided by the most dangerous piece of real estate on earth,
and it is increasingly difficult to isolate even the most ob-
scure of conflicts in this day of global mass media. No era is
forever, and we would do well to learn of past wars, if for no
other reason than to appreciate better the current long
peace—while we can.
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ABM
ACP
AEW
AFVs
AIF
ALB
ANZAC
ARVN
ASDIC

ASW
ATC
AWACS
BEF

C2

C31

Cheka
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CIA
CIGS
CORDS

CPB
CTBT
DIA
DK
DPRK
DSM

ACRONYMS

Antiballistic Missile Treaty

automatic cartridge pistol

Airborne Early Warning

armored fighting vehicles

Australian Imperial Force

Air Land Battle Doctrine

Australian and New Zealand Army Corps

Army of the Republic of Vietnam

Anti-Submarine Detection Investigation
Committee

antisubmarine warfare

American Tobacco Company

airborne warning and control system

British Expeditionary Force

Command and Control system

command, control, communications, and
intelligence

Chrezvychainaya Komissariat po bor’be s
kontrarevoliutsiei i sabotazhem (All-Russian
Commission for Struggle against
Counterrevolution and Sabotage)

counterintelligence

Central Intelligence Agency

chief of the Imperial General Staff

American Office of Civil Operations of Rural
Development Support

Communist Party of Burma

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty

Defense Intelligence Agency

Democratic Kampuchea

Democratic People’s Republic of Korea

Distinguished Service Medal

EAM-ELAS National Liberation Front-National Popular

EDES

Liberation Army
Greek Democratic National Army

ELN

EOKA
EPL

EVA
FARC

FLEC
FLN
ENLA
GCNG
GDP
GDR
GPU

GULAG

HUMINT
[&W

IDF

[FF
IMINT

INA
INF
IR
IRA
IRB
JDA
JTF
KGB

KNU

Ejercito de Liberacién Nacional (Army of
National Liberation)

National Organization of Greek Fighters

Ejercito Popular de Liberaci (Army of Popular
Liberation)

Ever Victorious Army

Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Colombia
(Colombian Revolutionary Armed Forces)

Front for the Liberation of Cabinda

National Liberation Front

National Front for the Liberation of Angola

Greek Cypriot National Guard

gross domestic product

German Democratic Republic

Gosudarstvennoe Politicheskoe Upravlenie
(State Political Administration)

Glavnoe Upravlenie Ispravitel'no-trudovykh
Lagerei (Chief Administration of Corrective
Labor Camps)

human intelligence

Indicators and Warnings

Israeli Defense Forces

Identification Friend-or-Foe transponders

(aerial and satellite photo and radar) imagery
intelligence

Indian National Army (Azad Hind Fauj)

intermediate-range nuclear forces

infrared (radar)

Irish Republican Army

Irish Republican Brotherhood

Japanese Defense Academy

Joint Task Force

Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopastnosti
(Committee of State Security)

Karen National Union
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NF
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NKVD
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NVA
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OFS
OGPU
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OSRD
0SS
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Korean Peoples Army

Khmer United Front for National Salvation

Movimento 19 de Abril (19th of April
Movement)

U.S. Military Assistance Command

Military Application of Uranium Detonation

Manhattan Engineer District

armed forces movement

Military Intelligence Division of the Army
General Staff

Multiple Launch Rocket System

Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola

Ministerstvo Vnutrennikh Del (Ministry of
Internal Affairs)

North Atlantic Treaty Organization

Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty

Narodnaya Komissariat Gosudarstvennoi
Bezopastnosti (People’s Commissariat for
State Security)

Narodnaya Komissariat Vnutrennikh Del

National Security Agency

National Security Council

North Vietnamese Army

Secret Army Organization

Organization of Eastern Caribbean States

Orange Free State

Unified State Political Administration

Wehrmacht High Command

Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries

Order of Battle information

Office of Scientific Research and Development

Office of Strategic Services

African Party for the Independence of Guinea
and Cape Verde

PG
PLO
PNI

PPA
PRA
PRD
PRK
RADAR
RAR
RDF
RKKA
ROK
RPF
SALT
SAMS
SAS
SBS
SEAL
SIGINT
SLORC
SONAR
START
TECHINT
TOW
UN
UNC
UNEF
UNITA

VOC

Provisional Government

Palestinian Liberation Organization

Partai Nasional Indonesia (Indonesian
Nationalist Party)

Planters Protective Association

People’s Revolutionary Army

Dominican Revolutionary Party

People’s Republic of Kampuchea

Radio Detecting and Ranging

Royal Australian Regiment

Radio Direction Finding

Workers and Peasants Red Army

Republic of Korea

Assembly of the French People Party

Strategic Arms Limitation I Interim Agreement

surface-to-air missile defenses

Special Air Service

Special Boat Service

sea, air, and land team

signals intelligence

State Law and Order Restoration Council

Sound Navigation and Ranging

Strategic Arms Reduction Talks I and II

technical intelligence

target on wire

United Nations

United Nations Command

United Nations Emergency Force

National Union for the Total Independence of
Angola

Vereenigde Oost-Indische Compagnie (Dutch
East India Company)



GLOSSARY

(Recurring topics. Each listing in this glossary has its own
article in the text.)

Airborne Operations  The insertion of troops and
equipment on the battlefield by means of parachute,
helicopter, or glider.

Armor  Body protection for soldiers.

Armored Fighting Vehicles  Protected vehicles used on the
battlefield.

Arms Control Limits, usually set by treaty, on the number
and types of weapons; usually refers to nuclear weapons.

Artillery Basically, a heavy metal tube from which a
missile is discharged violently by explosive force.

Awards and Honors ~ Recognition granted by authorities
for meritorious service by soldiers.

Ballistics The science of projectiles, divided into interior
and exterior ballistics. Its aim is to improve the design of
shells/projectiles so that increased accuracy and
predictability are the result. It deals also with rockets and
ballistic missiles.

Bayonet Metal blade or spike that, when fixed to a musket
or rifle, facilitates its use in hand-to-hand combat. In
recent decades, more likely to be used for opening ration
tins.

Bazooka Shaped-charge, smoothbore, man-portable,
antitank, and pillbox weapon.

Buffalo Soldiers African-American troops of the late-
nineteenth-century U.S. regular army.

Catapult Engine for throwing a heavy weight, using an
arm released from tension; the artillery of the ancient
world.

Cavalry The noble, mobile arm of battle; the traditional
horse-borne arm of mobility; can now refer to a motor
vehicle-mounted unit.

Chaplains  Military officers who tend to the spiritual,

moral, and physical needs of troops in the field and in
camp; pastors in uniform.

Chemical and Biological Warfare The deliberate use of
chemical or biological agents against an enemy.

Civil Affairs/Military Government Those activities of a
commander that embrace the relationship between the
military forces and civil authorities and people in a
friendly country or area (Civil Affairs) or occupied
country or area (Military Government).

Coastal Defense  The defense of a nation’s coast from an
enemy sea invasion or blockade, accomplished with
heavy artillery, mines, small warships, and nets.

Cold War (1946-1989) Period of tension between the
Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China and
their allies, representing communism (the East); and the
United States and its allies, representing capitalism and
democratic socialism (the West); punctuated with
several “hot” wars, the most significant being the Korean
War (1950-1953) and the Vietnam War (c. 1955-1975).
The Cold War ended unexpectedly with the fall of the
Berlin Wall and the bloodless victory of the West.

Communications, Military ~ The application of technology
to the transmission of military orders and intelligence.

Conscription  The selection of persons for involuntary
military service.

Death Squads ~Clandestine and usually irregular
organizations, often paramilitary in nature, that carry
out extrajudicial executions and other violent acts
against clearly defined individuals or groups of people.

Disarmament The removal or drastic reduction by
nation-states of major weapons.

Economic Warfare Compelling an enemy to submit either
by direct action against its economic basis or indirectly
through blockade or boycott.

Electronic Warfare The use of the electromagnetic
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spectrum to gain knowledge of the presence and
movement of an opposing force and also to deny any
opposing force the use of that spectrum.

Engineering, Military = The application of science and
technology for military purposes, primarily through the
use of civil engineering.

Ethics of War ~ Rules, principles, or virtues applied to
warfare.

Firearm A tube, closed at one end, that has in it an
explosive with a projectile above it, nearer to the open
end of the tube. An ignition system fires the explosive
charge, which forces the projectile along the tube by
means of the gases from the explosion; can include both
artillery and small arms.

History, Military  History dealing with the use of
organized armed force, either on behalf of some form of
recognized state authority or against it.

Infantry Lightly armed ground troops; the backbone of
any army; not only the most numerous of the fighting
arms but the only one that can actually take and hold
ground.

Intelligence, Military ~Military specialty that provides a
commander and staff with the knowledge of the enemy
and of weather and terrain required for the planning and
conduct of operations. (There is no truth to the assertion
that “military intelligence” is an oxymoron. )

Laws of War  International laws, enforced sometimes by
nations after war and sometimes by commanders in
battle, governing both the decision to engage in war and
the manner of its conduct, particularly the forms of
violence used, the definition of combatants, the
treatment of prisoners, and the treatment of neutrals and
noncombatants.

Logistics Largely an American usage, encompassing
military supply, transportation, medical service, and
construction-maintenance.

Machine Gun  Rapid-firing small arm that can maintain a
high rate of fire without the requirement of reloading
after each round, which today means a fully automatic
weapon; either man-portable (“machine pistol”) or
heavier.

Maps and Cartography The result of the utilization of
cartography and topographical reproduction for military
strategy and operations.

Medals and Decorations  Tangible recognition of faithful
military service or success awarded to individual
soldiers.

Medicine, Military ~ The medical and surgical specialty
concerned with the ailments of soldiers and sailors.

Mercenaries Hired professional soldiers who fight for a
state or entity without regard to political interests or
issues.

Military-Industrial Complex The institutions and people
that plan, procure, and fight a war and that supposedly
shape the economy, the political realm, and the wider
society, even in peacetime. Term first used by outgoing
U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower in 1961.

Mortar Muzzle-loaded weapon firing its bomb at a high
angle to attack protected positions and trenches.

Pacifism/War Resistance The organized opposition to
war, killing, or violence; usually divided into two
segments: religious (e.g., Quakers, Mennonites) and
secular.

Paramilitary Organizations  Unofficial groups organized
along military lines yet lacking the traditional role or
legitimization of conventional or “genuine” military
organizations.

Propellants Compounds used to move a projectile from
the firing device to the target.

Psychological Operations  The use of psychology and
propaganda by military units to persuade target
audiences to adopt at least some of their views and
possibly to modify their behavior.

Rank, Military  Official indication of a soldier’s length and
quality of service in organized militaries.

Rifles Firearms designed with barrel grooves to impart a
spin and thus far greater accuracy; either small arms or
artillery.

Tactics The theory and practice of using military forces in
combat.

Terrorism  Acts of violence intended for a wide audience
in order to create an environment of fear for political
reasons.

Theory, Military ~ That body of knowledge usually
published in books and journals that examines the
nature of wars and the art of war on an abstract level.

Unarmored Fighting Vehicles Unprotected military
vehicles, either specially built for the military or adapted
from commercial models and used in combat-support
roles (e.g., Jeeps, trucks, ambulances).

Uniforms Military clothing worn by organized bodies of
troops to distinguish them from the uniformed
personnel of other armed forces and to strengthen
morale.

War Crimes  Actions in wartime that violate the laws or
usages of war.



Abbas the Great (1571-1629)

One of Persia’s greatest shahs, presiding over a period of na-
tional strengthening and growing Iranian military power.
When Abbas became shah in 1587, his Safavid Dynasty was
in serious trouble. The Qizilbash tribal confederation, the
regime’s foundation, had become fractious and undisci-
plined. Many provinces were virtually independent. In 1590,
to gain a free hand for domestic consolidation, Abbas signed
a humiliating peace with the Ottoman Empire, recognizing
the occupation of much of northern and western Iran by
Persia’s great enemy. Equally menacing, the hostile Uzbeks
under the Shaybanid state controlled the central Asian and
Afghan frontiers.

To balance off the Qizilbash, Abbas organized a separate
corps of 10,000 cavalry and 12,000 infantry, composed of
Armenian and Georgian slaves, prisoners-of-war, and con-
verts to Shia Islam—the Ghulamans. Many Qizilbash lead-
ers lost their fortunes and freedom to Abbas’s need for rev-
enue. The Ghulamans also proved their mettle in repressing
domestic revolt and coercing disloyal provinces into sub-
mission. By 1596, Abbas was pushing back the northern
frontier, cowing the Shaybanids.

In 1598, an English trade delegation arrived, seeking
commercial and military exchanges. The shah persuaded
them to help him modernize the army. With English coach-
ing, the Safavids expanded their army to include 12,000
gunners, 12,000 mounted musketeers, and 500 bronze and
brass cannons. At the same time, the shah enlarged his Ghu-
laman forces through regular expeditions into the Caucasus,
taking thousands of prisoner-recruits.

By 1602, despite losing many cannons and troops, Abbas
drove the Shaybanids out of Herat, Mashhad, and Khurasan
province. The next year, he moved westward and launched
an offensive against the Ottomans. In 1605, at the Battle of
Sufiyan, Abbas crushed the Turks and regained Tabriz. De-

spite frequent Ottoman counterthrusts, the shah’s forces
routinely pushed them out. The 1618 Treaty of Sarab com-
pelled Istanbul to evacuate Kurdistan and Azerbaijan. Per-
sian forces also crossed the Straits of Hormuz and occupied
Oman. In 1623, as domestic turmoil struck the Ottoman
Empire, Abbas invaded Iraq and Anatolia. Diyarbakir, Bagh-
dad, and Mosul fell in rapid succession, bringing the Safavid
state to its greatest territorial extent. When Abbas died in
1629, Iran was stable, powerful, and respected.
Weston E Cook, Jr.

See also: Ottoman Empire

References and further reading:
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Abbasid Revolution (747-751)

A violent revolution in medieval Islam that replaced the
Arab-dominated Umayyad Caliphate with a more open,
multicultural system that symbolized the unity of Islam for
five centuries.

The Umayyad family had seized control of the Islamic em-
pire in 661. Over the next 70 years, Umayyad caliphs presided
over the conquest of an empire that spread from the Indus
Valley to the Pyrenees Mountains. They created a unified
state, a vigorous commerce, and a resolute military based
upon Arab tribes. Their leaders ruled as patrons of the Is-
lamic religion, and of Arabic culture, but by 740 Umayyad
policies had severely polarized their subjects and generated
widespread hostility to their authority. Arab armies on the
frontiers resented their low pay, constant campaigning, and
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the privileges of more favored tribes. Thousands of non-Arab
converts to Islam seethed at discriminatory taxes, mistreat-
ment, and Umayyad hypocrisy. Shia Muslims, committed to
the rule of the descendants of the Prophet Muhammad’s son-
in-law Ali, saw the Umayyads as oppressive usurpers.

The success of the Abbasids derived from their ability to
mobilize these animosities and create a revolutionary move-
ment. Unlike the Umayyads, the Abbasids could claim a fam-
ily tie to the Prophet through his uncle Abbas. They also as-
serted that a member of Ali’s family willed his right to the
caliphate to the Abbasids. Their anti-Umayyad propaganda
proved especially appealing in Khurasan, the northeastern
frontier of Iran, where both Arab and non-Arab Muslims
harbored intense grudges against the state. Conspiratorial
cells also made recruits in Iraq, Palestine, and Syria. Addi-
tionally, the Umayyads had just passed through a dynastic
war, and the new caliph, Marwan II, had alienated tradi-
tional friends of the regime.

In 747, the Abbasids launched their revolt in Khurasan.
To rally support, they unfurled black flags, symbols of the
Mahdji, a messianic figure in popular Islam. They spoke of
their movement in terms of a millennial, divinely ordained
upheaval, to sweep away the wicked Marwan.

Seizing the frontier town of Marv in February 748, the
Abbasid commanders Abu Salama and Abu Muslim began
their westward advance. Picking up momentum and support
as they advanced, the Abbasids reached central Iran in Au-
gust. The next year, most of Iraq fell and the head of the
movement, Abu al-‘Abbas, declared himself caliph at Kufa. In
January 750, Abbasid forces met Marwan’s army along the
banks of the Zab River in northern Iraq, and shattered the
dispirited Umayyads. The defeated caliph, hounded from
Syria to Egypt, finally fell into Abbasid hands, and was killed
seven months later.

The establishment of the Abbasid Caliphate was a true
revolution, not just a change of administrations. Caliph Abu
al-Abbas and his successor, Caliph al-Mansur, ended ethnic
and economic discriminations against non-Arab Muslims,
establishing the fundamental principle that all Muslims
were equal before the state as well as before God. Freed of
Umayyad elitism, Islam experienced a dramatic surge in
conversions. They also massacred Umayyads, and former
supporters of questionable loyalty, with revolutionary zeal.
Their Shiite partners were honored, but denied power. To
dramatize the newness and purity of their government, the
Abbasids abandoned the Umayyad capital of Damascus, and
built themselves a new center in Iraq, Baghdad. Here the Ab-
basid court welcomed Muslims of all ethnic backgrounds,
laying the foundations of an intellectual, philosophical, and
scientific renaissance.

Weston E Cook, Jr.

See also: Harun al-Raschid
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Abd-el Krim, Mohammed

(1882-1963)

Riff chieftain who helped spark the Spanish Civil War. In
1921 Abd-el Krim, the university-educated son of a Riff no-
bleman, revolted against Spanish rule in Morocco. After cap-
turing the frontier post at Abaran, the former journalist and
his Beni-Ouriaghel tribesmen attacked a column of 20,000
Spanish troops at Anual on 21 July 1921, killing some
16,000. The uprising brought Spain under virtual military
dictatorship in 1923 and, a year later, squeezed the Spanish
in Morocco into two fortified strongholds at Tetuan and
Mililla on the Mediterranean.

Krim then moved south on 12 April 1925 against a threat
from French Morocco. Armed with captured Spanish ar-
tillery, machine guns, and rifles, he eliminated 43 of 66
French blockhouses over a 50-mile span until checked out-
side Fez.

Joining France in a counteroffensive, Spain landed
50,000 troops in the Bay of Alhucemas on 8 September
1925. Three columns—including a Spanish Foreign Legion
contingent under Francisco Franco—pushed south into
Riff territory as World War I hero Marshal Henri-Philippe
Pétain led six mutually supporting French forces on a wide
front north to Ajdir, Krim’s headquarters. The city fell on 2
October 1925.

Weakened by heavy casualties, poor harvests, disease,
and diverse tribal interests, Abd-el Krim surrendered on 26
May 1926, and was exiled to a French island for 20 years. Al-
though finally suppressed in 1934, the Riff uprising con-
tributed to the Spanish Civil War two years later.

When released in 1947 Abd-el Krim accepted Egypt’s
protection and later became leader of a North African na-
tionalist movement opposed to European rule.

Gary J. Komar

See also: Franco, Francisco; Pétain, Henri-Philippe

References and further reading:

Asprey, Robert B. War in the Shadows. Garden City: Doubleday and
Co., 1975.

McLeave, Hugh. The Damned Die Hard. New York: Saturday Review
Press, 1973.



Abdelkader (1808-1883)
Algerian leader, fought against French colonialism. Born 6
September 1808 near Mascara, Algeria, he became emir of
Mascara when his father, Mahi-el-Din, died in 1832. He fur-
thered jihad against the French and shrewdly increased his
power. Although he won a battle at La Macta on 28 June
1835, he failed to prevent French forces from sacking Mas-
cara in December of that year. Abdelkader met defeat at
Sikkah on 6 July 1836 and was on the verge of losing support
of the tribes. He began peace talks with the French, eventu-
ally agreeing to the peace of the Tafna on 30 May 1837.

Abdelkader ran an efficient government over most of Al-
geria until French attempts to expand their holdings
prompted him to revive the jihad in November 1839. His
forces struggled, losing Tlemcen in 1842, and suffering a
major defeat at Smala on 10 May 1843 when his 40,000-man
army lost to a French army of 2,000 led by the Duke of Au-
male. He then fled to Morocco and raised another army. But
he was defeated at the hands of a smaller French army at the
Battle of the Isly River on 14 August 1844, a defeat that re-
sulted in the loss of Moroccan support. He then moved to
suppress a rebellion in the Dahra region of Algeria, winning
several battles. Later he was forced by the French to return to
Morocco, where he again attempted to raise an army. Com-
pelled to fight against Morocco, he eventually was defeated,
left for Algeria, and surrendered to the Duke of Aumale on
23 December 1847 in exchange for safe passage to the Lev-
ant. He was held in a French prison from 1848 to 1852, freed
by Napoleon III, then moved to Damascus where he died on
26 May 1883.

Harold Wise
See also: French Colonial Wars
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Abercromby, Sir Ralph (1734-1801)

British general whose leadership restored prestige to the
army in the 1790s, setting the stage for the defeat of
Napoleon in Egypt. Born in Clackmannanshire, Scotland, on
7 October 1734, Abercromby, unusually, studied at Rugby,
Edinburgh, and Leipzig, then entered the army in 1756. Ser-
vice in the Seven Years’ War introduced him to the doctrine
of Frederick the Great. Although he rose in rank, his criti-
cism of government policies kept him away from active
service; he retired from the army in 1783 and became a
member of Parliament for Clackmannan.

Aboukir 3

He returned to service in 1793, commanding a brigade
against revolutionary France. During the retreat from Flan-
ders in the winter of 1794-1795, Abercromby commanded
the rear column, securing the army’s retreat from a disas-
trous campaign. In recognition of his skills he was knighted
and given command of an expedition to the West Indies,
successfully taking Grenada, St. Lucia, St. Vincent, and
Trinidad from the French.

Returning to Britain victorious in 1797, Abercromby was
appointed commander in chief in Ireland. He successfully
reorganized the forces there, but his zealous efforts to estab-
lish the supremacy of civil rather than military power met
with resistance from the government and led him to resign
his post.

In 1800 he was ordered to oust French forces in Egypt.
His direction of the army to a successful landing at Aboukir
Bay in early March 1801 in the face of stiff opposition is re-
membered as one of the British army’s most daring exploits.
Abercromby faced a counterattack by French forces on 21
March; it was repelled with heavy losses, but he was mortally
wounded in the fighting. He died at sea on board the HMS
Foudroyant and was buried at Malta, a future Wellington
cutoff.

Don N. Hagist

See also: Alexandria; French Revolutionary Wars; Irish Uprising

Aboukir (25 July 1799)

A battle between the French army in Egypt, about 10,000
strong under Napoleon Bonaparte, and the Ottoman army of
Rhodes, 15,000 strong, under Mustafa Pasha. In October
1798, the Ottoman sultan declared war on France, and began
a two-pronged advance against the French army of Egypt.
The army of Damascus was to march through Syria and
Palestine and into Egypt by way of the Sinai Desert. The
army of Rhodes was to be transported to Alexandria by a
combined Turkish and British fleet.

Bonaparte sought to deal with the first of these thrusts by
invading Syria. Although he was unable to obtain any perma-
nent advantage, and suffered heavy losses besieging Acre, he
did scatter the forces of the pasha of Damascus at the Battle
of Mount Tabor on 16 April 1799. Bonaparte then withdrew
to Cairo, arriving on 14 June 1799. On 11 July, the infantry
and artillery of the army of Rhodes arrived off Aboukir, near
Alexandria, and quickly seized the town, but not the castle,
which resisted for several days before submitting. This delay
allowed Bonaparte, by dint of vigorous movement, to bring
10,000 men, including 1,000 cavalry, to Aboukir by 24 July.
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Bonaparte found the Turkish army deployed in two lines,
in front of Aboukir castle, which was strongly garrisoned
with Turkish forces. Though the French infantry badly
mauled the Turkish forces, the issue was decided by the
French cavalry commanded by Joachim Murat. A cavalry
charge by Murat forced its way through the Turkish lines,
and into the Ottoman headquarters. Overwhelmed by the
French cavalry, the Turkish army fled to the beaches, or to-
ward the castle. Turkish losses were in excess of 2,000, fur-
ther increased by the subsequent surrender of Aboukir Cas-
tle. French losses were 220 killed and 750 wounded.

As a result of the battle, Bonaparte secured the position
of the French army in Egypt. However, both Bonaparte and
the Directory independently decided to abandon the Egyp-
tian campaign. Bonaparte, without actually receiving orders
to do so, left the Army of Egypt on 22 August 1799, with only
a few staff officers. He arrived in France on 9 October, where
he began preparations to overthrow the Directory, which
culminated in the coup of the 18th Brumaire.

Joseph M. Isenberg

See also: Alexandria; French Revolutionary Wars; Murat, Joachim,

Grand Duke of Cleves-Berg, King of Naples;
Napoleon I; Pyramids
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Abrams, Creighton William, Jr. (1914-1974)

U.S. Army commander during World War II, Korea, and Viet-
nam. Creighton Abrams was born 15 September 1914 in
Springfield, Massachusetts. He graduated from the U.S. Mili-
tary Academy at West Point in 1936 and was commissioned
a cavalry officer. During World War II, he commanded the
37th Tank Battalion and demonstrated aggressive leadership
as the vanguard of the drive across Europe. During the Ko-
rean War, Abrams gained valuable staff experience serving
as the chief of staff for the I, IX, and X Corps.

During the early 1960s, Abrams found himself involved
in two crises—as commander of the 3d Armored Division
in Europe during the Berlin Crisis and as commander of fed-
eral troops deployed to maintain order after the integration
of the University of Mississippi.

In 1967, Abrams was assigned as deputy commander of
the U.S. Military Assistance Command (MACV), Vietnam.
During the Tet Offensive, he supervised operations in north-
ern Vietnam, including the recapture of Hue. Abrams as-
sumed command of MACV in the aftermath of Tet. He

changed American tactics to emphasis the defense of popu-
lated areas and replaced search-and-destroy missions with
small-unit patrols.

Abrams left Vietnam in 1972 after the North Vietnamese
Easter Offensive and returned to the United States to serve
as army chief of staff. During this assignment he worked to
rebuild the army, instituting the all-volunteer army and
working to integrate reserve components. Abrams died in
1974 following a battle with cancer. He was respected as
both a combat soldier and an advisor to civilian leaders. The
outstanding performance of the U.S. Army during the tri-
umphant Gulf War can be considered his memorial.

William Hartley

See also: U.S. Army; Vietnam Conflict
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Abu al-Abbas (722-754)

Overthrew Umayyads and established the Abbasid
Caliphate. The Abbasids—a branch of the family of the
Prophet Muhammad descended from his uncle ‘Abbas—
had been seeking to overthrow the reigning Umayyad
Caliphate since 718. They eventually recruited a large cadre
of supporters in Khurasan (northeastern Iran), raising the
banners of revolt in 747. Abbasid forces swept through Iran
and reached Kufa, Iraq, in September 749, but that same year
their leader, Ibrahim ibn Muhammad, was caught and exe-
cuted. His obscure brother, Abu al-Abbas, then assumed
leadership of the movement.

Abu al-Abbas declared himself caliph at Kufa in Novem-
ber 749. In his inauguration, he warned his listeners he
would spill whatever blood was required to eliminate any
opponents. Two months later, his forces crushed the main
Umayyad army along the Zab River. Marwan II, the
Umayyad caliph, fled westward first to Syria, then Palestine,
and finally Egypt. At the same time, the Abbasids began a
campaign of massacres against other Umayyad family
members and their supporters. When Yazid ibn Hubayra,
Umayyad governor of Wasit, surrendered after a year of
siege, the Abbasids promised him safe conduct, but shortly
after his capitulation Yazid’s captors broke their pledge and
killed him. Even the tombs of Umayyad caliphs were dese-
crated. Marwan II was finally slain in August 750.

When several Shia Muslim groups attempted to revolt,
Abu al-Abbas crushed them pitilessly. In the end, just before



his death, the first Abbasid caliph was killing some of the
men who had brought his family to power.
Weston E. Cook Jr.

See also: Abbasid Revolution
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Abu Klea (19 January 1885)
Battle during the Gordon Relief Expedition, 1885. Sir Garnet
Wolseley, sent to rescue General Charles Gordon from his en-
trapment at Khartoum, dispatched two columns of about
2,000 men each to the city. One was the river column under
General William Earle, and the other was the desert column
under General Herbert Stewart. As Earle’s column worked its
way up the Nile, Stewart’s men set off across the desert. The
desert march became a desperate race between oases both
against heat and thirst and against the Mahdi’s dervishes.
On 19 January, the Mahdi (Muhammad Ahmad) placed
about 10,000 of his men on the track between Stewart and
the oasis at Abu Klea. Stewart formed a square but left out-
riders well ahead of the formation and allowed Colonel Fred
Burnaby to weaken the rear of the square by moving sailors
and their naval guns out of position. The Mahdi’s forces
launched a massive, determined, and well-paced attack
against the square. To avoid shooting their comrades out-
side, the men on the front of the square held fire until the
outriders could get in, by which time the dervishes were
dangerously close. While sustained fire kept the front secure,
the Mahdists worked their way around and smashed into the
back corner Burnaby had dismantled, and broke the square
itself. The square was restored, and terrible losses were in-
flicted on the dervishes, who were forced to retire. This rep-
resents, however, the only time a British square was broken.
Burnaby and 65 British soldiers and 800 of the Mahdi’s men
were killed. Two days later, Stewart himself was mortally
wounded, Wolseley had to send his chief of staff Colonel
Redvers Buller across the desert to extract the column, and
Gordon was not rescued.

James B. Thomas
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Academies, Military

In the ancient world, the training of cadres for military lead-
ership was the province of a small military elite that was re-
sponsible for the preservation and transmission of military
doctrine. In the West, the collapse of Roman political insti-
tutions severely inhibited this transmittal, and in the Mid-
dle Ages, warfare had to be all but reinvented with the aid of
Vegetius’s treatise, De re militari, dating from the fourth
century.

By the end of the Renaissance, powerful kingdoms were
rapidly solving the problems associated with making mili-
tary power a dependable school of statecraft. The need for
trained military leaders combined with the application of
reason to social problems produced the first military acad-
emy, the Schola Militaris, at Seigen, the Netherlands, founded
in 1617 to teach the military doctrine of the Nassau family.
Though it lasted only six years, its utility was evident, and
other schools followed, most notably the military academy
Louis XIV founded at Metz in 1668 and the Royal Military
Academy founded in 1741 at Woolwich to train engineering
and artillery officers. The majority of officers still bought
their commissions and learned their duties by exercise or
were promoted from the ranks of noncommissioned offi-
cers, who already knew the basics of military science. The
experience of the Napoleonic Wars, including dramatic
changes in the size of armies, tactical doctrine, and military
technology, as well as a heady dose of national fervor, pro-
moted the proliferation of military academies for the train-
ing of competent and patriotic junior officers, as well as the
development of higher schools for advanced training in spe-
cialized areas and for staff officers.

The U.S. Military Academy, founded in 1802 in West
Point, New York, was the first (and for decades the only)
school of engineering in the United States. Sylvanus Thayer,
superintendent from 1817 to 1833, modeled the institution
on France’s Ecole Polytechnique and introduced modes of
organization and discipline that would become normative
over the institution’s history. Though its graduates proved
their engineering skills in the country’s rapid expansion and
their military skills in the Mexican-American and Civil
Wars, the academy languished somewhat in the late nine-
teenth century.

After World War 1, the academy’s curriculum was re-
formed and updated, and in the 20 years following World
War II, the teaching of humanities and social sciences was
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significantly augmented to comprise nearly 50 percent of the
curriculum, which leads to a bachelor’s degree and commis-
sion as a second lieutenant in the army. The Corps of Cadets
avenges a little over 4,000. Entrants are selected on the basis
of prior academic performance from nominees presented by
the president and members of Congress (a process unique to
the United States) and from army personnel.

Britain supplemented its foundation at Woolwich by es-
tablishing the Royal Military Academy in 1802; it has been
located at Sandhurst since 1812. In 1947, Woolwich was
merged into Sandhurst. The curriculum, divided into six
terms of 13 weeks, comprises military subjects, mathemat-
ics, science, and modern languages, with some students pre-
pared for examination in mechanics at Cambridge Univer-
sity or degree studies at the Royal Military College of Science
at Shrivenham. The student body averages 1,000. Upon
graduation, they receive commissions on the basis of vacan-
cies existing in the various army branches.

Napoleon founded the Ecole Speciale Militaire in 1802
and housed it at St. Cyr, near Versailles, in 1808. Though it
moved to Brittany in 1947 and absorbed other schools for
cavalry, engineers’ artillery, and infantry, and was renamed
the Ecole Speciale Militaire Interarmes, it is still popularly
known as St. Cyr. Cadets are organized into three battalions,
two of persons holding the baccalaureat and one chosen
from noncommissioned officers. The former are commis-
sioned as second lieutenants after two years of study and go
on to a third year of specialized study in a specific branch of
the army. The latter receive their commissions at the end of a
single year.

The German army system of cadet training began with
the Prussian efforts to reorganize and modernize during the
Napoleonic Wars and constituted one of the most highly ef-
fective officer training systems ever developed. After a hiatus
at the end of World War II, West Germany developed officer
training schools at Hanover, Munich, and Koblenz based on
the historic system. Candidates who were secondary school
graduates and had completed army basic training (or non-
commissioned officers who passed a special examination)
put in a year at school, followed by regimental service and
schooling in a special arm, such as artillery or infantry, and
were commissioned when their commanding officer was
satisfied with their progress. After reunification, the training
methods and institutions of West Germany prevailed over
those of East Germany.

Czarist Russia opened a modern military academy in
1855 (and an air academy as early as 1910!). The Soviets
closed these as antidemocratic and relied on a system of
three-year officer candidate schools operated by the various
branches of the army and navy. During World War II, they
founded 30 junior military schools (Suvarov schools)

throughout the nation and two naval schools (Nakhimov
schools) at Leningrad and Baku. Open only to children of
armed service veterans, these gave children a seven-year
secondary school preparation for officer candidate school.
After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia maintained
eight military academies and one military university, none
of which functioned at full enrollment.

Despite drastic reductions in most of the world’s military
forces, military academies enjoy unprecedented prestige
and can select among the most highly qualified of appli-
cants.

Joseph M. McCarthy
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Adowa (1896)

The most decisive defeat inflicted on a colonial expedi-
tionary force by native African troops. In 1895, newly en-
throned Ethiopian king Menelik II became infuriated when
he discovered that Italy had assumed a virtual protectorate
over his country in the altered international version of the
recently signed Italo-Abyssian treaty. Menelik mounted a
hastily organized raid on an Italian advance post at Coatit,
which the Italians repulsed. This incident gave the Italians
the impression that the Ethiopians could not stand up to Eu-
ropean firepower.

Rome, in turn, was infuriated by Menelik’s stance and or-
dered Eritrea’s Italian governor Oreste Baratieri to punish
the Africans’ insolence. The general captured the towns of
Makalle, Adrigat, and Adowa, and planned to fortify these
outposts as a natural line of defense. Once again, vastly un-
derestimating the military capabilities of infuriated African
warriors, Baratieri’s mere 25,000 men were outnumbered by
Menelik’s forces, which had swelled to an accretion of
196,000 men gathered at their capital, Addis Ababa, more
than half of whom were half armed with modern rifles and
supported with mobile field pieces.

Apprehensive, Baratieri withdrew to Adigat where Mene-



lik besieged his force for 45 days. When Menelik offered the
surrounded Italian garrison safe passage, the gesture only
further stung Rome, whereupon the Francesco Crispi régime
dispatched reinforcements and money, urging Baratieri to
press the war home.

Apprehensive, Baratieri expected that Menelik would at-
tack his dug-in troops, but the Ethiopian commander in-
stead concentrated his forces at Adowa and waited for
Baratieri to advance. This waiting game continued through
February 1896, as supplies on both sides dwindled. Mene-
lik’s system of depots was running low and he began to con-
sider falling back. Baratieri’s food, even on half rations,
would last only another week. Also, he was stung by a
telegram from Crispi, accusing him of cowardice, and the ex-
asperation of his subordinates.

Hastily, Baratieri organized his 15,000 men for a march
in three independent brigade columns, which were to con-
verge on peaks overlooking Adowa to the rear of Menelik’s
concentration after a one-day hike (assuming that Menelik
would feel compelled to assault their defensive positions on
the heights). Unexpectedly forbidding terrain, combined
with outdated maps supplied from headquarters, resulted in
the isolated Italian columns becoming confused and disor-
ganized. They engaged Menelik’s advance guards piecemeal,
opening great gaps in their disjointed line. At this juncture,
Menelik’s 85,000-plus multitude was reinforced by the
30,000 troops of Ras Makkonen. Swarms of African troops
threw themselves upon the divided Italian brigades. One of
the Italian units, in the absence of orders from Italian head-
quarters, nevertheless mounted a valiant, methodical fight-
ing withdrawal. Baratieri tardily ordered the other belea-
guered brigade to retreat.

Ultimately, General Baratieri’s botched venture lost 6,600
Italian soldiers and 268 officers, along with an unknown
number of allied Eritrean troops. Another 1,700 were taken
prisoner. Abyssinian losses are variously estimated at 2,000
to 7,000 dead and 10,000 wounded, with 900 captured. On
25 October 1896 the ensuing Treaty of Addis Ababa recog-
nized the independence of Abyssinia. But forty years later,
under Benito Mussolini, the Italians would be back.

Jim Bloom

See also: Italian Colonial Wars
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Adrianople, Battle of (Thrace,9 August 378)
Disastrous Roman defeat by Visigoths. The Eastern emperor
Valens (r. 364-378) and many high-ranking officers died in
the battle. Roman historian Ammianus Marcellinus wrote of
the event, “Scarcely one-third of the whole army escaped”

In oppressive heat and dust, Valens marched 11 miles
from Adrianople to attack the Goths. His 20,000 cavalry and
40,000 infantry outnumbered the 50,000 Gothic infantry,
but the latter held a good defensive position in a wagon
laager atop a low hill. Such Gothic wagon circles were no
hastily arranged affairs. Ammianus says that the laager at
Adrianople was formed as perfectly as if “turned on a lathe””
The poet Claudian tells of another with a double moat and
stakes placed along the top “two deep.” The wagons them-
selves were covered in ox-hide and seemed “like a wall.”

To gain time and allow the return of his cavalry away for-
aging, Visigothic king Fritigern fired the grass on the plain
below and dispatched emissaries to Valens, who refused to
be delayed and attacked. At first the battle went his way.
Valens used his infantry to hold the center while his cavalry
closed on the laager and engaged the Goths on the right.
Suddenly, some 50,000 Gothic cavalry appeared on the right
and attacked the Romans “like a thunderbolt.” Valens’s army
was checked and his cavalry routed, the infantry trapped be-
tween the Gothic horse and foot. The latter now sallied from
their wagons and overwhelmed the Roman cavalry, rede-
ploying on the Roman left wing. The infantry broke. Valens’s
efforts to halt the rout with two units of the auxilia palatina
were to no avail.

The early Christian scholar St. Ambrose called the battle
“the end of all humanity, the end of the world.” Although a
major defeat and a significant blow to Roman prestige, the
consequences of Adrianople should not be exaggerated. The
defeat was the result of Valens’s impetuosity and not of the
army’s inefficiency.

Nic Fields

See also: Goths
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Zthelbald’s Wars (733-750)

Mercia establishes hegemony, paving the way for English
unification. The early history of the kingdom of Mercia is
obscure, but this changed with the reign of Penda, son of
Pybba (r. 632-654). He extended his writ over Wessex (645)
and East Anglia (650), gaining control of all England south
of the Humber. Although Mercia declined after his death,
Mercian expansion was resumed during the next century
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under Athelbald, son of Alweo (r. 716-757), a grandson of
Eowa, brother of Penda.

By 731, Athelbald controlled all England south of the
Humber. In a 736 charter he is styled “king not only of all the
Mercians but also of all the provinces, which are called by
the general name South English.” Since Athelbald issued
coins bearing his image in a crowned war-helm (cynehelm),
this hegemony was undoubtedly acquired through conquest.

In 737, Athelbald raided north of the Humber, possibly
with the idea of conquering Northumbria. In 740, he sacked
York, while King Eadberht was absent campaigning against
the Picts. Other campaigns included one against the Welsh
(743).

Zthelbald’s only reversal came in 752 at the hands of
Cuthred, king of the West Saxons. He encountered Athelbald
at Beorhford (Burford, Oxfordshire?) and, in the words of the
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, “put him to flight” In the end, this
victory did little more than postpone the inevitable. In 757,
Cuthred’s successor, Cynewulf (r. 757-786), acknowledged
his subordination by coming to the Mercian court.

Zthelbald’s supremacy was neither easily won nor stable;
he also made many enemies. St. Boniface, archbishop of
Canterbury, for example, reproached him for not taking a
wife, and instead committing fornication with nuns, and for
seizing the lands of the Mercian church. This was a common
theme with the churchmen of the time.

As an old man Athelbald was still violent and prone to las-
civious behavior. His bodyguard murdered him at Seckington
near Tamworth, in a terrible (though not unique) breach of
the Anglo-Saxon code of fidelity. Who gave the orders is un-
clear. Athelbald’s heir, Beornred, succeeded him, but civil war
followed and his cousin Offa (r. 757-796) seized the throne.

No other king maintained so general an ascendancy for
so long, and it is significant that a contemporary chronicler
describes Athelbald as a “royal tyrant” As a consequence,
Zthelbald and his successor, Offa, thus paved the way for the
future unification of the English. On his death Athelbald
was Rex Britanniae, Bretwalda (“Britain-ruler”), a king to
whom other kings were subject. They attended his court,
paid him tribute, and fought under his leadership.

Nic Fields

See also: Offa’s Wars

References and further reading:

Walker, I. W. Mercia and the Making of England. Stroud, UK: Sutton,
2001.

Aétius, Flavius (c. 395-454)
Victor over the Huns. Born son of a magister equitum (mas-
ter of cavalry) at Durostorum, Moesia Inferior, Aétius was

appointed magister utriusque militiae praesentalis (master of
both services with the emperor) in 430 after successful bat-
tles against Visigoths and Franks in Gaul. On the death of ri-
val Bonifatius, Aétius secured profound influence over
Valentinian I1I (r. 425-455). He was consul three times (432,
437,446), an unprecedented number for one not of the im-
perial house; it was said that envoys were no longer sent to
the emperor, but to Aétius. Appointed patrician (patricius: a
title now denoting generalissimo) in 433, he became the ef-
fective ruler of the western empire. He held absolute power
for over 20 years until treacherously assassinated by Valen-
tinian himself (21 September 454). One of Valentinian’s ad-
visers later remarked: “You have cut off your right hand with
your left”

Aétius’s power was based not so much on military ability,
undeniably great, as on his close relations with the Huns. He
had lived as a hostage among them as a youth. He had
learned much about their customs and had established ties
of friendship with the Hun royal family. In 424, Aétius raised
a large force of Huns on behalf of the usurper Ioannes.
Again, in 433, he recovered his hold over the imperial court
in Ravenna with the aid of Hunnic mercenaries. For the next
five or six years he employed them regularly. For instance, he
commanded Huns during the recovery of Gaul, when his
main achievement was the merciless destruction of the Bur-
gundian kingdom. Hunnic mercenaries are not mentioned
again after 439.In 451, Aétius combined his armies with the
Visigoths to defeat Attila at Chélons.

Nic Fields
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Agathocles (361-289 B.C.E.)

Ancient Sicilian warlord, notable for his ruthlessness. Aga-
thocles was born in 361 B.c.E. in Thermae Himerenses (pres-
ent Términi Imerese) on the east bank of the mouth of the
Himera (present San Leonardo) River on the north coast of
Sicily. About 343 he moved to Syracuse (present Siracusa),
the major seaport on the east coast of Sicily, joined the army,
and rose through the ranks. Frustrated by local politics,
greedy for power, and seeking to subdue and unify the rival
Sicilian towns, he tried three times after 323 to overthrow
the government, was banished the first two times, but finally
led a successful coup d’état in 317. He quickly consolidated
his authority, reigned as Tyrant of Syracuse from 316 to 304,
and as king thereafter until his death, probably from cancer,
in 289.



Under Agathocles, Syracuse conquered most of northern
and western Sicily. Worried about this growth of Syracusan
military domination, Carthage, the main power in North
Africa, launched a preemptive invasion of Sicily in 311.
Carthaginian general Hamilcar Grisgo defeated the Sicilians
at Himera, just across the river from Agathocles’ birthplace,
and besieged Syracuse. Escaping from the siege with 13,000
men, Agathocles went on the counteroffensive in 310. He in-
vaded Africa, disrupted Hamilcar’s logistics, and defeated a
superior Carthaginian force near Carthage. Usually success-
ful against the Carthaginians on both fronts, he concluded a
peace treaty in 306.

Agathocles invaded southern Italy about 305 and stayed
until 302. For the rest of his life, he enlarged both the army
and the navy, built fortifications and public works, and con-
tinued pursuing his territorial ambitions throughout the Si-
cilian countryside. The Romans later honored his memory
as they fought Carthage in the Punic Wars.

Ericv.d. Luft

See also: Ancient Warfare; Punic Wars
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Agincourt, Battle of (25 October 1415)
Great English victory during Hundred Years’ War. Following
England’s declaration of war, an army under Henry V (r.
1387-1422) landed in Normandy in August and laid siege to
Harfleur, which surrendered in September. On 12 October,
the 6,000-strong English army began a march to Calais.
Hampered by torrential rains, wrecked bridges, and heavily
defended fords, it did not cross the upper Somme until 19
October. By that time French forces, numbering some 25,000
to 30,000 men, had crossed the lower Somme. They moved
to stand astride the English line of advance at Agincourt on
24 October.

The following morning found the armies at opposite
ends of a narrow defile between heavily wooded areas. After
occupying the narrowest part of the gorge, the English were

King Henry V of England taking part in the Battle of Agincourt. (Hulton/Archive)
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forced to fight defensively in prepared positions. The French
assembled in three formations, each behind the other. This
deployment negated their numerical advantage. They also
failed to employ cavalry against English archers either on
the flanks or in the rear, forcing them to undertake succes-
sive frontal assaults. The French attacks were broken one af-
ter the other. Only the first threatened to break into English
defenses. With the second- and third-wave attacks faltering
amid thick mud and suffering heavy losses, an English
charge dispersed what remained of the French army.

The battle cost the French perhaps 5,000 to 6,000 dead,
with hundreds taken prisoner. The English losses, allegedly,
were a little more than a hundred. The battle had no imme-
diate military result: The war continued the treaty of Troyes
in 1420. By that time the English-French struggle formed
part of a wider context of civil war within France. The bat-
tle's enduring fame undoubtedly owes much to Shake-
speare’s play, King Henry the Fifth.

H. P Willmott

See also: Crécy, Battle of
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Agricola, Gnaeus Julius (40-93)
Model governor of Britain, father-in-law of historian Taci-
tus. Agricola was born in the colony of Forum Iulii in Gallia
Narbonensis. He had gone over to Vespasian even before the
would-be emperor had publicly declared his hand (69).
Agricola was later a loyal supporter of the Flavians and in
77, aged 37, he was appointed governor (legatus praetorius)
of Britain. He came to his post with considerable local
knowledge and experience, something unusual for a Roman
governor of the time. Agricola had twice served in the
province previously, as a legionary tribune (tribunus lati-
clavius) during the Boudican Revolt (60-61), and as legate
(legatus legionis) of legio XX Valeria Victrix (70-73).
Agricola arrived in his province late in 77. His first action
was suppression of the Ordovices of central and north
Wales. The following summer (78), his first full campaign-
ing season, seems to have found him in the territory of the
Brigantes where, according to Tacitus, he built forts. He may
also have spent some time north of the Solway, in what is
now southern Scotland. He also operated there during his
third season (79), ravaging tribes as far north as the estuary
of the Tay. Again, he built forts. The next two years (80-81),
Agricola consolidated the Forth-Clyde line. In a sixth season
(82), spent north of the Forth, victory narrowly eluded him

against the Caledonians. A seventh (83) culminated in the
Battle of Mons Graupius. Recalled in spring 84, he was, ac-
cording to Tacitus, denied further appointments because of
the jealousy of Emperor Domitian (r. 81-96).
Nic Fields
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Aguinaldo, Emilio (1869-1964)
Filipino nationalist. Born on 23 March 1869 near Cavite on
Luzon and educated at the University of Santo Tomas in
Manila, Aguinaldo became the mayor of Cavite Viejo in 1896.
At the same time, he led a local faction of the Katipunan, a
revolutionary group, in the Filipino insurrection against
Spanish rule. In 1897, Aguinaldo agreed to go into exile in re-
turn for a pension and the promise of reform within the
Philippines. During the Spanish-American War, he aided the
American forces in the Philippine Islands, but then broke
with the Americans on the issue of Philippine independence.
Proclaimed president of the Republic of the Philippines by a
provisional congress in 1899, Aguinaldo fought an epochal
and costly guerrilla war against American forces until his
capture by a ruse on 23 March 1901. Persuaded to take an
oath of allegiance to the United States, he was granted a pen-
sion by the American government and retired to private life.

During World War I, the elderly Aguinaldo was forced to
participate in anti-American propaganda by the Japanese
government. Following the liberation of the Philippines, he
was taken into custody by American troops and held on sus-
picion of collaboration with the enemy, but he was subse-
quently exonerated. Aguinaldo died in Manila on 6 February
1964.

Alexander M. Bielakowski
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Airborne Operations
The use of parachute troops began during World War II. The
first operational use was in May 1940 when German glider-



borne troops attacked the strategic fort of Eben Emael. The
British and American armies soon developed parachute and
glider-borne troops as well. The German paratroops’ last op-
eration was the assault on Crete in 1941, after which German
Fallschirmjager saw action in the infantry role only.

Allied paratroops were in action from early in the war,
but the greatest operations were Operation OVERLORD (the
invasion of Europe in June 1944), Operation MARKET GARDEN
(Montgomery’s ill-conceived assault on Holland in Septem-
ber 1944), and the Rhine crossing in 1945. Since the war
there have been other parachute operations, most notably
the Anglo-French Suez Canal operation in November 1956,
the Mitla Pass operation by Israeli airborne forces in the
same year, and operations by American air cavalry in the
Vietnam conflict.

Since their inception airborne troops have possessed an
aura of superiority in comparison with regular infantry.
They have always been seen as fit, intelligent, and aggressive
troops, whose surprise and shock effect far outweigh their
actual strength on the ground. Due to their method of arriv-
ing quickly in a battle area, they have great strategic mobil-
ity, although this is severely limited once they are on the
ground due to their diminished scales of equipment. A para-
trooper starts and finishes the battle with what he can take
with him, or what can be air-dropped to him.

The greatest single advantage of airborne operations is
surprise—in the time it takes the aircraft to fly over the
drop zone, troops are landing on the ground, forming up,
and fighting. In rear areas this can have a devastating effect,
as long as planning and reconnaissance have placed the drop
zone in a relatively undefended area, or the drop zone has
been secured beforehand by an advance party.

Air-mobile troops—carried into battle by rotary-wing
aircraft—have the added advantage that once used they can
be retrieved, returned to base, and reused as necessary. The
air cavalry concept is a good one, but such troops should not
be committed against defended landing zones or for tasks
that the ground forces are capable of performing equally
well. Airborne and air-mobile troops are too expensive to
train and maintain to allow them to be squandered casually.

World War II also created the glider-borne soldier. Al-
though paratroops can be widely scattered over a drop zone
(for instance the U.S. 272d and 101st Airborne Divisions’
drops west of the Utah beach lodgement area on 6 June
1944), glider-borne troops are able to be landed in tactical
groups exactly where they are needed (Eben Emael 1940,
Caen Canal and River Orne operation, 6 June 1944). They
can also bring in more and heavier equipment. But gliders
soon earned an evil reputation for their landing characteris-
tics—grimly derided as “controlled crashes.” The end of
World War IT also saw the end of glider operations.

Perhaps the most complicated airborne operation was
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Operation MARKET GARDEN in September 1944. The com-
mander of the British Twenty-first Army Group, General
Bernard Montgomery, wanted a narrow thrust operation
aimed at Berlin, a plan only reluctantly approved by General
Eisenhower.

The operation, opening on 17 September 1944, involved
three simultaneous airborne operations and was conducted
by the U.S. 101st and 272d Airborne Divisions, and the
British 1st Airborne. This air assault showed the characteris-
tics of airborne troops in their best light—adaptable, intelli-
gent, and above all of an indomitable spirit and a high esprit
de corps. However, most particularly at Arnhem, the opera-
tion also demonstrated the limitations of such troops when
faced with serious opposition. The drop zones were too far
from the Arnhem bridges for the paratroops to have any rea-
sonable chance of getting to them easily. Further, they were
dropped into the middle of two German SS Panzer divisions;
paratroops have a limited ability to fight tanks because they
cannot carry heavy antitank weapons with them.

In all cases where airborne, glider-borne, or air-mobile
troops are to be used, it has been vital to the operation’s suc-
cess that the airborne troops land in areas where there is no
strong enemy presence, yet which are within easy striking
distance of the objective. Once the landed troops have taken
their objective, they must be relieved by ground forces as
soon as possible, for vertical envelopment is only of short
duration.

David Westwood
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Akbar the Great (1542-1605)

The most powerful and cultured emperor of India’s Mogul
Dynasty, a true renaissance ruler and a brilliant warrior. In-
heriting Mogul India from his opium-addled father, Hu-
mayun, Akbar came to the throne as an adolescent. The Sur
Dynasty of the Punjab greeted his accession with an inva-
sion of Hindu, Afghan, and Muslim warriors under the
Hindu general Hemu. Although his army was much smaller
than Hemu’s, Akbar and his advisers scattered the Surid
forces at the Battle of Panipat in November 1556. Within two
years, the Mogul counteroffensive captured Lahore, Multan,
and other Surid strongholds. From 1561 to 1564, Akbar con-
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quered the Hindu rajas of Mmalwa and Gondwana, gaining
control of northern central India. He also began the massive
defensive complex, the “Red Fort,” at Agra.

After a four-year pause, the emperor took the field
against the rajas of Chitor, Ranthambor, and Kalanjar and, in
1573, intervened in the sultanate of Gujarat. Intervention
turned to annexation. Gujarat gave Akbar direct access to
the Arabian Sea. He next turned east and subjugated Bihar
and Bengal, then pivoted west in 1581 to subdue Afghani-
stan. One observer at this time remarked that his army con-
sisted of 50,000 cavalry, 500 war elephants, 28 cannons, and
uncountable infantry—Turks, Persians, Uzbeks, Afghans,
and all kinds of Hindu warriors.

In 1585, the desire to control access to central Asian trade
routes led Akbar to occupy Kashmir and Swat in the Indus
Valley north. To secure Bengal, he then turned eastward in
1592 to take Orissa and its coastline. New disturbances in
the east brought Akbar back to the Indus and, to anchor his
power there, he imposed his power over Sindh, Multan, and
Baluchistan. With these areas pacified by 1595, he spent the
next several years trying to expand southward in the Dec-
can, the heartland of central India. After 1601, however, Ak-
bar’s final military efforts had to focus on his rebellious heir,
Salim, who became master of the empire on his father’s
death in 1605.

Weston E Cook, Jr.
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Alamo (23 February-6 March 1836)

A minor siege operation of the Texan war for independence
that became an effective rallying cry for Texas forces and a
permanent national talisman. On 23 February 1836, General
Antonio Lopez de Santa Anna arrived near San Antonio and
the Mission San Antonio de Valero and began a siege of the
Texas volunteers who had refused to retreat from this ex-
posed position. Earlier, in December 1835, Texas volunteers
had driven out a detachment of the Mexican army and occu-
pied San Antonio, and now they faced Santa Anna and his
army, which grew ever larger as more and more troops ar-
rived in San Antonio. Eventually the army probably num-
bered somewhere between 2,000 and 6,000 men; the Texans,
even with a few reinforcements who answered the “call”

from the Alamo defenders and made their way through the
Mexican lines, never numbered more than 190 men.

The siege lasted for 13 days from 23 February through 6
March 1836. The Mexicans subjected the defenders to bom-
bardment from across the San Antonio River, and as the
days passed they continually moved their artillery closer,
coming within 800 yards of the Alamo. By 4 March, the Mex-
icans had moved some batteries within 200 yards of the
Alamo’s north wall, and the next day Santa Anna made plans
to take the Alamo by storm. Two previous attempts had
failed, and Santa Anna was determined that this one would
succeed; the delay at the Alamo was giving valuable time to
Texas insurgents to prepare defenses further north.

On 6 March 1836, Mexican troops moved into positions
shortly after midnight and at 5:00 A.M. they received the sig-
nal to attack. Santa Anna had indicated there will be no
quarter given, no mercy shown. The Mexicans attacked—
one column at the northwest corner, one column in the cen-
ter of the north wall, a third column toward the northeast,
and a final column along the southern defenses. Twice the
outnumbered defenders repelled the invaders, who took
heavy casualties.

Then the attackers managed to climb the north walls and
the defenders retreated toward the Mission. Santa Anna’s
men broke through on the south, and then generally pene-
trated the outer walls. The defenders retreated to the Long
Barracks, which they had fortified somewhat, and the Mexi-
cans turned the defenders’ own cannons around to batter
the walls. By 6:30 a.M. the battle was over and the Mexican
army had secured the Alamo.

All the defenders were killed, including Jim Bowie,
William Travis, who assumed command when Bowie be-
came too ill to continue, and Davy Crockett from Tennessee.
However Santa Anna spared the wife of one soldier, Susan
Dickerson, her baby, their Mexican nurse, and an African-
American youth. Santa Anna later had the bodies of the dead
defenders cremated. However, the Alamo became a rallying
cry for the Texas insurgents (Remember the Alamo!) who
used the delay at the Alamo to declare independence, ap-
prove a constitution, form a government, and prepare for
continued fighting.

Charles M. Dobbs
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Mexican Army soldiers under General Antonio Lopez de Santa Anna besiege Texans barricaded inside the Alamo during the Texas Revolution.
(Library of Congress)

Alanbrooke, First Viscount
(Alan Francis Brooke) (1883-1963)
British field marshal, chief of the Imperial General Staff
(CIGS) during World War II. Brooke was born on 23 July
1883 in Bagneres-de-Bigorre, France, to an Irish family. He
attended the Royal Military Academy, Woolwich, and in 1902
was commissioned into the Royal Field Artillery. During
World War I, Brooke served in France and was promoted to
lieutenant colonel. After assignments as an instructor at
both the Staff College and Imperial Defence College, Brooke
assumed command of the Mobile Division in 1937. The fol-
lowing year he became the commander of the Anti-Aircraft
Corps.

In 1939 Brooke was appointed to command II Corps of
the British Expeditionary Force. During the campaign in

France he skillfully withdrew his formation to Dunkirk
where it was evacuated to England. In 1940 Brooke became
commander in chief, Home Forces. In this appointment he
prepared the army to meet the threatened German invasion
of Britain.

In December 1941 Brooke succeeded John Dill as chief of
the Imperial General Staff. As the head of the army, he
worked closely with Winston Churchill to shape British mili-
tary strategy. On many occasions Brooke had great difficulty
in discouraging the prime minister’s more unsound military
schemes. Brooke also engaged in often heated negotiations
with his American counterparts to formulate overall Allied
strategy.

After 1940 Brooke had no further opportunities for field
command. In August 1942 he declined an offer to be com-
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mander in chief, Middle East, as he believed he was of more
use as CIGS than he would be in Egypt.

Brooke was promoted to field marshal in 1944, and was
created Viscount Alanbrooke in 1946. He died in Hampshire
on 17 June 1963.

Bradley P. Tolppanen
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Alaric (c.370-410)
King of the Visigoths (395-410) who invaded Italy and
sacked Rome (410). Alaric began his career as the leader of
auxiliary mercenary troops under Emperor Theodosius I (r.
379-395). Following Theodosius’s death, the Visigoths
elected Alaric king. He led the Visigoth army first into
Greece. There it sacked Corinth, Megara, Argos, and Sparta
as well as the Athenian port of Piraeus, sparing Athens itself
only after the city offered and paid a large ransom. In 400
Alaric invaded the Po Valley, but the Roman general Flavius
Stilicho defeated his troops at Pollentia in 402, and again at
Verona in 403. Alaric then retired from military campaign-
ing after being appointed prefect of the Roman province of
Ilyricum. Two years later (404-405) he joined forces with
Honorius (r. 395-423), emperor of the western empire,
against his brother Arcadius (r. 383-408) who ruled the
eastern empire. When Arcadius unexpectedly died, Hono-
rius canceled the planned invasion. Alaric demanded pay-
ment of a heavy indemnity that Stilicho agreed to pay. Hono-
rius subsequently ordered the execution of Stilicho and
Roman troops massacred the families of Stilicho’s barbarian
auxiliaries (408). These resulted in the defection of large
numbers of Stilicho’s former soldiers to Alaric, who again in-
vaded Italy. Since Honorius refused to pay a 4,000-pound
gold ransom, Alaric responded by surrounding Rome on
three separate occasions before allies within the city opened
the city’s gates to him on 24 August 410. For three days the
Visigoths pillaged the city, for the first time since antiquity.
Next Alaric marched south to Messina in preparation for an
invasion of Sicily and North Africa, but his ships never left
port due to a violent storm. He died shortly thereafter and
was succeeded by his brother Ataulf.

Cynthia Clark Northrup
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Alba, Fernando Alvarez de Toledo,
Duque de (1507-1582)

Accomplished Spanish commander, known for his severity,
and political figure during much of the nineteenth century.
Alvarez de Toledo, known by his noble title Duque de Alba,
was born on 29 October 1507 at Piedrahita, Castille. His fa-
ther died in battle in 1510, so he was raised by his grandfa-
ther, Rodrique de Toledo. At age 16, he joined the army of
King Charles I of Spain against France. His defense of the
Catalan coast and Perpignan during the Franco-Spanish War
earned him his reputation as a great commander. By 1555,
he was named generalissimo of the army of Italy. In 1567, he
was named captain general of the Low Countries. He under-
took a march with 10,000 troops from Italy to Brussels to
put down a rebellion. Alba was able to capture many of those
involved with the rebellion. He established the Council of the
Disturbances, which condemned to death without appeal
hundreds of citizens, including various noblemen.

In 1573 he was recalled to the court by the king, and ex-
perienced some ostracism from the king. However, in 1580
Phillip IT of Spain wanted Alba to reconquer Portugal,
which he claimed by inheritance. Although the duke accom-
plished his mission swiftly and completely, he died on 11
December 1582 in Lisbon. By this time he had become
viceroy of Portugal.

Peter Carr
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Alcibiades (c. 450-404 B.C.E.)

Athenian commander and traitor. A ward of Pericles and
student of Socrates, Alcibiades ranked among the most pop-
ular, handsome young men of Athens and the most notori-
ous turncoat in Greek history. Known for winning chariot
races at Olympia, Alcibiades persuaded the assembly to let
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him assume control of the Peloponnesian War after the
leader Nicias experienced several military setbacks. Alcibi-
ades reopened the war and initiated a campaign against
Syracuse in 416 B.C.E.

Just after the Athenian fleet sailed, all the Hermeses (stone
pillars bearing the head and genitals of Hermes, god of travel)
across Athens were defaced and castrated and Alcibiades was
implicated. The assembly issued orders recalling him to
Athens. He managed to escape and fled to Sparta where he
betrayed the Athenian plans for attacking Syracuse. He also
informed the Spartans that they could fortify an area outside
of Athens called Decelea, denying the Athenians access to
their agricultural fields at Euboea and their silver-mining op-
erations. During this campaign over 20,000 Athenian slaves
deserted and joined the Spartans. In 412 B.c.E. Alcibiades fled
to Persia after the Spartan king learned that he had been
sleeping with his wife. Once in Persia he offered to negotiate
for the Athenians but part of the arrangements involved
Athenian acceptance of a modified form of government.

Alcibiades returned to Athens in 409 B.C.E. and accepted
his former position as commander of the Athenian fleet.
Three years later the navy experienced a major defeat as a
result of Alcibiades placing an inexperienced acquaintance
in charge. For neglecting his duties the assembly exiled him.
He retired to a private villa in the Hellespont where he re-
mained until 404 B.C.E., when he was assassinated by his en-
emies, who could have been Spartan, Athenian, or Persian.

Cynthia Clark Northrup
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Alesia, Siege of (52 B.C.E.)

Decisive battle of the Gaulic rebellion against Rome. Led by
the charismatic Vercingetorix, most tribes in Gaul rebelled
against Roman rule in 52 B.C.E. Provincial Roman governor
Julius Caesar responded by concentrating his legions, then
forcing Vercingetorix and 80,000 men into the fortress city of
Alesia after three pitched battles.

Commanding fewer than 50,000 legionnaires, Caesar nev-
ertheless began a siege. Vercingetorix then dispatched his
cavalry to rally reinforcements from across Gaul, and in turn
the Romans constructed a double wall of fortifications
around Alesia facing toward and away from the city. The walls

stretched for 25 miles, connecting with more than 50 miles of
trenches, 23 forts, breastworks, palisades, turrets, and exten-
sive obstacles to slow the approach of Gaulic warriors.

When the Gaulic relief force arrived, the Romans faced
80,000 men in Alesia plus an estimated 250,000 foot soldiers
and 8,000 cavalry attacking from outside the city. Caesar
skillfully used interior lines, his fortifications, and the
greater discipline of his men to offset the Gaulic advantage,
but after two days of heavy fighting found his army pushed
almost to the breaking point. On the third day the Gauls
captured the Roman camp and Mount Rea, which formed a
crucial point in the Roman defense. In desperation, Caesar
personally led the last of his reserves in a climactic counter-
attack, and when his German cavalry outflanked the Gauls
and attacked them from behind, the battle decisively turned
to his advantage. With all hope of victory gone, Vercingetorix
surrendered the next day, and Roman power in Gaul quickly
recovered.

Lance Janda
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Alexander, Field Marshal Earl the Hon Harold
Rupert Leofric George (1891-1969)

British field marshal, commander of Allied forces during
World War II. Born 10 December 1891 in London, Alexander
was commissioned into the army in 1911.

He served in France during World War I, commanded a
Baltic unit in Latvia, and led a brigade on the Indian frontier.
In 1937 Alexander became the youngest major general in the
British army.

Alexander served with the British Expeditionary Force in
France in 1939, and in 1940 commanded the rear guard dur-
ing the retreat to Dunkirk. He directed the evacuation of the
troops and was the last British soldier to leave the beaches.
In 1942 Alexander was sent to Burma during the Japanese
invasion. Unable to retrieve an already desperate situation,
he conducted a retreat into India.

In August 1942 Alexander was appointed commander in
chief, Middle East. Under his direction, Bernard Mont-
gomery and the Eighth British Army won a decisive victory
at El Alamein and advanced to the Tunisian frontier. In 1943
Alexander was selected to command the Eighteenth Army
Group under Dwight Eisenhower. He used his immense
charm to establish an excellent relationship with his Ameri-
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can superior. As Army Group commander, Alexander coordi-
nated the capture of Tunis, the conquest of Sicily, the inva-
sion of the Italian mainland, and the liberation of Rome.

In 1944, Alexander was promoted to field marshal and
appointed supreme allied commander in the Mediterra-
nean. He accepted the surrender of all German forces in Italy
on 29 April 1945.

After the war, Alexander served as governor-general of
Canada (1946-1952) and as Britain’s minister of Defense
(1952-1954). He was made a viscount in 1946, and enno-
bled as Earl Alexander of Tunis after his Canadian duty. He
died at Slough on 16 June 1969.

Bradley P. Tolppanen
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Alexander the Great (July 365-June 323 B.C.E.)
Recognized as perhaps the foremost military commander of
history. Alexander was born to Philip II of Macedon and
Olympias, and spent three years under the tutelage of Aris-
totle at Mieza.

At age 16, Alexander was appointed regent while Philip
fought in Byzantium. Alexander was appointed an army
commander during the Macedonian expedition against
Athenian-Theban troops at Chaeronea in 338 B.c.E. He suc-
ceeded in bringing the battle to a successful conclusion by
defeating the Theban guard known as the Sacred Band.

A succession struggle between Alexander’s supporters
and those of other contenders followed after Philip’s assassi-
nation in 336 B.C.E. Alexander eliminated the opposition by
purge and execution, and attempted to consolidate his rule
through a crusade against the Persian Empire.

In 335 B.C.E., Alexander marched against the Triballians,
Getae, and Illyrians, who had rebelled against Philip. Restor-
ing Macedonian control in that region, Alexander concluded
a 240-mile march in 13 days to crush the revolt of Thebes.

In 334 B.C.E. an army under Alexander, including 2,000 of
the 3,000 famed Companion Cavalry, joined a Macedonian
force under General Parmenio that was stationed near Troy.
The combined Macedonian force of 40,000 infantry and
5,000 cavalry encountered a Persian force of 40,000 under
General Memnon at the Granicus River in May. Alexander at-
tacked along a steep river embankment, which the Persians

had thought was unassailable. Greek mercenary infantry in
Persian service fled, and the Persian cavalry was defeated.

Alexander continued through Asia Minor, reducing the
Persian naval ports of Miletus and Halicarnassus after siege.
To speed the march and provide better security against ma-
rauding Persian forces, the Macedonian forces were divided:
Parmenio advanced inland while Alexander followed the
coast. A linkup was effected in April 333 at Gordium.

Emperor Darius III Condomannus and a Persian force of
140,000 met the Macedonians at the Pinarus River along the
Gulf of Issus in November. Alexander displayed a fluid com-
mand by attacking off the march and shuffling his forma-
tions according to battlefield needs and developments. This,
combined with a concentration of brute force against a weak
point in the Persian defenses, won the battle.

After rejecting an armistice proposed by Darius, Alexan-
der spent 332-331 eliminating the remnants of Persian
coastal naval power. This expedition culminated in Novem-
ber 332, at Tyre, after a seven-month siege. Alexander then
proceeded to capture Egypt, founding Alexandria.

Realizing that his manpower and supplies were running
out, he called in June 331 for reinforcements from Macedo-
nia. Logistic difficulties were minimized because Macedo-
nians were trained to march with their own pack require-
ments, eliminating an extravagant baggage train.

In October, Persian and Macedonian forces met at Gauga-
mela. The Persians again held numerical superiority and at-
tempted to envelop both flanks of the Macedonian line.
However, Alexander executed the oblique order of attack,
which suddenly concentrated his forces from its line forma-
tion, to attack and overwhelm the Persian left flank.

Alexander pursued the remnants of the Persian force un-
til July 330 B.C.E., when Darius was assassinated by one of his
own satraps, effectively terminating Persian rule of the
empire.

Alexander continued his conquests with six sieges in 329,
as he advanced through northeastern Persia, concluding in
328 with the battles at Sogdian Rock and Rock of Chorienes.
Thereafter he attempted to legitimize his presence by mar-
riage to Roxane, daughter of a Sogdian prince. Alexander
also adopted Achaemenian courtly dress and customs.

He continued through the Indus Valley to capture Ora,
Rock of Aornos, and Multan in 327, defeating King Porus at
Hyphasis in 326.

Alexander attempted to justify his leadership and consol-
idate his gains by advocating a joint Macedonian-Persian
elite to administer the empire. During 330, 328, and 327,
Alexander defeated plots against his leadership.

But it was a mutiny in 326 that forced him to call off his
Indian campaign and return to Persepolis. He died of fever
in June 323 while preparing a campaign against Carthage.



A drawing depicting Alexander’s address to his officers before the Battle
of Issus. (Library of Congress)

Alexander’s accomplishments did not survive his death.
The quarrels of Alexander’s generals, the Diadochi 323-280,
split the empire into the monarchies of Macedonia and Asia
Minor, Egypt, and Persia. Internal disharmony in Persia,
ruled by the Seleucids, created an environment for resurgent
Persian power during the Parthian era, 247 B.C.E.-228 C.E.
But Alexander the Great did achieve a semidivine status in
the ancient world and is still remembered for his great mili-
tary and administrative skills.

Neville G. Panthaki
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Alexander’s Wars of Conquest (334-323 B.C.E.)

One of history’s greatest military leaders, Alexander of
Macedon conquered an empire that stretched from Greece to
India. The son and heir of Philip of Macedon, Alexander in-
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herited the kingdom at age 20 in the year 336 B.c.t. Within
two years he consolidated his rule over the Greek city-states
and turned his attention to Asia, more specifically to the rich
and powerful empire of Persia. He commanded perhaps the
most formidable fighting force in the world. The Macedo-
nian army was a marvel for its time, with revolutionary for-
mations of infantry (the phalanx) and the innovative use of
cavalry; the Macedonians fought with great precision and
discipline and were augmented by Greek allies and merce-
naries. They were not citizen-soldiers but a professional
force that constantly trained and drilled. Alexander himself
was a daring cavalry warrior, often leading the charge and
inspiring his men with his personal bravery, suffering sev-
eral serious wounds in the process. Among his qualities was
a wide strategic vision along with a talent for the tiny details
of warfare. With his soldiers he brought scientists and men
of the liberal arts; one of his goals was to spread Greek
thought across the known world. The first step of his war of
conquest was the invasion of Asia Minor, once home to the
already legendary city of Troy and now controlled by the
Persian Empire.

In an act heavy with symbolism, Alexander crossed the
Hellespont into Asia Minor in the spring of 334 B.C.E. with
slightly fewer than 40,000 men. His immediate goal was to
free the Greek cities along the Ionian coast, presenting him-
self to the people as a liberator, and to swell his ranks in the
process, as well as seizing ports to neutralize the Persian
naval advantage. The armies of the Persian provincial
satraps who held local command in the region’s armies met
Alexander’s forces in battle at the Granicus River (modern-
day western Turkey) in May 334 B.C.E. The Greeks won a dra-
matic victory, with Alexander himself leading a daring cav-
alry charge across the river. This victory set a precedent in
that it established Alexander as a bold commander whose
risks paid off and it inspired fanatical devotion in his troops.
After that victory, Alexander moved southward into Asia Mi-
nor, laying siege to Halicarnassus in September and Novem-
ber 334. During the winter of 334-333 he conquered Phry-
gia (central Turkey). In April 333 Alexander captured
Gordium and severed the legendary “Gordian Knot” with his
sword. Moving farther west, Alexander then conquered Cap-
podocia and began moving toward Syria, surprising the de-
fenders at the Cilician Gates (near Balkar Daghari, Turkey)
and forcing them to surrender without fighting.

The Persian emperor Darius III, who had ignored previ-
ous advice from his officers on how to best handle the inva-
sion, led an imperial army into southern Turkey in an at-
tempt to stop Alexander from reaching the sea. Darius
managed to get behind Alexander, whose troops were greatly
outnumbered when the armies met in battle at the Pinarus
River near the town of Issus in early November 333 B.c.E. De-
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spite his numerical superiority, Darius could not bring his
full force to bear on Alexander because of the mountainous
terrain. Still, the battle was in doubt until Alexander charged
directly toward Darius, who fled the field. Upon seeing their
leader retreating in his golden chariot, the Persian morale
was broken and the Macedonians won the day. After this bat-
tle, Alexander made the strategic decision not to pursue the
fleeing Darius but to capture more territory and build up his
strength and wealth for an invasion of Persia itself.

From Issus, Alexander moved south along the Phoenician
coast. The city of Tyre fell in July 332 B.c.E. after a seven-
month siege and Gaza fell in October after a shorter siege.
Following a precedent set with Thebes, any city that resisted
Alexander was sacked. At Tyre, Alexander received a peace
offer from Darius that presented all the territory west of the
Euphrates River as well as marriage to a Persian princess in
exchange for an end to the invasion. Alexander refused. In
December 332, Alexander arrived in Egypt to be welcomed
as a liberator and proclaimed as pharaoh. He founded the
city of Alexandria, one of many new cities left in his wake,
and was hailed as the son of Re, an Egyptian god. While
Alexander may have already considered himself divine, the
battle-weary veterans that had followed him from Macedo-

nia grumbled at this development. Alexander remained in
Egypt for some time, ensuring his supply lines and gaining
recruits until he felt confident of his ability to face Darius
once again. In the summer of 331, he set out for
Mesopotamia. The army crossed the Tigris River on 19 Sep-
tember 331 and met the Persian forces on 1 October 331.
Determined not to repeat the failure of Issus, Darius
wanted to fight on open plains to take advantage of his
greatly superior numbers. The armies clashed at Gaugamela
in northern Iraq near the ancient city of Nineveh. Once
again, however, Alexander charged directly toward Darius,
who again panicked and fled. This time, the Persian army
was thoroughly defeated but Darius himself escaped.
Alexander entered Babylon in triumph as the new king of
Asia. In November 331 B.C.E., Alexander occupied Susa in
modern-day Iran, and in late December he captured a
strongly defended mountain pass called the Persian Gates
with a brilliant night surprise maneuver. That victory
cleared the way to the capital of Persepolis. Alexander occu-
pied the city in January 330 and seized the enormous Per-
sian treasury. The immense wealth put into circulation had
economic ramifications that lasted for centuries. After some
discussion, Alexander decided to burn the palace of Darius,



partly in retribution for the burning of the Acropolis by
Xerxes in 480 B.C.E. As in other conquered lands, Alexander
allowed local officials who pledged loyalty to remain in their
positions, a move designed to gain Alexander favor with the
public and ensure some continuity of government under his
rule. Darius remained alive in Media, south of the Caspian
Sea, trying to raise another army. In the summer of 330
B.C.E., Alexander pursued Darius, who failed to find a protec-
tor among the remaining Persian nobility. In July Persians
fleeing from Alexander’s army murdered Darius. Alexander
was disappointed because he wanted to catch Darius alive
and have him continue as the king of Persia under Alexan-
der’s overall rule. Upon Darius’s death, however, Alexander
himself assumed the trappings of the Persian throne, a move
that further separated him from his officers.

With Persia defeated and only scattered Persian forces
still offering resistance, Alexander looked further to the east.
His geographers assured him that the great ocean and the
end of the world lay just beyond India, which they assumed
to be merely a peninsula. The Greek and Thessalian troops
were sent home, leaving the Macedonians to continue this
unparalleled campaign. After subduing the tribes on the
south shore of the Caspian Sea in September 330 B.C.E.,
Alexander occupied Parthia and Aria later that fall. In Octo-
ber, there was an alleged conspiracy among the officers to
overthrow Alexander, which resulted in the execution of
Philotas and his father Parmenio, who had been one of
Alexander’s most valuable generals. In early 329, Alexander
invaded Arachosia in southern Afghanistan and then moved
north to Bactria and Sogdiana. He spent two years cam-
paigning in this rough mountainous terrain, advancing as
far north as the Jaxartes River and founding cities along the
way. These expeditions contributed greatly to Europe’s
knowledge of the geography of the east. It was around this
time that Alexander ordered that everyone should abase
himself, Persian style, in his presence. This practice drove a
deeper wedge between Alexander and his troops and he was
forced to deal with further plots and conspiracies against
him.

In early 327 B.C.E., he laid siege to the heavily fortified
stronghold at the Chiorenes Rocks in Sogdiana. After the
victory that cleared the way to India, he married the daugh-
ter of the Sogdianian leader and, as in other lands, incorpo-
rated locals into his army. Despite the misgivings of the
troops at taking on another campaign so far from home,
Alexander entered India through the Khyber Pass in mid-
327 and in May 326 faced the army of King Porus in battle
near the Hydaspes River. For the first time, Europeans met
elephants on the battlefield. Alexander won the battle and
for the first time, the troops refused to go any farther and
threatened open mutiny. They wanted to go home and no
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amount of persuasion from the charismatic “King of Asia”
could convince them to continue. Reluctantly, Alexander
gave the order to return but he did not simply backtrack
along his original route. He decided to build a large fleet of
ships, numbering 800 to 1,000, to help transport his army
down the Indus River toward the Arabian Sea. When the
journey began, half of the troops rode in the ships while the
other half marched along both riverbanks. Alexander incor-
porated war elephants into his own army and along the way
there was hard fighting with local tribes, including the Malli.
When they reached the Indus Delta, Alexander chose to
march some of his men back overland toward the cities of
Persia, while others sailed in some of the ships to the Persian
Gulf. In the fall of 325, Alexander’s army underwent a harsh
passage across the desert region of Gedrosia (Baluchistan),
beset by rough weather and poor terrain. Many of them died
during this journey.

Alexander reached Susa in the spring of 325 B.C.E. and re-
took the task of administering his newly won empire. Dur-
ing this period, he deposed more than a third of the provin-
cial satraps he had previously appointed and furthered a
policy that aimed to unite the Macedonian and Persian peo-
ple through intermarriage. This, along with his practice of
admitting eastern recruits into the army, was not popular
among the rank and file, who finally erupted into open re-
bellion at Opis in the summer of 324. Alexander defused the
situation by threatening to replace his entire army with Per-
sians but Alexander’s views on his own divinity remained a
point of contention. Most accounts say he thought himself a
god and requested divine honors be given to him. Historians
have raised questions regarding his mental state and at the
very least most conclude that Alexander was very unstable at
this time. In late 324, he sent an army into Luristan for a
punitive strike against the Cossaeans but he conquered no
new lands after this point. Some speculate that he planned
eventually to spread his empire toward the west and invade
Italy and the rest of Europe. His immediate strategy was to
travel south into Arabia and he was preparing for that cam-
paign when he fell ill.

Alexander died in Babylon on 10 June 323 B.C.E. at the
young age of 32. The legacy of his conquests shaped the
grand pattern of world history for centuries. He was the first
to truly bridge the gap between East and West, creating a
two-way cultural flow that influenced both continents. Upon
the framework of his Hellenistic empire were built the Ro-
man and Byzantine Empires. Later, while much knowledge
was lost in the West during the Dark Ages, the Greek thought
that Alexander carried to the East survived to be reintro-
duced to Europe, contributing to the renaissance that spread
Western civilization around the world.

Harold Wise
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Alexandria (20-21 March 1801)

Battle for Egypt between British forces, about 14,000 strong,
under Sir Ralph Abercromby, and French troops numbering
about 10,000, under Adolphe Menou. Once Bonaparte
landed in Egypt in 1798, the defeat and removal of the
French army became a major concern for the British govern-
ment. Because of difficulties in Ireland and elsewhere, no
large force could be spared until December 1800, when the
British commander at Gibraltar, Sir Ralph Abercromby, was
ordered to prepare and lead an expedition of 15,000 men to
Egypt. The expedition arrived off Aboukir on 1 March 1801,
but the British were prevented by bad weather from landing
for several days. This gave Menou the opportunity to collect
the widely scattered French garrisons.

On 8 March, Abercromby finally landed, and quickly
drove away the small French force at Aboukir. He was then
prevented from immediately exploiting his success by his
need to land horses and supplies. The landing of stores was
impeded by more bad weather, and Abercromby halted 11
miles from Alexandria.

On 13 March, Abercromby defeated a sizable French force
under General Friant at the battle of the Roman Camp, about
two-thirds of a mile from Alexandria. The British advanced
on the same day to the main French position, the Heights of
Nicopolis. An attempt to storm the heights late on 13 March
failed, and Abercromby set about fortifying his own posi-
tion, and on landing heavy guns from his ships.

On 19 March, Menou arrived from Cairo, bringing rein-
forcements. Because the French expected the arrival of both
a British-allied Turkish army and a second British expedi-
tion from India, under Sir David Baird, Menou decided to
strike first.

The French plan called for a night assault on 20-21
March. The French began a rather noisy demonstration on
the left of the British line. At the same time, an attack on the
right flank, to be followed by an attack on the center, was

supposed to drive the British from their position. Both at-
tacks were defeated. Menou then launched an attack on the
British left, which failed, and a cavalry charge, which
reached the British lines. In the confusion, Abercromby was
captured by the French cavalry and rescued by the British.
He was also wounded in the leg, which subsequently proved
fatal on 28 March. By 9 A.m. the French retreated in good or-
der, with losses of 1,600 killed and wounded and 200 cap-
tured. British losses were around 1,500.

As a result of this action, the British were able to besiege
Alexandria, and in the company of Turkish forces to march
on Cairo. Cairo surrendered to the combined British and
Turkish force on 27 June, and with this all French forces ex-
cept those in Alexandria capitulated. Alexandria surren-
dered on 2 September. The French effort to conquer Egypt
and threaten India thus ended.

Joseph M. Isenberg
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Alexius I Comnenus (1048-1118)

Byzantine general and emperor, founder of the dynasty of
the Comnenoi. As the nephew of the emperor Issac (r.
1057-1059) and brother of the Grand Domestic of the East,
also named Issac, Alexius Comnenus received important
military commands at an early age. In 1075 he was assigned
the task of fighting a rebellious Norman mercenary, Russell
of Ballieul, who had defected to the Turks. Alexius paid a
group of Turks to kidnap Russell, for delivery to the Byzan-
tine government.

In 1081, he was appointed Grand Domestic of the West by
Emperor Nicephorus IIT and directed to defeat two pre-
tenders to the throne, Nicephorus Bryennius and Nicepho-
rus Basilacius. Alexius accomplished this, and also turned
back a Petcheneg raid across the Danube. Later in 1081, after
being threatened by Nicephorus III, Alexius entered into a
conspiracy with his brother and in-laws to seize power,
which was easily accomplished. Alexius was crowned em-
peror.

Almost immediately Alexius I was forced to face an inva-
sion by the Norman duke Robert Guiscard, allegedly uphold-
ing the rights of another deposed Byzantine emperor,
Michael VII. Alexius sent diplomatic missions to the Holy
Roman Empire and Venice, which were successful. He also
ordered the fortification of strong points, and marched out



with the Byzantine army to oppose the Normans. In this he
was less successful, and was repeatedly defeated in the cam-
paigns of 1081 and 1082. The war with the Normans contin-
ued with uneven results until the death of Robert in 1085.
Robert’s sons declined to continue the war, preferring to ar-
gue over the succession to their own lands.

As a consequence of this war, Alexius cashiered a unit of
Manichean, or Bogomil, troops. These rebelled, along with
their coreligionists. In 1086, the rebels invited a group of
Petcheneg nomads across the Danube. Alexius marched on
the rebels in 1087, but was defeated at Dristra. Petcheneg
raids continued until 1091, when a Cuman force, invited by
Alexius, defeated the Petchenegs at Lebunium. The Bogomil
Revolt then collapsed.

In 1093 and 1094 Alexius campaigned, with some suc-
cess, against the Serbian principality of Raska. In 1095, he
sent an embassy to Pope Urban III requesting mercenaries;
Urban took the opportunity to preach a crusade, the First
Crusade, against the Turks. Alexius spent most of the next
two years coordinating the passage of the crusading armies
across Byzantine territory, and attempting to persuade the
leaders of those armies to swear fealty to him. As the crusad-
ing armies reached the Muslim-held territories of Syria,
Lebanon, and Palestine, Alexius used the opportunity to re-
cover parts of Anatolia in 1098 and 1099. From 1100 on,
Alexius sought the submission of the crusader states to
Byzantine governance, finally securing that of Antioch in
1111. He died in 1118 and was succeeded by his son John II.

Alexius also reformed the currency, and thus left the em-
pire stronger both financially and militarily. He also sought
to strengthen his government by assigning offices and rev-
enues to members of his family. As a result, he made many
enemies, both inside and outside of the empire. His work,
while ensuring the stable succession of members of his fam-
ily for many years, may thus not have resulted in the long-
term advantage to the empire.

Joseph M. Isenberg
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Alfonso VIII (1155-1214)
Christian king of Castile, whose victory at Las Navas de
Tolosa began the demise of Muslim rule in Spain. Alfonso
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succeeded his father, Sancho III, as king of Castile in 1158.
His regency was a period of political unrest, but in 1169 he
took firm control of the government and made an important
alliance the following year by marrying Eleanor, the daugh-
ter of King Henry II of England.

In 1188 Alfonso combined forces with his tributary, King
Alfonso IX of Léon, to attack the Muslims in southern Spain,
but was decisively defeated at Alarcos on 19 July 1195 by Abu
Yusuf Ya'qub al-Mansur. Taking advantage of Alfonso’s mo-
mentary weakness after Alarcos, the Muslims from the
south, Léon from the northwest, and Navarre from the
northeast all threatened to invade Castile. Alfonso placated
his Christian rivals with diplomacy, and renewed his plans
to drive the Almohad Muslims out of Spain.

In 1211 Alfonso asked Pope Innocent III to authorize the
archbishop of Toledo, Ximénes de Rada, to preach a Spanish
Crusade against the Almohad regime. The response was
enormous, with 70,000 volunteers from Italy, France, and
Germany joining 60,000 Spaniards under Alfonso and King
Pedro II of Aragon. This army, huge by medieval standards,
easily took Malagén on 24 June 1212 and Calatrava on 1 July.
Many troops died from disease or deserted, but Alfonso was
reinforced by Sancho VII of Navarre by 13 July. Encountering
the main Muslim force under Muhammad al-Nasir, emir of
Morocco, at Las Navas de Tolosa on 16 July 1212, Pedro com-
manded the left, Alfonso the center, and Sancho the right.
They caught the Muslims in a classic pincer formation and
routed them, killing thousands. By 1260 the Muslims in
Spain were confined to a small area of Andalusia around
Granada. Alfonso died on 6 October 1214.

Ericv.d. Luft
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Alfred the Great (849-899)

King of Wessex, laid the foundation for a united Christian
Anglo-Saxon kingdom. Alfred was born in Wantage, Berk-
shire, and grew up in Wessex, the major Saxon kingdom in
southwestern England. After 865, he was involved in a series
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of wars with pagan Danish invaders who had conquered
most of northern and eastern England. In 871, with his
brother King Ethelred, he defeated the Danes at Ashdown.
Alfred succeeded Ethelred, but was defeated by the Danes at
Meretum later in the year. The Danes took Mercia, the region
to the north, and invaded Wessex in 876. Alfred took promi-
nent hostages and forced peace with the Danes, only to be
invaded again in 878.

Alfred successfully defended his fortress at Athelney and
in 886 the Danish king, Guthrum, converted to Christianity
and withdrew from Wessex for good. For the remainder of
his reign, Alfred consolidated his power in Anglo-Saxon
England, keeping the Danes at bay. He reorganized the army
of Freemen, the fyrd, placing half permanently on duty and
half at home and in the fields. He also established more than
30 new fortifications called burhs throughout Wessex. These
burhs featured large walls; the more hides, or large acreages
of land, a person had in the countryside, the more wall that
person was responsible for protecting. As a result of this re-
organization, the Danish army broke up in 896. Alfred died
on 26 October 899, succeeded by his son Edward.

Christopher P. Goedert
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Algiers, Battle of
(7 January-24 September 1957)

An example of how military success can fail to bring politi-
cal and diplomatic victory. After more than a century of
French occupation, organized Algerian insurrection began
on 1 November 1954, All Saints’ Day, with a series of explo-
sions and assassinations. The underlying cause was the ex-
clusion of the Muslim populations from political and eco-
nomic affairs and a series of unstable French governments’
inability to effect any meaningful reforms. The National Lib-
eration Front (FLN) organized by Ahmed Ben-Bella and
eight others spearheaded the uprising.

After an inconclusive, three-year campaign in the Alge-
rian countryside, both the French and FLN concentrated
their efforts on Algiers, one of the largest cities of France
(Algeria was legally a part of metropolitan France itself).

Following a series of bombings at public sites and the call
for a general strike on the part of the native population, the

10th Paratroop Division, with units of the French Foreign
Legion, occupied Algiers in January 1957. The military
quickly divided the city into zones that were swept by the
soldiers, arresting and interrogating detainees without judi-
cial authority. French operations were successful and the
FLN was driven out of the city by September.

The French military sealed the Algerian borders with Tu-
nis and Morocco with electrified fortifications, and intensi-
fied the use of helicopters to transport assault forces rapidly
to rebel opposition points. By 1959 French forces were on the
verge of military victory; however, for political reasons,
President Charles de Gaulle offered the insurrectionists self-
determination. In 1962, Algeria was granted independence.
The cost of the war was appalling. Casualties on both sides
totaled almost 3 million or nearly one-third the population
of Algeria.

William E. Wingfield
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Allen, Ethan (1738-1789)

American guerrilla leader in the French and Indian War, the
conflict between Vermont and New York, and the American
Revolution. Allen was born in the frontier community of
Litchfield, Connecticut, on 21 January 1738. A voracious
reader and freethinker, later a Deist, he expected to enroll at
Yale College, but his father’s death in 1755 made that hope fi-
nancially impossible. Based at Fort William Henry in the
French and Indian War, he became familiar with the Lake
Champlain Valley and what is now Vermont.

In the 1760s, Allen and four of his brothers settled in Ver-
mont, then called “The Grants,” disputed territory between
New Hampshire and New York. Taking the side of New
Hampshire, Allen raised a guerrilla militia of about 400
farmers, the “Green Mountain Boys,” and waged an effective
defensive campaign against intrusions from New York, fight-
ing to wound and to humiliate, not to kill. New York governor
William Tryon offered £100 for his capture, but in vain.

On 10 May 1775, accompanied by Benedict Arnold, Allen
led the Boys in the bloodless capture of Forts Ticonderoga
and Crown Point. His bombastic personality suffered when
the Boys joined the Continental army and voted Seth Warner
their colonel instead of him. He volunteered for Arnold’s and
Richard Montgomery’s invasion of Lower Canada. Outnum-



bered, outmaneuvered, and captured in Montreal, he was a
prisoner of war from 25 September 1775 until exchanged for
a British officer on 6 May 1778. Upon his release, he reported
to Valley Forge, where George Washington brevetted him
colonel in the Continental army. Returning to Vermont that
summer, he heard about Warner’s success at Bennington.
Disappointed by the refusal of the Continental Congress
to consider Vermont the fourteenth state, he negotiated
fruitlessly in 1779 and 1780 with the British in Quebec for a
separate peace. He died, embittered, in Burlington on 11
February 1789.
Ericv.d. Luft
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Allenby, Edmund Henry Hynman, Viscount
(1861-1936)

British cavalryman and field commander in the Middle
Eastern theater of World War L. Born in Brackenhurst, Not-
tinghamshire, England, on 23 April 1861, Allenby graduated
from the Royal Military Academy at Sandhurst; joined the
Inniskilling Dragoons in 1882; fought in South Africa in
1884, 1885, and 1888; and served as both staff officer and
field officer under Horatio Herbert Kitchener in the Second
Boer War. He commanded the 5th Lancers in England from
1902 to 1905 and was inspector general of Cavalry from
1910 to 1914.

Allenby commanded the cavalry of the British Expedi-
tionary Force in France in 1914, was soon promoted to com-
mand the Fifth Corps, and by October 1915 he was com-
manding the Third Army. Despite his several successes,
notably at Arras on 9-15 April 1917, his cavalry background
and especially his preference for the tactics of mobility and
swift assault made him unsuitable for trench warfare. His at-
titude irritated his superiors, and in June they got rid of him
by reassigning him to replace General Sir Archibald James
Murray as head of the British Expeditionary Force in Egypt.

Allenby’s decisive leadership and inspirational personal-
ity immediately restored British morale in the Near East. At
last free to take advantage of cavalry tactics, he quickly mo-
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bilized and pushed north toward Damascus, exploiting
Lawrence of Arabia’s capture of Agaba on 6 July and coordi-
nating his strategy with both Lawrence’s guerrilla harass-
ment of the Turks in the east and Frederick S. Maude’s suc-
cesses in Mesopotamia. He won the third battle of Gaza by a
brilliant outflanking maneuver at Beersheba on 31 October,
routed the Turks throughout November, and entered Jeru-
salem in triumph on 10 December after two days of heavy
fighting. In early 1918 his offensive campaign stalled only
because his superiors sent many of his troops to France. He
received enough reinforcements to resume full operations in
July. Relentless in pursuit and matchless as a tactician, he
beat the Turks decisively at Megiddo on 19-21 September,
Damascus on 1 October, Homs on 16 October, and Aleppo
on 25 October. His conquest of Palestine, Syria, and nearby
lands forced Turkey out of the war on 30 October. Allenby
was rewarded by promotion to field marshal and elevation to
viscount. He served as high commissioner for Egypt from
1919 to 1925 and died in London on 14 May 1936.

Ericv. d. Luft

See also: Baghdad; Beersheba; Boer Wars; Kitchener, Horatio
Herbert; Lawrence, Thomas Edward; Megiddo; World War I

References and further reading:

Bullock, David L. Allenby’s War: The Palestine-Arabian Campaigns,
1916-1918. London: Blandford, 1988.

Hughes, Matthew. Allenby and British Strategy in the Middle East,
1917-1919. London: Cass, 1999.

James, Lawrence. Imperial Warrior: The Life and Times of Field-
Marshal Viscount Allenby, 1861-1936. London: Weidenfeld &
Nicolson, 1993.

Savage, Raymond. Allenby of Armageddon: A Record of the Career and

Campaigns of Field-Marshal Viscount Allenby. Indianapolis:
Bobbs-Merrill, 1926.

Alma (20 September 1854)

First major engagement in the Sevastopol campaign of the
Crimean War, decisive allied victory over Russia. Marching
south toward Sevastopol from their landing at Eupatoria,
60,000 allied troops found 35,000 Russians under Prince
Alexandr Sergeevich Menshikov in a good defensive posi-
tion on high ground south of the Alma River, about 20 miles
north of Sevastopol, blocking their line of march. The allies
deployed on the north bank, in sight of the Russians, but out
of range. Omer Pasha held the far right with 7,000 Turks on
the shore of the Black Sea. General Armand Jacques Leroy de
Saint-Arnaud commanded 37,000 French on the right. Gen-
eral Fitzroy James Henry Somerset, Baron Raglan, led 26,000
British in the center and on the left. The Light Brigade of
Brigadier General James Thomas Brudenell, seventh earl of
Cardigan, secured the allied far left, about eight miles in-
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land. Among the troops on the British left were three High-
land regiments under Major General Colin Campbell, the
79th, 93d, and 42d.

The allied plan was to charge uphill along the whole front
after the French had turned the Russian left flank, but
Raglan, in his first battle since Waterloo, became confused
and advanced into the center too early. Campbell, perceiving
the danger, saved the day by attacking with a moving firing
line 2,000 yards long and only two ranks deep. Firing mus-
kets while on quick march was difficult, but Campbell’s sol-
diers were the best trained and best disciplined in the
British army. They routed the Suzdal Regiment, captured a
12-gun redoubt, and opened the Russian right. After that,
despite Raglan’s tactical error, superior firepower prevailed.
Soon the entire Russian force was in full retreat. Raglan
wanted to pursue, but Saint-Arnaud, citing logistical con-
cerns, refused.

The British lost about 2,000, the French and Turks about
1,000, and the Russians about 6,000.

Ericv. d. Luft
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Almohad Conquest of Muslim Spain
(1146-1172)

Rescued Muslim Spain from the forces of the Christian
Spanish Reconquest for at least another century. When the
Almohad movement overthrew the Almoravids in Morocco
in 1147, Muslim Spain was thrown into turmoil. The Al-
moravid governors in Granada, the Banu Ghaniya, managed
to hold on there and in the Balearic islands, but most towns
declared their independence under governments led by
Muslim judges, military emirs, or sectarians. Northern
Christians quickly took advantage of these conditions. Al-
fonso VII of Léon-Castile made Cordova his vassal in 1146,
and went on to occupy Calatrava, Andujar, and Almeria. Por-
tuguese forces entered Lisbon in 1147, aided by English and
Lowland crusaders.

Abd al-Mu'min, the Almohad caliph, watched the Chris-
tian advance with grave concern. Islamic messianic revival-
ists, the Almohads had declared jihad against the Al-
moravids for letting Muslim security in Spain deteriorate.

Therefore, Abd al-Mu’min knew he had to intervene as soon
as his forces had pacified Morocco and completed the con-
quest of Algeria and Tunisia. His general, Abu Ishaq Bazzaz,
crossed over to the Algarve in 1148, received allegiance from
several cities, and drove the Almoravids out of Seville, but
Almohad harshness inflamed revolts in Morocco that spread
to Spain. Nonetheless, Castilian threats to Cordova soon
forced the Andalusis to return to Almohad again in 1149. Af-
ter reinforcing Cordova, the caliph eased his treatment of
Spanish Muslims.

In 1157, with Maghrib affairs settled, the Almohads re-
turned to Spain. They wrested Almeria back from the Castil-
ians, and fortified Gibraltar. Muhammad ibn Mardanish of
Valencia and Ibn Hamushk of Jaen, Muslim freebooters and
sometime allies of Aragon and Castile, bedeviled the caliph’s
efforts,and in 1162 Ibn Hamushk took Granada by ruse. The
Almohads proved just as wily, and slipped into the city
fortress through their own deceptions and chased the rebels
out, inflicting heavy losses.

Abd al-Mu'min died in 1163 while preparing a massive
expedition to invade Portugal, Castile, and Léon simultane-
ously (one observer placed his forces at 100,000 horsemen
and 100,000 infantry). The new caliph, Yusuf I, sent many of
these forces into Spain in 1165, where they humiliated the
army of Ibn Mardanish near Murcia. The Almohads also
managed to relieve a Portuguese siege of Badajoz and cow
Ibn Hamushk into submission. Caliph Yusuf I arrived in
Seville in 1171, bringing in Berber and Arab troops from as
far as Tunisia. Shortly thereafter, Ibn Mardanish died, and
his family submitted to Yusuf’s authority. The caliph passed
the year campaigning against Heute, Cuenca, and faced
down a Castilian expedition. By August, the army had re-
turned to Murcia. Islamic Spain was now in Almohad hands,
but the struggle between Christian and Muslim over Spain
would very soon resume.

Weston E Cook Jr.

See also: Almoravid Empire
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Almoravid Empire (1050-1148)
The Almoravid movement conquered an empire that ex-
tended from central Iberia south to the Senegal River,
spreading Islam deeper into west Africa and rescuing Mus-
lim Spain from the Spanish Crusades.

The Almoravid Empire began in the 1030s, with the ef-



forts of one Abdullah ibn Yasin to reform the practice of Is-
lam among the Sanhaja Berbers of Morocco. Appalled at
Sanhaja ignorance and moral laxity, he imposed heavy fines,
severe punishments, and outlawed many traditional cus-
toms. Expelled by one Sanhaja tribe, Abdullah turned to an-
other, the Lamtuna. Here he found a more sympathetic re-
ception, especially from Abu Bakr ibn Umar, head of the
Targut clan. Training at a fortress (rabat) in Mauritania in
both warfare and Abdullah’s puritanical vision of Islam,
these Lamtuna warriors came to be known as the Al-
moravids (“Those of the rabat”). By 1042, the Lamtuna had
persuaded or coerced the rest of their Sanhaja kin to enlist
in their ranks.

Proclaiming the slogan “Spread righteousness, correct in-
justice, and end evil [non-Quranic] taxation,” the Al-
moravids launched their jihad around 1050. In 1054, Abu
Bakr captured the Moroccan trade center at Sijilmassa, then
pivoted south to drive the pagan Soninke out of Awghadust
and capture the gold routes from the Niger basin. To control
the High Atlas region, he set up a fortified camp on the site
of what would become Marrakech under his cousin, Yusuf
ibn Tashfin. These two men would divide the empire be-
tween them, Abu Bakr campaigning south in Mali-Maurita-
nia, and Ibn Tashfin subjugating the cities and tribes of
northern Morocco. Abdullah ibn Yasin had died in 1060 and,
when Abu Bakr died in 1087, Yusuf ibn Tashfin became ruler
of the burgeoning Almoravid Empire.

In 1085, the king of Castile captured Muslim Toledo, for-
aged at will throughout the little emirates of Islamic Spain,
and laid siege to Zaragoza. Desperate, the emirs appealed to
Yusuf to rescue them from the Christian crusaders. The Al-
moravids crossed into Spain in 1086 and, at the Battle of
Badajoz, inflicted a crushing defeat on the Castilians. Con-
tinued threats from Christian warriors forced ibn Tashfin to
return to Andalus several times. Finally, encouraged by An-
dalusi clergy and popular support, the Almoravids annexed
most of Muslim Spain to their empire in 1099.

Almoravid forces do not seem to have numbered more
than 30,000. They rode to battle on horse and camel, but the
bulk of their fighters were infantry. They advanced on foot in
ranks, the lead elements using long spears and the rear
forces carrying javelins. Distinctive for their blue garb and
facial coverings, their cohesive forces proved extremely for-
midable, although a lack of technical skills did put them at a
severe disadvantage against towns and fortifications. In such
circumstances, they usually turned to Spanish Muslims or
other experts. Thus, while the Almoravids could defeat
Spanish Christian forces in the field, they repeatedly fared
poorly in siege craft.

Yusuf died in 1106. His sons, Ali and Tamim, took over,
with Ali remaining in Africa and Tamim handling Spain. In
Spain, Almoravid forces took Coimbra, Ucles, Lisbon, and
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Santarem, and ranged north to the Pyrenees, but Toledo re-
mained unattainable. Then, in 1118, the balance of forces
shifted as Alfonso I of Aragon captured Zaragoza, and
mauled Muslim relief forces. Shortly thereafter, in 1120,
Muhammad ibn Tumart of Morocco, founder of the Almo-
had movement, denounced the Almoravids, and launched
his rebellion against them at Tinmal, in the hills above Mar-
rakech. Confronting foreign invasions and internal revolt si-
multaneously, defeats in Spain alienated the Andalusian
population, and seemed to validate Almohad accusations
that God had turned against the regime. Frantic, Ali fortified
Marrakech and hired Christian mercenaries. Ali died in
1143; his son, Tashfin, was slain fighting in the Tlemcen-
Oran region only two years later. In 1147, Almohad troops
entered Marrakech, and a series of revolts in Spain com-
pleted the Almoravid collapse.

Weston E Cook Jr.
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Amazons

Race of warrior women described by the Greeks. The Ama-
zons were thought to have been fierce fighters who from
their birth were brought up to be warriors. The name Ama-
zon is believed to derive from the Greek word amazos
(breastless), referring to the legend that the Amazons had
their left breast seared during childhood to facilitate the use
of a bow. In addition to the bow, the Amazons, who usually
fought from horseback, used swords, double axes, and cres-
cent-shaped shields. Various Greek myths and works of liter-
ature refer to encounters between Greeks and Amazons,
such as The Iliad and The Labors of Hercules.

Though their place of origin remains in dispute, the lands
most associated with the Amazons are Thermiscrya in the
mouth of River Thermodon (in modern-day Turkey), the
Black Sea region, and Libya.

Until very recently, the Amazons were seen only as a
mythological phenomenon. Archaeological work in Ka-
zakhstan, however, has brought to light female burials ac-
companied by weapons, suggesting that the Greek myths
may have had some basis in fact. In particular, seven female
graves contained iron swords and daggers, bronze arrow-
heads, and whetstones for sharpening the weapons. In addi-
tion, the curved leg bones of a teenage girl attest to a life on
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Amazons after a hunt. Nineteenth-century lithograph. (Library of Congress)

horseback, while an arrowhead found in the skeleton of an-
other female suggests that she had been killed in battle. Al-
though these women, who were members of the Sarmatian
tribe, cannot have been the Amazons of Greek myth (who
were said to have lived far to the west), they may have been
members of similar nomadic tribes who occupied the
Eurasian steppes in the Iron Age.
Ioannis Georganas
See also: Ancient Warfare
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American Civil War (1861-1865)

The bloodiest war ever fought in the Americas. Ultimately,
the new lands acquired from Mexico proved the undoing of
the Union. Increasingly, politicians in the slave and nonslave
states were unwilling to compromise, and a new political
party, the Republican Party, dedicated to halting slavery’s ex-
pansion, rose to power in the North. As the two major par-

ties prepared to nominate candidates for the 1860 presiden-
tial election, the fissures and fault lines were obvious.

There were four major candidates for the presidency in
1860. The Republicans nominated Abraham Lincoln as their
standard-bearer; combining many regional issues and em-
phasizing their resistance to the expansion of slavery since it
threatened “free” labor, the Republicans were assured a ma-
jority in the North. The Democrats fractured into three
groups. Senator Stephen Douglas was the candidate of the
northern Democrats; John C. Breckinridge was the candi-
date of the Deep South; and John Bell became the candidate
of Democrats living in the uplands South, which had a
stronger commitment to the idea of the Union.

Lincoln’s election set the process into motion. Once the
electoral college in December confirmed the popular vote of
November 1860, South Carolina seceded from the Union. In
the next several months before Lincoln became president
(which was 4 March 1861), six other Deep South states fol-
lowed South Carolina. The new Confederate States of Amer-
ica chose Montgomery, Alabama, as its capital.

The first key battle of the Civil War would be over the fate
of the remaining eight slave states. Washington, D.C., after
all, rested between the slave states of Virginia and Maryland;
if all the slave states left the Union, the North would have a
difficult time indeed! However, if the eight remaining slave



states remained in the Union, the South might not have a de-
fendable border with the North.

Fort Sumter helped firm the battle lines. An artificial fort
in the middle of Charleston Harbor, South Carolina, it was
one of the few federal facilities in the Deep South that re-
mained under northern control after secession. Lincoln
wanted to hold the fort, but not appear aggressive; the South
needed to gain control over the fort. Ultimately, the South
fired on Sumter, which soon surrendered, and the eight re-
maining slave states divided in half, with Missouri, Ken-
tucky, Maryland, and Delaware somewhat uneasily remain-
ing in the Union.

Both the North and South had advantages (and disad-
vantages) in the coming conflict. The North had some 20
million white citizens; the South about 6 million, and white
immigration clearly favored the North. The North had a
clear superiority in manufacturing, banking, transporta-
tion—indeed, in industrial power. It had 110,000 manufac-
turing establishments to the South’s 18,000; the North pro-
duced more pig iron and coal—the basis of industry. The
North had more than 22,000 miles of railroad track, and
longer lines and more common gauge; the South had but
9,000 miles of frequently shorter lines with different gauges.
And the main transportation system of the South—
rivers—provided easy access for northern invasions into the
South’s heartland. If the war became a long, drawn-out, and
costly affair, the North had the industrial might and popula-
tion numbers to prevail.

However, the South did have advantages. It was on the de-
fensive, in a conflict that to some extent did pit families,
friends, and business partners against one another. It did
not need to win, only to continue to exist to emerge victori-
ous. The South had many experienced and talented military
leaders and more of a martial tradition, it believed, than the
North. And it had so-called King Cotton. The South believed
that Great Britain and, to a lesser extent, France were so de-
pendent on southern cotton for their growing textile indus-
tries that the two countries would soon recognize southern
belligerency and come to the South’s aid.

And so both sides stumbled into the Battle of First Bull
Run. President Lincoln initially did not accept a proposal
from the North’s leading general, Winfield Scott, victor of the
Mexican War, that his “Anaconda” Plan would take time and
require marshalling of much resources. But it would squeeze
the South through a naval blockade and then drive through
the natural invasion corridors—the Mississippi River, east-
ern Tennessee to Atlanta to the coast—until the South
ceased to exist as an organized entity.

Instead, General Irwin McDowell marched an ill-trained
army to defeat as it met another ill-trained army under Gen-
erals P. G. T. Beauregard and Joseph Johnston. The July 1861
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battle was significant for the conclusions both sides drew.
Lincoln began to accept that the war would be costly and
take time, and made plans for such a contingency. His coun-
terpart, Jefferson Davis, and other southerners were em-
boldened by the results and never really organized the
South—which, as a confederation, had weaker central gov-
ernment than the North—for an extensive conflict.

The fighting began in the West, the area between the Ap-
palachian Mountains and the Mississippi River. The South
probably made a strategic mistake in moving its capital to
Richmond, Virginia, because it focused attention on the bat-
tlefields between Washington, D.C., and Richmond—only
100 miles apart. However, the war for the South was lost—
and perhaps could have been won—in the broad area be-
tween the mountains and the great river. In February 1862,
General Ulysses S. Grant and Flag Officer Andrew Foote
gained control over Forts Henry and Donelson and thus ac-
cess to the Tennessee and Cumberland Rivers; CSA General
Albert Sidney Johnston then retreated into Mississippi to re-
coup. The ensuing battle at Shiloh was, to that date, the
bloodiest day of war on the North American continent, but
its inconclusive result left Grant in possession of the battle-
field and helped the North continue its drive to divide the
South along the Mississippi River (New Orleans would soon
fall, adding to the pressure).

In the East, Robert E. Lee demonstrated his mastery over
a series of inferior northern commanders. Lee was a
Napoleonic general in that he wanted battlefield victory, but
defensive firepower was evident in this war—rifled muskets
that were accurate at hundreds of yards, as well as mortars
and cannon; to gain such victory meant sustaining huge
losses in manpower—which the South could hardly spare.
Still, after Stonewall Jackson confounded and then eluded
several Union generals in the Shenandoah Valley, Lee struck
against George McClellan, who had used the Union navy to
transport a huge army to the peninsula between the York
and James Rivers and very slowly advance on Richmond. In
the so-called Seven Days’ Battles, Lee tried to envelop and
crush isolated parts of the Union army, but while he pushed
that army back to Harrison’s Landing, he could not destroy
it and he sustained huge losses. Committed to an offensive-
defensive strategy, Lee moved north, badly defeated John
Pope’s Army of Virginia, and then cartwheeled around Pope
to “invade” Maryland. Ultimately Lee had to concentrate at
Sharpsburg, Maryland, where his Army of Northern Vir-
ginia sustained an uncoordinated series of attacks from Mc-
Clellan’s larger force. Imagine the results if either McClellan
had committed the 20,000 fresh troops he held from battle
or he had attacked the next day as Lee prepared to cross the
Potomac River with his baggage and his wounded. The cam-
paign season in the East ended with Burnside’s unfortunate
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assault at Fredericksburg, after his quick march to get be-
hind Lee failed when pontooning equipment did not arrive
to allow a quick movement across the Rappahannock River.

In the West, Confederate general Braxton Bragg, with
Kirby Smith guarding his right flank, moved north threaten-
ing both Louisville and Cincinnati, and then fought indeci-
sively at Perryville and retreated south soon after Lee left
Sharpsburg. The year ended and the next began with incon-
clusive fighting at Murfreesboro between Nashville and
Chattanooga. While not broadly recognized at the time, the
two failed southern offensives—Lee into Maryland and
Bragg into Kentucky—represented the high tide of the Con-
federacy and perhaps the last opportunity for foreign recog-
nition. Lincoln announced the Emancipation Proclamation,
foreign support for the South muted, the North grimly ap-
plied its manpower and industrial advantages, and the
blockade began to bite deeply.

The next year, 1863, saw the tide turn to the North. Grant
had tried to take Vicksburg, the last major southern strong-
point on the Mississippi River, and failed. However, while
waiting for winter rains to subside, he came upon a brilliant
strategy. He moved his men to the west side of the river op-
posite Vicksburg; he would have the U.S. Navy transport his
army across the river below Vicksburg; they would live off
the land and drive inland to repel any relief for the army at
Vicksburg, and then turn to the city and either besiege it or
take it. The strategy was brilliant, and worked, as Grant
drove John Pemberton back into Vicksburg and in May set-
tled into a siege that ended with Vicksburg’s surrender on 4
July 1863.

Meanwhile, another Union commander felt he could de-
feat “Bobby Lee.” Joseph (“Fighting Joe”) Hooker revived the
Army of the Potomac, and then set into motion a broad
turning movement that would force Lee to retreat or else to
be trapped between the Union corps remaining at Freder-
icksburg or the superior forces that had marched north and
west and then southeast to get behind him. Lee, however, di-
vided his army, leaving 10,000 men under Jubal Early at
Fredericksburg, and then divided again, keeping but 17,000
in front of Hooker’s 70,000-plus men and sending Jackson
with about 26,000 to find the hanging flank. It was a brilliant
conception, but Jackson was fatally wounded by a southern
sharpshooter. Most of Hooker’s men did not even see battle.
Lee then received permission once again to invade the
North; promised his senior subordinate, James Longstreet,
that he would avoid battle; and stumbled into Gettysburg,
the greatest battle ever fought in the Americas, and a Union
defensive victory. Once again the North could have won a
huge victory if George Meade had attacked as Lee retreated
back to Virginia.

Still, attention turned to the campaign around Chat-

tanooga. William Rosecrans maneuvered well and forced
Braxton Bragg to evacuate Chattanooga in September 1863.
With a lull in fighting in the East, Lee sent Longstreet and
his corps to help Bragg. The battle at Chickamauga (“bloody
creek” in Cherokee) was one of the few times the South out-
numbered the North; Rosecrans lost track of his units and
moved a division out of the line he felt was in reserve—and
this occurred just as Longstreet’s veterans attacked that part
of the front. Most of the northern troops fled to Chattanooga
and Bragg slowly followed, frittering away the advantage he
had won in costly fashion at Chickamauga. Lincoln ap-
pointed Grant to command, and Grant came to Chat-
tanooga, brought in reinforcements, opened a more secure
supply line, tried to roll the Confederate left and then right,
and was surprised by the performance of troops assigned to
demonstrate against the Confederate center. The Army of
Tennessee fled the field and Grant was appointed to com-
mand all Union armies.

The Union blockade was also having its destructive ef-
fect. Most southern ports were closed—either seized by the
Union navy or guarded by Union gunboats; while some
blockade runners did get through, the high cost of such car-
goes attested to the declining frequency of their success.
And southern commerce raiders never imposed the cost to
northern merchants that American privateers exacted from
British merchants during the American Revolution.

The war ground on in 1864. Grant had a strategic vision.
He would accompany (but not directly command) the Army
of the Potomac as it confronted Lee; he would lock onto Lee
and not release his grip. Meanwhile William T. Sherman
would maneuver from Chattanooga to Atlanta and eventu-
ally to the coast, cutting the South in half again; Union forces
at Mobile, Alabama, would cut through the Deep South to
meet Sherman at Atlanta while Benjamin Butler and the
Army of the James would move up the peninsula to threaten
Richmond and Petersburg while Grant (and Meade) occu-
pied Lee.

So Grant and Lee fought a series of bloody campaigns
from Wilderness to Spotsylvania Court House to North Anna
to Cold Harbor to the siege of Petersburg and Richmond.
While Grant took many casualties, he ended Lee’s ability to
take the offensive, ground down under the weight of fighting
a total war. Meanwhile, Sherman and Joseph Johnston ma-
neuvered brilliantly to the outskirts of Atlanta where Presi-
dent Davis replaced Johnston with John Hood. Hood at-
tacked somewhat rashly, lost, and moved north through
Alabama hoping to tempt Sherman to follow. Sherman de-
cided to give up his long supply line (the relief drive from
Mobile never took place; instead Union troops moved into
Arkansas), and with 62,000 troops, he set off to march
through and destroy the Deep South. Hood moved north,



won a costly victory at Franklin (12 generals killed), and
then was destroyed by George Thomas at Nashville in mid-
December. Sherman reached the Atlantic coast at Savannabh,
Georgia soon thereafter, and began moving north through
the Carolinas.

In spring 1865, Lee recognized the desperateness of his
position. Grant was about to cut the last Confederate link to
the south from the siege at Richmond and Petersburg; Sher-
man was moving north against a small army commanded
by Joseph Johnston. Lee tried to disengage and march south,
but the large and well-armed Union cavalry cut off his re-
treat, forcing his weakening army to march west, where he
decided to surrender to Grant at Appomattox Court House,
Virginia. Johnston soon surrendered to Sherman at Durham
Station, North Carolina, and the remaining Confederate
armies followed.

Ultimately, the South tried to fight as the North fought,
and became caught up in a strategy of annihilation where it
simply did not have the numbers, the strength, or the orga-
nization. A confederation did not provide for sufficient cen-
tral power to resist. Moreover, too many generals did not un-
derstand the tremendous advances in killing power—the
greater accuracy of rifled muskets, the introduction of
breechloading repeating rifles, rifled cannons, and siege
mortars; too often, generals sent troops straight ahead into
well-prepared defenses and entrenched troops.

The American Civil War might be termed the first “mod-
ern” war, for both sides employed the major products of the
Industrial Revolution: railroads, telegraphs, steamships,
ironclads, rifled small arms and artillery, photography. None
were used for the first time in this conflict, but all were em-
ployed on a far larger scale than ever before.

The Civil War was also by far America’s bloodiest conflict;
more than 600,000 died—nearly 2 percent of the popula-
tion. But, as in the aftermath of so many of its conflicts, the
United States emerged far stronger economically and politi-
cally than it had been at its beginning.

Charles M. Dobbs
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American Indian Wars

The continuous military confrontation between the Euro-
pean invaders and the indigenous population that lasted
from the early seventeenth to the late nineteenth century.
Those wars represented a fundamental struggle over land
and resources. Throughout those campaigns Euro-Ameri-
can colonists demonstrated their technological superiority
and justified the military expansion through social Darwin-
ist ideologies of manifest destiny and religious evangelism.
Most of the indigenous societies defended their homelands
in fierce struggles and attempted to compensate for demo-
graphic and technological disadvantages through elaborate
techniques of guerilla warfare and the military experience
gained in intertribal conflicts. Ultimately, the Indian wars
resulted in the complete military defeat of the indigenous
societies and brought them to the verge of extinction.

Fighting already accompanied the colonial period, which
was marked by almost continuous warfare. The Spanish
colonists encountered heavy military resistance against
their missionary efforts in the Southwest. In 1680 the rebel-
lion of the Pueblo tribes drove the Spaniards out of the Rio
Grande province for more than a decade. The French colo-
nizers were engaged in frequent military confrontations
with the Iroquois Confederacy while French traders and
missionaries maintained friendly relations with other cul-
tures of the Northeast. The English settlement efforts
sparked war almost from the beginning. Prominent cam-
paigns and battles were the Pequot War (1636-1637); the
uprisings of the Wampanoag and Narragansett against the
New England colonies, known as King Philip’s War (1675-
1676, proportionally the bloodiest conflict in American his-
tory); and Pontiac’s Rebellion in the Northwest Territory in
1763.

Those conflicts in the colonial period were part of a
larger imperial contest between Britain and France in which
the Indian tribes served as respective allies. Their expertise
as scouts but also their manpower was important as both
sides struggled for dominance of the North American pos-
sessions. This practice of instrumentalization did not end
with the founding of the United States. Although the military
power of the Indians east of the Mississippi River had al-
ready substantially declined by 1776, tribes north of the
Ohio River continued with British support to protect their
homeland against the further encroachment of white settle-
ment. Their efforts were repelled in the Battles of Fallen
Timbers (1794) and Tippecanoe (1811). The army’s victory
ended the military ability of the tribes in the Northwest Ter-
ritory effectively to challenge white intrusion. British sup-
port for Indian military campaigns ended in 1813 with the
Battle of Thames in southern Ontario.

Between 1812 and the 1840s the remaining eastern tribes
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were relocated by the federal government to territories west
of the Mississippi so far untouched by white settlement.
Washington hoped that the removal would end the military
confrontation between Native Americans and the U.S. Army.
The resettlement of the tribes was accompanied by occa-
sional military resistance. Most prominent campaigns were
the Florida Seminole Wars (1817-1818, 1835-1842, 1856—
1858) and the Black Hawk War sparked by the refusal of the
Sac and Fox to leave their homeland.

With the further territorial expansion of the United
States after the Mexican War, the Indian territory no longer
marked the effective western boundary of the United States,
but divided the country in two. The effects of this division
on Indian land became obvious as the California gold rush
of 18481849 massively increased migration through tribal
territories. This migration violated the Indian Intercourse
Act of 1834 and set the stage for an ecological disaster as in-
truders increasingly decimated the bison herds that served
not only as the foundation of the economic life but also the
cultural existence for many of the Plains tribes.

As military confrontations remained a constant experi-
ence, the army concentrated on keeping the travel routes to
the West open through a series of military outposts. In addi-
tion to this primary military objective, hostile tribes were
crushed in a number of campaigns such as the Rouge River
War, Yakima War, and the campaign of 1858, which elimi-
nated Indian military resistance in the Oregon Territory.

The Civil War temporarily diverted the military energies
of the government. As regular troops departed for the battle-
fields in the East they were replaced with local volunteers.
Those regiments often displayed little discipline and train-
ing and frequently contributed to the escalation of Indian-
white confrontation. During the Civil War many tribes
actively participated on both sides. Particularly the Confed-
eracy gained the support of numerous tribes, or tribal fac-
tions, such as the Cherokees, Creeks, Choctaws, Chickasaws,
and Seminoles. They were motivated by the location of their
tribal lands, which were surrounded by Confederate states,
and their lack of confidence in the seriousness of Washing-
ton’s Indian policy. On whatever side they fought, the Indian
nations suffered terrible economic and social disruption to
their territories as troops from both sides devastated their
land and the continued fighting resulted in food shortages
and famine.

While a number of tribes participated in the war effort,
others saw the diversion of the U.S. Army as an opportunity
to defeat a supposedly weakened enemy. The western tribes
began their campaign in 1862 when Sioux attacked New
Ulm in Minnesota, killing approximately 700 settlers. The
Minnesota militia retaliated and captured more than 1,500
Indians. President Lincoln prevented the execution of at

least 300 prisoners, a measure favored by the militia’s com-
mander, General John Pope. Warfare in the West escalated
dramatically during those years. Army records indicate that
fighting peaked during the years 1864-1867. But not only
the frequency of campaigns increased. The dehumanization
and brutalization, inherent in any war, reached new lows.
The Indians themselves, understandably, held a low opinion
of whites. Fostered by racism and derogatory stereotyping of
Indians as savages, Indian-fighters took a savage stand. In-
structive in this respect was the Sand Creek massacre.

On 29 November 1,200 troops of the First and Third Col-
orado Cavalry under the command of Colonel John M. Chiv-
ington attacked a partially disarmed and surrendered camp
of Cheyenne Indians and killed anywhere from 150 to 500
men, women, and children. Formal investigations into the
massacre did result in the condemnation of the attack
through the U.S. government, an early forerunner of the
guilty conscience Americans were beginning to develop,
particularly in the East and, as westerners were quick to
point out, away from the Indian wars.

In the years following the Civil War, the U.S. Army under-
went dramatic reorganization. The troops were reduced in
numbers. Continuous conflicts between the federal govern-
ment and local commanders and the lack of proper doctrine
highlighted the constraints imposed by demobilization. The
army’s task was to clear the way for settlement of the West by
forcing Indians onto reservations.

By 1868 military commanders, such as Major General
Philip Sheridan, embarked on a new strategy of total warfare
that carried the war into the winter camps of the western na-
tions. The army attacked the Indians during the winter
when their food supply and thus their mobility were at a low
point. This approach further obscured the division between
combatants and noncombatants and highlighted the totality
of warfare as carried out by both sides. Overall, however, the
troops and commanders were more sympathetic to the
plight of the Indians, much to the disgust of the local whites.
The army, after all, was not after the Indians’lands.

War continued for another two decades. Outstanding bat-
tles and campaigns included the Little Bighorn (1876), the
Red River War (1874-1875), the Modoc War of 1872-1873,
and the Apache Wars that ended with the defeat of Geron-
imo in 1886. The final military engagements took place at
Wounded Knee, Dakota Territory (1890), and on a military
expedition against the Ojibwa in Minnesota in 1898. Despite
occasional Indian victories in the years after the Civil War,
the tide had long since turned against the indigenous Amer-
icans. Despite their increased military activities as fighting
peaked between 1866 and 1869, resistance became futile as
the tribes were outnumbered and outgunned. Massive west-
ern migration created an atmosphere in which Indian mili-



tary actions could cause temporary delays but could not halt
their defeat. With the escalation of military commanders to
a strategy of annihilation, warfare caused increasing num-
bers of casualties. The number of Indian victims is un-
known. The U.S. Army suffered 932 killed and more than
1,000 wounded between 1866 and 1891.

With those last engagements, more than two centuries of
military confrontation between Native Americans and Euro-
American settlers had ended. The military defeat threatened
the very survival of Indian nations and ended tribal control
over the trans-Mississippi West. The army gained valuable
experience in those decades of war, although its doctrine re-
mained fixed on the wars of Napoleon. Many famous In-
dian-fighters rose to prominence in military and civilian life
as the United States entered the stage of world powers. The
expertise of those who militarily matured during the Indian
wars provided the backbone of colonial warfare in America’s
emerging colonial empire.

Frank Schumacher
See also: Little Bighorn; Sand Creek; Sheridan, Philip Henry
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American Revolution (1775-1783)
The war for independence of the former British North
American colonies.

The American Revolution in many ways was a conse-
quence of the Seven Years’ War (1756-1763)—called the
French and Indian War in America. When that conflict
ended, Great Britain had gained much territory from France
but had also incurred vast wartime expenses. In seeking to
rearrange governance of their territories, especially in North
America among the 13 British colonies, formerly French
Quebec, and the Native American tribes west of the Ap-
palachian Mountains, and in seeking new sources of taxa-
tion to repay the vast debt, the British perhaps inevitably
would have angered their American cousins. The king and
Parliament wanted to separate the peoples of now larger
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British North America; they wanted to reinforce the Naviga-
tion Acts and end the long era of “salutary neglect” to
strengthen the mercantilist trading empire; and they wanted
the colonists who benefited from the results of the Seven
Years’ War to bear a fair share of the resulting financial costs
of the conflict.

Between 1763 and 1774, the king and Parliament in Great
Britain and revolutionary leaders in America increasingly
and more bitterly disagreed on the meaning of a series of
acts; the consequence would be war. At first, the colonists
tried to make a case about the rights of Englishmen. This in-
creasingly separate British society in North America inter-
preted the Proclamation of 1763, the Sugar Act, Stamp Act,
Declaratory Act, and Townsend Duties as violating their
rights, especially the right of taxation only by one’s own rep-
resentatives—ultimately a call for a separate parliament in
America and an anticipation of the dominion theory of gov-
ernment.

Thereafter, the American revolutionaries viewed the so-
called Intolerable Acts (really the Coercive Acts and the unre-
lated Quebec Act) as severe infringements on their basic
rights. In 1774, the colonists engaged in actual rebellion by
calling for and convening a Continental Congress, an alter-
nate authority to the Crown. Later, in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence (July 1776), they would hold “these truths as self-
evident,” including “life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.”

When fighting broke out in April 1775 with the British
march from Boston to Lexington and Concord and the colo-
nial militia raids on the column on its retreat, the British not
unnaturally assumed the fighting would reflect the style of
fighting in Europe in the late eighteenth century. Warfare fea-
tured small, highly trained armies and navies; the goal was
maneuver and demonstration of the helplessness of the en-
emy—not his destruction, since there was no value in de-
stroying royalty. Armies relied on muskets that were not ac-
curate at long distances. So armies marched in columns;
flankers as much sought to keep the columns under control
as to seek out the enemy. Having marched in columns typi-
cally along well-traveled routes in Europe, armies deployed
into lines in a relatively narrow field for battle. The two op-
posing forces (most often professional lifetime soldiers)
would come relatively close—50 or 100 yards—fire a volley
or two, fix bayonets, and then charge one another. It was a
test of discipline and courage, reflecting brutal parade-
ground conditions. Within the confines of this theory of war-
fare the British excelled, winning all of their eighteenth-cen-
tury wars to date and almost all of their battles, land or sea.

Indeed, the advantages, based on this style of fighting in
mid-eighteenth-century Europe, seemingly rested with the
British. An island nation of more than 7.5 million, it out-
numbered the 13 colonies in population by three to one.
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Great Britain had great wealth; emerging industries capable
of supplying the needs of the world’s most powerful navy; a
highly trained army and the financial resources and royal
family connections to hire German mercenaries to augment
its forces; and a trained if not evenly effective officer corps.

By the same analysis, the rebellious colonies had real dif-
ficulties. Population was thinly spread along 1,200 miles of
Atlantic coastline; there were few cities, and they were more
locations for trade than for the industry and finance neces-
sary to fight a war. The American colonies had neither army
nor navy nor trained officers; there was no central governing
authority with real power. Moreover there were many Loyal-
ists in the United States—the number will always be in dis-
pute—who favored the king and continuing ties to the
Mother Country. In theory and in practice, they represented
manpower to augment trained troops, sources of supply, and
information. In addition to the Loyalists, most numerous in
New York and the South, there were many Americans who
took no side in the conflict, for they wished to avoid author-
ity in all its guises.

However, there were real advantages for the revolutionar-
ies if they would stay the course. Several million Americans
occupied a vast land; it was sparsely settled; there were few
roads or waterways to connect isolated towns surrounded
mostly by independent farmers. The nature of the conflict
would differ from the tradition of fighting in mid-eigh-
teenth-century Europe. Indeed, save for the continuing exis-
tence of a colonial army, there was no center of gravity
whose capture or destruction would cause the American re-
sistance to collapse. Moreover, in this war of attrition, the
British did not have unlimited resources. They would have to
maintain a secure seaward connection between home and
the war front; they would have to support thousands of sol-
diers many thousands of leagues from home. Taxes were al-
ready high to pay for the costs of the Seven Years’ War; there
was a degree of war weariness in the British population, and
there was a risk of imperial overstretch. Committing too
many resources to the revolutionary war could mean draw-
ing down defenses in the West Indies, India, Africa, and per-
haps even the British Isles. The longer the war continued, the
greater the pressure from various domestic interest groups
to end it.

Whatever the theoretical advantages of the British, they
faced very real and practical problems in winning. They had
problems settling on an effective strategy that maintained
the initiative. Not only did the British have difficulty finding
a center of gravity of colonial resistance, they also changed
objectives several times—perhaps an indication they could
not understand how to win in this different kind of war. In
1775 at Bunker Hill and in 1776 during the Battles for New
York City, the British believed to some extent that the mere
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demonstration of their military prowess in battlefield tactics
would cause the Americans to concede they could not win,
and to return to the fold. The brothers Admiral Richard
Howe and General William Howe not only were charged with
defeating the colonists in war, they also were commissioners
to seek a peace—somewhat contradictory goals that may
have caused them to avoid landing the true knockout blow
that was within their grasp around New York City, and to
ease a reconciliation that, unknown to them, was no longer
possible. In 1776 and again in 1777 the British believed that
the taking of apparently geographically significant sites
would cripple the colonial war effort and compel surrender,
as indeed it would in similar circumstances in more popu-
lated and more developed western and central Europe. By
1779-1780, the British believed the objective was to locate
centers of Loyalism and so they turned south to win at Sa-
vannah, Charleston, and Camden, but to lose and ultimately
face disaster at King’s Mountain, Cowpens, Guilford Court
House, and ultimately Yorktown.

No discussion of the difficulties for Great Britain in set-
tling upon an appropriate strategy—at an affordable cost
with a convincing explanation to the men at war and the
people at home—should underestimate the considerable
difficulties faced by the rebellious United States. There was
no central authority; the Continental Congress lacked a true
executive; and the new states were sources of contending
power reflecting the fear of might threatening liberty that
motivated the Revolution in the first place. The lack of an ef-
fective central government impeded the development of a
national economy. Reflecting the mercantilist system the
British had sought to establish, the colonies had little indus-
try, few banking or financial resources, and thus little ability
to provide for the fiscal needs of war. The colonial militia
had not proven particularly effective in the Seven Years’ War,
and there were few experienced military leaders. Of course,
the people were not unified: Somewhere between 20 and 33
percent of the population favored continued ties with
Britain; an unknown percentage wanted to keep power at a
distance and avoid authority—British or American.

The conflict proved costly for both sides. The British peo-
ple suffered another conflict at great cost in blood and
wealth. About 1 percent of the American population—ap-
proximately 25,000 people in a nation of around 2.5 mil-
lion—died as a result of the war, a higher percentage of
American dead than any other conflict save for the Ameri-
can Civil War.

There were several phases to the conflict. From 1775 to
1778, the conflict was largely in the North. In April 1775, the
British, wanting to end the rebellion quickly, marched the
relatively short distance from Boston past Lexington to Con-
cord to seize colonial weapons and ammunition. The retreat
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to Boston displayed the advantages of a militia, armed with
relatively effective rifled muskets, firing at a distance from
the woods and behind stone walls at British troops march-
ing in formation and easily located in their brightly colored
uniforms. Soon thereafter, a huge gathering of New England
militia and the hauling in of cannon from captured Fort
Ticonderoga caused the British to quit Boston for Halifax,
Nova Scotia, and to plan for an offensive the following year.

In summer 1776, a large British navy transported a vast
army to New York City and by October the British had de-
feated the Americans at Long Island, Manhattan, Harlem
Heights, and White Plains. The British had followed their
strategy of fighting, outflanking one American position after
another, and generally made clear the hopelessness of colo-
nial defense. But the American army survived, and George
Washington secured vital, morale-boosting victories in De-
cember 1776 and January 1777 in the Trenton and Princeton
campaign. He crossed the Delaware River on Christmas
night, compelled the surrender of German troops in Tren-
ton, surprised Charles Lord Cornwallis, and won at Prince-
ton before retiring to Morristown, New Jersey, for the winter.

In 1777, the British violated the principle of mass, and di-
vided their forces. One army sought to march, row, and
portage from Montreal to Albany, where it would join with
forces coming from the west along the Mohawk River and up
the Hudson River from New York City on the assumption
that cutting the colonies in two would result in colonial sur-
render. At the same time, the British navy transported most
of the army in New York City southward for an advance on
Philadelphia, the largest city in North America. The result
was not what the British had sought. Burgoyne surrendered
his bogged-down army at Saratoga in October, having no
option of retreat or resupply; the British withdrew from
Philadelphia in 1778, demonstrating, perhaps, the useless-
ness of occupying it in 1777; and finally France, impressed
with the infant republic’s military successes, entered into a
more formal and overt alliance, which made British victory
in North America problematic.

After a lull for the better part of a year from mid-1778 to
mid-1779, the British looked to the southern colonies to sal-
vage a victory in the increasingly expensive conflict. The
French-American alliance after the victory at Saratoga
meant increased obligations on the Royal Navy and a disper-
sion of British strength from North America. Thus, the
British army that went south to Savannah in December 1779
was smaller than the British army that invaded New York
City in 1776 or that seized Philadelphia in 1777.

The British enjoyed early victories in the southern cam-
paign. After taking Savannah and Augusta, the British
quickly regained control over sparsely settled Georgia, pro-
tecting British interests in adjacent Florida. The advance

into South Carolina in 1780 brought two major victories and
several minor ones. Indecision among civilian leaders in
Charleston afforded the British an opportunity to blockade
an American army commanded by General Benjamin Lin-
coln and to compel its surrender. Soon thereafter, the British
smashed an American army at Camden in central South
Carolina whose commander, Horatio Gates, had foolishly as-
signed equal combat responsibilities to raw militia as to
trained Continental troops. The inexperienced militia fled
the field at the first British bayonet charge, and the outnum-
bered Continental troops fought valiantly but hopelessly.

The Americans rebounded with some luck and the emer-
gence of outstanding leaders who reconciled European mili-
tary tactics to the reality of the colonial scene. Militia fought
militia at King’s Mountain in northwest South Carolina, and
that American victory threatened the British hold over the
recently subdued colony. A classic victory at Cowpens by
General Dan Morgan over Lieutenant Colonel Banastre
Tarleton in western South Carolina suggested a way to use
inexperienced militia to advantage. He only asked the militia
to use the greater range of their rifled muskets to fire a few
rounds at the advancing British and then retreat; in the end,
the Continentals held firm, the militia reentered the fighting,
and the British lost in a classic double envelopment. The bat-
tle strategy at Cowpens became a campaign strategy of re-
treat to the Dan River and Virginia and a subsequent battle
at Guilford Court House. General Nathanael Greene engaged
in a careful retreat, drawing the British under Cornwallis
farther and farther from their supplies. Greene then fought
on a field he had previously selected. While the British tech-
nically held the field, they soon had to abandon it and retreat
toward the coast to obtain needed supplies.

Finally, the bankruptcy of the British search for a strategy
became clear when Lord Cornwallis, after retreating to Hills-
boro and Wilmington, North Carolina, marched into Vir-
ginia seeking to destroy a smaller American army com-
manded by the Marquis de Lafayette and others and then
retreated down the York River peninsula to Yorktown. A
nearly unique coordination of forces saw General Washing-
ton marching down from his siege of New York City, the
French supplying payment in gold to American troops—
who had not been paid in a year in many cases—and the
French fleet winning one of its very few victories over the
British navy. For the first time and only briefly, the trident of
seapower passed briefly to the French. Cornwallis was be-
sieged by land and by sea and forced to capitulate.

The American Revolution demonstrated the importance
of many of the Nine Principles of War. The length of the war
front from Massachusetts to South Carolina and Georgia
made economy of force difficult. The lack of a true capital or
center to the colonial economy made it more difficult to se-



lect a center of gravity to conquer or destroy. The distance of
the conflict from the Mother Country prevented the British
from employing real economy of force to achieve a continu-
ing mass. And given the sympathies of British and Ameri-
cans alike, it was hard to maintain security and secrecy.

The conflict also called into question the military tactics
that proved effective in Europe. Marching in tight columns
with flankers more concerned with keeping men in columns
than in defending those columns exposed the British to ha-
rassing attacks. The vastness of the country and the distance
from England permitted harassing guerrilla attacks on sup-
plies by sea, privateers, and by land, foraging parties. Indeed,
the main contribution of the American navy was the actions
of private ship captains, so-called privateers, seizing British
merchant vessels and selling the cargoes and ships in for-
eign ports; it was costly and weakened support at home for
the British war effort. Finally, it is difficult to see how Great
Britain could have held on much longer to a stretch of
colonies whose main city, Philadelphia, was the second
largest metropolis in the British Empire.

Charles M. Dobbs
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Amiens (1918)

Two offensives from 8 August to 3 September 1918, fought
between the Allies under Marshal Ferdinand Foch and the
Germans under General Erich Ludendorff. Its aim was to
disengage Amiens and the Paris-Amiens railway line and
open the northern coalfields to the Allies. Field Marshal
Douglas Haig’s plan involved the consolidation of Allied po-
sitions along the old French front line, which extended from
Mericourt to Hangest. While the British were to press the en-
emy in the direction of Chaulnes, the French First Army was
to move toward Roye. Meanwhile, General Rawlinson’s
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Fourth Army, consisting of three Canadian, two Australian,
one American, and two British cavalry divisions, was to
form the main assault group. The French and Fourth Army,
preceded by tanks, caught the Germans off guard, and by
nightfall the Allies were 10 miles inside enemy lines, having
captured 15,000 prisoners and 400 guns. This breakthrough
could be termed the turning point of the war; as German
units collapsed, Ludendorff announced that “the war must
be ended,” and termed 8 August the “Black day” for the Ger-
man army. By the time the second offensive began on 21 Au-
gust the Germans had already evacuated Mondidier, thus
freeing the Paris-Amiens railway line. As the Allied forces
penetrated across the Somme, taking Peronne, St.-Quentin,
Queant, Meautte, and the Arras-Albert railway line, the Ger-
mans, whose morale and defenses were low, retreated back
to the Siegfried Line. German losses during the Battle of
Amiens were 50,000 killed and wounded and 33,000 prison-
ers. British and Colonial losses were 22,000 and French
losses 24,000.

Margaret Hardy
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Amin, Idi (1925- )

Military ruler of Uganda (r. 1971-1979). Amin was born in
northern Uganda. He joined the King’s African Rifles (for-
merly the Uganda Rifles) and proved successful as a non-
commissioned officer and a boxer.

In the Africanization of the officer corps that followed
Uganda’s independence in 1962, Amin was promoted to cap-
tain. Promotions were rapid in the new army, and by 1964
Amin was a colonel. Civilian control of the military proved a
serious problem for the Obote government, resulting in nu-
merous attempts at army reorganization. Amin won favor by
leading the government’s assault on the powerful Kabaka
Mutetsa of the Buganda in 1966. By 1968, he was a major
general and commander of the army.

Amin began to promote a disproportionate number of
northerners, straining relations with Obote. In January 1971
Amin staged a coup. Initially pro-British and pro-Israeli,
Amin proved to be an unstable though canny leader.

His foreign policy drew Uganda closer to the Arab world,
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offending Israel, and increasing internal repression included
the expulsion of almost all of Uganda’s Asian population in
late 1972. He skillfully exploited ethnic tensions within the
army, which he used to crush dissent and threaten Uganda’s
neighbors.

Amin, ill equipped to lead a nation, became progressively
more erratic. In 1976, he allowed a hijacked El Al jetliner to
land in Kampala, resulting in the humiliating Israeli com-
mando raid at Entebbe Airport on 4 July. Condemned inter-
nationally for human rights violations, Amin was increas-
ingly isolated diplomatically. In March 1978 he attempted to
seize part of Tanzania. The resulting counterattack, aided by
Ugandan exiles, took Kampala on 11 April 1979 and forced
Amin into exile. He eventually settled in Saudi Arabia.

Amin’s career is an example of the problems of civil-mili-
tary relations in the developing world, and his policies had a
long-term destabilizing effect on Uganda and the region.

Adam Seipp
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Amoaful, Battle of (Ghana, 31 January 1874)
Decisive victory by British over the Ashanti tribes. The Sec-
ond Ashanti War was fought over trade routes to the interior
and influence on the coast. In February 1873, the Ashanti in-
vaded the British protectorate to safeguard their interests
and prevent the further extension of British administrative
control. When British allies, the Fante, failed to stop the ad-
vance, Gladstone’s government committed itself to a mili-
tary offensive and appointed Garnet Wolseley as com-
mander of the expedition.

On 14 January 1874, Wolseley and 3,500 British, West In-
dian, and locally raised Hausa troops crossed the Prah River
and entered Ashantiland. The Ashanti force, numbering up-
wards of 15,000, concentrated in and around the village of
Amoaful. On 31 January, the British attacked. The artillery
laid down barrages as the infantry advanced in loose square
formations. By noon, due to the heavy firepower, the Ashanti
were forced to abandon the village. Rather than retreat, they
launched a determined counterattack. Carrying nothing but
muskets and other outdated weapons, the extremely mobile
attackers were able to break into many of the squares. British
reinforcements, however, threw back the enemy. British ca-
sualties were light: 4 dead and about 200 wounded. Ashanti

losses were very heavy; probably more than 2,000 were
killed. After the victory at Amoaful, the British advance con-
tinued. On 4 February, Kumasi, the political seat of the
Ashanti kingdom, fell with little resistance, and the Second
Ashanti War was over. The British protectorate over the Gold
Coast was further extended and strengthened.
James Thomas
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‘Amr ibn al-’As (al-Aasi) (c. 585-664)

Arab general who conquered Egypt during the early Arab
invasions. A contemporary of the Prophet Muhammad who
converted to Islam before the fall of Mecca, Amr ibn al-’As
rose to become one of the leading Arab generals during the
initial Arab conquests. Throughout his career, Amr served
on numerous important missions. His first major expedition
took him to Oman on behalf of the Prophet to convince the
local rulers to convert to Islam. Amr succeeded on this mis-
sion, but during his stay in Oman the Prophet died, prompt-
ing Amr to return to Medina.

Abu Bakr, the successor of Muhammad, gave Amr com-
mand of the army to invade Palestine in 633. Although re-
ports of this invasion were conflicting, Amr was responsible
for the conquest of the Byzantine territories west of the Jor-
dan River. In addition, Amr took part in the battles of
Yarmuk and during the capture of Damascus.

‘Amr’s major achievement was yet to come. In 640, Amr
led another army of conquest into Egypt. There remains
some debate on whether Amr did this on his own initiative
or whether the caliph ‘Umar directed him to invade Egypt.In
either case, ‘Umar ostensibly approved of it, as Amr did re-
ceive reinforcements and the conquest ended in 642 with the
capture of Alexandria. Afterwards, Amr contributed greatly
to the administration of Egypt and built the city that be-
came Cairo. His career in Egypt, however, was short-lived as
the caliph ‘Uthman recalled him to Medina.

After this, Amr remained absent from major military
events until the Battle of Siffin in 657, when Mu’awiyya and
Ali battled for the caliphate. Amr sided with Muwawiyya and
led the cavalry. The battle ended more or less in a draw with
the dispute settled through arbitration. Before the decision
came, however, Amr was able to occupy Egypt and remove



Ali’s factions from power there in 658. Amr remained gover-
nor of Egypt until his death.
Timothy May
See also: Byzantine-Muslim Wars; Charles Martel; Heraclius; Khalid
ibn al-Walid; Muslim Conquests; Sassanid Empire; Tariq ibn
Ziyad; Yarmuk, Battle of
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Anaconda Plan (1861-1862)

The strategy adopted early in the American Civil War to
strangle and cut up the Confederacy. The commanding gen-
eral of Union armies, Winfield Scott, proposed the Anaconda
Plan, realizing that the war would be long and costly, and
that victory would reflect the Union’s superiority in man-
power, industry, transportation, etc.—the elements of total
war.

He proposed a multipart plan that would take time to put
into effect and would require considerable resources. First,
the U.S. Navy would blockade southern ports. The Confeder-
acy was deficient in manufacturing and war material, and
thus required markets to sell its cotton and other commer-
cial crops. Scott proposed cutting off such contact, depriving
the South of trade and income, and squeezing it—hence
“Anaconda”

He then proposed a series of offensives designed to cut
the South in half and half again, until its ability to resist was
destroyed. He called for a drive along the Mississippi River,
to cut off Texas and Arkansas from the rest of the Confeder-
acy; he further proposed a drive through the breadbasket of
the South—into Kentucky (which was “neutral” at the time)
and Tennessee, into Georgia, and then to the coast. And, if
such action did not compel the South’s capitulation, Scott
proposed cutting again and yet again.

Initially, this idea met a cool response. Too many north-
erners (and too many southerners) believed that after one
battle and one big victory the other side would give up and
there was no need for such a long-term strategy.

Eventually, however, the North very much came to adopt
Scott’s idea, with a highly effective blockade reducing the
South to occasional blockade “runners” and some raiders,
and with a series of offensives in 1863 and 1864 that cut the
South into parts and made defeat inevitable.

Charles M. Dobbs

See also: American Civil War; Scott, Winfield
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Anawrahta (d. 1077)
First king of Burma. His exact birth date is unknown. By
1044, he ruled the Kingdom of Pagan on the Irrawaddy River
in modern-day central Burma. Through military force and
political skill, he united the formerly separate fiefdoms of
central Burma and moved to take possession of Arakan and
Lower Burma between 1044 and 1056. In 1057, he con-
quered the kingdom of Thaton, which introduced Theravada
Buddhism to Burma. He raided Thailand perhaps as far as
the Chao Phraya Valley and guarded his frontier by building
a series of forts on the Thai border. He died in 1077 after be-
ing gored by a wild buffalo near the gates of Pagan. Anaw-
rahta in effect created the Burmese state and his dynasty
ruled until 1287 when Burma was invaded by Chinese forces
under Kublai Khan.
Harold Wise
See also: Kublai Khan
References and further reading:

Maring, J. M., and E. G. Maring, eds. Historical and Cultural
Dictionary of Burma. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1973.

Ancient Warfare
A form of warfare practiced exclusively until the develop-
ment of firearms in most human societies, and more
sparsely into the twentieth century. It is characterized by
varied forms of organization focused on the use of weapons
and mobility motivated by human and animal muscle.
Ancient warfare can be divided into a number of types.
These types roughly (but not wholly) correlate with the abil-
ity of human societies to organize themselves into more or-
ganizationally complex systems, which in turn is highly de-
pendent on the society’s ability to produce material and
energy surpluses.

Band

Band warfare is characterized by small-scale operations of
face-to-face (all members of a band are known to one an-
other) bands, usually led by one or more experienced or po-
litically powerful war leaders. This form of warfare is the
most ancient, limited usually by the small size and resources
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of groups who practiced it. As a form of warfare it was prac-
ticed well into the twentieth century by native people in ar-
eas such as New Guinea and Melanesia, Borneo, and Africa.
Larger temporary assemblies of such bands could over-
whelm much more sophisticated organizational forms, as
Arminius demonstrated at Teutoburger Wald.

The motivation for such war was usually defensive, or
raids for women, goods, or trophies.

Mass warfare

With the rise of societies that had sufficient surpluses for
permanent leaders and large populations came mass war-
fare. This was usually characterized by the use of citizen or
peasant levies who engaged in warfare at the command of,
or in response to, the needs of the city-state. Early Roman
military formations, the armies of Ur and early Egypt, and
the Athenian hoplitoi were of this type. Such armies suffered
from an inability to keep in the field during important agri-
cultural periods, as well as a low level of training, uneven
equipment distribution (often a soldier had to supply his
own kit), and often weak motivation except in defense.

Champion/chivalrous warfare

Practiced in a number of ancient cultures, a heavily (and ex-
pensively!) equipped individual with superior training and
usually some form of support by servant-soldiers fought his
opposite number in a duel-like event. The loser’s side for-
feited the battle, sometimes being pursued to destruction.
Such warfare could be practiced by two sides having the
same cultural and religious matrix (as in the case of Ho-
meric Greek champions) or one, the stronger, forcing an-
other side to accept its definition of how warfare was to be
conducted. Thus the battle between David and Goliath and
the Aztec “Flower Wars” where one side forced a form of war-
fare on another.

The resources for a culture in champion warfare required
pinpoint investment and training. Thus Chinese warring-
states champions fought as archers mounted on expensive
chariots drawn by expensive horses; Homeric champions re-
quired a full set of bronze armor; and Japanese cataphract-
knights dueled cap-a-pie with long bows and swords, while
the rest of the army was poorly equipped.

Champion warfare was utterly helpless against orga-



nized, objective-oriented armies (although they almost al-
ways held such armies in contempt), as the Japanese
mounted samurai learned when faced by an organized Mon-
gol invasion in the thirteenth century, and the Native Ameri-
can nations’ warriors learned in the nineteenth.

Organized and professional warfare

Organized professional armies emerged in parallel with the
other types. They came in a variety of forms, either a core of
professionals supplemented by volunteers and levies (as in
most Fertile Crescent states, including Egypt and Assyria) or
wholly professional armies, such as the Roman army of the
Imperial period, and possibly the Chinese army of Qin Shi-
huangdi (third century B.C.E.). Professional armies were
characterized by internal organization into detachments,
lines of command, clear ideas of tactics (and often formal
manuals), and political-military objectives. Such armies
could only be raised and maintained by states with large
surpluses, which if depleted, as in the case of the later Ro-
man, became effectively moribund.

Unit types and technology

Two main types of units dominated ancient warfare: infantry
and cavalry. Later, ancient armies included engineering and
fire-support elements to a limited degree. The type of unit re-
lied on by any particular culture depended on two main fac-
tors: available technology and organizational innovations.

Infantry

Infantry was the mainstay of most ancient armies, and tac-
tics and strategy were geared to the extensive exploitation of
infantry. Two factors dominate the type of infantry and its
capabilities: metallurgy and training, both individual and in
formation.

The availability of metals or other hard materials deter-
mined the individual soldier’s armaments and armor, and
thus the possible range of tactics that could be employed. At
one end of the scale, stone, wood, and obsidian, along with
salt-saturated cotton armor, were the fundamental tools of
Aztec and Meso-American warfare. Ancient and Middle
Kingdom Egyptian armies relied heavily on stone-headed
maces. At the other end were the sophisticated armor and
steel weapons of Rome, India, and China.

Major weapons were blades (daggers, axes, and swords)
and polearms (spears, pikes, and javelins). Slings and bows
provided longer-range support fire. Although the technology
did not determine the goals of warfare, it did mean that
comparatively little physical damage was done to opponents.
Most casualties were sustained as the losing side was slaugh-
tered in flight.

Due to the limitations on a standing army, most ancient
armies varied in the degree of training of their components.
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Thus the army of Xerxes, the great king of Persia, was com-
posed of discrete national units with training ranging from
none to professional, and battle tactics that depended largely
on mass effects. The emergence of organized city-states and
nations brought ideas of unit cohesion and organization.
This allowed armies to apply force multipliers in the form of
organized mass tactics. Ur, c. 2500 B.C.E., was first to utilize a
phalanx of well-protected spearmen, an art brought to its
apotheosis by the Greeks a millennium and a half later. Ro-
man and Chinese organization into flexible company-sized
units, who attacked after a barrage of missile fire, was even
more effective.

Cavalry

Many armies utilized some form of cavalry (except in the
New World) as a shock, scouting, or maneuver element. Cav-
alry use in ancient warfare was determined by two techno-
logical innovations. Until about 400 B.C.E. horses were used
more often to pull chariots than in an actual cavalry role.
Chariot cavalry evolved in parallel in the Middle East, East
Asia, and South Asia, possibly spreading from some com-
mon Central Asian source. Egyptian, Assyrian, Indus, and
Chinese tactics relied heavily on chariot cavalry. The breed-
ing of horses strong enough and with sufficient wind to
carry a man arrived on the scene fairly late in the Middle
East and China, earlier, apparently in Central Asia, and
quickly superseded unwieldy chariots.

The stirrup allowed a cavalryman a reasonably stable
platform for shooting a bow, couching a lance, or delivering
a sword cut so that his entire weight lay behind the point.
Cavalry was used extensively by Central Asian peoples who
invented the stirrup, and those people, the Parthians, Indi-
ans, and Chinese, in direct contact with them. By about the
fourth century c.E. major armies in Europe were heavily cav-
alry oriented. This was much less the case in China, where
great reserves of manpower meant greater reliance on peas-
ant levies, and even less so in India and Southeast Asia,
though even in those areas, cavalry had great impact. Ele-
phants and camels, a form of cavalry, were utilized as well,
though rarely to any great effect.

Engineering and siege warfare

Siege warfare was a haphazard affair, and not undertaken
lightly, as the records of Thutmose III indicate. The first to
set about siege warfare in an orderly and efficient manner
were the Assyrians, and a number of records indicate the so-
phistication of Assyrian siege practices. These included tow-
ers, protected wheeled rams, mining, armored archers, and
deceit. Less attention was paid to siege warfare in East,
South, and Southeast Asia, where doctrine emphasized mo-
bility, and where sieges were usually terminated by strata-
gem or storm.
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Engineers could also be used in the field, and the Roman
army excelled in the use of support field artillery, including
single-shot and repeating catapults, and ballistae, to support
cohorts in the field.

Command and control

Command and control in ancient warfare were extremely
chancy due to technical limitations. Sun-tzu’s Bingfa implies
that standard battle communication by flags and trumpet
calls was common in the Chinese armies of the Warring
States period (fifth to third centuries B.c.E.). The Roman
army used a variety of signaling devices.

The band form of ancient warfare invested command in a
well-known and experienced war leader, who knew his fol-
lowers and their capacities and could plan and act accord-
ingly. With the development of mass, and later of organized
ancient warfare, this process changed dramatically. Com-
mand, often of very large formations, was given to “gentle-
men,” that is, to representatives of whatever power elite was
in control. Though many of these served successfully in
what amounted to a training regime, gaining experience
gradually, it was not uncommon in any ancient army to ap-
point a general simply on the basis of his position in the
regime. Thus Nebuchadnezzar II of Chaldean Babylon sent
his master chef (!), Nebuzaradan, to capture Jerusalem.

Supply

Most ancient armies lived off the country by pillaging as
necessary; but the Egyptian army under Thutmose III gives
some evidence of a supply train. Assyrian and Chinese
armies were accompanied by a well-organized baggage train
of supplies, though they too were encouraged to live off the
locals for at least part of their support. The Roman army had
an efficient supply service, providing troops with standard
measures of grain, oil,and wine. At the other end of the scale
were ancient armies such as the Mongols, who were able to
move rapidly in part because they had no supply train at all:
in addition to living off the country, soldiers would sustain
themselves by bleeding their horses, or by consumption of
dead or lame animals from the strings of horses that each
soldier maintained.

Doctrine and manuals

A number of ancient warfare manuals have survived. They
represent a vast sweep of ancient military thinking, indicat-
ing that in the armies of the great states at least, there were
clear standards of military doctrine. Three of these deserve
mention, from three different military traditions: Sun-tzu’s
Bingfa (c. fifth century B.c.E.), Kautilya’s Arthashastra (c.
third century B.c.E.) and Vegetius’s Epitoma Rei Militaria (c.
third century).

To summarize very briefly, each of these three manuals or
guides reflects the doctrinal imperatives of the society that
created them. For the Chinese, warfare was embodied in the
imaginative and independent application of general princi-
ples, emphasizing dynamism, intelligence work, and strate-
gic oversight. For the Indians, warfare was to be conducted
with a firm eye on politics, and on the exploitation, in imagi-
native ways, of variations on set-piece battles or maneuvers
that had been worked out over lengthy periods of time. For
the Romans, success in war was a matter of meticulous plan-
ning and preparation, and close, even finicky, attention to
the minutiae and details of an army’s functioning.

Those who believe that military history (and history in
general, for that matter) moves from the simple to the com-
plex in a Darwinian arc of progress that flatters our own
times might note that illiterate hill peasants in the late twen-
tieth century could be trained in about six weeks on the use
of the high-tech American Stinger missile. But it took a life-
time to master the medieval English longbow. The complex-
ity and sophistication of ancient warfare were, on balance,
comparable to the conduct of conflict in the modern world.

Michael Ashkenazi

See also: Animals in War; Assyria; Aztecs; Babylonian Empire;
Megiddo, Battle of; Sun-tzu; Teutoburger Wald, Battle of; Vegetius
Renatus, Flavius
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Anders, Wladyslaw (1892-1970)

Polish World War II commander. Born in Blonie, Russian-
occupied Poland, on 11 August 1892, Anders served as a cav-
alry officer in the Russian Imperial Army during World War
I. After the war he was commissioned in the newly formed
Polish army and fought against the Bolsheviks during the
Russo-Polish War, 1919-1921. The outbreak of World War 11
found Anders commanding the Novogrodek Cavalry
Brigade. He was wounded twice as he led his men against
the advancing German and Soviet armies. After being cap-



tured by the Soviets, he was denied medical treatment while
being pressured over a period of several weeks to join the
Red Army, but continually refused. Anders was then moved
to Lubyanka Prison in Moscow, where he was kept under in-
human conditions for more than a year.

After the German invasion of the Soviet Union, Joseph
Stalin formally recognized the Polish government-in-exile in
London. After being removed from his prison cell, a stunned
Anders was informed that he had been promoted to lieu-
tenant general and appointed the commander of all Polish
troops in the Soviet Union. But Anders was hampered by So-
viet unwillingness both to provide proper supplies and to
disclose the location of approximately 15,000 vanished Pol-
ish military officers. As a result of both Polish and British
pressure, Anders was allowed to move his force into Iran in
1942 so that they could be supplied by the British. In 1943,
the Germans discovered the mass graves of approximately
15,000 Polish officers in the Katyn Forrest, which confirmed
Anders’s worst fears—that the Soviets had murdered all of
the missing officers.

The Polish II Corps, as Anders’s force was designated,
served with distinction during the Italian Campaign, even-
tually capturing Monte Cassino. At the end of the war, the
Polish II Corps was disbanded and the vast majority of its
men refused to return to Soviet-dominated Poland. As an ar-
dent anti-Communist, Anders lived in the United Kingdom
after the war, and died in London on 12 May 1970. At his re-
quest, he was buried alongside his men in the Polish ceme-
tery at Monte Cassino.

Alexander M. Bielakowski
See also: Bor-Komorowski, Tadeusz; Maczek, Stanislaw; Sikorski,
Wladyslaw Eugeniusz
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Angles, Saxons, and Jutes

Germanic peoples from the Baltic that took part in the set-
tlement of lowland Britain. The Angles are mentioned by the
Roman historian Tacitus. During his time (first century)
they formed part of the Suevi confederation. The Saxons are
called raiders of the empire by later Roman historians, in-
cluding Ammianus Marcellinus. They came from lands
around the lower Elbe and were closely linked with the An-
gles, who lived immediately to the north. The Jutes have of-
ten been associated with Jutland, but archaeological evi-
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dence suggests links with the Rhineland Franks. The collec-
tive term Anglo-Saxon, covering all three peoples, was
coined by the Normans.

By the end of the sixth century, Anglo-Saxon war bands
and federations in Britain had begun to coalesce into pro-
tokingdoms: Northumbria, Lindsey, Mercia, Hwicce, Mid-
Anglia, East Anglia, Essex, Wessex, Sussex, and Kent. Start-
ing with Bede (673-735), chroniclers identified Seven
Kingdoms (the “Heptarchy”), although this may overstate
the degree of political distinctions among the various
groups. Three of the seven, Essex, Sussex—the kingdoms of
the East and South Saxons respectively—and predomi-
nately Jutish Kent, but named after the Celtic Cantiaci, are
remembered in the names of the English counties. The
fourth kingdom, that of the East Angles, lay in the extreme
east of Britain. This region is still known as East Anglia. The
two other Angle kingdoms were those of Northumbria (the
land north of the Humber), and Mercia. Mercia had its ori-
gins in the upper and middle Trent Valley but expanded
gradually at the expense of its neighbors, the Middle Angles
and Hwicce. It eventually took in the whole of what is now
the English Midlands. Among these kingdoms, it was Wes-
sex, the kingdom of the West Saxons, that was destined to
unite the Anglo-Saxons under a single crown.

In the early archaeology of the period it is often very dif-
ficult to distinguish between the graves of late Roman sol-
diers of Germanic descent and those of continental Saxons.
Weapons, buckles, and shields are often identical. There was
a Saxon saying that warfare was proper “for a nobleman,”
and male burials in Britain during the pagan period were of-
ten accompanied by war gear. Chieftains and more impor-
tant noblemen would possess a mail-shirt (byrne) and a
crested helmet (the Spangenhelm type being common), a
sword, shield, and spear(s). The early Anglo-Saxon mail-
shirt reached to just below the waist and had short sleeves.
Noblemen of middling rank may have possessed a helm,
perhaps a sword (an expensive item requiring skill in its
production), and a shield and spear(s). The lowest-ranking
warriors would have been equipped with just a shield and
spear(s), and perhaps also a secondary weapon such as an
ax or seax. This was the long single-edged knife from which
the name Saxon derives. Primarily an everyday tool, it could
also be used to finish off a felled opponent in battle. Al-
though the main weapon was the spear, not only for the
peasant but also for the professional soldier and even the
nobility, all warriors carried the seax. The wearing of a knife
may have actually been a symbol of freemanship. Saxon
shields, round or near-round ovals in shape, were stoutly
made of solid planks of linden wood and with heavy project-
ing iron bosses. Although bows were widely used by the con-
tinental Saxons, the Anglo-Saxons seem to have used the
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bow mainly for hunting, displaying certain disdain for its
use in battle. Bows were mainly made of yew, elm, or ash.
Nic Fields
See also: Athelbald’s Wars; Saxon Raids
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Anglo-French Wars (1542-1628)

Conflicts between the English and French between the
reigns of Henry VIIT and Louis XIII. These were not the most
decisive wars in European history, but the fighting did exem-
plify the changes taking place in warfare at the time. The
fortress design revolution, the greater reliance on gunpow-
der weapons in battle, and the increasing size of armies
made this period of warfare between England and France an
important transition in European warfare. In addition, the
administrative improvements that took place during the six-
teenth and early seventeenth centuries enabled the French
and English to fight nearly constant warfare, spreading
across four dynasties (Valois and Bourbon, Tudor and Stu-
art).

French preoccupation with its own religious civil wars
meant that it had little energy to devote to war with its main
Protestant rival. English preoccupation with the Spanish
meant that France was not England’s main focus. However,
the two nations did differ constantly, participating on either
side of no less than three major series of wars in Europe, in-
cluding the German Wars of Religion, the Revolt of the
Netherlands, and the Thirty Years’ War.

In the Anglo-French War of 1542-1546, Henry VIII
joined the Hapsburg Dynasty in a war against the Valois. The
English captured the port of Boulogne. Though they had
gained a French port, the war cost England 2 million
pounds. Years of border skirmishes short of all-out war fol-
lowed. When hostilities reached all-out war in 1549, the
French king Henry IT declared war with the intention of re-
taking Boulogne, which reverted to French control in 1550.

In 1557, England’s Queen Mary drew her country into a
war allied with Spain, whose king was her husband, though
the war was very unpopular with the Protestant English peo-
ple. During the Anglo-French War of 1557-1560, Mary man-
aged to lose England’s last continental foothold in the port of

Calais on French territory. When Elizabeth succeeded Mary
to the throne, religious and political differences split the
fragile Anglo-Spanish alliance.

In the Anglo-French War of 1589-1593, Elizabeth I em-
broiled England in the great Protestant-Catholic wars on the
Continent. Protestant England sided with the Protestant
Dutch rebels against Spain while France supported fellow
Catholic power Spain. Later, England sided with the Hugue-
not (Protestant) French against the Catholic Valois in the
French Wars of Religion, a series of French civil wars pri-
marily over religion. In 1589, after defeating the Spanish Ar-
mada, Elizabeth I sent troops to aid the French Protestants.
In the Anglo-French War of 1627-1628, known in France as
the Third Bearnese Revolt, England again came to the aid of
Huguenot rebels fighting the French government.

The Anglo-French Wars between 1542 and 1628 may
have centered on the religious differences between Catholic
France and Protestant England, but major changes taking
place during the military revolution permitted the two ma-
jor European powers to battle each other constantly and to
little conclusion.

David C. Arnold

See also: French Wars of Religion
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Anglo-Scots Wars (1290-1388)

England tries to subdue Scotland. The thirteenth century
witnessed many wars within England and Scotland, but no
conflict between the two kingdoms until its last decade. The
deaths of Alexander III, in 1286, and of his successor, Mar-
garet, the Maid of Norway, in 1290, left Scotland exposed to
the hazards of a disputed succession. With a dozen claimants
to the throne, the Scots asked Edward I, king of England, to
mediate. His nomination of John Baliol as king was a rea-
sonable decision but for the fact that Edward used his posi-
tion to exact recognition of English overlordship. Further
demands pushed the Scots into an alliance with France. In
1296, despite the distraction of a Welsh rebellion, the English
“conquered the Kingdom of Scotland and searched it
through in twenty-one weeks.” Baliol was forced to abdicate
and Edward assumed for himself the title of king of Scot-
land, but, to use the Clausewitzian dictum, the English found
it “easy to conquer but hard to occupy”



English behavior aroused bitter hatred and this led to the
1297 uprising. Raids into England, in turn, provoked the
English invasion of 1298. Despite the overwhelming victory
at Falkirk in that year, the English were unable to subjugate
Scotland until 1305 when William Wallace was captured and
executed. Thereafter Robert Bruce emerged as Scotland’s
leader and king, and between 1307 and 1314 the Scots
largely cleared their country of the English: only Stirling,
Dunbar, and Berwick remained under English control.

The attempt to relieve Stirling resulted in the disaster at
Bannockburn (24 June 1314). A renewed English attempt to
invade Scotland in 1322 again ended in emphatic defeat,
this time at Byland. The Peace of Northampton, concluded
in 1328, brought English recognition of Scotland’s inde-
pendence.

This independence survived the disastrous Scottish de-
feats in 1333 (at Halidon Hill) and in 1346 (at Neville’s
Cross), but in the 60 years after Northampton, Anglo-Scot-
tish conflict was not so much national as cross-border raid-
ing by local magnates as the outbreak of the Hundred Years’
War forced the English to adopt a defensive posture. Thus
the disastrous English defeat at Otterburn in 1388 was less a
Scottish as opposed to a Douglas victory. It was part of the
continuing cross-border raiding that plagued the area. Like-
wise, the Scottish defeat at Homildon near Woolmer in 1402
was a Percy victory.

Cross-border raiding continued intermittently over the
next century with both sides seeking to profit from the
other’s distractions and civil wars. After Homildon there was
no conflict between the English and Scottish kingdoms until
1513, and the Battle of Flodden.

H. P Willmott
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Anglo-Scots Wars (1513-1560)

Intermittent conflicts in Scotland that eventually ended the
French presence and ensured English dominance. In 1503,
James IV of Scotland, having temporarily tamed the McDon-
ald clan and set his domestic affairs in order, married Mar-
garet Tudor, sister of Henry VIII, as part of a truce that
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would allow Scotland to develop in peace with its southern
neighbor. Instead, under the guise of building a fleet to fight
the Turks, James IV engaged in an arms race with England,
while still earning the name “Rex Pacificator” for not joining
with France. In 1513, however, he renewed the “Auld Al-
liance” when France was attacked by Spain, England, the
Pope, and Venice, and took an army over the Tweed, success-
fully besieging four English castles before being routed at
the Battle of Flodden on 9 September 1513, at which James
IV and most of the Scottish nobility were slaughtered.

Scotland was now in the hands of regents, ruling in the
name of James V, a child, and policy shifted from pro-French
to pro-English until 1528, when James came of age. He then
made peace with England in order to restore law and order
to Scotland before making a marital alliance with France by
marrying first Madeline de Valois and then Marie de Guise
in 1537. War flared again when several Irish chiefs offered
James V the crown of Ireland, enraging Henry VIII, who sent
an army to lay waste. When Scottish nobles, remembering
Flodden, refused to go to war, James V led a small army to
doom at Solway Moss on 24 November 1542, after which he
died of exhaustion and defeat, leaving Mary Stuart, an in-
fant, as queen under the regency of Marie de Guise.

Henry VIII wanted the infant queen as a bride for his son,
Edward VI, a marriage that would unite the kingdoms, and
sent an army to seize her. In the subsequent “Rough Wooing,”
carried out after Henry VIII's death by Protector Somerset,
the English, with help from the McDonalds, marauded the
borders for four years, until French troops arrived to assist
the regent by reducing the Castle of St. Andrews by sea with
naval guns, where English-backed rebel assassins were hid-
ing. Peace was signed in 1549, and the child queen was smug-
gled to France as the wife of the dauphin, Francis II. During
the reign of Mary I, Scotland and England remained at peace,
but internally Protestants assailed the regent and her French
garrison, led by John Knox and many of the nobles.

The accession of Elizabeth I'in 1559 led to open English
support for the Protestants against the regent, including an
English fleet that arrived at Leith to harass the French
troops. The war ended in 1560, when Marie de Guise died,
and Mary, Queen of Scots, widowed in France, returned to
Scotland to rule and signed the Treaty of Edinburgh, recog-
nizing Elizabeth I’s right to rule England, and stipulating the
withdrawal of English and French troops from Scottish soil.

Margaret Sankey
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Anglo-Sikh Wars (1845-1849)

Two conflicts between the Sikh nation and the British East
India Company, resulting in Britain annexing the Punjab, the
Sikh homeland. In 1845 the largest and best-trained native
army on the Indian subcontinent was the Khalsa, which Ma-
haraja Ranjit Singh, the founder of the Sikh kingdom, had
built on the Napoleonic model. A fierce power struggle
erupted upon Ranjit Singh’s death in 1839, because his son
and heir, Dalip Singh, was only two years old. The Khalsa
was the dominant political force, but it was essentially lead-
erless. The British grew fearful of its 45,000 infantry, 26,000
cavalry, and 376 cannon. Governor-General Sir Henry
Hardinge mobilized south of the River Sutlej, the boundary
of the Punjab.

Around 11 December 1845, five divisions of Sikhs
crossed the Sutlej, forcing the British to withdraw southeast.
Lal Singh and Sir Hugh Gough fought to a bloody draw at
Mudki on 18 December. At Ferozeshah on 21-22 December,
Gough’s 22,000 routed 35,000-50,000 Sikhs under the split
command of Lal Singh and Tej Singh. The two Sikh com-
manders unwittingly aided the British by not trusting each
other, not communicating, and keeping their forces separate.
At Aliwal on 28 January 1846, Sir Harry Smith’s 10,000
caught an undetermined number of Sikhs under Runjoor
Singh in a classic pincer attack.

After Aliwal, the Sikhs abandoned all territory south of
the Sutlej except a heavily fortified three-mile stretch of
shoreline at Sobraon, where Tej Singh garrisoned a nest of
concentric entrenchments. On the north shore, Lal Singh
commanded artillery. A bridge of boats spanned the river.
Gough’s 30,000 advanced against the 25,000-40,000 Sikhs
just after midnight on 10 February, began heavy bombard-
ment at dawn, and broke through in midmorning. As the
Sikhs tried to flee, the bridge collapsed and thousands
drowned.

The British occupied Lahore, the Sikh capital, on 20 Feb-
ruary. By the terms of the treaty imposed on 11 March, the
Sikhs had to cede much territory, pay reparations, limit the
Khalsa to 20,000 men, and recognize the joint authority of
Dalip Singh as raja, his mother Jindan as regent, Lal Singh as
vizier,and Sir Henry Lawrence as British resident.

The Second Anglo-Sikh War began in April 1848 when
Diwan Mul Raj, a minor Hindu leader, revolted. Governor-
General James Andrew Broun Ramsay, Earl and Marquis of
Dalhousie, sent three British columns and one Sikh column

to capture Mul Raj’s fortress at Multan. The Sikh column, led
by Shere Singh, defected on 14 September, forcing the British
to raise the siege and await reinforcements. Dalhousie sent
Gough to the northwest frontier of the Punjab, but ordered
him to undertake no offensive operations north of the River
Chenab until after Multan fell. Shere Singh outmaneuvered
and ambushed Gough at Ramnagar on 22 November, inflict-
ing significant casualties. The British completed their siege
of Multan on 4 January 1849, sacked the town, and massa-
cred the inhabitants.

At Chillianwallah on 13 January, Gough’s 14,000 faced
Shere Singh’s 30,000-40,000 along a five-mile front. After an
hour of only artillery engagement, Gough attacked through
dense jungle where hand-to-hand fighting favored the
Sikhs. Three hours later Gough ordered retreat.

At Gujerat on 21 February, Gough, now reinforced and
commanding 23,000 men, was more careful than he had
been at Chillianwallah. He gathered sufficient intelligence
about the strength and position of Shere Singh’s 60,000, neu-
tralized the Sikh batteries with artillery, broke the Sikh lines
with well-coordinated infantry attacks, and pursued with
cavalry. The Khalsa surrendered. Dalhousie annexed the
Punjab in March, but scattered resistance continued through
April.

Ericv.d. Luft
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Anglo-Spanish War (1585-1604)

Conflict resulting from growing rivalry between Spain and
England, once traditional allies, encouraged by the tempo-
rary neutering of their common enemy, France, as a result of
the French Civil Wars. The issues included the English desire
to enter the lucrative New World trade, which Spain was
attempting to monopolize. Religious differences also sepa-
rated the two nations in the wake of the English Reforma-
tion. However, the main cause of this conflict was undoubt-
edly the Spanish deployment of its powerful Army of



Flanders in the Low Countries. While its primary mission
was to end the revolt of the Netherlands against Philip II, the
presence of this large professional force, especially near the
North Sea ports, was considered a security threat by the
English. Following the arrival of this force in the Nether-
lands in 1567, Elizabeth I allowed English privateers to be-
gin raiding the Spanish New World, and English “volunteers”
(often raised and supported by the Crown) to serve against
the Spanish forces in the Low Countries. This initiated a
two-decade-long balancing act, during which Spain and
England moved gradually toward open war.

Open warfare effectively began in August 1585, when
Elizabeth I signed the Treaty of Nonsuch, guaranteeing En-
glish military support to the Dutch rebels. At the same time
she released Sir Francis Drake to carry out a large expedition
against the Spanish New World, and mobilized her home de-
fense forces in case of Spanish attack. The latter was a wise
move, for with the Treaty of Nonsuch Philip II finally re-
solved to undertake an invasion of England, and began mo-
bilization of forces that would eventually comprise the Great
Armada of 1588.

The war was waged on both land and sea. In the later
1580s English forces under the Earl of Leicester and then
Lord Willoughby faced the Spanish in the Netherlands un-
der the Prince of Parma in a series of largely indecisive ac-
tions that tied down significant numbers of Spanish troops
and bought time for the Dutch to reorganize their defenses.
At sea, English forces under Drake effectively raided the New
World, and then the Spanish coast itself in 1587, delaying the
Spanish attempt to invade England until 1588.

The defeat of Philip’s Armada in 1588, due to a combina-
tion of poor planning, bad weather, and English naval activ-
ity, is often considered the decisive point of the war, but in
fact England’s attempt to counterattack with an invasion of
Portugal, commanded by Drake and Sir John Norreys, also
failed, and Spanish sea power gradually recovered. An ex-
tended stalemate followed, as both sides were drawn into the
final round of the French Wars of Religion in the early 1590s.
Both Spain and England deployed expeditions to Brittany in
this period, enterprises that ended in 1594 when Norreys de-
stroyed Spanish fortifications threatening the Brest harbor.
This was an important victory, as it deprived the Spanish of
a base for a renewed attempt to invade England. The Earl of
Essex and Lord Admiral Charles Howard further forestalled
the Spanish by launching a major expedition to Cadiz in
1596, successfully taking the town and inflicting substantial
damage on Spanish shipping.

Nevertheless, despite these preventative actions, England
faced “Armada scares” in 1596, 1597, and 1599. The Spanish
fleet approached the English coast on each of these occa-
sions, only to be dispersed yet again by bad weather. In 1600,
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Spanish forces actually managed to land at Kinsale in Ire-
land in support of Hugh O’Neill’s rebellion there, but were
contained and subsequently defeated by the rapid reaction
of Charles Blount, Lord Mountjoy.

By the late 1590s, the war was proving to be a serious fi-
nancial drain on both sides, and the source of growing inter-
nal dissent in England. The death of Philip II in 1598 re-
moved one obstacle to a negotiated settlement, but believing
they were near victory, the Spanish continued the war until
the defeat of O’Neill’s rebellion in Ireland convinced them
otherwise. The almost simultaneous death of Elizabeth I,
and the succession of the pacifistic James I in early 1603,
cleared the final barrier to a negotiated peace, which was
concluded in August 1604 with the Treaty of London.

John S. Nolan
See also: Dutch War of Independence; Parma and Piacenza,
Alessandro Farnese, Duke of
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Anglo-Zulu War

(11 January-1 September 1879)

Battle that shattered the military power of the Zulu king-
dom, leaving it vulnerable to colonial dismemberment. On
11 January 1879, British and colonial forces under Lieu-
tenant General Lord Chelmsford invaded the Zulu kingdom
with the objective of eliminating it as a military power in
southern Africa. Three columns totaling 18,000 men were to
converge on oNdini, King Cetshwayo’s capital, rapidly forc-
ing a battle where their superior military technology would
secure a decisive conclusion to the campaign.

However, inadequate transport and supply bogged down
the British advance, and Chelmsford’s strategy was dislo-
cated on 22 January when the main Zulu army of 24,000
men outmaneuvered, divided, and annihilated the British
center column at Isandlwana. The Zulu failure that same
night to capture the center column’s depot at Rorke’s Drift,
and the inability at Nyezane of the Zulu coastal army of
6,000 men to prevent the right column from fighting its way
through to Eshowe, did not alter the situation. Chelmsford
was forced onto the defensive, and had to raise more than
8,000 Black levies to defend the borders of Natal. Meanwhile,
the Zulu blockaded the right column in Fort Eshowe, and
only the left column under Colonel Evelyn Wood based at
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Khambula in northwestern Zululand retained the initiative
through mounted raids.

Lack of commissariat arrangements and the require-
ments of ritual purification after battle meant the Zulu were
unable to mount a sustained campaign and press their ad-
vantage. But they were ready for a second round by March.
On 29 March the main Zulu army assaulted Khambula, but
the British routed them in the most tenaciously fought and
decisive battle of the war. At Gingindlovu on 2 April the
Eshowe Relief Column broke another Zulu army and evacu-
ated the Eshowe garrison. Zulu morale never recovered from
these two defeats, for they reconfirmed the lesson of the war
of 1838 against the Voortrekkers that warriors armed mainly
with sharp-edged weapons were helpless against concen-
trated firepower from behind all-round defenses.

Chelmsford launched his second invasion in May, offer-
ing lenient terms of surrender, which increasingly detached
Zulu support from Cetshwayo. While the 1st Division moved
cumbersomely up the coastal plain, the Second Division ad-
vanced into the Zulu heartland from the northwest in coop-
eration with the left (now flying) column. Drawn up in an
impenetrable infantry square, this joint force conclusively
routed the Zulu army at Ulundi on 4 July. Flying columns
during July and August completed the pacification of Zulu-
land, and any lingering resistance ended with the capture of
the fugitive King Cetshwayo on 28 August. The Zulu formally
surrendered on 1 September and the British withdrew. Zulu
military power never recovered.

John Laband
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Angolan Civil War (1975-1991)

Following the overthrow of the fascist regime in Portugal in
1974 by the armed forces movement (MFA), negotiations
began on a program for Angolan independence. A transi-
tional government was established, consisting of Portugal
and the three nationalist groups: the Popular Movement for
the Liberation of Angola (MPLA), the National Front for the

Liberation of Angola (FNLA), and the National Union for the
Total Independence of Angola (UNITA). However, this
arrangement broke down and the country was plunged into
civil war. Angola was invaded by regular troops from Zaire in
support of the FNLA and by South African regulars in sup-
port of UNITA.

The invasions failed, and the MPLA, backed by combat
troops from Cuba, Guinea, and Guinea-Bissau and with
equipment from Mozambique, Nigeria, and Algeria, was able
to seize control of the bulk of the country by early 1976.
Many years were to pass before the FNLA and FLEC (Front
for the Liberation of Cabinda, a smaller rebel faction in the
far north) were crushed. UNITA continued to wreak havoc
in the south and southeast, though its fortunes waxed and
waned according to the extent of South African and U.S. in-
volvement at any particular time; UNITA was receiving up to
U.S. $50 million a year in covert aid from the United States at
one point.

Even at the height of the Cold War, though, the internal
conflict never prevented the United States or other Western
countries from doing business with Angola or exploiting its
oil reserves. Oil companies operated in the Cabinda enclave
for many years, more or less unaffected by the turmoil in the
rest of the country other than a South African-inspired
attempt to destroy their installations in 1985. Though
thwarted by the Angolan armed forces, had it succeeded it
would have crippled the Luanda government (around 95
percent of Angola’s exports are oil-based). Additionally it
would have been a diplomatic coup for the South Africans
because they would then have been able to claim that the Lu-
anda government was obviously a communist client state.

A high-level meeting was held in Luanda in early 1988
among American, Cuban, and Angolan government officials
in an attempt to hammer out a settlement—the withdrawal
of the Cuban troops in return for peace in Angola and the in-
dependence of Namibia. This proposal was certainly a step
in the right direction, but in practice did not result in serious
disengagement until 1990, following the independence of
Namibia and the demise of communism in Eastern Europe
and the USSR.

Despite having to rely heavily on assistance from its so-
cialist allies, Angola has been reestablishing ties with the
U.S. and other Western countries since the early 1990s. A
cease-fire was signed in Lisbon in June 1991 between the
Angolan president, Jose Eduardo dos Santos, and Jonas Sa-
vimbi, the leader of UNITA. The agreement provided for the
integration of government and rebel troops into a new, re-
duced national army of some 50,000, the withdrawal of all
foreign troops, and multiparty elections to be held under
UN supervision. The agreement has been holding, more or
less, into the twenty-first century.

James Corbin
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Marxist MPLA fighters equipped with shoulder rocket launchers and Soviet assault rifles during the civil war in Angola, 1976. (Hulton/Archive)

See also: Angolan War of Independence; Mozambican War of
Independence
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Angolan War of Independence (1962-1975)
Angola has a history of occupation dating back to the Por-
tuguese settlement established at Luanda in 1575. Popular
resistance to colonial rule had its roots in the system of
forced labor; after World War IT spontaneous clashes be-
tween the various African communities and the colonial ad-
ministration became increasingly frequent. In the 1960s this
resentment flared into full-scale war.

Three indigenous Angolan political movements rose to
the forefront in this time. The Popular Movement for the
Liberation of Angola (MPLA), receiving substantial assis-

tance from the USSR and its allies, emphasized the impor-
tance of transcending tribalism. The National Front for the
Liberation of Angola (FNLA) appealed to tribal allegiances
in the country’s north and was supported by Zaire and a
number of Western countries opposed to a communist
takeover of Angola. Finally the National Union for the Total
Independence of Angola (UNITA), coming onto the scene in
the late 1960s, drew the bulk of its support from the south,
forming an open alliance with right-wing Portuguese forces
and later South Africa.

The war began in early 1961 with attacks on prisons in
Luanda and coffee plantations in northwest Angola. For four
months the area under attack increased until it covered all of
northwest Angola. These actions caught the Portuguese gov-
ernment of Antonio Salazar off guard. Salazar realized that
these were more than isolated peasant rebellions, and large
contingents of regular troops soon arrived in Luanda by
steamship.

The ground forces quickly occupied the areas in ques-
tion, and by 1 July 1961, Portuguese troop strength in An-
gola had reached 17,000. The military instituted a Strategic
Hamlet policy similar to that used in Vietnam. Meanwhile,
the MPLA forces had to pull back over the border into
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newly independent Congo, while the FNLA operated out of
Zaire.

International pressure, both from the United Nations and
a strange coalition of the United States and newly indepen-
dent African countries, was quickly tying Portugal’s hands.
The MPLA and FNLA were waging an increasingly success-
ful media campaign, but by 1965 the war had reached a
stalemate.

Portugal had succeeded in recapturing control of all the
towns and plantations in the north. But Angolan national-
ists, with added pressure from other rebel groups, were forc-
ing Portugal to spend almost half its national budget on de-
fense. Fifty thousand Portuguese troops were tied down in
Angola alone. The end of the 1960s brought UNITA to the
fore, and saw the three Angolan independence movements
fighting as much with each other, or seeking a solution to
their internecine warfare, as with opposing the Portuguese.

By the 1970s, with MPLA and FNLA conducting cross-
border attacks from Congo and Zaire, respectively, and
UNITA operating in the center of the country, the Por-
tuguese were growing weary. In both Lisbon and Luanda,
there was a growing sense that the African Empire had
passed the peak of its importance. With the Portuguese coup
of 1974, the new Lisbon government sought immediately to
transition the country to independence.

The Portuguese tried to form a transitional power-shar-
ing government with all three warring parties. However,
when it became obvious that the parties were intent on seiz-
ing power by force, the Portuguese government quietly left
on 10 November 1975, handing power to the MPLA and set-
ting the stage for the 15-plus years of civil war to come.

James Corbin
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Animals in War

Man’s companions in battle. If war is defined as organized
violence in the service of the state, arguably animals have
been participants from the beginning: horses in both the
combat and logistical roles, mules and oxen and camels as
beasts of burden, dogs as guards and fighters, birds as mes-
sengers, etc.

Though animals have been admired throughout military
history, their limitations in war are often the most striking
thing about their use. In animal-dependent logistical sys-
tems, there is the tyranny of fodder. Under nineteenth-cen-
tury criteria a man needed three or four pounds of supplies
on a daily basis, as compared to a mule or horse, which
needed more than twenty pounds of grain and hay to func-
tion. Assuming such food is not available on the march and a
given supply train has to carry its own supplies, the reason-
able radius an army could operate from its source of supply
was estimated to be a hundred miles.

Even with the rise of the railroad, providing strategic lo-
gistical support, armies were still dependent on horses and
mules for supply at the operational and tactical levels of war
into the middle of the twentieth century. Even in World War
II, only the American and British armies were able to forgo
the use of animal transport except in certain specialized cir-
cumstances, such as mountain and jungle warfare.

For example, the German army in its prime of 1941 had
some 600,000 horses to support a field force of more than a
million men during the invasion of the Soviet Union. Both
sides used large numbers of horses in the eastern cam-
paigns. The irony is that Germany, the power that symbol-
ized mechanized warfare, came to be ever more dependent
on literal horsepower as the war progressed, due to fuel
shortages, disruption of industrial production due to the Al-
lied strategic bombing campaign, and disjointed industrial
planning.

With the decimation of animal populations in two world
wars and ever-increasing industrial output, the post-World
War II period has seen the near demise of animal transport.
Still, there is always the specialized circumstance, such as in
2000 when an Ethiopian army, using pack animals as trans-
port, was able to forge mountainous territory in its final of-
fensive against Eritrea.

Besides being the mainstay of logistics until relatively re-
cently, there is also the application of animals to communi-
cations, mostly in the form of dogs and pigeons.

While there are traditions of pigeons being used to carry
messages going back to the Bronze Age, the real boom in the
use of carrier pigeons occurred during the Franco-Prussian
War. With that conflict, the birds were a mainstay, keeping
communications open during the siege of Paris. This exam-
ple having been set, various armies set up pigeon services
that were maintained until the rise of the radio; by 1887 Ger-
many is said to have had eight regional lofts with some 400
birds at each installation. During World War I, as many as
500,000 of the birds may have been used in the course of the
war.

While there have been experiments with ocean mam-
mals, such as dolphins and sea lions, in guard and recovery



roles, the other most notable use of animals in war has been
that of the dog.

While it was no doubt an obvious choice to make to take
dogs to war, considering that war probably first evolved from
the hunt, some traditions are better documented than oth-
ers. In the Bronze Age, Assyrians, Babylonians, Greeks, and
Persians all made use of war dogs, not simply as sentry ani-
mals, but also as packs of implacable attackers in the front
ranks of battle. The Romans then acted as a channel for this
tradition to be transferred to western Europe, where it was
maintained until the gun made this role impractical, except
in an environment such as the colonial wars against tradi-
tional peoples. A reprise of this role was the desperate use by
the Soviets of antitank dogs: animals trained to run under
German tanks in World War II while bearing explosive
charges.

More typical is the use of dogs as scouts and sentries,
where their alertness and sense of smell make them of value
as trackers. Related to this is the use of the animals as re-
trievers in World War I, where Red Cross dogs were sent into
no-man’s-land to help wounded soldiers. Even with ad-
vances in robotic technology, the dog at least still seems to
have a future in specialized military roles.

George R. Shaner

See also: Cavalry; Logistics

Battle of Antietam, 1862. (Library of Congtess)
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Antietam/Sharpsburg (17 September 1862)
The bloodiest single day in U.S. history. Confederate general
Robert E. Lee believed in an offensive/defensive strategy for
the Confederacy, and thus proposed to follow up the victory
at Second Bull Run/Manassas Junction with an invasion of
the North. Using cavalry along the passes to screen move-
ment of infantry units, Lee had an ambitious plan to seize
Harper’s Ferry, take several other towns for their supplies,
and eventually wheel the Army of Northern Virginia around
Washington, D.C., into Pennsylvania.

In one of the strange twists of fate, one set of orders were
lost, and eventually came to the attention of Union general
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George McClellan. Moving slowly, McClellan missed an op-
portunity to put the larger Army of the Potomac between the
smaller units of Lee’s badly divided army.

Lee drew his army together along Antietam Creek in
Sharpsburg, Maryland, with the Potomac River to his rear—
hardly an ideal defensive position. D. H. Hill’s division had
slowed the Union advance at Turner’s Gap while Stonewall
Jackson captured Harper’s Ferry and 12,500 Union troops.
McClellan tossed away his advantage by having Joseph
Hooker’s corps attack from the Union right in early morn-
ing, his center under Edwin Sumner attack at noon, and Am-
brose Burnside’s corps attack from the Union left in late af-
ternoon, permitting Lee to shift his few reserves to meet
each threatened Union breakthrough. Indeed, at the crucial
moment, A. P. Hill’s division arrived from Harper’s Ferry and
drove back Burnside’s men, who were about to break
through the weakened Confederate lines. McClellan held
more than 20,000 troops in reserve (who might have af-
fected the outcome). But the irresolute commander, fearing a
Confederate trap, did not continue the battle on the follow-
ing day or pursue Lee as the Confederates crossed the Po-
tomac River and retreated to Virginia.

Antietam was the single bloodiest day in American his-
tory, with more than 23,000 casualties on both sides. Com-
bined with Bragg’s ineffectual battle at Perryville, Kentucky,
this truly was the Confederate high tide.

Charles M. Dobbs
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Antioch, Battle of (Syria, 1098)

The First Crusade’s victory at Antioch established a Latin
state in the Middle East and divided the crusader leaders by
petty jealousies. The Battle of Antioch existed in two stages.
The first part consisted of the crusaders’ siege of Antioch,
the second of their defense of the city.

On 20 October 1098 the crusaders, led by Bohemund of
Taranto and Raymond of Toulouse, entered the territory of
Yaghi Siyan, ruler of Antioch. The crusaders did not imme-
diately assault the city, as Bohemund hoped to win the city
through subterfuge and then keep it for himself.

Despite sorties from the Yaghi Siyan’s armies and dimin-
ishing supplies, the crusaders slowly continued to surround
the city through the construction of their own fortifications.
During this period they also routed two relief armies.

Bohemund eventually secured an ally within the city. In
accordance with their plan, Bohemund led the crusader
army away. Then on 3 June, 60 knights entered a tower,
which the traitor Firuz commanded, by climbing a ladder.
These knights then seized two other towers and lowered lad-
ders for the rest of the infantry as well as opening the gates.
The crusaders charged in and by nightfall the Turkic garri-
son was defeated.

Despite their victory, the approach of Kerbogha of Mosul
loomed over their heads. On 7 June 1099, Kerbogha camped
before Antioch. After failed negotiations on 28 June 1098, the
crusaders marshaled their army before Antioch. The knights
advanced through a hail of arrows from the Turkic horse
archers. This failed to stop them and panic seized the Mus-
lim army. Kerbogha attempted to turn a flank, but Bohe-
mund countered it adeptly. Kerbogha’s forces began to
desert. In a rare episode of discipline, the crusaders did not
pillage their camp but pressed home their advantage and
completely routed the Muslims.

Timothy May
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Antwerp, Siege of (1585)

Central episode in the revolt of the Low Countries against
Spain. The siege was conducted by Philip’s general Alexan-
der Farnese, the prince of Parma, between September 1584
and August 1585. In taking the supposedly impregnable city,
Parma would establish himself as one of the great military
engineers of all time.

Conditions for such an attempt on the strongest citadel of
the Dutch rebels were good in the summer of 1584, as the as-
sassination of William the Silent on 10 July 1584 had left the
rebels leaderless. It was believed that the fall of Antwerp
would finally break the back of the rebellion while restoring
to Philip IT’s control the largest port in Europe.



Parma, knowing the defenses were extremely strong and
surrounded by low-lying country, which the defenders
flooded, eschewed a standard close siege and settled for an
extended blockade, building forts on all routes into the city.
The final piece of his investment was the construction of a
vast fortified bridge across the Scheldt River, which effec-
tively cut off the city from the sea. A Dutch small-boat attack
against this construction failed on 22 December. Likewise,
an attempt to destroy the completed ridge with two incendi-
ary ships designed by Francisco Giambelli also narrowly
failed on 5 April, although heavy casualties were inflicted on
the Spanish, with Parma himself narrowly escaping death.
The final hope of the city was for outside intervention: It was
believed that Queen Elizabeth I of England would be reluc-
tant to let this important port fall into Spanish hands. Ironi-
cally, the city was forced to surrender by starvation on 17
August, only one day before Queen Elizabeth finally decided
to commit and ordered Sir John Norreys to take 4,450 En-
glish troops to relieve the city.

John S. Nolan
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Anzio, Battle of (22 January-23 May 1944)
Allied amphibious attempt on the west coast of Italy to out-
flank the German defenses along the Gustav Line and at
Monte Cassino 60 miles to the south. Anzio was some 35
miles south of Rome. A near-disaster, Anzio (Operation
SHINGLE) became one of the most controversial operations of
World War II. What some consider to be one of the great
missed opportunities of that war others regard as an ill-con-
ceived gamble. Winston Churchill later wrote that he had
hoped the Allies were hurling a wild cat onto the shore but
that all they got was a stranded whale.

Commanded by Major General John P. Lucas, units of the
VI Corps (Fifth Army) came ashore at Anzio and nearby
Nettuno on 22 January 1944 against practically no opposi-
tion. With only two divisions in the first wave, Fifth Army
commander General Mark Clark told Lucas not to take risks.
The German commander in Italy, Field Marshal Albert
Kesselring, reacted quickly and within days he had no less
than six divisions of a hastily improvised Fourteenth Army,
commanded by General Eberhard von Mackensen, besieg-
ing the Allied forces. The Germans made vicious but unsuc-
cessful attempts to drive the Allies back into the sea,and An-
glo-American forces reciprocated with attempts to break out
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of the vise. Although SHINGLE’s primary purpose was not
achieved, the operation was not a failure. Anzio helped to
draw into Italy German troops from as far away as the
Balkans, France, and Germany itself.

It was not until May that VI Corps broke out and linked
up with Fifth Army, and began the victorious march on
Rome. Allied casualties were approximately 7,000 killed and
36,000 wounded or missing in action; 44,000 were disabled
with injuries or sickness. German losses were estimated to
have been 40,000, including 5,000 killed and 4,500 captured.

Colin E Baxter
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Apache Wars (1860-1886)

Sporadic but bloody outbreaks of violence across the desert
Southwest as the U.S. Army stamped out resistance to white
settlement in the area. In 1848, after American rule replaced
that of Mexico following the Mexican-American War, rela-
tions with most Apache tribes failed to improve. American
trappers, miners, and settlers continued to penetrate the re-
gion, especially after the California Gold Rush. At the same
time, the Apaches continued to raid both north and south of
the new border. Conflict was almost inevitable.

Several military outposts were established in the region
during the 1850s but failed to bring the Apaches under effec-
tive control. In 1860, the Apaches and their relatives, the
Navajo, commenced wide-scale raids and depredations. This
Apache war continued until 1865. With regular army troops
sent east at the start of the American Civil War, militia
troops attempted to hunt the Apaches led by Cochise. In late
1862, having made no apparent progress using unreliable ir-
regulars, regular troops had to be recalled from the East. In
1863, the noted Indian-fighter Christopher “Kit” Carson im-
plemented a scorched-earth campaign in which Apache
males were simply shot, regardless of the circumstances, and
Apache women and children were rounded up and impris-
oned. By 1865, those Apaches who were not already dead or
captured had been driven into the mountains.

In 1871, the Apaches banded together to cut another
swath across Arizona and New Mexico. U.S. troops under
General George Crook successfully duplicated Carson’s feat.
Cochise’s band was pacified by 1872, but other warring
bands under the war leaders Victorio and Geronimo contin-
ued to operate sporadically. By 1873, the Apaches had had
enough. Hunger had taken its toll, and the tribe, especially
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the women and children, were exhausted. The Apaches were
unceremoniously installed on a nearby reservation.

By 1876, the war had returned. Led again by Victorio and
Geronimo, the Apaches once more spread terror across the
Southwest. The U.S. Army chased them into Mexico, but the
raids continued. Crook finally hunted down the Apaches for
a second time, pinning Geronimo in his mountain refuge in
1883 and forcing his surrender.

Geronimo’s nomadic band remained only two years on
the reservation before breaking out for a last attempt at free-
dom. In 1886, Geronimo was finally run to ground, this time
by troops under General Nelson Miles. Geronimo and his
tribesmen were transported first to Florida, then Oklahoma.
The Apache Wars were finally over. By the end, the names of
fierce Apache warriors like Geronimo, Cochise, Victorio,
Mangas Coloradas, and Juh were known nationwide.

Michael S. Casey
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Appomattox Court House (9 April 1865)

Site of the surrender of General Robert Lee and the Army of
Northern Virginia. When Robert E. Lee evacuated Richmond
and Petersburg he had intended to move south, join with
Joseph Johnston’s army in North Carolina, defeat William
Sherman’s Union army, and then turn to face the forces of
U.S. Grant. But Grant and the Army of the Potomac blocked
the line south, and Lee was forced to move westward to es-
cape Grant and to secure supplies.

On 7 April 1865, the two generals exchanged letters ex-
ploring possible terms of surrender. Lee still had hopes that,
as he approached Appomattox Court House, his forces could
arrive at Appomattox Station, about three miles away, first
and thereby obtain vital supplies and an escape route south.
Many southern soldiers had deserted or fallen out from the
army from hunger, exhaustion, and defeatism.

That evening Lee saw campfires to the southwest, which
meant that Philip Sheridan’s cavalry had arrived first, and
the Army of Northern Virginia had few viable options. On
Sunday morning, 9 April, southern infantry sought to break
through Sheridan’s cavalry and failed; the cavalry were too

numerous, and the remainder of the Army of the Potomac
was beginning to arrive on the scene.

Lee nobly declined a suggestion from his subordinates
that the army retreat to the Appalachian Mountains and en-
gage in partisan warfare. He met that afternoon with Grant
in the McLean family home in Appomattox Court House.
(Paradoxically Mr. McLean had moved to this supposedly
peaceful corner of Virginia to escape the war.) Grant offered
generous surrender terms, and had his supply officers
arrange to feed southern troops and their animals; Lee then
surrendered and the fighting in Virginia ended. Several
weeks later, Joseph Johnston would surrender to William
Sherman in North Carolina, and the Civil War was over.

Charles M. Dobbs
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Arabi Pasha (Ahmad Urabi Pasha)
(1839-1911)

An Egyptian army officer who led a revolt against foreign
domination of Egypt. He became the embodiment of the
growing spirit of Egyptian nationalism.

At age 17, Arabi joined an army in which Turks, Circas-
sians, and Albanians held almost all senior positions; in
1880, there were only eight native Egyptian officers. The
army was torn by strife because military administration was
in the firm grip of foreigners, and promotions were almost
impossible for Egyptians. Similarly, foreigners controlled
civil administration. Europeans drew comfortable, regular
annual salaries, while the bureaucracy labored under salary
arrears.

Egypt was near bankrupt in 1876 due to khedive Ismail’s
ambitious development program and wasteful spending. To
safeguard their financial investment in Egypt, the French
and British forced Ismail’s deposition in 1879, and replaced
him with the ineffectual Tawfig.

Before his deposition, Ismail had planned to increase the
army to 60,000 men. The firman (Ottoman decree) that
made Tawfiq khedive stipulated a reduction to 18,000, but
the Anglo-French controllers insisted on further reduction,
resulting in wholesale retrenchment of officers and men,
mostly Egyptians.



The disaffected military elements organized under the
leadership of Colonels Ahmad Arabi, Ali Fahmi, and Sami al-
Barudi. In 1879, they drafted a manifesto to the khedive re-
pudiating foreign influence, guaranteeing payment of debts,
and demanding the return of railroad revenues to Egypt.
Radicalized over time, Arabi and his colleagues demanded
the right to debate the Egyptian budget in Parliament. The
unwillingness of the European powers to grant this demand
led to an impasse.

Riots broke out in Lower Egypt, and to restore order, pre-
serve the European bondholders, and protect the Suez Canal
(a European investment), the British bombarded Alexandria
from 11 to 14 July 1882, landed an expeditionary force of
10,000 soldiers, and defeated Egyptian troops at the Battle of
Tel-el-Kebir. Arabi and the leaders were court-martialed,
tried, convicted, and on 26 December 1882, put on a train at
the Kasr el-Nil barracks bound for Port Suez, en route to ex-
ile in Ceylon (Sri Lanka).

The British would remain a dominant military force in
Egypt until the early 1950s.

Edmund Abaka
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Ardennes, Battle of
(Belgium, 16-26 December 1944)

Last major German offensive on the western front during
World War II. Nearly bedridden from the effects of the 20
July 1944 assassination plot, Adolf Hitler planned to regain
the initiative against the Anglo-American forces on the
western front. At the least, he hoped to stall the Anglo-Amer-
ican advance in time to fortify the West Wall; at best, he
wanted to capture Antwerp and encircle a large number of
enemy troops. Hitler believed that 30 divisions on the east
front against the Russians would not matter, but in the west
they could prove decisive.

The German offensive began on 16 December 1944 in the
Ardennes Forest when 200,000 German soldiers of the
newly created Sixth Panzer Army and the Fifth Panzer Army
struck an area defended by 80,000 American troops. Dressed
as American military police, Otto Skorzeny’s German com-
mandos spread confusion throughout the American rear ar-
eas. The following day, troops of the 1st SS Panzer Division
murdered unarmed American prisoners of war at Malmedy.
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Allied commander General Dwight Eisenhower grasped the
immediacy of the situation, and ordered all reserves into the
“Bulge” After holding a conference with his commanders, he
ordered General Patton to drive his Third U.S. Army north to
strike the southern pincer of the German advance.

After overrunning the outlying positions, the Germans
encountered the stiff defense of the 101st U.S. Airborne Di-
vision in the crossroads town of Bastogne, Belgium. Muddy
roads and insufficient supplies of gasoline hampered the
German advance. On 20 December the weather cleared, al-
lowing the Americans to utilize their superior airpower to
destroy German tanks. Against the advice of his field com-
manders, Hitler did not permit retreat. On 26 December ele-
ments of Patton’s Third Army arrived to break the German
siege of Bastogne. Over the next several days, the American
army drove the Germans back. A major Russian offensive
launched on 12 January 1945 ended any possibility that the
Germans would renew their offensive.

In all, the Germans suffered over 80,000 and the Ameri-
cans 75,000 casualties; the loss of more than 300 tanks, how-
ever, proved the most devastating to the German army’s abil-
ity to defend the Fatherland.

Gregory Dehler
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Argentine Dirty War (1976-1983)

Internal clash involving radical left factions and the military
governments of Argentina. Argentina experienced internal
strife as early as May 1969 when leftist groups clashed with
government troops and police in the city of Cordoba. Some of
the groups, such as the Montoneros, whose military wings in-
cluded the Peronist Armed Forces and the Revolutionary
Armed Forces, were loyal to former president Juan Domingo
Peron. Another group was the Trotskyite People’s Revolution-
ary Army. The radicals carried out a number of bank rob-
beries, kidnappings, and murders as they sought to gain at-
tention and support for their cause. The most famous of the
early incidents was the kidnapping and murder of former
president Pedro Aramburu. Peron returned to Argentina in
1973, was elected president, and the violence briefly sub-
sided. His death in 1974 and the ineptness of his successor,
his widow, Isabel Peron, opened the door to renewed strife.
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One of the Madres de Plaza de Mayo (“Mothers of the Disappeared”)
wearing a photograph of her son, who disappeared during the years of
political oppression in Argentina. Buenos Aires, 1981. (Owen
Franken/Corbis)

When General Jorge Rafael Videla became president by
overthrowing Isabel Peron in 1976, the antiguerrilla units of
Argentine armed forces were unleashed. In a two-year pe-
riod Videla’s regime used kidnapping, torture, imprison-
ment, rape, and exile as weapons to wipe out not only sus-
pected terrorists but all political and intellectual opposition.
Many victims simply disappeared without a trace. Interna-
tional attention was focused on the Dirty War by the Moth-
ers of the Plaza de Mayo who assembled weekly in the cen-
tral plaza of Buenos Aires to protest the disappearance of
their children and grandchildren.

The Argentine military was discredited by its disastrous
performance (except for the naval air arm) in the Falk-
lands/Malvinas War of 1982. Argentina returned to civilian
rule in 1983 with the election of Raul Alfonson. Under Alfon-
son, the National Commission on Disappeared People inves-
tigated the Dirty War, and some of the military officials re-
sponsible for the atrocities were later prosecuted. It is

estimated that more than 13,000 people lost their lives at the
hands of military governments during the Dirty War, while
the radical left killed approximately 200.
George M. Lauderbaugh
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Armies: Organization and Tactics

The earliest wars have no written record; nor does the or-
ganization of the participants or their tactics. Fortifications
at Jericho are evidence that the inhabitants needed to defend
the city against attackers, but the details of the assaulting
party are unknown to us. It is not until the middle of the sec-
ond millennium B.C.E. that we begin to see the details of
warfare.

Armies around 1500 B.C.E. consisted of masses of in-
fantry, unprotected in terms of body armor, and armed vari-
ously with spears, axes, swords, or shields. This body of men
was probably drawn from the poor element of society; in ad-
dition there were more specialist foot troops with ballistic
weapons—archers and slingers. Finally, there was the elite
of these armies: the charioteers, carried in horse-drawn,
wheeled carts, armed again with ballistic weapons, the pre-
cursors of the present-day armored forces.

Chariots appeared in Sumer in about 2500 B.C.E., and
were dominant in war until about 1200 B.c.t. Egyptian char-
ioteers were armed with bows, Hittite charioteers with
spears, and Assyrian charioteers—the real experts—used
light vehicles for archers and heavier chariots for spear men.
These were then superseded by cavalry, formed from the
lesser nobles who had enough money to buy horses and to
arm themselves. Cavalry took the measure of chariots be-
cause of one simple factor: greater mobility.

The organization of the warring groups—for they were
not yet armies—was related purely to social standing, with
chariot owners (the aristocracy) having the most say in de-
ciding where and when to engage the enemy—or, by their
ineptitude, when to run in the face of enemy surprise or su-
perior force.

Tactics of the time revolved around the fact that opera-
tions of war were no more than raids upon neighbors
(whether tribes or states) in which an area of land was over-
run. The enemy, if defeated, was slaughtered to a man, settle-



ments were looted and burned, and slaves taken. There was
little or no political motive at this time, just the elemental
emotions of fear, envy, and greed.

Battles were primitive but some tactics seemed to work,
and these were naturally repeated. Armies began a battle by
approaching each other, with the infantry in the center and
the chariots or cavalry on the flanks. Sometimes the infantry
just clashed with their opposite numbers, and the slaughter
began. On other occasions the mobile troops would advance
through their infantry and attack the enemy infantry, often
leading to the attacked infantry breaking, and the slaughter
beginning again.

But warfare was a haphazard business until the Egyp-
tians and then the Assyrians began to impose organization
and discipline. One man in particular stands out: Philip IT of
Macedon (father of Alexander the Great). He created the first
combined arms force in history, within which his heavy mis-
sile engines coordinated with cavalry and infantry to give a
battle-winning formula. He also invented the light infantry-
man, or hypaspist, who was a disciplined soldier on the lines
of the heavy infantry hoplite, but who combined this disci-
pline with the mobility and flexibility of the irregulars.

At this time artillery appeared, and catapults and ballis-
tas had accurate ranges of perhaps 200 yards, with a maxi-
mum range of 500 yards. Such siege engines also had their
more mobile counterparts, when it became apparent that ar-
tillery could be used against men as well as walls. Defen-
sively, walls of ever-increasing strength became necessary,
creating the first strategic arms races. Naturally measures
were developed specifically for use in siege warfare, such as
siege towers, mural hooks, and battering rams.

Slowly but surely the various components of military
force began to appear, and with the arrival of the Romans,
military organization gained acceptability, for it won battles.
Maneuver had already shown its worth, initially by chance,
but later by design; however, the problem still remained of
how to train the enormous mass of the Greek-type phalanx
to turn, for its very size made it difficult to maneuver. The
answer came in the Roman legion, designed to allow ease of
movement in rough country.

Lessons taught by Hannibal and learned by Scipio soon
refined the art of maneuver for a force that held sway
throughout the civilized Western world for centuries. The
heart of Roman tactics came from the discipline of the le-
gion—a force consisting of officers who knew their job, sea-
soned veterans who always fought well, and a leavening of
new recruits who learned from those who stood at either
side of them in battle.

The legions were originally made up of Roman citizens
who were well trained, highly disciplined, and commanded
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by men who always took the offensive, if possible. They were
almost always accompanied by legionary cavalry, which
doubled as a reconnaissance force and as shock troops.

The Romans left a legacy of the national army. In some
cases this was perpetuated, but there were still roving tribal
bands, such as those of Genghis Khan, who practiced mobile
warfare by means of mounted archers. The horse had enor-
mous effect upon tactics in the first two millennia of the
Christian era. Mounted bowmen evolved into mounted
knights, whose armor and sheer weight on the battlefield
were often a winning combination, although the Battle of
Crécy (1346) saw a remarkable event.

The British earl Marshal Warwick was faced by the
French on their advance not far from Abbeville. Warwick
held his infantry in the center, his archers on his flanks.
Heavy cavalry were held in reserve. The whole consisted of
some 20,000 men. Against them was ranged nearly 60,000
French, including 12,000 heavy cavalry, 6,000 Genoese
crossbowmen, and 17,000 light cavalry.

The battle started with the Genoese firing at the British,
but their bolts fell short. The British archers then replied and
destroyed the Genoese line with a storm of cloth yard ar-
rows. Into the retreating Genoese moved the ponderous
French heavy cavalry, who soon came within range of the
longbowmen. Some 15 or 16 times, despite tremendous
losses, the French cavalry continued to advance into the
British fire. The result was utter defeat for the French, losing
at least one-third of their total force. The British casualties
amounted to about 200 dead and wounded.

From earliest times fortifications have been important,
and no more so than during the period in Europe following
the demise of the Romans. Wooden and then stone defenses
sprang up everywhere, partly as a sign of increased social
standing, but also as local strong points. The armies of the
medieval period were raised by local barons who had the
right to levy troops when needed, but the castles had perma-
nent defenders raised from the immediate retinue of the lo-
cal potentate.

The problems facing the attacker were simple: how to
breach the walls or how to starve out the defenders. Engi-
neering techniques developed whereby trenches were dug
under castle walls to collapse the stone, and many sub-
terfuges were practiced to either gain entrance or deprive
the defenders of the will to fight. Sieges were part of the mil-
itary art, and even the trench warfare of World War I can be
seen as little more than a prolonged siege.

The feudal system allowed local lords to raise armies
from their subjects, but one disadvantage to the state was
that the lords also had to pay these armies, which they were
loath to do at times of harvest. Further, winter warfare was
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never popular, and most troops returned home at the end of
the campaigning period. National armies, however, emerged
in the seventeenth century, although there were isolated ex-
amples well before this.

As society developed and prosperity increased, more
money was available from taxation to fund permanent
armed forces. They began to be organized, normally on a
territorial basis. At the same time firearms became more
and more effective, although pikemen, archers, and similarly
armed troops were still present on the battlefield until the
late eighteenth century.

At the same time, as cannon were seen to be very effec-
tive against fortifications, fortress designers increased the
sophistication of the plans, giving defenders better fields of
fire and creating many more impediments to attacking
forces.

Warfare came into its modern phase with the operations
carried out by Napoleon and those who eventually defeated
him. Maneuver became the chosen method, rather than
mere head-to-head conflict. Napoleon successfully attacked
his opponents piecemeal, and his rate of movement was a
continual advantage against the more ponderous armies he
was pitted against.

Napoleon also benefited from earlier developments by
Gustavus Adolphus of Sweden, who trained his men in flexi-
ble tactics; and artillery benefited from the work of Gribeau-
val, who designed field artillery carriages that were also ex-
tremely mobile. In the final act, however, Napoleon was
defeated by tactics that would not have been out of place 500
years previously.

Napoleon appeared to have left a legacy that maneuver
was supreme in tactics. In the Boer War the British army was
consistently outmaneuvered by the Boers, but weight of
numbers told in the end. World War I, however, despite many
technical advances in small arms, artillery, organization, and
tactics before the war started, and the subsequent develop-
ment of aircraft and tanks, resembled nothing so much as a
protracted siege in Europe. Only in the Middle East was
there some maneuver, but misconceived plans often led to
failure until the Gaza campaign.

On the western front a four-year stalemate was inter-
rupted by frontal, near-suicidal attacks until the Germans
revived mobile infantry warfare in 1918.

It is startling to realize that throughout the operations
planned by Field Marshal Haig the aim was to penetrate the
enemy lines and then let loose cavalry for the pursuit. When
this strategy failed, Haig settled down to win a war of attri-
tion in which the nation with the last man standing would
be the victor.

The arrival of tanks and aircraft on the battlefield created
a school of thought that saw that, properly combined, these

two elements would be able to help mobile infantry break
through enemy front lines and then exploit the rear areas,
wherein lay the higher command centers, supply depots, and
administrative elements of the modern field army.

The result of this thinking led the Germans to create a
tactical air force and the panzer (armored) division. The
combined effect of aerial bombardment in support of the
ground forces, the penetrative effect of massed armor, and
the backup of artillery made progress into the enemy rear
areas relatively easy for the infantry, whose task was to sup-
port tanks against antitank weapons, but primarily to take
and hold the ground, which none of the other elements of
Blitzkrieg could do.

Germany’s enemies learned from the early successes of
the German army in World War II, and by 1944 the Allies
were conducting a most sophisticated version of lightning
war. Aircraft were on immediate call by ground forces, ar-
tillery fired tasks on request, tanks were supported by mo-
bile infantry. The exceptional fighting machine that was
General Patton’s Third Army could only be stopped by fuel
shortage, never by the inventors of the technique he prac-
ticed so ably.

Airborne warfare also came of age during this period,
culminating in the air assault across the Rhine in 1945. In
the east air resupply was fundamental to the Chindit opera-
tions, although German efforts to resupply the Sixth Army in
Stalingrad failed. For such operations, command of the air is
fundamental.

In the twentieth century, war had become three-dimen-
sional, and operations by the Israelis in the Six-Day War
(1967) show how important and decisive it is to eliminate
the enemy air element. Similarly, in the Gulf War, the main
threat to the coalition forces was the Iraqi air force, which
surprisingly withdrew itself from combat. In the Falklands
the most serious damage done to the British was with air-
launched missiles from Argentinean aircraft.

The organization of armies has developed slowly, from
the massed bands of prehistory via the legions of Rome, to
the feudal forces with their time-outs for harvest and the
winter. The size of national armies increased exponentially
from the seventeenth century, culminating in the massive
forces of World Wars I and II. Army groups, armies, and
corps controlled divisions throughout the two world wars,
and even in the Korean War large armies took part. The de-
velopment of the air-land battle concept has, however, meant
that smaller numbers can have much greater effect, espe-
cially in view of the increased power of air and land artillery
(as well as supporting naval artillery when required).

In the third millennium it seems that most armies in
NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization) will be engaged
in low-intensity warfare, meaning that, with the aid of tech-



nology, fewer men will be able to do far more than their
predecessors, who were always dependent upon sheer
weight of numbers. This is undoubtedly as much the result
of the exponentially rising costs of warfare and weapons as
of strategic decisions.
David Westwood
See also: Armor, Ancient and Medieval; Armored Fighting Vehicles;
Artillery
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Armor, Ancient and Medieval

In the early times, protection for soldiers was often limited
to a helmet and shield with little use of armor to protect the
body. The Standard of Ur, circa 2900 B.C.E., depicts Sumerian
soldiers wearing pointed helmets probably of leather, and
kilts and cloaks, the latter reinforced with circular metal
plates. At roughly the same time, Egyptian soldiers were de-
picted in figurines, temple carvings, monuments, and other
sources wearing only kilts and protected by long shields of
animal hide with flat bottoms and pointed tops. The
pharaohs were depicted helmeted in the Blue Crown of
Egypt, or in the Crowns of Upper and Lower Egypt. Assyri-
ans in the eighth century B.C.E., here following the lead of the
Hittites, discovered the utility of iron for weaponry and ar-
mor. Their armor consisted of helmets and chain mail, or
mail of overlapping iron scales.

Early Greek plate armor from the fifteenth century B.C.E.
has been found at Dendra, near Mycenae, consisting of four
or five large segments of bronze covering the lower face and
reaching to the knees, with articulated shoulder pieces. Some
sources in the Homeric and other periods refer to gold ar-
mor, but most armor was of bronze. By the ninth century
B.C.E., Greek soldiers wore brass “bell” corselets, greaves, and
Mlyrian-style helmets, but by the eighth century B.c.E., the ho-
plon (which gave the heavy foot soldiers of Greece their name
hoplites) had evolved. This was a large round shield with a
wooden core and bronze facing that remained in use through
the classical period (fifth and early fourth centuries B.C.E.).

Hoplites wore bronze “muscled” cuirasses or, more com-
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monly, a linothorax, that is, a cuirass made of layers of linen
or canvas glued together, and sometimes reinforced with
metal plates or scales. The linothorax was cheaper, and its
lighter weight allowed more freedom of movement. Hoplites
also wore bronze greaves that protected the knees and
calves. They covered their heads with bronze helmets of var-
ious styles, often with a decorative horsehair crest. Spartan
soldiers also wore a characteristic red cloak that was laid
aside in battle. Greek soldiers are sometimes depicted going
into battle naked, protected only by a shield and helmet.

Early Roman armor (prior to the third century B.C.E.) was
provided by each individual soldier, and varied from chain
mail to breastplates, or square plates worn across the back
and chest. Greaves were sometimes worn, and soldiers also
carried a scutum, a four-foot-long shield of planks glued to-
gether with a binding of iron and covered in leather, with a
wooden, bronze, or iron boss. Helmets were of bronze, and
often of Etruscan or Greek style. Poorer soldiers were de-
fended only by wicker shields, and perhaps a helmet.

By the second century B.c.E., Marius had reformed the le-
gion, and each legionary was issued a mailed cuirass of ei-
ther closed rings or open rings that were riveted shut. The
groin was afforded extra protection by a belt, the cingulum,
complete with a dangling apron reinforced by round metal
plates. Soldiers wore bronze helmets, often of the Monte-
fortino type, with hinged cheekpieces. Greaves remained in
use only by centurions.

The chain-mail cuirass continued in use into the first
century of the empire and beyond. For Roman soldiers, it
was replaced by the lorica segmentata, an iron-segmented
armor covering the shoulders, chest, and torso. It remained
in use until the third century. Auxiliary troops continued to
use chain mail, and muscled cuirasses were often seen, espe-
cially among officers, the Pretorian Guards, and wealthy offi-
cials. Toward the end of the second century, shields became
more rounded, and continued in that shape until the end of
the empire. By the time of Constantine the Great (d. 337),
scale armor came into use among cuirassed Roman cavalry
troops, the clibanarii, though it is unclear to what extent ar-
mor, other than the oval shield, was used among late impe-
rial infantry.

Early medieval armor derived from armor of the late im-
perial period. In the eastern empire, soldiers were clad in
chain mail and protected by round shields; cuirassed cav-
alry continued on armed horses as the cataphractarii. In the
West, the barbarians had adopted Roman styles of armor,
mixing it with their own, with scale armor of bronze, iron, or
horn. Soldiers wore spangenhelms of iron, bronze, or horn
plates attached to iron or bronze straps radiating from an
apical point, with a nasal protecting the upper face. Soldiers
also carried round or oval shields.
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In the tenth and eleventh centuries, oblong Viking or
Norman “kite-shields” were widely used, as were conical hel-
mets fashioned of one piece of metal (rather than seg-
mented like the spangenhelm), with nasals to protect the
nose and face. Horned or winged Viking helmets have never
been found. A mail coat (byrnie) falling to the knees was
worn, and a chain-mail coif protected head and neck under-
neath the helmet.

By the twelfth century, while chain mail continued in use,
the arm and hand came to be completely covered, and the
coif was attached to the body armor. This type of armor
came to be called a hauberk, rather than a byrnie. The hel-
met came to cover the entire head, with two eye-slits and
small breathing holes in front. Unrecognizable in this armor,
knights began to employ heraldic symbols so as to recognize
friend and foe. The shield, no longer needed to cover the ex-
posed face, became shorter and more triangular. It too was
covered with heraldic symbols.

Chain mail, or scale armor, was used almost exclusively
into the fourteenth century. Plate armor began to be used
first to cover the chest, elbows, and knees. It was often riv-
eted to strong fabric or leather, or tied together by leather
straps. Later the entire body, including the arms and legs,
were covered. Chain mail continued in use beneath the plate
armor. Fully articulated armor covering the entire body
made the shield superfluous, and it fell out of use in battle,
though targes were used in tournaments. Helmet styles
changed considerably, and various styles were used simulta-
neously, with the chain-mail coif often attached to the hel-
met itself. A hinged visor was attached to the helmet, which
could be brought down to protect the face during combat,
but kept up for better vision, and ventilation, when not
needed.

By the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, armor
had become more ornament than protection. Artillery and
handguns, as well as improved projectile weapons such as
the crossbow, had rendered armor ineffectual. By then the
helmet and breastplate were all the armor that remained in
use on the battlefield, though highly ornamental tourna-
ment armor also remained.

Michael C. Paul
See also: Firearms; Macedonian Wars; Roman Republic, Wars of the;
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Armored Fighting Vehicles

The armored fighting vehicle includes both tanks and other
vehicles, but it is with the tank that the story begins. Stale-
mate in World War I had led to thousands upon thousands
of deaths. Infantry were unable to penetrate barbed-wire
obstacles protected by rifle, machine gun, and artillery fire,
and the British in particular were desperate for a new
weapon to break through the wire and its supporting
weapons. The aim was to penetrate the German lines, get
into the rear areas, and then, astonishingly, release the cav-
alry to mop up.

The first tanks (so called as a code name) were sent into
operation near Bapaume on 15 September 1916. Only a few
were capable even of getting into battle, and the results were
not remarkable. However, surprisingly, this relatively ineffec-
tive beginning did spark further interest in the British army
hierarchy, and on 20 November 1917 some 200 tanks broke
through the German Second Army’s front, closely followed
by infantry. The assault gained six miles, but as there were
no armor reserves and few infantry to back up the break-
through, the battle ended, as so many in that war, with par-
tial withdrawal and then continued stalemate.

However, after World War I a few enterprising officers in
Britain, France, and Germany saw the tank for what it really
was: a highly mobile weapon that, if used in concentration,
could smash through defensive positions in a way infantry
alone could not. Further, it could break out into the enemy
rear area and disrupt command and supply organizations. If
also supported by discriminating artillery fire and well-
trained infantry (to eliminate antitank threats), the tank
could well be the weapon of the future.

Military establishments by their nature are conservative,
and none was more so than the British army in the 1920s
and 1930s. Cavalrymen saw themselves as the social superi-
ors of mere infantry, and tank men were no better than me-
chanics. For this reason, tanks in the British army rarely
fared well, and even to the end of World War II British tanks
were undergunned (with the exception of the Firefly). For
such minds, tanks were almost always seen as aids to in-
fantry, and only in the western desert were they occasionally
used properly.

Basil Liddell Hart and J. E C. Fuller were the main propo-



nents of the tank in Britain in the 1930s, but they were
hardly heeded. However, in Germany there were many avid
readers of their works, including Heinz Guderian, who was
instrumental in creating and using the German panzer arm.
He saw the tanks as the spearhead of the future’s mobile war.
With air support, plus ground artillery, infantry, and combat
engineers, the Germans brought the new scenario into be-
ing. Germany had lost World War I and was thus somewhat
more willing than the victorious French and British to con-
sider new weapons and tactics.

Surprisingly, until 1941 most German tanks were much
lighter than their opponents’ armored fighting vehicles
(AFVs). It was Germany’s tactical use that provided its early
successes. The tanks operated as divisions, supported by in-
fantry, rather than in small numbers, operating in support of
infantry. The tanks thus brought a new pace onto the west-
ern front and into the North African desert. The same tactics
were used in Russia, and only when the Russians learned to
coordinate and control their operations did they begin to
win tank battles against the Germans.

In the early part of the war the Red Army lost seven tanks
for every German tank lost. Parity was not achieved until as
late as 1944. But in 1943 the biggest tank battle the world has
ever seen took place around Kursk in Russia. The Germans
sought to cut the Soviet salient off and destroy the Russians
with attacks from north and south. Delayed by Hitler, the at-
tack took place only after the Soviets had prepared what was
to be a deathtrap for the Germans. In the south, three SS
panzer divisions attacked, and were, as in the north, ground
to pieces against the Red Army’s defenses and tanks. The
end of the battle was also the end of German hopes for vic-
tory in the east. U.S. Army tank development got off to a late
start, and the Americans had to make do with the Sherman
(M-4), an adequate vehicle with the advantage of mechani-
cal reliability and a powered turret, but which was always
undergunned.

Since the war, the tank-versus-tank tactical problem has
seen many technological solutions; but for every answer in
the military art, there is soon another question. Tanks are
mobile, but they need to be reliable. Tanks themselves are
good tank-killers, but are vulnerable to enemy antitank
weapons, so they need better defenses. Weight increases de-
mand increased engine power; increased weapons perfor-
mance requires either better crews or more crewmen.

In World War II antitank aircraft appeared, and they
proved very effective. The Germans had the Ju-87 armed
with 3.7 cm guns, and then the Henschel Hs 130B-2, simi-
larly armed. The Allies flew against German armor in the
Falaise pocket in France with rocket-armed fighter aircraft.
In the last two decades tank-killing helicopters have arrived,
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as well as the American A-10 antitank aircraft, armed with
the formidable 30 mm Gatling-type rotary cannon.

The post-World War II years have seen tank battles on
any scale only in the Middle East, with Israeli armor proving
superior in nearly every instance. In the Gulf War (1991),
Iraqi armor was so outclassed that the opposing coalition
forces, singly and en masse, were totally victorious in each
engagement.

Alongside the tank, there have been developments in ar-
mored reconnaissance vehicles, armored personnel carriers,
and various other protected command, engineering, and
support vehicles. Artillery is now armored, and the Multiple
Launch Rocket System (MLRS) is fired from a tracked ar-
mored vehicle. The main battle tank may eventually prove
an anachronism, like the battleship before it, but this will
only happen when tanks are generally seen to be ineffective.
Even in peacekeeping roles there is great morale effect in
seeing a Challenger II or an Abrams tank supporting in-
fantry, and for this reason alone it is doubtful if the end of
the tank is yet in sight.

David Westwood
See also: Artillery; Infantry
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Arms Control

Limiting, usually by treaty, the number and types of nuclear
weapons. As a result of the destructive power of atomic
bombs, arms control became an increasingly important
means of preventing nuclear war, particularly after the start
of the Cold War and the subsequent development of ther-
monuclear weapons.

Arms control is a concept distinct from disarmament in
that arms control efforts seek to reduce, but not necessarily
eliminate, certain weapons. Disarmament seeks the elimina-
tion of all weapons of a specified type. In addition to the
quantitative goal of reducing the numbers of nuclear
weapons, arms control efforts served as an effective diplo-
matic communications tool, especially during the Cold War.
Arms control agreements, particularly those between the
United States and the Soviet Union, communicated the mu-
tual goal of survival. The willingness to enter into arms con-
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trol agreements continually emphasized the goal of avoiding
nuclear war.

Arms control evolved with the twentieth century. Begin-
ning with the Hague Conferences of 1899 and 1907, when
arms control became recognized by international law, and
continuing through the Treaty of Versailles and founding of
the League of Nations, diplomatic efforts to control the
number and types of weapons became the primary means
of avoiding war. Aerial bombardment and the use of poison
gas were prohibited in the earlier treaties. And the reasoning
of the Versailles Treaty was that a Germany without arms
could not start another war. The Washington Conference of
1922 provided for the scrapping of more battleships than
had been lost in all the naval engagements to date. Yet World
War I saw the extensive use of poison gas, World War II
brought the horrors of aerial bombardment to scores of
cities in Europe and Asia, and even the Washington Treaty
battleship destruction paved the way for the far more de-
structive aircraft carrier. There were also attempts to outlaw
the submarine, primarily because Germany had used this
weapon with such success.

With the advent of nuclear weapons, the primary focus of
arms control efforts shifted from controlling conventional
weapons to restricting weapons of mass destruction. If nu-
clear weapons could be controlled, then the potential to
wage a nuclear war would be lessened as well.

Because all countries are concerned with their survival,
national security considerations dictate arms control agree-
ments. Such agreements, to be effective, must be negotiated
directly between nations, freely derived, and protect the
rights and interests of the negotiating countries. Arms con-
trol agreements can prevent war, slow down an arms race,
ease taxpayers’ burdens, and, most importantly, promote
trust between countries when negotiated in this fashion.
Trust between countries, developed through the process of
confidence building, is particularly effective in making
strong arms control agreements. Early attempts to control
nuclear weapons, such as the Acheson-Lilienthal and the
Baruch plans, failed in large part because of national secu-
rity interests. The Soviet Union, for instance, would not ac-
cept these early control plans because it did not yet possess
nuclear weapons. Once the Soviet Union developed nuclear
weapons, it was in a better security position to think about
arms control measures. However, the intensity of the Cold
War militated against such measures. Hence, the period be-
ginning with the end of World War II and lasting to 1960 was
marked by great hostility and reluctance to enter into any
arms limitation agreements.

The Cuban Missile Crisis changed superpower relations.
The very real threat of a nuclear exchange started both the
United States and the Soviet Union down a productive arms

control path beginning with the installation of the hot line
and a defense early warning system. These confidence-
building measures led in no small part to the first major
arms control agreement, the Partial Test Ban Treaty, which
was signed in 1963. A decade later, the ABM (Antiballistic
Missile) Treaty and the Strategic Arms Limitation (SALT) I
Interim Agreement came into being. SALT I was particularly
significant in that it was the first agreement limiting strate-
gic weapons. Although never ratified by the United States
Senate, the follow-on SALT II agreement was followed in
practice and led to cuts in the strategic arsenals of both the
superpowers. In 1987, the INF (intermediate-range nuclear
forces) Treaty eliminated shorter-range missile systems, the
first and only agreement to eliminate an entire category of
weapons. In the late 1980s and early 1990s two new arms
control agreements were negotiated: Strategic Arms Reduc-
tion Talks (START) I and II. These treaties provided for deep
cuts across the entire spectrum of strategic nuclear weapons
in both the United States and the former Soviet Union and
set the stage for current nuclear arms control activities. The
success in negotiating these treaties came about in large
measure because of reduced tensions between the two
superpowers. As the Cold War wound down, both the United
States and the Soviet Union found it less and less necessary
to maintain their mammoth stockpiles of nuclear weapons.
Reduced political tensions drove arms control success in the
Reagan and Bush years. When the Soviet Union broke up,
this need, although not eradicated, lessened even further. To-
day, stockpiles of nuclear weapons remain, but in reduced
numbers, with further reductions possible, one of the most
promising developments since 1945.

With the end of the Cold War and the reduction of the
number and types of nuclear weapons, arms control activi-
ties have turned from concentrating almost exclusively on
such weapons to an increasing emphasis on chemical and
biological weapons, which have the potential to be weapons
of mass destruction. Such weapons are easy to construct and
deliver and represent a growing threat, particularly because
of the existence of rogue states and an increase in terrorism.
Nuclear-weapons-production activities require an extensive
infrastructure, making them easy to monitor by technical
surveillance. Chemical and biological weapons do not. Such
weapons and their production facilities can be easily hidden
and disguised as innocent chemical facilities. Recognizing
the destructive power of chemical weapons, the Chemical
Weapons Convention was chartered in 1997 as an interna-
tional legal body dedicated to ending all activity related to
chemical weapons production. Similar work has been ac-
complished in the field of biological weapons, with the cre-
ation of the Biological Weapons Convention in 1972. Much
more work needs to be done in this area.



The goal of arms control is the reduction, not necessarily
the elimination, of weapons of mass destruction. Disarma-
ment is the goal of the United Nations, but arms control ef-
forts are important steps in this direction.

Roger A. Meade

See also: Disarmament
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Arnhem (1944)

A failed Allied airborne operation. In the summer of 1944, as
the Allied advance slowed to a crawl, the Allies launched the
largest airborne operation of the war, to capture a series of
key bridges across the Rhine River. The focal point of this
operation of the war was the road bridge at Arnhem. With
the capture of this bridge, the Allies could flank the Western
Wall and advance in the Ruhr Valley. Operation MARKET GAR-
DEN, under the command of Field Marshal Bernard Mont-
gomery, called for a number of airborne drops. The British
Ist Airborne Division was charged with the capture of the
Arnhem bridge. Unlike most airborne attacks, the 1st Air-
borne Division would not drop on the target itself, but rather
would drop eight miles away and advance as regular in-
fantry. They were then supposed to hold the bridge until a
linkup with American and British troops.

A somewhat rushed operation, MARKET GARDEN saw a fail-
ing of intelligence gathering. The 1st Airborne Division fell di-
rectly on the II SS Panzer Corps and faced much stiffer oppo-
sition than expected. The British forces fought valiantly, but
suffered from a lack of heavy weapons and the failure of air-
dropped supplies to reach the troops. After 10 days, the surviv-
ing British troops were evacuated. Of the 10,000 British troops
who dropped on Arnhem, only 2,000 escaped. Montgomery
later claimed that if he had been given all the resources he
had requested, MARKET GARDEN would have worked and per-
haps shortened the war. Arnhem pointed out the shortcom-
ings of airborne troops, as they lacked the heavy weapons
and fire support that regular infantry troops enjoyed.

Drew Philip Halévy
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Arnold, Benedict (1741-1801)

Colonial American field commander, tactical genius, and
traitor. Arnold was born into a prominent family in Nor-
wich, Connecticut, on 14 January 1741. He deserted both
militia units to which he was assigned in the French and In-
dian War (perhaps revealing some of his future lack of char-
acter). From 1762 until 1775 he was a successful merchant
and smuggler. He brought a company of Massachusetts mili-
tia into the Boston campaign on 29 April 1775 and was soon
promoted to colonel. Despite the protests of Ethan Allen’s
Green Mountain Boys, who considered him too arrogant,
Arnold accompanied Allen during the capture of Fort Ticon-
deroga on 10 May. As leader of the doomed 1775-1776 expe-
dition to Quebec, he was promoted to brigadier general in
January 1776. His tactics stalled the British at Valcour Island
on 11 October and Split Rock on 13 October during the Lake
Champlain campaign, and at Danbury, Connecticut, on
23-28 April 1777.

British lieutenant colonel Barry St. Leger, leading an ex-
pedition of regulars, Tories, and Mohawks from Oswego,
New York, toward Albany that summer, threatened Peter
Gansevoort at Fort Stanwix. Although American brigadier
general Nicholas Herkimer stopped the Tories and Mohawks
on 6 August at Oriskany, he suffered 75 percent casualties.
Arnold, by now a major general, rescued Gansevoort on 23
August by a clever combination of tactics and guile.

Arnold’s actions at Freeman’s Farm on 19 September and
Bemis Heights on 7 October won the Saratoga campaign for
Horatio Gates, but Gates did not sufficiently appreciate or re-
ward his skill and heroism.

After recovering from a serious leg wound suffered at
Saratoga, Arnold became military governor of Philadelphia,
where he married a Tory, Peggy Shippen, in April 1779.
Court-martialed for consorting with the enemy, he was con-
victed and reprimanded in January 1780, but still retained
Washington’s trust. He plotted with his wife, Major John An-
dré, and General Sir Henry Clinton to desert to the British
and deliver West Point to them, but was discovered and had
to flee on 25 September. André was hanged as a spy on 2 Oc-
tober. As a commissioned British brigadier general, Arnold
had minor successes in the 1781 Virginia campaign; com-
mitted several atrocities in his New London, Connecticut,
campaign; then retired to London in December, where he
died on 14 June 1801. Despite the unconvincing efforts of
some “revisionist” historians, Arnold’s reputation has re-
mained so odious through the intervening centuries that the
very name “Benedict” is rarely given in the United States.

Ericv.d. Luft
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The attack of Benedict Arnold’s men in Quebec. (From the collections of Library of Congress)
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Aroghee, Battle of (10 April 1868)

The key event of the British expedition to Abyssinia (mod-
ern-day Ethiopia). Theodore III, the Coptic Christian em-
peror of Abyssinia, had become emotionally unstable and
erratic after the death of his first wife. Theodore had started
as a petty Abyssinian chieftain named Kassa. He claimed
royal blood and direct lineage to Solomon and Alexander the
Great. This was not true, but he crowned himself Emperor
Theodore of Ethiopia in 1855 after overrunning the territory
of rival chieftains. His rule started out well and he reformed
his country’s legal and administrative policies while com-

peting with Egypt and other local powers for trade and po-
litical influence. He considered himself a crusader against
the Muslims. Theodore was a man of personal charm, a ruler
of talent, and a courageous warrior, but the ignorance and
superstition of nineteenth-century Abyssinia surrounded
him. He was a bestial, half-demented madman when drunk,
which was often after the death of his first wife.

In 1862, Theodore wished to conclude a formal treaty
with Queen Victoria—as one monarch to another. He sent a
personal letter to Her Majesty that the Foreign Office read,
filed, and failed to answer. After waiting two years for an an-
swer, Theodore imprisoned his two British consuls along
with other resident Europeans, a total of 58 hostages. A
diplomatic cat-and-mouse game followed for three and a
half years as Theodore alternately released and rejailed his
hostages according to his mood swings, keeping them from
leaving the country. Finally, after numerous exchanges of
diplomatic letters, some signed by Victoria herself, the dig-
nity of the British Empire demanded military action.

In August 1867, London gave orders for war. Lieutenant
General Sir Robert Napier, commander of the Bombay Army
of India, brought an Anglo-Indian army to the Red Sea port
of Zula. Napier’s army consisted of 44 elephants to carry the
artillery, a portable railroad, telegraph lines, fresh water con-



densers, well-drilling equipment, hospital ships, and con-
struction equipment for port infrastructure at Zula. Other
modern equipment included new Snider-Enfield rifles, 6-
pounder Hales’s War Rockets, breach-loading 12-pounder
cannon, steel 7-pounder mountain guns, and photography
cameras. The famous explorer Henry Morton Stanley, the
press, and military observers went along.

Sir Robert’s force cornered Theodore deep in Abyssinia’s
interior on the Aroghee Plain, before the mountain fortress
of Magdala. Of a total force of 37,000, a strike force of 5,000
made it to the Aroghee Plain. They faced Theodore’s army of
7,000 warriors and some outmoded artillery. Theodore
opened the battle with ineffective artillery and his battle
force charged down from Magdala to attack the British.
Napier’s force quickly killed 700 and wounded 1,200 of the
attackers, killing many of Theodore’s battle chiefs. The sur-
vivors were driven off the Aroghee Plain with minimal
British losses.

After this defeat, Theodore attempted suicide, released
some hostages, and tried to bargain. Napier refused further
bargaining attempts. On 13 April, the British shelled Mag-
dala and seized it by a coup de main. Theodore shot him-
self—with a pistol originally given him as a gift from Queen
Victoria—and his troops surrendered. All hostages were re-
leased and Stanley concluded, “Though a little war, it was a
great campaign.”

Thomas D. Morgan
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Arsuf, Battle of (Palestine, 7 September 1191)
Solidified military reputation of Richard I. After securing
Acre, King Richard sought to regain Jerusalem. On 22 August
1191, his army, consisting mainly of the forces that he had
brought from England, along with Hospitallers, Templars,
and a French contingent, marched from Acre. It moved south
along the coast road. This enabled Richard to protect one
flank while being supplied by his fleet. Saladin’s army trav-
eled a parallel route and harassed the crusaders.

By 30 August 1191 skirmishes between the two armies
had become more frequent. The crusaders continued their
march, and Richard rode up and down the road encouraging
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his army. Eventually Saladin forced the issue. He chose Ar-
suf, a wide plain with forests on both flanks, for a battle that
began on the morning of 7 September 1191.

The crusader first line was composed of archers and
crossbowmen, backed by infantry. The knights made up a
third line. Knights Templar and Hospitallers held the right
and left flanks. Richard held the center.

Around midmorning, Muslim infantry made an initial
foray, which was followed up by continuous waves of Turkish
horse archers. Despite the constant barrage of arrows, in
which the left flank suffered the most, Richard was able to
maintain his position.

The master of the Hospitallers asked to charge. Richard
refused as he waited for more Turks to commit to battle, but
the Hospitallers’ discipline broke and they charged the en-
emy. The rest of the knights followed.

The heavy cavalry routed the Muslims. The victory en-
hanced Richard’s prestige, but Arsuf was not decisive. Sal-
adin still had an army and blocked Richard’s march on
Jerusalem.

Timothy May
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Art in War

War art functions on two distinct but related levels. In
wartime, state-sponsored images of war, such as propaganda
posters, operate within a defined set of goals calculated to
create emotions on the home front favorable to a war effort.
These can serve to dehumanize the enemy and engender ha-
tred, distort truth and reality, promote patriotism, and en-
courage recruitment. Napoleon saw art as a mechanism for
manipulating the minds of the French populace and as a
means of legitimizing his regime. The most famous example
of this is Gros’s Napoleon at Eylau, which sought to establish
him as a great leader.

Other forms of art operate during wartime on a more
mundane level, such as Norman Wilkinson’s “dazzle” paint-
ing as camouflage on ships during World War I. Wars also
create unique commercial opportunities for printmakers, an
example being Currier and Ives, which capitalized on public
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fascination with the American Civil War by producing nu-
merous lithographs of the battles and the leaders. Frequently
at odds with this kind of forced imagery are pictures by
frontline soldiers themselves that paint a considerably dif-
ferent perspective of war, one usually not nearly so positive
as that in the popular realm.

However, it is on the second level, in the art produced af-
ter the events, where we see the greatest visual evocation of
war. This postwar art is the product of many different ideals
and motivations, some of which mirror the wartime cre-
ations. Memory and recollection, national pride, class,
racism, colonialism, political legitimacy, and commercial
enterprise have all influenced the creation of war art at one
time or another. In ancient times, the depiction of the leader
as military hero served to define his or her rule and power
over the masses. The larger-than-life representations of the
pharaohs Rameses II and Seti towering over their enemies
on the walls of their palaces in Egypt sent a clear message to
their people as well as to any perspective enemies, as did
Trajan’s Column in Rome, which recounted that emperor’s
victories in the Dacian War. Louis XIV employed artists to
highlight his martial successes in the late seventeenth cen-
tury, while modern states have used images of war to cement
their position and create national memory. Examples in-
clude John Trumbull’s portrayal of battles and scenes of the
American Revolution around the Rotunda of the Capitol in
Washington, D.C., the Galerie de Batailles at Versailles cre-
ated by Louis Philippe to enhance his position and ambition
as natural successor to Napoleon, and Daniel Maclise’s mas-
sive murals of Trafalgar and Waterloo on the walls of the
Houses of Parliament in London, images befitting the Victo-
rian colonial imagination. Similarly, Benjamin West’s Death
of Wolfe epitomized the supremacy of Britain and the power
of the ruling class. Other artists have sought to condemn war
through their art, the classic examples being Jacques Callot’s
Miseries of War, Goya’s images of the Spanish massacres, Pi-
casso’s Guernica, and Otto Dix’s vivid and cathartic images
of the hell of the Great War.

In the twentieth century some of the most lasting war art
has come, perhaps improbably, from official war artists,
commissioned by their respective governments and taken
into the military. These artists realized that the traditional
heroic images of thundering cavalry charges and heaps of
enemy dead in tasteful arrangement would be rejected by
the contemporary public, and thus they concentrated on the
everyday lives of the soldiers, even behind-the-scenes depic-
tions of military engineers or supply lines, and on individual
soldiers or small groups. Even Nazi war art emphasized indi-
vidual or small-unit determination, rather than the move-
ment’s vile ideology. The Japanese seemed to be the only of-
ficial war artists still to use triumphalist themes, showing,

for example, long lines of disheveled, surrendered Allied
troops early in the war, marching off to become “guests of
the emperor” Despite the dominance of still and motion-
picture photography, the world’s major armies still give an
important place to war art. Whether the work of official or
individual artists, war art continues to document and inter-
pret humankind’s closest approach to hell.
Peter Harrington
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Artillery

One of the most effective and long-lasting weapons in mili-
tary history. The earliest history of cannon and gunpowder
is not certain, but cannon are first mentioned in a Florentine
decree of 1326, and Walter de Milimete wrote in the same
year of an early hand cannon. Again, in 1327 Edward III
used “crackys of war” against the Scots, but these were prob-
ably more fireworks than explosive devices. Certainly can-
non were used by the English against the French at the Battle
of Crécy in 1346, the French having had cannon since at
least 1338.

Antipersonnel use of cannon was superseded by the need
for a means of defeating the extremely thick walled defenses
of castles and other strong points of the time. This need led
to the creation of the siege gun, an altogether cumbersome
and weighty device. Tests had shown that thin barrels ex-
ploded when used, and so thick barrels were forged for these
pieces.

Some early artillery pieces were actually breech-loaded,
but the difficulty in obtaining a tight breech seal led to the
majority of artillery designs being for muzzle-loading
weapons. Because the whole barrel could then be cast as one
piece, there were fewer weaknesses than in breech-loading
systems. Breech-loaders, however, had a higher rate of fire,
for the breech could be loaded as a separate part, and fitted
to the gun when needed. So, a supply of breeches effectively
became cartridges, loaded into the gun when needed, while
empty breeches could be loaded away from the gun.

Early projectiles were arrows, and only later was shot (of-
ten round stone) fired. Stone was effective against fortifica-
tions, but gunners began to examine antipersonnel shells.



This consisted of a number of stones (the “langridge” shell)
or of balls of iron or lead (“case” shot), which were loaded as
a whole into the gun, and which burst on being fired at in-
fantry or cavalry.

Artillery and its use were much more an art than a sci-
ence in the early days of the weapon, but it was soon real-
ized that by putting wheels on guns they were more mobile,
and by 1542 Ralphe Hogg was producing cast guns in Sus-
sex. Henry VIII then created the post of master gunner, as-
sisted by 12 gunners, based at the Tower of London. Ar-
tillery was coming of age, but the process was slow. Only in
1716 were guns, transport, drivers, and horses assembled,
rather than being made up of civilians called upon when
the need arose.

Artillery was still, however, a luxury; further, the absence
of good roads and the heavy guns meant that artillery often
failed to arrive in time for the battle. Even if it did, it took so
long to get into position and prepare to fire that the guns
were almost always ineffective tactically. The gunners per-
sisted, however, and by 1680 gun limbers, a Prussian inven-
tion, were introduced into England. Limbers ensured that
the gun was properly maneuverable, having a double set of
wheels rather than merely the wheels upon which the gun
was mounted. This in turn meant that more than one horse
could be harnessed to pull the gun.

By 1700, ballistic tables were giving the performance to
be expected from artillery pieces. However, despite the im-
proved mobility of the guns following the introduction of
the limber, artillery could still not be guaranteed to turn up
in time for the battle. Siege trains consisted of about 100
guns, 60 mortars, and more than 3,000 wagons and 15,000
horses, plus gunners, drivers, and the myriad other hangers-
on. And the length of the column was some 15 miles.

By 1770, however, it was realized that guns needed to be
lighter to be more mobile, and by 1855 artillery had come of
age. Guns were light in both weight and weight of shot, but a
combination of the new mobility and infantry-artillery co-
operation led to great advances in the science of gunnery.
Certainly skillful use of field and horse artillery (field ar-
tillery is of a heavier caliber) and the esprit de corps of the
British gunners in the face of repeated French cavalry at-
tacks helped in gaining the victory over Napoleon.

The nineteenth century saw breech-loading guns, time
fuses, air-burst shells, and, above all, rifled guns. By the be-
ginning of the twentieth century, most European armies
used breech-loading rifled artillery in a range of calibers.
The mortar made a rejuvenated appearance in the form of
the Howitzer—a gun designed to fire at high angles of fire,
allowing the shell to penetrate deeply for greater effect, or to
allow indirect fire over height obstacles between gun and
target.

Artillery 65

Field artillery, artillery that fought with the infantry, also
benefited from the French development of pneumatic recoil
systems. Previously the whole of the gun had recoiled on fir-
ing—barrel, trunnion, wheels. Now only the barrel recoiled,
and was returned to the original firing position by means of
the pneumatic recoil system. This made gunnery easier, and
increased the rate of fire, especially when at full recoil the
breech was opened automatically and the empty shell case
ejected.

By the start of World War I in Europe, all armies knew the
value of artillery and had a range of guns for different pur-
poses. Howitzers fired at high angles to overcome walls and
other fortifications, field artillery shot at enemy infantry and
gun positions, coastal artillery took on shipping, and the
guns were even moving in the mountains. But on the west-
ern front artillery and the machine gun proved supreme for
most of the war. Shells were a problem, however, for as the
mud deepened in France, the shells just sank below the sur-
face and either created a shower of mud or simply did not
explode.

The stalemate of World War I led to some careful think-
ing among gunners, and the outbreak of World War II should
have seen artillery operating with complete maneuverabil-
ity, able to put down fire at a moment’s notice anywhere
within range. In fact the guns were once more horse-drawn,
although there were some few effective artillery tractors. The
Germans, however, went a stage further in their thinking,
and used their Junkers Ju-87 dive-bomber aircraft as ar-
tillery, the revelation that, in concert with their imaginative
use of tanks, brought about defeats for Poland, France, and
Great Britain on the Continent.

In Russia the effect of blitzkrieg seemed to be leading to
defeat in 1941 and 1942, but the Soviet army, despite enor-
mous losses of men and materiel, were the artillerymen of
that war. They had lost some 40,000 guns and 60,000 mor-
tars in the second half of 1941, and had concluded that the
organization and tactics they (and the Germans) were using
did not let artillery realize the power it possessed, so it con-
centrated artillery at army level and above. This meant that
if a regimental commander needed artillery support he
could (theoretically) have available to him the fire of up to
two artillery divisions, a possible total of 72 or more heavy
guns.

The Germans, in desperation at the losses sustained in
tanks, began to install artillery into tank chassis, often using
captured chassis for the purpose. This self-propelled ar-
tillery served well, and all the nations in the West adopted
the principle. American self-propelled artillery gained a de-
served reputation for being there with the shell whenever re-
quired. In the war against the Japanese, artillery was often
used for bunker-busting at point-blank range.
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The second half of the twentieth century saw a number of
developments that were first used during World War II. One
was the continued use of aircraft as artillery—what else is,
after all, a bombing attack? Aircraft are used nowadays as
flying guns and antitank weapons, as are helicopters. Rock-
etry, which started the whole process, evolved through the
Russian katyusha and the German Nebelwerfer into the
Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS), which proved of
extreme value in the Gulf War in 1991. Artillery proper still
plays a significant role in conventional and unconventional
war.

Artillery has always been regarded as one of the three
fighting arms, and there is little doubt that it will continue
to be so for the foreseeable future. Aircraft and helicopters
are extremely valuable antitank and antipersonnel
weapons, but they do not have the endurance on the battle-
field of the gun. Further, they are far more vulnerable to
light antiaircraft fire than the gun is to small-arms fire. The
artillery duels of the two world wars may never be fought
again, but the ability to use field artillery on call is some-
thing no experienced battlefield commander will willingly
dispense with.

David Westwood
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Aryan Conquest of India (c. 1500 B.C.E.)
Invasions between 1500 and 1000 B.C.E. of the collapsing
Harappan civilization by waves of Indo-European-speaking
Aryans, leading to the emergence of India proper. The no-
madic Aryans (nobles) migrated into the Punjab of west In-
dia and then into the Ganges River plain of north India, sub-
jugating the Harappans into the Hindu caste system. The
conquests described in the Vedic epics brought the Sanskrit
language, Hinduism, horses, cattle, and chariots to India.
According to the Rig Veda, Harappan (dasa) warfare cen-
tered on citadels like Mohenjo-Daro and Harappa, from
which infantry sallied forth armed with copper and bronze
swords, axes, spears, and bows. The Aryans used chariot mo-
bility and bow fire to defeat the Harappa in open battle.
Aryan tribes moved slowly from the Afghan mountain
passes onto the Punjab flatlands, deploying their grama or

wagon trains in a samgrama or circular war formation to
protect them against marauding Harappan forces until the
Aryan chariots could be put together and employed with
devastating effect against the Harappans in the field. Al-
though Harappan forces organized by village might number
between 30,000 and 100,000, against as little as a few thou-
sand Aryans organized by tribal units in grama formations,
it appears Aryans rarely failed in open battle. In one undated
battle, Aryan chariots completely crush and push the Harap-
pan militia into the river, a favorite tactic employed by the
Aryans.

Harappans eventually stayed inside their earth-and-tim-
ber-walled citadels (puras), but well-armed Aryan infantry
utilized fire arrows and thunderous battering rams to break
through. In some cases waterways were also diverted against
Harappa strongholds. The Harappa king, Shambara, stiffly
resisted Aryan expansion but eventually lost more than 100
citadels to the Puru Aryan tribe and was captured and
thrown off a mountain. After the appearance of Aryan iron
weapons further resistance by the Harappans was futile. In
fact, initial Aryan expansion was slowed not so much by
Harappan resistance as by the huge size of India, and by fur-
ther waves of Aryans who then fought for control with ear-
lier Aryan invaders.

The Battle of Ten Kings saw newly arrived Aryan tribes
conquer existing Aryan tribes like the Puru. King Sumbasa
led the heavily armored knights of the new Aryans against
the chariots of older Aryan groups. Attempts to divert water
channels against Sumbasa failed, and he crushed the exist-
ing Aryans, took seven of their citadels, and usurped their
power in the Punjab.

Such infighting among the Aryans greatly delayed their
eventual domination of India. It was the Hindu castes, and
not warfare, that allowed for Aryan domination of west and
north India by 600 B.c.E. in the form of small, Aryan,
Gangetic kingdoms. This Hindu caste system was made up
of incasts (priests, warriors, merchants, laborers) and out-
casts (conquered Harappans). The warrior varna, or ksha-
triya caste, formed the hereditary military arm of Aryan so-
ciety and developed the ability to incorporate invading
groups into its eclectic military system during the Vedic pe-
riod of 1500-600 B.C.E.

Christopher Howell
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Aryans

A prehistoric people, also called Indo-Europeans, putatively
ancestral to major Old World civilizations, whose existence
has been extrapolated from the linguistic, literary, and cul-
tural evidence of modern populations. Most reconstructions
of Indo-European society based on linguistic evidence and
on the earliest texts of Indic, Iranian, and Greco-Roman civ-
ilizations portray a patriarchal, tripartite social system of
commoners, priests, and a war-oriented aristocracy. The
prominence of horse- and wheeled-vehicle terms in the re-
constructed common language is among the evidence for at-
tributing to Indo-European speakers early mastery of horse-
based warfare and wheeled mobility.

While language development is plausibly recoverable
based on more than two centuries of scholarship, no sub-
stantive archeological remains are universally attributed nor
can their original area of occupation be defined with any
certainty. If the Aryans did exist as a definable entity from
approximately 4500 to 2000 B.c.E., military significance
would plausibly include extensive cultural transformation
throughout Europe and southwestern Asia, horse-based mil-
itary elites in “daughter” cultures, and perhaps a more mili-
tarized and patriarchal civilization in the West.

The apparent need to explain their success in the absence
of material relics led to depictions of the Aryans as con-
querors who swept from an unknown homeland to become
an enduring elite in much of Eurasia. This hypothesis inter-
sected with nineteenth-century political and social develop-
ments to produce the popular, scholarly, and political cult of
Aryanism and the imagined superiority of their descen-
dants, which was a core tenet of the racialist and militaristic
ideology of the Third Reich.

Much modern scholarship continues to attribute the ex-
pansion of Aryan culture to traits enabling greater success in
war, but a minority view instead associates Indo-European
languages with the Neolithic agricultural revolution and re-
sulting population growth. While a plausible explanation for
the dramatic expansion of one of many prehistoric language
families, the latter requires a time depth not generally sup-
ported by linguistic analysis and does not address evidence
of post-Neolithic cultural change.

Anne L. Angstadt
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Ashurnasirpal II (r. 883-859 B.C.E.)

King who forged Assyria into one of the dominant powers in
the Near East. Though his annals are not in a good state of
preservation, it is apparent that Ashurnasirpal IT (Akkadian,
Ashur-nasir-apli) campaigned continuously during his
reign, directing his efforts to the north against the Aramean
states of Bit Zamani, Bit Adini, and Neo-Hittite states located
in Anatolia. All of these states, in one form or another, be-
came vassals to Assyria. Moreover, Ashurnasirpal estab-
lished a long line of fortresses to protect Assyrian trade
routes.

At some point during his reign, Ashurnasirpal II crossed
the Euphrates River and had his army ceremoniously wash
their weapons in the Mediterranean Sea, and collected lux-
ury items, exotic goods, and even native troops from the
Neo-Hittite state of Carchemish, as well as the Phoenician
and Aramean states. Ashurnasirpal even used many depor-
tees from these campaigns to populate the new Assyrian
capital of Kalhu. Ashurnasirpal’s palace at Kalhu exhibits
finished relief sculptures that are influenced by Neo-Hittite
and Phoenician artistic forms.

Ashurnasirpal restructured the Assyrian state and army
(which had been weak for centuries), created a large bureau-
cracy, continued a policy of deporting conquered peoples,
and claims in his annals to have used psychological warfare
on his enemies by performing public displays of cruelty,
mass executions, and the burning of disloyal vassal cities.

Mark W. Chavalas

See also: Assyria

References and further reading:

Grayson, Albert Kirk, Assyrian Royal Inscriptions. Vol. 2. Wiesbaden,
Germany: Otto Harrassowitz, 1976.

———. Assyrian Rulers of the Early First Millennium BCE I
(1184-859 BCE). Toronto, ON: University of Toronto Press, 1991.

Liverani, Mario. Studies on the Annals of Ashurnasirpal II. Rome:
Herder, 1982.

Paley, Samuel M. King of the World: Ashur-nasir-pal II of Assyria
883-859 BCE. New York: Brooklyn Museum, 1976.

Assaye

The first and most hard-fought victory of Arthur Wellesley
(later duke of Wellington). Eighteenth-century India wit-
nessed the rise and decay of the Maratha Empire. The
Maratha War of 1775-1782 had resulted in a humiliating de-
feat of the East India Company’s forces. The two major oppo-
nents of the British during the second Anglo Maratha War
were Scindia, maharajah of Gwalior, and Bhoonsla, rajah of
Berar. Arthur Wellesley’s force was part of an army assem-
bled on the northwestern Mysore border. By early August,
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negotiations with Scindia and Governor General Wellesley
having failed, the latter moved against the two principal
Maratha forces. After storming the city of Ahmednuggur,
Wellesley’s tiny army of 6,000 men advanced against
Scindia’s army of 50,000 men. (Scindia’s infantry has been
trained by European officers and was commanded by a Ger-
man officer.) Early on 23 September, Wellesley received in-
telligence that the enemy were camped behind the Kaitna
River, close to its junction with the River Jooee. He decided
to outflank the Indian camp and crossed the Kaitna to de-
ploy in the V formed by the two rivers. Maratha and Mysore
allied cavalry (of dubious loyalty) were left to face Scindia’s
cavalry on the southern bank of the Kaitna River. Maratha’s
reactions were swift and Wellesley’s attack sustained heavy
casualties in their frontal advance against Indian artillery.
But because the front narrowed as the two rivers flowed to-
ward their confluence, Maratha’s troops were able to deploy
only a fraction of their strength. The British initiative was
checked for three hours before a devastating volley from the
74th and 78th Foot routed the regular Indian infantry.

By 6 p.M., the battle was over, but Wellesley’s crippled
army could not pursue the fleeing Marathas. Wellesley was
later to contend that Assaye was his greatest victory and pro-
portionally the bloodiest action he had ever witnessed. His
casualties amounted to one-third of his force. The defeat of
the Maratha army caused Scindia to sue for peace, but hos-
tilities continued until 1805.

Assaye revealed Wellesley’s potential as a field tactician
and he was soon recalled in Europe to deal with less exotic
opponents who more directly threatened Great Britain.

Gilles Boué
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Assyria (c.2000-612 B.C.E.)

The world’s largest state during the early first millennium
B.C.E. (. 900-612 B.C.E.), ranging from Iran to Egypt and
from Babylonia to Anatolia and the Mediterranean Sea. It
originated from a Semitic-speaking people of what is today
northern Iraq.

The early kings of Assyria (c. 1900-1750 B.C.E.) concen-
trated on mercantile activity (primarily with Anatolia), but
apparently did not expand militarily. Military expansion be-
gan with Shalmaneser I (r. 1273-1244 B.C.E.), who went east
and conquered Khanigalbat. Assyria again had command of

trade routes leading to Syria and Anatolia, adding rich agri-
cultural land and prosperous cities to its territory, and a
large population for military use. However, Shalmaneser’s
successor, Tukulti-Ninurta I (r. 1244-1208 B.C.E.), attacked
Babylon, a continuous military effort that diverted Assyrian
energies and resources from the task of securing other ar-
eas, and thus Assyria declined. Assyrian military prestige
was reasserted by Tiglath-Pileser I (r. 1115-1077 B.C.E.), who
made campaigns across the Euphrates River to fight against
the Arameans.

Within a century, the Aramean tribes had begun to infil-
trate the Assyrian state, once again forcing the Assyrians
into an offensive militarism in order to survive. Ashurnasir-
pal I (r. 884-859 B.c.E.) directed many of his campaigns
against the Aramean and Neo-Hittite states east of Assyria,
reaching the Mediterranean Sea and forming a defensive
ring to protect Assyrian mercantile activity. His successor,
Shalmaneser III (r. 858-824 B.C.E.), was beset with internal
problems because of the difficulties of keeping together
Ashurnasirpal’s conquests. He crossed the Euphrates River
on at least two occasions to meet a large coalition of Syro-
Canaanite states (including Ahab of Israel and Hadadezer of
Damascus), apparently fighting to a draw, although Assyria
continued to receive tribute from these regions.

Once again, Assyria collapsed from the weight of keeping
such an enormous state and did not expand again until the
reign of Tiglath-Pileser III (r. 745-727 B.C.E.), who defeated
Urartu to the north and ended the Aramean state of Damas-
cus. The next major successor, Sargon II (r. 721-705 B.C.E.),
also fought against a Syro-Canaanite coalition, and com-
pleted the conquest of Israelite Samaria, deporting many of
its citizens. He fought battles against Elam (in southwestern
Iran) and Babylon, and took the throne of Babylon for him-
self. His successor, Sennacherib (r. 705-681 B.C.E.), suffered
through a major revolt throughout the empire, culminating
in his campaign in Syria and Judea in 701 B.C.E. The Babylo-
nians (Assyrian vassals in southern Mesopotamia) rebelled
against Assyria at Sennacherib’s accession, culminating in
Babylon’s utter destruction by the Assyrians in 689 B.C.E.
Sennacherib’s successor, Esarhaddon (r. 681-669 B.C.E.), be-
came the first Assyrian king to enter and conquer Egypt as
far as Thebes (671 B.C.E.). Ashurbanipal (r. 668-631 B.C.E.),
however, lost Egypt (655 B.C.E.) and endured a devastating
civil war (652-648 B.C.E.) and economic destruction (after
631 B.C.E.). With the empire in disarray, the capital city of
Nineveh was destroyed by a combined force of Medes,
Chaldeans, and northern tribes in 612 B.C.E., ending the As-
syrian state.

The Assyrian army was composed primarily of native
agricultural workers, hillsmen, and seminomads. Foreigners
were employed as royal bodyguards and in later periods in
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infantry units. Both Assyrian kings and military command-
ers are known to have led the army into the field of battle.

The military strength of the army was due in part to its
chariot force. By the ninth century, the Assyrians used a
wooden-framed vehicle with a rear-wheel axis, allowing for
more maneuverability. It contained an archer/lancer, a
driver, and a shield bearer. The chariots were used in the
center of attack as shock troops. Horses were used to draw
chariots and for light cavalry who rode bareback. Since
horses were not in good supply in northern Iraq, the Assyri-
ans often raided the Iranian plateau to replenish their stock.
The compound bow—effective over 250-650 meters—was
a major weapon. Individual armor, usually metal links sewn
on leather, and simple helmets were used for defense.

The army was fed on the march with travel rations or at
provincial centers that supplied food. In enemy territory the
army was trained to live off the land. Communication be-
tween units was by cavalry and runners. Even mountainous
territory did not deter the Assyrian army; the annals de-
scribe in detail the movement of the army on rafts across
rivers, and carts were used to transport heavy equipment in
mountainous terrain.

Siege techniques were often employed by the Assyrians. A

ramp of piled-up earth was used to gain access to the upper
walls of an enemy city or fortress. Battering rams were used
to smash down gateways. Many of their sieges were very
long; Israelite Samaria took nearly three years to overthrow.
Assyrian battle tactics were sophisticated, versatile, and
anticipate classical Greek hoplite tactics. The annals de-
scribe a number of battles in detail. The Assyrians took ad-
vantage of topographic positions, tactical superiority, guer-
rilla warfare, and psychological terror tactics. The most
enduring of their tactics was the policy of deportation,
which caused as many as 5 million people to be uprooted
during a period of three centuries (c. 900-612 B.C.E.).
Mark W. Chavalas

See also: Sargon of Akkad
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Boundaries and Linking Horizons, ed. Gordon Young, Mark W.
Chavalas, and Richard Averbeck, 491-517. Bethesda, MD: CDL
Press, 1997.

Ataturk, (Mustafa) Kemal (1881-1938)

First president of the Republic of Turkey, and hero of Gal-
lipoli. Ataturk was born in Salonika in 1881, the son of a cus-
toms officer. Moving quickly through the Ottoman Empire’s
military schools (where he gained the nickname Kemal, or
“perfection”), Mustafa, who had rejected religious training
to become an officer, developed a keen appreciation for for-
eign modernization and progressive reform, especially after
seeing his country lose territory to Italy in 1911 and to
Greece in 1912. Although chief of staff to the Young Turk
army, which had taken over Constantinople from reactionar-
ies, his rivalry with Enver Pasha caused him to be sent to
outposts like Syria before becoming military attaché to the
embassy in Bulgaria, where he carefully studied European
armies. At the outbreak of World War I, Mustafa advocated
neutrality, but performed brilliantly, holding Gallipoli
against British attack in April 1915 by personally inspiring

Mustafa Kemal Ataturk. (Library of Congress)

the men with his bravery to hold their lines, even at great
cost. Afterwards, he commanded a division on the Russian
front, advancing to the rank of general, although he refused
to take part in a German plan to attack Baghdad.

After the war, Mustafa did his best to encourage national-
ist feelings and the secreting of weapons by the army, a plan
that bore fruit as he helped to organize a rival legislature in
Ankara and pushed this body to accept his National Pact,
limiting the country to Turkish majority areas and a pro-
gram of reform. In 1921, he was given supreme command of
the Turkish army and successfully fought the Battle of
Sakarya in August to push the Greeks out, followed by a coup
de grace at Dumlupina in August 1922. In recognition of his
role in the foundation of the Republic of Turkey as an inde-
pendent nation, he was elected its first president in October
1923 and voted the name Ataturk, or “Father of Turkey” As a
political leader, he advocated a program of literacy, women’s
rights, military and social Westernization, as well as secular-
ism and state investment in infrastructure. (He even abol-
ished the traditional fez male headgear as too redolent of the
past.) He died, still in office, on 10 November 1938.

Margaret Sankey

See also: Greco-Turkish War; World War 1
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Atlanta, Battles Around (20-22 July 1864)

Battles that unhinged the Confederacy and paved the way for
Sherman’s “March to the Sea”” In spring 1864, Union general
William T. Sherman and Confederate general Joseph John-
ston engaged in a classic and brilliant campaign of maneuver
from the Tennessee-Georgia border to Atlanta. Johnston se-
lected strong defensive positions in the mountains that ran
roughly northeast to southwest, while Sherman mostly ma-
neuvered by threatening to swing west and south and cut off
Johnston’s retreat. Sherman did test Johnston’s defenses at
Kennesaw Mountain and was repulsed with great loss of life.
It took about 75 days for the Union armies to advance the ap-
proximately 100 miles between the two cities.

Sherman had divided his force into three for the final at-
tack on Atlanta, and Johnston waited along Peachtree Creek
(which was just north of the city) to strike at George
Thomas’s more isolated army. Before he could attack, John-
ston was relieved, and John B. Hood attacked Thomas as the



Army of the Cumberland crossed Peachtree Creek on July
20. The attack was not well coordinated, Thomas’s men held
their good defensive positions, and Hood’s men fell back.

Hood then retreated into Atlanta’s inner defenses, and
turned his attention to James McPherson’s Army of the Ten-
nessee on the Union left. Hood planned for an attack at day-
break on July 22, but Confederate infantry could not get to
their assault positions until noon. Meanwhile, McPherson
had sent reserves to strengthen his left, and the reserves held
up the Confederate attack, which later threatened to break
through only to be halted by massed Union artillery and the
commitment of additional northern reserves.

When the battle ended, Hood realized he could no longer
defend the city, and he sought to lure Sherman away by
threatening to tear up the long northern supply line to Chat-
tanooga and Nashville. Sherman refused to take the bait,
and eventually decided on the famous March to the Sea to
Savannah.

Charles M. Dobbs
See also: American Civil War; Hood, John Bell; Johnston, Joseph
Eggleston; Sherman, William Tecumseh
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Atomic Bomb, Development of

The most expensive and complicated weapon development
through 1945. The development of the atomic bomb spans
several decades and extends across continents, starting in
the late nineteenth century with a series of scientific discov-
eries, later followed by several political developments. The
initial, scientific phase took place in Europe, primarily in
Great Britain and Germany. The discovery by physicist J. J.
Thompson of the electron, a subatomic particle with a nega-
tive charge, began the process. Based on this discovery,
James Rutherford conceived of the atom as a sphere of a pos-
itive charge, with an equal amount of electrons scattered
throughout to balance it. This allowed him in 1919 to create
oxygen from nitrogen by shifting the number of electrons,
then to speculate about the existence of the neutron the fol-
lowing year. The existence of the neutron was confirmed in
1932. A year later, Hungarian-born physicist Leo Szilard re-
alized that if an element could be forced to emit two neu-
trons when it swallowed one (instead of a simple exchange
with another element), then fission might occur. This idea
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became the subject of a classified British patent in 1935.
Other investigative strands included the discovery of artifi-
cial radioactivity by French and Italian research teams. In
1938, German scientists discovered that uranium could be
fissioned.

The consequences of such a discovery were obvious: The
huge amount of energy that could be released might lead to
the devising of not only new power sources, but also
weapons. In the United States, awareness of fission had been
the subject of hundreds of articles, but there was only lim-
ited governmental involvement in such matters. Things
changed when on 2 August 1939, Albert Einstein, informed
by Leo Szilard that Nazi Germany had banned all exports of
uranium, sent a letter to President Roosevelt warning him of
the potential dangers a uranium-based bomb could pose. In
light of the German threat, Einstein and Szilard asked the
American leader to order the development of a counter-
project.

The race to build the bomb thus became a contest be-
tween the United States and Nazi Germany, though neither
nation was yet at war with the other. In Germany, the project
was spearheaded by Werner Heisenberg, but the structure
of Nazi bureaucracy and the budgetary appropriation
process emphasized the need for weapons that could be de-
veloped quickly under war conditions. Thus, despite a clear
interest in some circles, budgetary restrictions combined
with certain theoretical mistakes slowed the German bomb
effort. (Oddly, the German nuclear effort seemed to have
centered around the need for a new method of electrical
generation.)

The United States and the United Kingdom knew noth-
ing of the slowed German pace. Consequently, committees
were set up to study the feasibility of a bomb. The British
MAUD committee (a code name later transformed into the
acronym for Military Application of Uranium Detonation)
concluded in 1941 that a uranium-based bomb was feasible.
Meanwhile, in the United States Vannevar Bush, President
Roosevelt’s science adviser, led the Office of Scientific Re-
search and Development (OSRD) until 1942 for the same
purpose. He enlisted the assistance of several other high-
level scientists, including Arthur Conant, future president of
Harvard. The U.S. effort gained momentum when a copy of
the MAUD report was obtained in 1942. That year, General
Leslie R. Groves was appointed head of the Manhattan Engi-
neer District (MED), later known as the Manhattan Project.
In parallel, Arthur Compton oversaw the plutonium pro-
gram, which, it was discovered, could have an even greater
yield than uranium 235. In December, working in Chicago,
scientist Enrico Fermi was to produce the first self-sustain-
ing chain reaction.

The following year saw several developments at the polit-
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ical and military levels. President Roosevelt and British
prime minister Winston Churchill agreed on atomic policy
that included the transfer of some 35 British scientists to the
United States to work on the atom bomb project. Leslie
Groves established the Oak Ridge National Laboratory in
Tennessee, where the manufacture of the fissile matter be-
gan. Throughout 1943 and 1944, several procedures were
tested for proper design and implementation of a chain re-
action, including the firing of a portion of uranium into an-
other (later implemented on the “Little Boy” A-bomb
dropped on Hiroshima) and the implosion concept for plu-
tonium (used in “Fat Man,” dropped on Nagasaki). The first
test, however, was carried out in the New Mexico desert on
16 July 1945: The Trinity test was a success, and cleared the
way for implementation of the atomic bomb operation.
President Truman, who had been informed of the Man-
hattan Project’s existence 13 days after taking office in April
1945, had a special Interim Committee formed on 9 May
1945 to advise him on the use of this weaponry. On 25 July,
the president directed General Carl Spaatz to have the spe-
cially trained 509th Composite Group, flying modified B-29
bombers, deliver its first bomb on or after August 3. On 6
and 9 August, B-29s Enola Gay and Bok’s Car dropped
bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, respectively. The death
toll exceeded 100,000 at the first target, while over 70,000
people died in the second bombing.
Guillaume de Syon

See also: World War II
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Attila the Hun (4062-453)

King of the Huns, invader of Europe with Germanic allies. At
first ruled jointly with his elder brother Bleda, whom he
murdered in 445. The brothers were quite unlike and had al-
ways detested each other. Attila, however nefarious, had the
attributes of greatness, whereas Bleda’s principal occupa-
tion, so says Priscus of Panium, a contemporary Greek
writer, was laughing at his court buffoon, a grotesque Moor-
ish dwarf. The brothers were members of a dynastic lineage
that had united previously separated Hunnic groups around

itself, together with many subject peoples (the majority Ger-
manic) to create a substantial empire in central Europe,
mostly north of the Danube. It is important to note here that
Hunnic society was now much more sedentary than when
described by Roman historian Ammianus Marcellinus sev-
eral generations before, when the Huns avoided all perma-
nent housing scrupulously.

Roman ambassadors, Priscus among their number, who
tried to negotiate with Attila noted that even when gold was
freely available the king himself still wore plain clothes, ate
off wooden plates, and never touched bread. The ambassa-
dors found Attila sullen, capricious, and arrogant, but as he
was confronted with treachery on all sides, this moodiness is
hardly surprising.

Under Attila’s rule the Hunnic empire occupied an im-
pressive area. In the north it extended to the Baltic, where, ac-
cording to Priscus, “he ruled all the islands”” It did not quite
stretch to the Rhine, for the Franks and Burgundians lay in
between, but Attila was said to rule “all Scythia” He delighted
in war, but after he had ascended the throne, his head, rather
than his arm, had achieved the conquests toward the north.
During this period the Romans had successfully bought off
their formidable neighbors, but now injudiciously allowed
their payments of tribute to fall in arrears.

In 441 and 443, Attila invaded the Balkan provinces of
the eastern empire, defeating the Roman armies with de-
plorable ease. In 447, favored by recent earthquakes that had
devastated Asia Minor, he marched on Constantinople itself.
The walls had suffered severe damage. Fortunately for the
eastern empire, the fortifications were repaired and
strengthened just before the arrival of the Huns. Attila
turned aside and drove south into Greece, and was only
checked at Thermopylai.

His next campaign was that of 451, when he turned west
and invaded Gaul; he was defeated at Chalons by Roman and
allied forces under Aétius. In the spring of the following
year, he invaded Italy, sacking several northern Italian cities
(Aquileia at the tip of the Adriatic was utterly destroyed),
and was compelled to withdraw, short of Ravenna, only by a
combination of famine and pestilence. He clearly intended
to invade east again in 453, but died unexpectedly during
the night after his marriage to a young girl called Ildico.

Attila was a charismatic and powerful figure who
demonstrated considerable ability as a general, but his suc-
cesses were limited. He could lay waste with fire and sword
the Thracian and Illyrian provinces, but he could not pene-
trate further into the empire. His campaigns were thus pur-
sued in support of a diplomatic policy whose main aim
seems to have been the extraction of vast sums of gold as
blackmail. In 443, when Roman armies had failed to stem
his advance, Attila’s terms had had to be accepted. They
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called for the immediate payment of 6,000 pounds of gold
and future annual payments of 2,100 pounds of gold each.
On Attila’s death, his realm was divided between his sons,
but his Hunnic empire soon fell to pieces. The subject Ger-
man peoples rebelled and defeated their overlords. The
Huns broke up into small hordes and never regained the
unity that had made them a serious menace to the Roman
Empire, although they continued to be recognizable compo-
nents of other steppe states into the sixth century and line-
ages continued to be traced back to the glory days of empire.
Nic Fields
See also: Aétius, Flavius; Chalons, Battle of; Huns
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Aurangzeb (1618-1707)
Aurangzeb, the third son of Shah Jahan and Mumtaz Mahal,
was the emperor of Mogul India between 1658 and 1707. He
was an experienced military commander and administrator,
and prior to his ascension to the throne had served on im-
portant appointments as the governor of the Mogul Deccan
for eight years, as governor of Gujarat for three years, and as
the commander of the Mogul armies for the Central Asian
invasions of Balkh and the first two sieges of Kandahar Fort.
He rose to power through a dramatic civil war, wherein he
imprisoned his father and sentenced his brothers, son, and
nephew to death. His rule provided his European portrait
through the publication of Bernier’s Travels in 1670.
Following tradition, Aurangzeb retained Shahjahanabad
Delhi as his capital for the first 20 years of his reign. In this
period, he was also preoccupied with safeguarding the
northwestern frontiers of the empire against the attacks of
the Persians and Central Asian Turks. Meanwhile, deep
within the Mogul territories, the Maratha chief Sivaji twice
plundered the great imperial port at Surat in 1664 and 1670,
with little resistance. When reconciliation and agreement
with such factions failed, Aurangzeb decided to completely
change his approach. In the next decade, the grand encamp-
ment or tent city became the movable capital of the empire
for Aurangzeb. The emperor campaigned actively in parts of
Rajasthan and the Deccan. He added the word Alamgir
(world-seizer) to his titles, and dedicated himself to foster-

ing a more conservative Islamic regime (versus the more lib-
eral approach of his forefathers) and to an aggressive expan-
sion of the empire’s frontiers. The Hindus and the Marathas
were no longer colleagues, but subordinates, and like several
other southern Muslim kingdoms, were marked for annexa-
tion rather than containment.

Following this policy, Aurangzeb conquered the Deccan
kingdoms of Bijapur and Golconda in 1686-1687. Also, he
made efforts to quell the Maratha war, which included the
capture and execution of Sivaji’s son Sambhaji. Though the
Maratha kingdom was broken up following these events, the
guerrilla tactics of the Marathas had now spread throughout
south India. The last years of Aurangzeb and his weary
armies were therefore spent in laborious and fruitless sieges
of countless forts in Maratha hill country.

Manu P. Sobti
See also: Mogul-Persian Wars
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Aurelian, Lucius Domitus (214-275)

Coarse but successful Roman emperor who expelled barbar-
ians, subdued rebellious provinces, and reunited the empire.
Aurelian is believed to have been born at Moesia, in the
northern Balkans, around 214. Attracted to a military life, he
joined the Roman army and rose through the ranks by
virtue of skill, bravery, and single-minded determination.
He served as a high-ranking cavalry officer under the em-
peror Claudius II (Gothicus) and distinguished himself in
several victories over the Goths. When Claudius died of the
plague in 270, Aurelian was elevated to the purple by his
troops. He then disposed of several minor contenders before
hastily transferring forces to Italy and fending off large in-
cursions by the Juthungi and Alamanni. Having routed the
invaders, Aurelian fortified Rome by erecting the famous
walls around that city. By now his ruthless nature and relent-
less emphasis on military discipline had given rise to the
nickname Manu ad ferrum (“Hand on hilt”).

Aurelian’s greatest challenge came in 272, when various
eastern provinces of the empire declared their support for
the celebrated Queen Zenobia of Palmyra. Accordingly, that
year he assembled a large army in Asia Minor, and marched



south against the usurpers. He quickly vanquished Zenobia’s
dreaded heavy cavalry in two battles and besieged the capi-
tal of Palmyra. The Romans subsequently captured the
queen, but Aurelian spared her along with the city. The fol-
lowing year, after successfully defeating the Goths and Carpi
along the Danube, the emperor was incensed that Palmyra
had revolted and had slaughtered the Roman garrison in-
stalled there. He then executed a well-conducted foray that
surprised the defenders, captured Palmyra, and mercilessly
razed it.

With affairs of the eastern empire secure, Aurelian
turned his attention to the province of Gaul, which had
been in revolt for over a decade. He easily defeated troops of
the Gallic Empire at Chalons in 274, and spared the life of
Tetricus, their leader. Tetricus and Zenobia were subse-
quently brought to Rome and featured in a magnificent tri-
umph. Both were allowed to live out their lives in relative
luxury. With the empire restored and a host of enemies van-
quished, the senate and people of Rome hailed their burly
peasant-emperor as Restitutor Orbis (Restorer of the
World). He is regarded as the most successful of the Bar-
racks emperors.

Determined to restabilize social conditions, Aurelian also
displayed considerable skill as an administrator. He canceled
debts, pardoned political crimes, openly distributed bread to
the poor, and overhauled the currency. One of his last mili-
tary acts was preparing a final, military showdown against
the Persian Empire. En route to his destination, Aurelian was
assassinated near Byzantium by his own officers in 275.

John C. Fredriksen

See also: Roman Army
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Austerlitz, Battle of
(Moravia, 2 December 1805)

Decisive victory by Napoleon over the Austro-Russian
armies. After Napoleon had defeated Karl Mack at Ulm (20
October 1805), Czar Alexander I and Emperor Francis IT de-
cided to renew the attack. Napoleon’s forces, numbering
73,000, were grouped around Briinn.

On 27 November the 86,000 allied troops, mostly Rus-
sian, moved toward Briinn, hoping to turn Napoleon’s right
flank, cut him off from Vienna, and drive him against the
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Bohemian mountains, despite allied commander Mikhail
Kutusov’s objections.

Almost throughout the entire battle, the initiative was
wholly Napoleon’s. The allied army disintegrated, suffering
some 16,000-25,000 casualties. French losses numbered
around 9,000. An armistice on 3 December between France
and Austria led to the Peace of Pressburg (26 December),
ending the Third Coalition.

Austerlitz was one of Napoleon’s most extensively
planned battles, reflecting the peak of his tactical skill. It was
an excellent example of flexibility and meeting the unex-
pected, and it was perhaps his greatest tactical victory.

James K. Kieswetter
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Australian Military

Australian troops at the opening of the twentieth century
were heavily committed in the Boer War in South Africa; at
the century’s close they were heavily engaged in peace keep-
ing in East Timor. It is a reflection of both the near-continu-
ous overseas service and the changing emphasis of Aus-
tralian army operations between the beginning of the
twentieth century and its end.

When Australia federated as a nation in 1901, troops
from the individual Australian colonies were already fight-
ing in the Boer War in aid of Britain. The new federal gov-
ernment lost little time in raising an Australian Common-
wealth Horse unit, eventually 4,000 strong, and dispatching
it to South Africa in February 1902.

At federation, the army was 28,836 strong: composed of
1,500 permanent soldiers, 16,000 militia, and 11,200 volun-
teers. Britain had demanded that 9,000 troops be available
for overseas imperial service, and Australia complied, but
stipulated that Australian troops be always under Australian
control, and that they only be committed overseas at Aus-
tralian government discretion. These conditions were influ-
enced by executions of Australians by the British army dur-
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ing the Boer War, which caused such resentment that Aus-
tralians in the military have never again been subject to cap-
ital punishment or generally subjected to non-Australian
military discipline.

A perceived threat to Australia from Japanese and Ger-
man naval expansion saw compulsory military training in-
troduced for all Australian men in 1907. Australia was the
first English-speaking nation to do so by law. All boys be-
tween 12 and 18 years were required to drill, and then subse-
quently complete two years of formal military training. In
1910 the military training age was extended to 26 years. By
1913 Australia had nearly 90,000 trained soldiers, 56,000
school-age cadets, and 48,000 army-sponsored Rifle Club
members under arms. In 1911 the Royal Military College
was established at Duntroon.

When Britain declared war on Germany on 4 August
1914, Australia responded with a promise to assist Britain to
“the last man and last shilling” However, the Defence Act did
not allow the army to engage in overseas service, so a new
expeditionary army, the Australian Imperial Force (AIF),
had to be created from volunteers. This force eventually
amounted to five divisions on the western front in 1919.
Australians fought with distinction at Gallipoli in 1915, the
tragic battles of the Somme in 1916, and Ypres in 1917; en-
gaged successfully in the last great cavalry charge in history
at Beersheba in Palestine in 1917; and were instrumental in
the decisive final assaults against the Hindenberg Line in
late 1918. Ultimately 330,000 Australians served overseas
during World War I (nearly 7 percent of Australia’s total pop-
ulation), and of these 59,000 lost their lives and 152,000
were wounded. All had been volunteers, as the Australian
people had twice rejected conscription during the course of
the war. Many Australian veterans felt that the lives of their
comrades had been squandered by incompetent British
commanders, who tended to use the Australians as shock
troops, and there was considerable rancor between the Aus-
tralians and the British (“pommies”) well before the end of
the war.

The interwar years saw the Australian army languish be-
cause of Britain’s policy of Asian defense from a strong Sin-
gapore naval base. Compulsory training was discontinued in
1929, and army strength fell to fewer than 28,000 men. Until
World War II began, all equipment in use was World War I
surplus.

Australia declared war on Germany on 3 September
1939, formed the Second AIF, and then dispatched the 6th
Infantry Division to the Middle East, where it participated in
the Libyan campaign against Italian forces in early 1940. It
then fought in both Greece and Crete, suffering heavy losses
of men and equipment. In 1941 the newly arrived 9th Aus-
tralian Division comprised the main force in the successful

defense of Tobruk, while the 7th Division invaded Syria to
prevent its coming under German control.

Japanese threats to Southeast Asia necessitated the newly
formed 8th Infantry Division being posted to Malaya, while
the still-equipping 1st Armoured Division remained in Aus-
tralia. The rapid southward advance of the Japanese caused
great concern and the 6th and 7th Divisions were recalled to
Australia. En route, Churchill tried every pressure to have
them diverted to Burma, but the Australian government re-
fused. In 1942 the 8th Division went into captivity with the
fall of Singapore, while the 9th Division remained in the Mid-
dle East and figured prominently in the El Alamein battles.

The Malaya-Singapore-Burma British-led military fias-
cos and the disastrous Japanese bombing of the northern
town of Darwin led to a profound reorientation of Australian
policy in the midst of war, from Great Britain to the United
States. Australians noted that while the British fell apart be-
fore the Japanese, the Americans at least went down fighting
in the Philippines. For a while, General Douglas MacArthur
was about as popular in Australia as he was in the United
States. Further, the vast military power of the United States
military was obvious to all Australians by 1943, even though
the Pacific was a secondary theater so far as Washington was
concerned.

The Japanese advance in New Guinea over the Kokoda
Track in 1942 was countered by brigade-level actions of
militia units, until the 7th Division was dispatched in mid-
1942. By 1943 five further divisions were in action in the
Southwest Pacific theater, and operations in the Solomons,
New Guinea, and New Britain culminated in large-scale am-
phibious landings on Borneo in the final months of the war.
Australia pushed hard politically for an army corps to par-
ticipate in the planned landings on the Japanese homeland,
an event eventually made unnecessary by the atomic bomb
attacks. Total Australian army casualties during World War
IT were 219,500, including 20,000 POWs.

At the end of World War II the Australian government set
target establishments for the postwar army, but they were
not met, and by 1949 strength was only 15,000 regulars and
23,000 reserves, reflecting on Australia being initially only
able to contribute a single battalion to UN forces at the
outbreak of the Korean War. In October 1951, under U.S.
pressure, this combat commitment was increased to two
battalions and subsequent Australian command of the Com-
monwealth Force. Commonwealth forces were rated by the
UN Command as among the best troops in Korea. At the
same time, conscription was introduced—but then allowed
to lapse after the end of the Korean commitment.

A policy of forward defense in Southeast Asia led to com-
mitment of Australian troops to Vietnam in 1962, first as ad-
visers and then as combatants with the arrival of the Royal



Australian Regiment (RAR) in mid-1965. Participation
peaked during 1968 and 1969 at three logistically self-sup-
porting infantry battalions with armor support, which suc-
ceeded in repressing most Vietcong activity in Phoc Tuy
province during the period. Australian combat troops had
also been continuously committed alongside British forces
in Malaya and Borneo since 1955 fighting Indonesian insur-
gency, and conscription had to be reintroduced to meet the
added Vietnam commitment. Australian forces were eventu-
ally withdrawn from Vietnam in 1972 and conscription
ended once again.

Since 1947 the Australian army has participated in 44
peacekeeping operations globally, and in 2000 deployed a
substantial force to the former Indonesian province of East
Timor during its transition to an independent nation.

Michael Hyde
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Austrian Civil Wars (1934)

The authoritarian Austrian government’s suppression of
both a socialist and a national socialist (Nazi) uprising. One
month after Hitler’s seizure of power in Germany, the Chris-
tian Conservative government of Chancellor Engelbert Doll-
fuf dissolved on 4 March 1933. Weak in the interior, Dollfuf§
gave in to Mussolini’s pressure to establish a pure authori-
tarian regime. Right-wing Socialists such as Karl Renner
tried to avoid a clash with the government, while the left
wing prepared for resistance. After dissolution of the social-
ist paramilitary organization Schutzbund (31 March 1933),
semifascist formations within the government bloc tried to
complete disarmament of their opponents and to provoke
them. After an incident at Linz, fighting spread immediately
to the industrialized areas of eastern Austria. Government
forces dispatched about 100,000 soldiers against (in theory)
40,000 poorly armed Schutzbund members. The latter
hardly stood a chance. Socialist appeals for a general strike
as well as for the full mobilization of the Schutzbund failed
totally. Police and army forces encircled their opponents in

Austrian Succession, War of the 77

workers’ districts, and artillery fire even on civilian targets
broke the last resistance on 15 February. Government forces
suffered 42 dead and 123 wounded. More than 100 civilians
were killed. Schutzbund casualties are estimated at more
than 1,000. The Socialist party and trade unions were out-
lawed, their leaders imprisoned or driven into exile. Nine
Schutzbund fighters were sentenced to death and executed.
“February 1934” was a government-provoked action to com-
plete the abolition of democracy.

Now it was the turn of the Austrian Nazis. Backed by their
German comrades, they organized a coup d’état after vari-
ous methods to abolish the Dollfuf§ regime, the main obsta-
cle to the intended Anschluf3 to Germany, had failed.

On 25 July Viennese SS squads stormed the chancellery.
Dollfufy was wounded and died. His death was the only suc-
cess enjoyed by the badly organized rioters; not even all Nazi
units participated. The army—contrary to the Nazis’ calcu-
lations—stayed loyal to the government. In the capital, army
and police regained control quickly. Fighting outside Vienna,
different from events in February, concentrated on rural ar-
eas, especially in Styria and Carinthia, and lasted up to 27
July. Left without support—Italian troops at the border pre-
vented German intervention—the Nazis struggle was hope-
less. This new civil war left 269 dead; 13 rioters were exe-
cuted. German and Austrian Nazis had to change their
tactics completely but time and the dividing of Austrians af-
ter two civil wars worked in the Nazis’ favor when An-
schlul—union with Germany—came in 1938 without re-
sistance.

Martin Moll
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Austrian Succession, War of the (1740-1748)
A conflict that saw the emergence of Prussia as a great power.
The War of the Austrian Succession was a series of smaller
wars in the Habsburg-Bourbon feud and the first struggle
for German hegemony between Austria and Prussia.
Charles VI, Holy Roman Emperor, was determined to
avoid the same fate that had befallen the Spanish Habsburgs
in 1700. His daughter and heiress, Maria Theresa, was dis-
qualified from election as Holy Roman Emperor, but she
could inherit the Habsburg lands in Austria, Bohemia, Sile-
sia, and Hungary.
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Charles drew up an agreement, the Pragmatic Sanction,
and sought acceptance from the states of Europe for this so-
lution. Most states agreed, but Bavaria and Saxony refused.
When Charles died in October 1740, the German states be-
gan plotting with Austria’s rival, France, on how to take ad-
vantage of the situation.

Frederick II, the new Prussian king, was an ambitious
young man with a full treasury and a well-trained army. He
coveted the resource-rich Austrian province of Silesia. On 16
December, Frederick invaded, completing his conquest in six
weeks.

Austria also faced threats to its Italian territories from
Spain and in southern Germany from France and the Ger-
man states, but was saved thanks to Maria Theresa’s courage
and Frederick’s pragmatism. The queen, her children in her
arms, made a dramatic appearance before the assembly of
Hungarian noblemen, winning their support. Frederick, sat-
isfied in his ambition, agreed to peace with Austria. This left
the Austrian armies free to tackle the French and Spanish
threats.

By mid-1742, Great Britain, already at war with Spain
over trade and colonial affairs, decided to play a more active
role on the Continent. A combined British-Hanoverian-Aus-
trian army defeated the French at Dettingen in June 1743
(the last battle in which a British monarch, George II, per-
sonally took part). The war might have ended at this point as
Prussia was sated, Austria had secured the rest of its territo-
ries, and France was disillusioned by its German allies and
war-weary.

The balance of power was upset in September 1743 when
Sardinia joined the Anglo-Habsburg coalition. A Franco-
Spanish expedition was sent to crush Sardinia, while France
agreed to join Spain in its war against Britain. The French
war effort concentrated on the Netherlands and northern
Italy. The war in the Netherlands was successful, but the Ital-
ian campaign was marred by disagreements with the Span-
ish over objectives and protocol.

Supporters of Charles Stuart (Bonnie Prince Charlie)
launched a rebellion in Scotland, but were defeated at Cullo-
den (the last battle on British soil). The British also gained
the French fortress of Louisbourg on Cape Breton Island,
and captured New England militia.

The Treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle, which officially ended the
war, settled nothing. Aside from the recognition of Prussia’s
conquest of Silesia, all else was returned to prewar status.
The treaty was a truce, postponing the resumption of the
Anglo-French and Austro-Prussian wars.

David H. Olivier
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Austro-Swiss Wars (1315-1499)

Wars for Swiss independence and consolidation. The Aus-
tro-Swiss conflict, lasting nearly 200 years, resulted in the
formation of the Swiss Confederation and eventual inde-
pendence from Habsburg feudal rule. During this period,
the Swiss fought against Habsburg Austria, imperial German
cities, and Burgundy.

In 1273, Rudolf I, the Habsburg Holy Roman Emperor, at-
tempted to reassert his family’s authority over the cantons of
Uri and Schwyz. Both regions had received letters of charter
from the previous emperor, Frederick II.

In 1291, Uri and Schwyz were joined by the Canton of Un-
terwalden to form the Swiss Confederation. They pledged
themselves as a military alliance to defend their charters
within the empire, but to resist Habsburg rule.

In November 1315, Duke Leopold of Austria led an expe-
dition to assert Habsburg authority. The Swiss of Uri and
Schwyz fielded a small force of peasants armed mostly with
halberds. These men occupied a defensive position at Mor-
garten. They had picked their place well: The Austrian army
had to file along a narrow road, which the Swiss blocked. On
the Austrian left was a steep slope, on their right the freezing
waters of Lake Egeri.

Duke Leopold made no attempt to scout the defile ahead,
and his mounted troops rode forward confidently. Without
warning, Swiss soldiers swept down from the hills, swinging
their terrible pole-arms. The mounted knights, hemmed in
by their own numbers, could face certain death in the lake or
an ugly yet just as certain death against the halberd.
Leopold’s army disintegrated and the Habsburgs grudgingly
let the Swiss manage their own affairs.

Swiss expansion during the fourteenth and fifteenth cen-
turies took the form of accepting new members into the
Confederation. The Canton of Bern entered into a military
agreement with the forest cantons of the Confederation.
Bern’s expansion brought it into conflict with its Burgundian
neighbors, who launched a punitive expedition in 1339. At
the Battle of Laupen, the Bernese, aided by other Swiss al-
lies, won a decisive victory over mounted knights.



In 1386, the Swiss, confident in their fighting abilities,
provoked a renewal of hostilities with the Habsburgs. The
Battles of Sempach (1386) and Nafels (1388) broke the Habs-
burg effort to bring the Swiss back under imperial dynastic
control. In fact, the growing Confederation secured a series of
treaties in 1389, 1394, and 1412. This last treaty established
peace between the Swiss and the Habsburgs for 50 years.

During this period of peace in the east, the Swiss became
more embroiled in military adventures in Italy and Bur-
gundy. They established their reputation for cohesion, ag-
gressiveness, and disregard for death. Battles such as those
at Arbedo (1422) and St. Jacob en Birs (1444) made the
Swiss masters of the field against the traditional means of
chivalric combat.

The Habsburgs could endure the situation no longer, and
in 1469 Sigismund, duke of Austria, mortgaged the province
of Alsace to Charles the Bold of Burgundy for 50,000
guilders. Sigismund hoped to fight his war against the Swiss
by proxy. Unfortunately for Sigismund, Charles took advan-
tage of his new obsession to expand northward toward the
Netherlands. Sigismund backtracked and formed a league
with the Swiss and the French to fight Burgundy. Once the
Swiss marched into the theater along the Rhine, both Austria
and France left the war.

The Swiss faced the full power of Burgundy, one of the
strongest states in Europe at that time. Charles possessed a
number of cannon, and he had in his army large contingents
of men-at-arms and crossbowmen. Despite these advan-
tages, Charles (also called “The Rash”) possessed little tacti-
cal skill or strategic sense. He lost three battles, Granson
(1476), Murten (1476), and Nancy (1477). At Nancy, Charles
fell mortally wounded into a frozen trench, a halberd gash
splitting his head from temple to cheek.

After Nancy, the Habsburgs acquired Burgundy by mar-
riage, but they never succeeded in reestablishing their au-
thority over the cantons. In 1499 the Habsburgs made one
last attempt, at the Battle of Frastenz. The Swiss prevailed
because Maximilian of Austria failed to adequately guard a
cliff that flanked his line. The Swiss charged up this cliffside
and won their last desperate battle for independence.

The Treaty of Basel concluded nearly 200 years of con-
flict, and it ended in fact, as well as in theory, Habsburg
hegemony over the Swiss. The Swiss had achieved their in-
dependence.

Bryan R. Gibby
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Austro-Turk Wars (1529-1739)

No fewer than eight wars fought between the Austrian and
Ottoman Turkish Empires, 1529-1739. The Turks sought to
expand into Europe proper and the Austrians stood in the
way, while harboring expansionist dreams of their own.

The war of 1529-1533 was a direct result of the Ottoman
defeat of Hungary in the Hungarian-Turk War of 1521-
1526. The Hungarian king John Zapolya, now a subject of
the Turk sultan Siileyman the Magnificent, requested help
against the Austrians. The sultan took more than four
months to move his huge army from Constantinople to Vi-
enna, allowing the Archduke Ferdinand time to build his de-
fenses. The unsuccessful siege lasted from 27 September to
14 October 1529. The sultan tried again in 1532 but a
monthlong siege at the Austrian fortress of Guns failed. A
truce was called because of the Turk-Persian Wars of 1526
1555 but this agreement did not stop the Turkish army from
pillaging and plundering.

The sultan Siileyman, reacting to the attack by 24,000
Austrian and Bohemian troops on the Turk fort at Essek in
1537, renewed the war of 1537-1547. In 1543, issues of suc-
cession for the Hungarian throne led to a well-planned Turk-
ish expedition that left Belgrade and captured the large forts
of Stuhlweissenberg and Grau, then occupied Croatia as well
as Buda and Pest, the capitals of Hungary. In 1545 Ferdinand
offered a truce and an annual tribute of 30,000 ducats for
Austrian Hungary. Again, the Turk-Persian Wars of 1526-
1555 played a role in this 1547 truce being signed at Adri-
anople.

The war of 1551-1553 involved Austrian and Turk dis-
putes over Transylvania. Ferdinand besieged its capital,
Lippa, in 1551 while an Ottoman army captured three
fortresses in the nearby Temsvar region, soon made into a
new Turkish province. However, the Turks failed to take the
fortress at Erlau (Eger), and the army was recalled for the
Turk-Persian war, yet again! An armistice restarted the 1547
truce of Adrianople.

The war of 1566 saw Siileyman repulsed at Malta in 1565
by the Knights Hospitallers. The sultan, near the end of his
life, sought one vindicating victory over the Austrians and
their new emperor, Maximillian II. A Turkish army of several
hundred thousand crushed the Croatian fortress town of
Szigetvar but the sultan died of natural causes during the
battle. And some 3,000 Turks were blown up when timed
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powder bombs exploded as they breached the last defenses.
The Turkish army returned with the body of Siileyman to
Constantinople, effectively ending the war.

The “Long War” of 1591-1606 began with the defeat of
the Bosnian Ottomans by Croatians at Sissek in 1593. The
Porte (Ottoman government) suffered its worst losses
against Vienna in the longest war between the two. The
Porte lost much of Hungary, Romania, Moldavia, Walachia,
and Transylvania both on the field and through defection to
Vienna. Attacks by Dnieper Cossacks and losses of Eszter-
gom and Giurgiu forced the sultan Muhammed IIT to take
the field with the Prophet’s standard and rally his retreating
infantry for an unlikely victory at Mezokersztes. Here 30,000
Germans and Hungarians died. Fortress and siege warfare
became the norm, with the Austrians taking Raab but not
Buda in 1598 and the Turks failing to take Varazdin and Pest
in 1599 and 1603. The Turks regained lost territory in al-
liance with the Transylvanian prince Stephen Bocksay, and
the fluctuating Long War ended in the Treaty of Zsitva-
Torok of 1606, with the Austrians as clear winners over the
Porte, now busy with yet another Turk-Persian war, 1603
1612.

The war of 1663-1664 stemmed from the success of the
Turks in the Transylvanian-Turk War of 1657-1662. The
Turks, led by Grand Vizier Fazil Pasha, were now seen as lib-
erators by Wallachian and Romanian Christians against the
Habsburg Austrian reformation and the Thirty Years’ War in
Europe. Buda was captured in 1663, as was Neuhasel, a great
victory for the Turks. After winter in Belgrade, the Turkish-
led forces captured forts on the road to Vienna, forcing the
Austrian Holy Roman Emperor Leopold I to start peace
talks. Unfortunately for the Turks, during the final battle at
the Raab River on 1 August 1664, flooding allowed only half
of their army to cross the river,and that half was defeated by
the Austrian cavalry under Montecuccoli. The Treaty of Vas-
var, a 20-year truce, was signed afterwards.

The war of 1683-1699 began with renewed hopes by the
Turks that the tide had turned against the Austrians. Some
70,000 Austrian and Polish troops under King Jan III So-
bieski repulsed 138,000 Turks led by Kara Mustapha Pasha.
This last invasion of Austria and siege of Vienna was a disas-
ter for the Turks. Pope Innocent XI started a crusading Holy
League in 1686, composed of the Holy Roman Empire,
Venice, Poland, and Moscow, to combat the Turks. Buda was
taken from the Turks in 1686, as was Transylvania in 1687.
The sultan Stileyman II sent a Turk army that captured Ser-
bia and Belgrade in 1690. Turk forces invaded Transylvania
in 1691, but were decisively defeated. Austria became in-
volved with France in the War of the Grand Alliance, and a
fixed border between the Turks and Austrians remained sta-
ble for five years. In 1697, a large Ottoman Turk army left

Belgrade to invade Hungary and was met by the imperial
army under Prince Eugene of Savoy. The Turks suffered a
crushing defeat on 11 September 1697, at the Battle of Zenta.
The war ended with the Treaty of Karlowits in 1699, as the
Turks were now occupied with the Russo-Turk War of
1695-1700 and the Venetian-Turkish War of 1685-1699.
The war of 1716-1718 began with 60,000 troops under
Eugene Savoy decisively defeating the Turks at the Battle of
Peterwardein on the Danube River, on 5 August 1716. The
Turks lost 6,000 men, 100 artillery pieces, and their grand
vizier. Eugene then besieged Belgrade, the strongest city of
the Turks in the Balkans. A large Turkish relief force was ini-
tially victorious, but was finally routed by Eugene’s cavalry
charge, forcing the surrender of Belgrade. The Austrian
forces then marched on Constantinople, and with most of
the Balkans lost, the Sublime Porte sued for peace in 1718.
Christopher Howell
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Avars

Central Asian nomads threatening Byzantium and Western
Europe. The Avars were obscure before their emissaries first
appeared in Constantinople in 558. Three years later, having
absorbed Hun and other fragmented steppe groups long
present in eastern Europe, they moved from the Ukraine
into the Byzantine Balkans, from which they freely raided
west and east, ultimately settling in the strategically located
Hungarian plains. Adept horsemen and fierce warriors, they
probably introduced iron stirrups to the West, giving their
horsemen a considerable advantage, and carried swords,
bows, and long lances. Enlisting conquered or vassal Slavic
peoples to enlarge their forces, the Avars created a formida-
ble army, capable of occupying lands and taking cities.

In 582, Avar chieftain Baian crossed the Danube in force,
taking the city of Sirmium and menacing Thessalonica in
586. The Byzantine emperor Maurice (r. 582-602) drove the
Avars out of the Balkans in 599, but this success was but a
pause. In 611, when the Persian Empire launched a massive
invasion of Byzantine Asia, the opportunistic Avars poured
southward, reoccupying the Balkans and again besieging
Thessalonica. Byzantium was embattled on two sides.

In 625, the Byzantines’ worst terror came true when the
Sassanid shah made an alliance with the Avars. The follow-



ing year the two allies marched on Constantinople. For
months, their forces encircled the Byzantine capital, but city
defenses remained impregnable. Finally, abandoned by the
Persians and exhausted by horrendous casualties, Avar
forces disintegrated. Their army in ruins, the Avar state in
the southern Balkans evaporated as embittered Slavs re-
volted or embraced Byzantine patronage. After 635, refer-
ences to the Avars in Byzantine sources dwindle, but they re-
mained an important enemy of the Franks, until their very
rich state in Hungary was totally crushed by Charlemagne at
the end of the eighth century. Surviving Avars were appar-
ently absolved by local Slavs, Bulgarians, and Magyars.
Weston E Cook Jr.
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‘Ayn Jalut, Battle of (1260)
The battle ended Mongol expansion in the west.

Under Khan Mongke (r. 1251-1259), Mongol armies led
by his younger brother Hiile’i (d. 1265) reconquered Iran
and advanced beyond, culminating in the capture of Bagh-
dad in 1258. This brought the Mongols into close contact not
only with the crusading world, but also with Mamluk Egypt,
a direct competitor with the Mongols for control of Syria.
The crusaders—Ilured by the image of Priester John, the leg-
end of a powerful Christian king who would come out of
Asia to liberate the Holy Land from the Muslims once and
for all, and well aware that the coming of the Mongols en-
tirely changed political relationships in the Near East—sub-
mitted in some cases, or at least endeavored to enter into ac-
tive negotiations with the conquerors, whose ranks did
include Nestorian Christians. The Mamluks, on the other
hand, potential victims of any Christian-Mongol alliance,
decided to resist.

At this point Khan Mongke died, forcing Hiileii to rede-
ploy his main armies back to Iran to safeguard his power
base and to resist incursions by forces of the antagonistic
Golden Horde. Left behind in Syria, which was overrun by
the Mongols in 1260, was the Nestorian general Kit-buqa
with a small force. It was this force that came into contact
with Mamluk forces led by Qutuz at Ayn Jalut in Galilee on 3
September 1260. Details of the battle are sparse and the
sources are contradictory but the result was total defeat of
the Mongols, their first in the west, and the death of Kit-
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buga. The Mamluks or their allies reoccupied Syria, and al-
though the war to control it went on almost to the end of
Mongol rule in Iran, the Mongols were never again as strong
a position in the extreme west as they were in 1260.
Paul D. Buell
See also: Mongol Empire
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Aztecs

Warlike tribe situated in Mexico, also known as Tenocha or
Mexica. The Tenochas were Nahuatl speakers, descended
from northern wandering barbarian peoples given to skin-
ning their sacrificial victims. Entering the Valley of Mexico in
c. 1168, they became a formidable military power with great
talent for engineering. Eventually they developed a large is-
land at the marshy western end of Lake Texcoco by attaching
chinampas, floating mud rafts of soil, to one another. These
eventually took root, and from c. 1325, they built their city of
Tenochtitlan (City of the Tenochas), dominated by temples
and other structures, with several causeways connecting it to
the mainland. Over two centuries, their control was extended
over a substantial territory in central and southern Mexico.
They had small hairless dogs, but no horses, mules, sheep,
goats, or chickens. Their diet, poor in proteins, consisted
principally of corn and beans with some fish and a few birds.
They did have the maguey plant, which provided honey,
sugar, sewing needles, parchment, vinegar, and pulque, a
milky and fiery liquor. Their principal leader, known as Chief
Speaker, presided over a council and a congeries of nobles,
warriors, priests, and ordinary citizens. Ahuizotl, a tyrant
king (r. 1486-1502), had doubled the size of the Aztec do-
main. His successor was Moctezuma Xocoyotzin (born c.
1468, r. 1502-1520), a son of Axayacatl (r. 1469-1486),
Ahuizotl’s predecessor. Moctezuma ruled between 5 and 15
million (estimates vary) Aztecs and client peoples. The
Aztecs were more or less continually at war with their neigh-
bors. Their objective was to secure sacrificial victims for
their gods, principally the sun god and Huitzilopochtli, their
war god. These deities were thought to require frequent offer-
ings of human blood to defeat the powers of darkness. Wars
were often provoked by the arrogance of Aztec emissaries, in-
cluding merchants, or by Aztec demands that their deities be
added to a neighboring state’s panoply of gods. Conquered
tribes were never absorbed into the Aztec state, but remained
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subject peoples. They were expected to provide tribute, men,
and supplies to help conquer other enemies of the Aztecs.
Thus resentment of their Aztec overlords steadily grew. When
wars were not being waged for cause, prearranged xochiyaoy-
otl (flower wars) were conducted with neighboring peoples
so that each might capture sufficient sacrificial victims for
their respective deities. The flayed skins of some prisoners
were worn by priests or captors for ceremonial purposes.
Weapons included bows and arrows, obsidian swords, spears
and spear throwers, stone clubs, and lances. Iron weapons
were unknown in pre-Columbian Mexico. Gourds filled with
angry hornets were sometimes hurled at attackers. Armor
consisted of thick cotton padding, shields of wood, hides, and
sugarcane stalks. Helmets were made of various combina-
tions of wood, animal hides, bone, reeds, feathers, paper, and
cloth. Public education was geared to military necessity. Boys
were taught the use of arms, tactics, and the elements of
strategy. The Aztec nation was divided into four military
quarters, made up of several calpulli (clans). Each quarter
had its own captain-general. Armies, usually of about 8,000
men, were subdivided into corps, divisions, squadrons, and
squads. Several armies, under a tlacatecatcuhti, or principal
commander, would take to the field in wartime. A calpixque
acted in a logistical capacity, supplying arms and food, and
sent messengers to summon soldiers from other towns. He
also counted remaining supplies after a battle. Quachics had
charge of the rear guard in battle, and taught students how to

capture prisoners. There were several elite warrior elements,
notably the Eagle, Arrow, and Jaguar units. Soldiers were not
paid, but received prizes for battle performance. Outstanding
warriors received land grants. Mobilization was swift, and
near Tenochtitlan, could be accomplished within hours.
There was no standing army, because the educational system
and frequent military exercises prepared each man for his
role in wartime. Discipline in battle was strong. Aztec war-
riors produced many council members, judges, governors,
and tax collectors. When 555 Spanish conquistadors under
Hernan Cortez landed at Vera Cruz in 1519, Moctezuma and
others thought he might be Quetzalcoatl (Plumed Serpent),a
semimythical personage, making his promised return. The
Spanish conquest owed much to their initiative, modern
arms, technology, and the horse. Most importantly, many
subject peoples viewed the Spanish as liberators, and actively
supported the Aztecs’ overthrow in 1521.

Keir B. Sterling
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Babur (Bibr), Zahir ud-Din Muhammad
Babur Mirza (1483-1530)

Conqueror of northern India and founder of the Mogul Em-
pire. Babur, or “the Tiger,” was descended from Genghis
Khan (c. 1162-1227) on his mother’s side and from Tamer-
lane (1336-1405) on his father’s. Babur spent his early ca-
reer trying unsuccessfully to conquer the city of Samarkand
in central Asia, controlled by the Uzbeks. Although the city
had been the capital of Tamerlane’s empire, Babur was un-
able to hold it, and, after his third failed siege attempt in
1512, he turned, in frustration, to India. Beginning in 1519,
Babur led a series of raids into northern India from his own
capital in Kabul. During this period, Babur tried to take con-
trol of the sultanate of Delhi by making dubious dynastic
claims on the basis of his lineage from Tamerlane, who had
established the Sayyids as the ruling family of the sultanate.
However, the sultan of Delhi, Ibrahim Lodji, had overthrown
the Sayyids and refused to recognize Babur’s claim. Rather
than continue to press the issue, Babur launched an invasion
of northern India in an attempt to overthrow Lodi. On 21
April 1526, Babur led a small but highly mobile force against
Lodi at Panipat, 80 kilometers north of Delhi. Despite the
numerical superiority of Lodi’s forces, perhaps as much as
ten to one, Babur won a crushing victory, largely through
skillful diplomacy and the use of artillery and firearms,
which completely surprised the sultan’s forces. Indeed,
Babur was the first Muslim conqueror to employ such
weapons. With significantly more military experience than
Ibrahim Lodi, Babur deftly lured his opponent into an am-
bush, utterly destroying the sultan’s forces.

After his, Babur quickly moved to take Agra and Delhi,
and, on 15 March 1527, turned against the sultanate’s pri-
mary rival in India, the confederation of Rajput states led by
Rana Sangha of Mewar. Babur’s defeat of Rana Sangha at
Khanua, roughly 150 kilometers south of Delhi, left him in
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Babur the Conqueror, founder of the Mogul Empire. (Hulton/Archive)

control of northern India. For the next three years, until his
sudden death in 1530, Babur consolidated his control of the
sultanate of Delhi and established the Mogul Empire. Al-
though Babur was not fully a Mongol, the word Mogul is a
Persian variation of “Mongol.” Babur left the Mogul throne to
his farcical son, Humayan, who almost lost the empire.



84  Babylonian Empire

Babur wrote a brilliantly detailed and candid narrative of his
adventures in central Asia and India, the Baburnama.
Eric Pullin
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Babylonian Empire (c. 1900-539 B.C.E.)

The preeminent civilization of southern Mesopotamia for
nearly two millennia, with two periods of major political
and military expansion (during the reigns of Hammurabi, c.
1792-1750 B.C.E., and Nebuchadnezzar II, 605-562 B.C.E.).

The city of Babylon (founded c. 2300 B.c.t.) did not be-
come preeminent in southern Mesopotamia until the migra-
tion of the Amorites from the northwest (c. 1900 B.C.E.). The
Amorite chieftain Hammurabi (or Hammurapi) was suc-
cessful in consolidating control of central Mesopotamia,
subduing the city-states of Larsa, Uruk, Isin, Mari, and Esh-
nunna. At his death, all of Mesopotamia proper was under
the control of Babylon. The empire was short-lived, and the
remaining rulers of the Old Babylonian kingdom (c. 1750-
1595 B.c.E.) were little more than rulers of the city of Baby-
lon itself.

The next major political dynasty of Babylon was that of
the Kassites, an ethnic group of unknown origin who ruled
Babylon for over four centuries (c. 1570-1155 B.C.E.). For
most of this period, Babylon controlled much of southern
Mesopotamia. The Kassites engaged in diplomatic relations
and marriage alliances with other major powers of the Near
East, including Egypt, Mitanni, Assyria, and the Hittites.

Although a series of relatively minor dynasties followed
the Kassites, one ruler stood out as a military strategist,
Nebuchadnezzar I (r. 1124-1103 B.C.E.) of the Second Dy-
nasty of Isin. He avenged a previous sack of Babylon by the
Elamites (a people from southwestern Iran), launching a
surprise attack against Susa, the Elamite capital, and recov-
ering the statue of the patron deity of Babylon, Marduk.

Babylonian political and military power was not again
apparent until the rise of the Chaldeans, a tribal group that
emerged as the dominant role player in Babylonia and com-
peted with Assyria for control of central Mesopotamia. Al-
though Mukin-zeri (c. 731-721 B.C.E.) and Merodach-

Baladan II (c. 721-703 B.c.E.) were successful in keeping As-
syrian military presence out of Babylonia, Sennacherib of
Assyria (r. 705-681 B.C.E.) sacked Babylon in 689 B.c.E. and
destroyed the city. Assyrian annals describe many of these
campaigns in some detail, but one does not get a clear pic-
ture of the nature of Chaldean military tactics, except that
they often engaged in guerrilla warfare against their more
powerful enemy to the north.

With the decline of Assyria (626-612 B.C.E.), the
Chaldeans once again achieved political autonomy under
Nabopolassar (r. 626-605 B.c.E.), who founded the Neo-
Babylonian Empire. The Chaldeans and Medes were suc-
cessful in ending the Assyrian state and destroying the city
of Nineveh in 612 B.C.E. (in part by diverting the Tigris River
into the city). However, in 605 B.C.E. Egypt marched through
Judea to assist the remnants of the Assyrian army at Car-
chemish in northern Syria, where Nebuchadnezzar IT (r.
605-562 B.C.E.), then Nabopolassar’s crown prince, crushed
the enemy and enlarged the Neo-Babylonian Empire from
the borders of Iran in the east to the borders of Egypt in the
west. The most famous military venture undertaken by Neb-
uchadnezzar I was the conquest of Jerusalem in 597 B.C.E.
and its destruction 10 years later, an event that is described
in detail both in the Old Testament and in later Jewish tradi-
tion. The Chaldean Empire lasted only a generation after the
death of Nebuchadnezzar II, falling prey to the armies of
Cyrus IT of Persia in 539 B.C.E.

Mark W. Chavalas
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Bacon, Nathaniel (1647-1676)

Colonial rebellion leader. Born in England in 1647, Bacon
was the son of minor English nobility who immigrated to
Virginia in 1674 and became a successful planter. Bacon was
ambitious, and through his relationship to prominent colo-
nial leaders he became a member of the governor’s council.
He supported the growing dissent of colonial farmers to-
ward Governor William Berkeley, whom they blamed for
making restrictive treaties with the Indians, thus monopo-



lizing land for the elite. Bacon became the leader of a faction
that denounced the governor’s policies and conducted unau-
thorized raids against the Indians. Berkeley branded Bacon
an outlaw, though he had just been elected to the House of
Burgesses. When Bacon went to claim his seat, he was cap-
tured and brought before Berkeley in shackles.

Bacon apologized on his knees and was pardoned, but
still sought a commission legally to lead colonial forces
against the Indians. Berkeley refused the commission and
Bacon threatened Jamestown with an armed force, causing
Berkeley to flee. Bacon issued a “Declaration of the People”
to justify his rebellion. The conflict escalated as Bacon and
Berkeley vied for control of the government. Bacon even be-
sieged and burned Jamestown to deny its use as a fortifica-
tion.

In October 1676 Bacon suddenly fell ill with typhus and
died, leaving his rebel cohorts to be hunted by Berkeley and
newly arrived English troops. Though some view Bacon as
an early proponent of democratic reforms, others portray
him as an opportunist who sought power, prestige, and
wealth at the expense of the rights of the people, and who
murdered Indians without compunction.

Steven J. Rauch
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Badajoz, Siege of (16 March-6 April 1812)

A successful siege that paved the way to Madrid for the
British. After securing Portugal for the British, Arthur
Wellesley, the future Duke of Wellington, regarded the Span-
ish fortresses of Ciudad Rodrigo and Badajoz, both near the
Portuguese border, as key to the liberation of Spain. He cap-
tured Ciudad Rodrigo from the French on 19 January 1812.
With 32,000 men on 16 March, he laid siege to Badajoz,
which Nicolas Jean de Dieu Soult had gained for the French
by besieging it from 26 January to 11 March 1811. Twice
previously, on 16 May 1811 and from 24 May to 19 June
1811, Wellesley and William Carr Beresford had failed to re-
capture it.

The garrison commander at Badajoz, Armand Phillipon,
had 5,000 French and Hessians inside a reliable citadel with
nine bastions, elaborate breastworks, ditches, salients, ob-
stacles, and six strong outlying redoubts, three on each side
of the Guadiana River. Phillipon was a crafty defender. On
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19 March he sent a successful sortie against 3,000 British
who were digging in around Fort Picurina, one of the re-
doubts.

By 6 April, sappers and heavy artillery had created three
breaches. Believing that a French relief army was only two
days’ march away, Wellesley ordered an immediate assault.
At about 10 p.M. the British stormed the fortress. Savage
hand-to-hand fighting left 3,500 British and 1,400 French
casualties. The British had already lost 1,500 before the as-
sault itself. Phillipon tried to escape to the north bank of the
Guadiana, but surrendered on 7 April.

Once inside the walled city, the victorious but exasper-
ated British troops released their pent-up anger, looting,
burning, murdering, and raping. Wellesley could not regain
control of his drunk and riotous soldiers until 11 April.

Wellesley’s victories at Ciudad Rodrigo and Badajoz pre-
pared his way to crush Auguste Frederic Viesse de Marmont
at Salamanca on 22 July, inflicting three times as many casu-
alties as he suffered. He entered Madrid in triumph on 12
August.

Ericv.d. Luft
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Baghdad (1916-1917)

The penultimate operation of the ill-starred Anglo-British
Mesopotamian Campaign, capped in a bitter victory with
the capture of the preponderance of the remaining Turkish
forces in the Near Eastern Theater.

After the British defeat at Kut-al-Amara at the end of
April 1916, British military leaders conducted a top-down
review of their overall drab performance. They deduced that
the neglected Mesopotamian front required more detailed
planning and devotion of better resources than originally
presumed. The troops, two-thirds of whom were Indian,
were poorly armed and equipped.

London took direct charge of directing operations and
appointed Lieutenant General Sir Frederick S. Maude to re-
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place the sickly General Nixon. Maude continued the
buildup already begun and further developed a communica-
tions network and transportation facilities suitable to sup-
port an offensive deep into Mesopotamia.

In consequence of an expansion of the shipping capacity
at Basra, the buildup accelerated during the summer and fall
of 1916. Between April and November 1916 British engi-
neers completed a major railway linking the northern ap-
proaches of Basra with Amara. In keeping with the revised,
offensively oriented view of the army’s role in Mesopotamia,
London expanded the river fleet. Further strengthening the
combined-arms approach, new aircraft were sent to the
Royal Flying Corps squadrons, which had recently gained air
superiority over the Germans in the theater. By late summer
Maude had at his disposal two corps containing two divi-
sions each, another division in the rear, and two cavalry
brigades. Combat elements numbered 166,000 out of the to-
tal of 340,000 troops in Iraq, opposed by Khalil Pasha’s
42,000-man Turkish Sixth Army.

On 13 December 1916, Maude began his methodical, res-
olute advance toward Baghdad, systematically eliminating
Turkish detachments along both banks of the Tigris River.
Early in February 1917, his joint army, navy, and air force re-
took Kut after a series of well-planned combined strikes
against the fortress’s 12,000 defenders. Later that month
they captured Turkish defensive positions at Sanaiyat. The
British gained the upper hand following several days of
fighting along the Diyala River south of Baghdad and forced
the Turks to withdraw during the second week of March. On
11 March, advance elements of the Black Watch regiment en-
tered the town center on the heels of Arab looters and raised
the Union Jack over Baghdad, taking 9,000 prisoners.

Jim Bloom
See also: Kut-al-Amara; World War [
References and further reading:
Barker, A. ]. The Neglected War: Mesopotamia 1914-1918. London:
Faber & Faber, 1967.

Burne, Alfred H. Mesopotamia: The Last Phase. London: Gale &
Polden, 1936.

Evans, R. A Brief Outline of the Campaign in Mesopotamia, 1914-18.
London: Sifton, Praed, 1926.

Moberly, Sir E J. Official History of the Great War: The Campaign in

Mesopotamia 1914-1918. 4 vols. London: Her Majesty’s Stationery
Office, 1923-1930.

BAGRATION, Operation
(23 June-29 August 1944)

Soviet offensive that destroyed German Army Group Center.
Since Stalingrad (autumn 1942-spring 1943) and Kursk

(summer 1943), the Red Army’s offensive momentum had
been against German Army Group South. Soviet success re-
sulted in a salient held by Field Marshal Ernst von Busch’s
Army Group Center (replaced by Field Marshal Model, 29
June, also commanding Army Group North Ukraine).

The front line was 15-60 kilometers east of Polotsk-
Vitebsk-Orsha-Mogilev-Bobruisk-Pripiat Marshes-Kovel.
Army Group Center and flank forces numbered 63 divisions
and three brigades, totaling 1.2 million men, 17,000 guns,
1,500 tanks and assault guns, and 2,100 aircraft. Wehrmacht
fortifications and defensive lines were built to a depth of
250-270 kilometers.

Soviet planning to destroy this force, Operation BAGRATION,
began in April 1944. Soviet forces comprised 166 divisions,
12 tank and motorized corps, and 21 infantry brigades, total-
ing 1.5 million men, 31,000 guns, 5,200 tanks and assault
guns, and 5,000 aircraft. The Red Army built up manpower
and material superiority along the breakthrough sectors.

BAGRATION began with a massive partisan sabotage cam-
paign (led by Byelorussian Communist Party secretary P. K.
Ponomarenko), 19-22 June, to disrupt German logistics. Air
strikes were launched against the German rear (21 June).
The 1st Baltic Front (General I. Bagramyan) and 3d Byelo-
russian Front (General I. Chernyakhovskii) attacked Wehr-
macht forces around Vitebsk as part of a deception regard-
ing the main direction of attack (beginning 10 June on the
Finnish border), and to encircle and destroy them.

On 23 June the assault groups/forward detachments of
the 3d and 2d (General G. Zakharov) Byelorussian Fronts at-
tacked to encircle and destroy Wehrmacht forces around Or-
sha-Mogilev and Bobruisk. The main offensive developed
from 24 June as pincer movements by the 3d and 1st (Gen-
eral K. Rokossovskii) Byelorussian Fronts to capture Minsk
(4 July).

The 1st Ukrainian Front (Marshal Konev) drove toward
Lvov (13-27 July) and Lublin (18-23 July) to bar retreat of
Army Group Center. The 2d and 3d Ukrainian Fronts (Gen-
erals Malinovskii and Tolbukhin) attacked Romania, captur-
ing Ploesti (30 August) and Bucharest (31 August).

BAGRATION propelled the Red Army 550-600 kilometers
(roughly, Tartu-Riga-Warsaw-Bucharest), destroying 17
German divisions and 3 brigades, reducing another 50 divi-
sions to half-strength. While the Red Army halted its offen-
sive to regroup and reinforce, the Wehrmacht stiffened its
defense of Warsaw, the gateway to Berlin.

Neville G. Panthaki
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Baker, Newton D. (1871-1937)

American secretary of war during World War 1. Born on 3
December 1871 in Martinsburg, West Virginia, the bookish
Baker took a law degree from Washington and Lee Univer-
sity in 1894. After a brief period of legal practice, he served
as private secretary for William Wilson, postmaster general
under Democratic president Grover Cleveland. He returned
to the bar in 1897 and moved to Cleveland, Ohio. A Progres-
sive reformer, Baker was elected mayor in 1912.

In 1916 President Woodrow Wilson summoned Baker to
Washington to serve as secretary of war. Wilson chose Baker,
an outspoken pacifist, in order to appeal to those who op-
posed military preparedness. When America joined the Al-
lies in World War I, Baker found himself in a difficult posi-
tion. Criticized from all sides in the political arena, he proved
unable to establish order in the War Department or to define
the relationship between the chief of staff, General Peyton
March, and the American Expeditionary Force under Gen-
eral John Pershing. To the dismay of the general staff, Baker
frequently sided with Pershing. Baker fought to keep pro-
curement of supplies in the hands of the War Department,
but lost the battle when President Woodrow Wilson formed
the War Industries Board under Bernard Baruch. Baker suc-
cessfully oversaw the first American conscription. He be-
lieved that the draft would provide a socially democratic
army, as well as avoid unnecessary wartime hysteria. To pro-
tect the men from the forces of vice, Baker appointed a com-
mission to oversee moral conditions in army camps
throughout the country.

Baker left office in 1921 when Warren Harding replaced
Wilson as president. Baker returned to Cleveland where he
practiced law as a corporate attorney. Although briefly men-
tioned as a presidential candidate for the Democratic Party
in 1932, he never again entered politics. He died in Cleveland
on 25 December 1937.

Gregory Dehler
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Balaklava (24-25 October 1854)

Allied repulse of Russian attack in the Crimean War. The Al-
lies used the town of Balaklava on the Black Sea coast, eight
miles southeast of Sevastopol, as a supply base during the
siege of Sevastopol. Commanded by Lieutenant General Ivan
Petrovich Liprandi, 25,000 Russian troops launched a sur-
prise attack the night of 24 October 1854. Before dawn on 25
October they had routed the Turkish garrisons from six
high-ground redoubts on and east of Causeway Heights. The
Russians deployed on Causeway Heights, on Fedioukine
Heights, and at the eastern ends of both the north and south
valleys, mainly with cavalry and artillery. The Allies (6,000
British under General Fitzroy James Henry Somerset, Baron
Raglan; 7,700 French under General Francois Certain Can-
robert; and 4,000 Turks under British General Sir Colin
Campbell) were scattered around the south valley, the west-
ern end of the north valley, and Sapoune Heights.

Attempting to reach the town and isolate the Allies, four
squadrons of Russian cavalry charged into the south valley
from the northeast. Campbell rallied the 93d Highlanders,
ordered them into a line two ranks deep, and held fire until
the last possible moment. His “Thin Red Line” of infantry
stopped the Russian charge completely with only three
volleys.

General James Yorke Scarlett perceived a column of 3,000
Russian cavalry about three miles long, heading west atop
Causeway Heights north of Balaklava. Interpreting this
movement as the first step of a second attempt to take the
town, and oblivious to the danger of being drawn into the
center and outflanked on both sides, Scarlett successfully
preempted by leading “The Charge of the Heavy Brigade”
uphill into the advancing Russians.

Bad communication created the disastrous “Charge of
the Light Brigade” at midday. Just after the charge, the 4th
Chasseurs d’Afrique attacked into the Fedioukine Heights,
enabling the remnant of the Light Brigade, about 200, to es-
cape.

Ericv. d. Luft
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Turkish soldiers, Army of Salonica, 1912-1913. (Library of Congress)
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Balkan War, First (1912-1913)

A conflict fought by the Balkan countries against the Ot-
toman Empire, for independence and aggrandizement. It in-
creased European diplomatic tensions and, together with
the Second Balkan War, is cited as the precursor of World
War I.

Austria-Hungary’s annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina on
6 October 1908 caused concern among the Balkan nations
and Russia. A coalition of Balkan nations, the Balkan
League, was formed: Serbia, Bulgaria, Greece, and Montene-
gro. However, the agenda of the Balkan nations was not
merely mutual protection against Austria-Hungary, but fur-
ther dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire in Europe.

On 13 March 1912, Serbia arranged a treaty with Bul-
garia. Greece concluded a military convention with Bulgaria
on 29 May. On 14 August, Bulgaria dispatched a note to the
Turks demanding that Macedonia be granted autonomy. The
league ignored a joint Russo-Austrian declaration of 8 Octo-
ber, calling for restraint and condemning any disruption in
the balance of power and the Balkan status quo. That day,
Montenegro declared war on the Ottoman Empire. On 18

October the league followed suit. Allied strength was
750,000 men.

The Allies won a series of decisive victories over the
Turks during the next two months, forcing them to relin-
quish Albania, Macedonia, and practically all of their other
holdings in southeast Europe. In Thrace, the Bulgarians de-
feated the Ottoman forces at Kirk Kilise on 22-23 October,
while the Serbs won the Battle of Kumanovo on 24 October,
captured Bitola, and then linked with Montenegrin forces to
enter Skopje. By 8 November, the Greeks captured Salonika/
Thessaloniki and advanced on Iodnnina.

By the end of November, the Turks had been pushed back
to the Tchataldja line on the outskirts of Constantinople/Is-
tanbul itself. The only Ottoman holdouts were the garrisons
of Scutari, Yanina, and Adrianople/Edirne.

An armistice was concluded on 3 December 1912. How-
ever, a peace conference in London could not bring about
agreement and ended in failure.

On 23 January 1913 a coup by Enver Bey’s Young Turks
occurred, and war resumed. In the subsequent fighting the
allies captured lodnnina, and Adrianople/Edirne on 26
March. The Turks obtained an armistice with Bulgaria,
Greece, and Serbia on 19 April 1913. Montenegro accepted
the armistice a few days later. Another peace conference,
with the major European powers again acting as mediators,
met at London on 20 May.

The political questions to be resolved were: Serbia’s and
Montenegro’s attempt to gain ports on the Adriatic, which



Austria-Hungary wished to prevent; the territorial composi-
tion of Albania, which conflicted with Greece and Serbia;
Romania’s sudden demand for compensation from Bulgaria;
and Serb-Bulgarian rivalry over Macedonia.

By the terms of the Treaty of London, concluded on 30
May, the Turks ceded the island of Crete/Kriti to Greece and
relinquished all territories in Europe west of the Enos-Midia
line. Creation of an independent Albania was agreed upon
but the issue of its borders was forwarded to a European
commission. Romania was compensated with Silistria.

It was the issue of Macedonia that broke apart the Balkan
partnership. Serbia and Greece formed an alliance against
Bulgaria on 1 June 1913, which led to the Second Balkan War.

Neville G. Panthaki
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Balkans Campaign (1941)

One of the quickest, most one-sided victories in modern
military history. By early 1941 Hitler was almost ready to in-
vade Russia. Italy, his ally in Europe, had proved a weak link
in North Africa and when Mussolini decided to show off the
prowess of his forces in Albania, and then in Greece, the re-
sulting debacle forced the Germans into planning an opera-
tion to clean up the Italian mess. The Germans did not want
to divert troops to the Balkans who could be better used in
the attack on Russia. However, Mussolini’s incompetence
and arrogance and Allied subterfuge drew the Germans into
the conflict to protect their southern flank.

The Germans had to take over where Mussolini had
failed, not only for sound military reasons, but also to back
up their ally. The Italian attack had forced Greece to give up
its neutrality, but the Germans could count on Rumania and
Bulgaria for support, and believed that Yugoslavia too was
on their side. However, the Yugoslavs were subjected to a
coup d’état on 27 March 1941, and so the German high com-
mand now had to plan on an attack on Yugoslavia as well as
on Greece.

Operation MARITA was aimed originally at occupying the
Aegean north coast and the Salonika Basin, but events in Yu-
goslavia meant this country would also have to be attacked.
The changed stance of Yugoslavia gave rise to German fears
that not only would the Italian front collapse, but the opera-
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tion against the Aegean north coast would fail because of the
Yugoslavian threat to the German flanks and rear. As it
turned out, the Germans had really no grounds for such
fears.

The essential German aim was defensive, because any of-
fensive operational plans were rendered impossible by the
enormous manpower demands of the oncoming operation
against Russia.

The plan as put into operation was a hasty one, and the
Second Army, part of the German force, was thrown together
in just 10 days. However hasty, nevertheless the plan worked.
The invasion of Yugoslavia commenced on 16 April 1941,
and by 17 April all resistance was over. On 6 April Greece was
also invaded and despite valiant efforts by Greek forces, the
Metaxas Lien was quickly reduced and German forces were
fighting in central Greece by mid-April. The Greek army sur-
rendered on 23 April, and British forces, which had been
sent to Greece to support the Royal Hellenic Army, were
forced to quit Thermopylae on 24 April, pulling back into the
Peloponnesus for pickup by the Royal Navy.

The rapid reduction of both Yugoslavia and Greece re-
leased many of the troops involved for the next great opera-
tion, BARBAROSSA. However, German troops had to be left as
occupation forces in both countries. Soon resistance forces
were established that caused increasing problems to the
Germans and to their Bulgarian and Italian allies. Yugosla-
vian and Greek resistance forces, increasingly aided by the
Allies, made life more and more uncomfortable for the occu-
piers, and there were many atrocities committed by both
sides through the rest of the war.

David Westwood
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Ballistics
The science of projectiles. This science is divided into inte-
rior and exterior ballistics. Its aim is to improve the design
of shells/projectiles so that increased accuracy and pre-
dictability are the result. It deals also with rockets and ballis-
tic missiles.

Interior ballistics deals with the design of projectiles,
their propellants, and the motion of the projectile within the
gun or firing device. Propellant types, their composition,
and their burning are part of internal ballistics, with the aim
being to provide optimum internal gun pressure to move the
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projectile along the barrel to the muzzle, or, in the case of
rockets, sufficient speed to overcome inertia, gravity, and
other external effects.

Exterior ballistics examines the effects of such matters as
gravity, air resistance, wind, and sometimes earth rotation
upon the shell/projectile. The projectile flight path is exam-
ined and in combination with propellant calculations this
can be lengthened to increase range. The parabola of the
shell in flight is tested, as is the stability of the shell/projec-
tile to ensure accuracy on target.

Rifling or its absence (particularly nowadays) is exam-
ined to provide the projectile with the required spin on
emergence to allow a good firing trajectory. The shell/pro-
jectile design is also studied, to ensure that the rifling can
grip the body of the shell (to eliminate windage and to im-
part rotation), and to ensure that the required effect at the
target is achieved, and at the same time to eliminate waste
deposits in the barrel.

Modern artillery relies upon firing tables, which are the
result of ballistics; the type and weight of the propellant
charge, the type of projectile, and above all its accuracy are
consolidated into range tables that are used by the gunners
to organize their shoots. Much of the work is now done by
field artillery fire-control computers, which allows the gun-
ners to achieve optimum effect at the target for minimum
ammunition expenditure.

Ballistics now includes rockets, missiles, and ballistic
missiles. The trajectory is particularly important in fire-
and-forget missiles, and with the aid of targeting computers
extremely high accuracy can result.

All of the work of the ballistic scientists and the gunners
can, however, be rendered useless without strict quality con-
trol and testing by manufacturers, something that increas-
ingly needs strict supervision by governmental bodies. As
weapons become more complex, quality control becomes
ever more vital.

David Westwood
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Baltimore (12-14 September 1814)

Successful American defense of an important seaport
against British land and sea attacks in the War of 1812. After
British troops under Major General Robert Ross burned
Washington, D.C., on 24-25 August 1814, Americans under

Major General Samuel Smith immediately strengthened the
defenses of nearby Baltimore. When Ross landed 5,000 men
at North Point, Maryland, on 11-12 September, Smith had
more than 9,000 militia around Baltimore, including Major
George Armistead’s 1,000 troops garrisoning Fort McHenry
and the Lazaretto Battery.

Brigadier General John Stricker’s 3,200 Maryland militia
opposed Ross’s landing on 12 September. British artillery
and frontal infantry assault carried the day, but at a cost of
340 British casualties to 215 American. Ross was among the
British dead. Colonel Arthur Brooke assumed command and
continued the march toward Baltimore, making headquar-
ters on the Philadelphia Road on 13 September.

The British knew that they could not capture a well-forti-
fied city of 40,000 armed and angry citizens unless they
could first neutralize Fort McHenry. Admiral Alexander For-
rester Inglis Cochrane positioned his fleet in the Patapsco
River just out of range of McHenry’s guns and lobbed about
1,500 mortar rounds, Congreve rockets, and other ordnance
at the fort the night of 13-14 September. Only about 400
found their mark. Little damage to the fort occurred. The
garrison lost only four killed and 24 wounded. As a last re-
sort, Cochrane tried to land 1,200 regulars from barges
southwest of Baltimore on 14 September, but artillery fire
from shore batteries drove them back. When Brooke learned
that the naval shelling and the amphibious attack had both
failed, he retreated, took ship again, and on 14 October
sailed for Jamaica.

American lawyer Francis Scott Key, temporarily detained
aboard the American sloop Minden anchored amidst the
British fleet, observed the entire naval bombardment and
wrote on the back of an envelope the next morning a com-
memorative poem, “The Defense of Fort McHenry,” later
retitled “The Star Spangled Banner;” which did not officially
become the U.S. national anthem until 1931.

Ericv.d. Luft
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Ban Chao (31-101)
Restorer of Chinese control in Turkistan. After Wudi
(141-87 B.C.E.), Chinese control over Turkistan was gradu-



ally lost and with it control over the lucrative Silk Route
trade. Although Guangwudi (r. 25-57), founder of latter
Han, rebuilt the power of the dynasty after the interregnum
of Wang Mang (r. 9-23), he and his successors showed little
interested in restoring Han power in Central Asia. This was
in spite of a considerable weakening of China’s northern ri-
val, the Xiongnu, during the period. Largely to blame was
the predominance of a “reformist” element within Chinese
government that condemned the expensive forward position
assumed in the north and west under Wudi.

This situation changed largely due to the efforts of a sin-
gle individual, Ban Chao. Part of an army sent out under
Dou Gu (died 88) against the Xiongnu, Ban was dispatched
in 73 as an envoy to the kingdom of Shanshan, one of many
small states located along the Silk Road. He not only fulfilled
his mission successfully, but was able to intercept and de-
stroy a Xiongnu embassy and return Shanshan to Chinese
control. Buoyed by this success, Ban was sent out again with
a force of about 30, this time to Khoten, which he was also
able to return to Chinese obedience. His force expanded by
local auxiliaries, Ban then proceeded to a general conquest
not only of those areas claimed by the Chinese in the past,
but many beyond. This accomplished, he went on to defend
his new empire for almost a quarter of a century (until his
return to China in 100 after 31 years of service along the
frontiers and in Central Asia), largely single-handed, with
little or no support from successive pacifist courts. This was
an achievement unparalleled in Chinese history.

Paul D. Buell
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Banana Wars (1898-1933)

U.S.interventions in the Caribbean in the early twentieth cen-
tury. After the Spanish-American War, 1898, the United States
began to assert hegemony over the Caribbean and intervened
militarily in nine countries on 34 separate occasions between
1898 and 1933. American military and naval contingents ad-
ministered Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Haiti, Nicaragua,
and Panama for extended periods. Costa Rica, Honduras,
Guatemala, and Mexico experienced briefer interventions.
These interventions were dubbed the Banana Wars by the
marines, who were often deployed to carry them out.
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The interventions were initiated by President Theodore
Roosevelt, who declared his desire to make the Caribbean an
“American Lake” and to build a canal somewhere in Central
America. Strategic concern about protecting a transisth-
mian canal, while exaggerated, was the main reason for the
interventions.

In 1903 Panama revolted against Colombia in a bid to be-
come independent. Although the United States did not initi-
ate the revolt, it ensured that the rebels were successful by
sending the cruiser Nashville to Colon to prevent the transit
of Colombian troops to Panama City. The United States soon
negotiated a treaty with Panama that established the Ameri-
can Canal Zone, which subsequently was often used as a
base to meddle in Panama’s domestic affairs.

The Dominican Republic had long suffered corrupt gov-
ernment and larcenous public officials. As a result, the coun-
try was continually in economic and political chaos and
threatened by its European creditors. In 1904 the U.S. Navy
patrolled Dominican waters and briefly sent marines and
bluejackets ashore. The policy of the Roosevelt and William
Howard Taft administrations was to limit military interven-
tion to providing order in customs collection. President
Woodrow Wilson, on the other hand, directed longer inter-
ventions with the aim of restructuring the political systems
along the lines of American democracy. In 1915 American
marines occupied the Dominican Republic and did not leave
until 1924. The marines were ordered to provide law and or-
der and to train a Dominican constabulary. A similar policy
was enacted in neighboring Haiti, which was also occupied
in 1915. Haiti proved difficult to pacify and American forces
did not withdraw until 1934.

Nicaragua was another troublesome country for the
United States. In August 1912 President Taft, concerned
about civil war in the Central American republic, ordered
Major Smedley Butler and a battalion of 354 marines to re-
store order. Butler’s marines completed their task in a few
weeks but left a detachment of 100 marines at the American
legation, a presence that would be maintained until 1933. In
1925 the marines were briefly withdrawn but soon returned
as a result of civil war. Henry Stimson, President Calvin
Coolidge’s special envoy, brokered a settlement among the
warring factions. However, one rebel, Augusto Cesar
Sandino, rejected the deal and became the object of an ex-
tensive campaign by the marines. Sandino frustrated all ef-
forts to subdue him and the marines withdrew on 1 Febru-
ary 1933.

The Mexican Revolution, which began in 1910, was the
cause of two significant interventions, ordered by the Wilson
administration. The first was the occupation of the port of
Veracruz between April and November 1914. The second
was the Mexican Punitive Expedition (March 1916-Febru-
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ary 1917) led by General John Pershing in pursuit of the
Mexican revolutionary and bandit Pancho Villa.

Other noteworthy interventions by the United States in
the Caribbean include Cuba 1906-1909 and 1912, and Hon-
duras 1907,1911, and 1924.

The U.S. interventions in other nations’ affairs in Latin
America restored peace and, in the longer-lasting interven-
tions, built up something of an infrastructure with railroads,
roads, port facilities, telegraphs, water and sewage systems,
and so on. And, of course, they provided security for the
Panama Canal. But the canal meant nothing to Latin Ameri-
can peasants, and the American interventions did not begin
to address the endemic poverty of these areas and fostered
among the nationalist elites a deep resentment and, often for
their own purposes, a convenient rallying cry against “Yan-
qui imperialismo.”

George M. Lauderbaugh
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Bannockburn, Battle of (24 June 1314)

Decisive English defeat in Anglo-Scot wars of the fourteenth
century. Following the death of Edward I in 1307, the new
English king, Edward II, abandoned the war against Scot-
land. This respite allowed Robert the Bruce, king of the
Scots, to consolidate power and slowly reduce the English
garrisons north of the River Tweed. By 1314, only Berwick
and Stirling Castle were still in English hands. Bruce laid
siege to Stirling in the summer of 1314, and the castle’s gov-
ernor promised to surrender if not relieved by June 24. Stir-
ling was an important strategic site, commanding access to

the Highlands. Edward was determined to relieve the castle
and unfurled the royal standard at Newcastle. He quickly
raised a force of approximately 3,000 armored knights and
15,000 foot, and marched north to do battle.

Bruce had a much smaller army. It numbered fewer than
8,000 men, including perhaps 500 mounted knights, but the
Scottish king did have the advantage of choosing the site of
the battle. He deployed his forces on a small rise overlooking
Bannock burn (brook), a tributary of the Firth of Forth. His
right flank was secured by a stream and his left anchored by
a thick forest. The infantry, armed primarily with long
spears, was organized into schiltrons, hollow, circular forma-
tions. The horsemen were kept as a mounted reserve. The
larger English army would have to attack on wet, marshy
ground, and would be hemmed in by the streams and by
woodlands. This inhibited the charge of the English
mounted troops and negated their numerical superiority.

On June 24, the English army crossed the Bannock burn
in preparation for an all-out assault on the Scottish position.
Bruce seized upon the disorganization of the enemy and or-
dered four of his schiltrons to attack the English flank. A
fierce hand-to-hand battle ensued with neither side giving
ground. Edward ordered his archers to flank the Scots on
their left, but this movement was countered by Bruce. He or-
dered Sir Robert Keith to launch a charge with the mounted
reserve, driving the English back in disorder. The Scots
pressed their advantage, and the English front gave way and
a rout ensued. Many of the English became bogged down in
the marshy ground and were killed or captured. Others were
drowned in the burn as they tried to flee the field. Edward
himself barely escaped capture, fleeing with the remnant of
his army to Dunbar. English losses included two earls, 60
barons, and perhaps 10,000 other ranks. Scottish losses were
about 4,000.

The defeat at Bannockburn ended English hopes for con-
quering Scotland by military force. Subsequently, both Stir-
ling and Berwick fell to the Scots, removing the remaining
vestiges of English military presence. Edward II never recov-
ered the prestige lost to the crown in this defeat, ultimately
losing his throne and his life. Scotland and England would
continue to fight incessantly until the unification of the
thrones by the Act of Union in 1707.

Barry P. Neville
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Barons’ War (1263-1285)

Barons led by Simon de Montfort press their call for reform
in the field. The reign of Henry III was increasingly difficult
for the English nobility to bear: Henry had begun his rule as
a minor child under a regency, but as an adult proved to be a
spendthrift and an incompetent, losing what was left of the
Angevin Empire in France, engaging in a guerrilla war with
Wales, and refuting the Magna Carta in 1232, before engag-
ing in an expensive and foolish plan to make his brother
Holy Roman Emperor, and his younger son king of Sicily.
The leader of the resistance was the king’s brother-in-law, Si-
mon de Montfort, Earl of Leicester, a noted soldier and cru-
sader who had been undercut in Gascony by Henry’s fa-
vorites. In 1258, Parliament met at Oxford, armed and
demanding a say in revenue spending and a redress of griev-
ances, such as the violation of London’s charter. In 1259,
Henry III signed the Provisions of Westminster, guarantee-
ing court reform and representation, but by 1260 the barons
were quarrelling and the king, prompted by his son, Edward,
went to the French to intervene.

De Montfort led an army through England in response to
the king’s voiding of the Westminster agreement, and on 12
May 1264 caught the royal army at Lewes, where he routed
them, after Prince Edward had left the field to chase a party
of infantry. Unusually for the time, de Montfort deployed his
army so that he had a “fourth” left in reserve. Now in control
of the king and the country, de Montfort braced for an attack
from France, and held a parliament in January 1265, which
demanded that two knights from each shire be called regu-
larly to advise the king and monitor spending.

Despite an alliance with the prince of Wales, de Montfort
could not hold up against the defection of Gilbert de Clare to
the king, nor the growing party of Prince Edward, who suc-
cessfully kept the barons’ forces away from supplies and re-
inforcement at Kenilworth. Moving to relieve them, de Mont-
fort, probably exhausted, allowed himself to be trapped at
Evesham, where, on 3 August 1265, he and his army were
massacred by troops led by Prince Edward. After 1265, Ed-
ward, the future Edward I, ruled as acting king for his father,
and repudiated the concessions made to the barons.
Nonetheless, by 1267 he had approved the Statutes of Marl-
borough, which legalized reform along the lines of the
baron’s campaign, and Parliament began to meet regularly.
Despite his defeat in the field, Simon de Montfort eventually
became the father of the English Parliament and of repre-
sentative government.

Margaret Sankey
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Barton, Clarissa (“Clara”) (1821-1912)

“The Angel of the Battlefield,” founder of the American Red
Cross. Clara Barton, in full Clarissa Harlowe Barton, was
born in Oxford, Massachusetts, on 25 December 1821, the
youngest daughter of Captain Stephen Barton, a veteran of
frontier conflicts in the 1790s under “Mad Anthony” Wayne
and a comrade-in-arms of William Henry Harrison. Her
family educated her at home to be a teacher. She taught for
18 years, eventually becoming principal of a free school in
Bordentown, New Jersey, in 1852. When the townspeople ob-
jected to a woman holding such a position of authority, she
resigned, moved to Washington, D.C., and in 1855 found a
job in the U.S. Patent Office.

At the outbreak of the Civil War, she volunteered to help
the U.S. Army Medical Department with logistics, arranging
transport of medical supplies and soldiers’ personal belong-
ings. Although she had no training as a nurse, she attended

Clara Barton: a wartime photo by Matthew Brady, c. 1890-1910.
(Library of Congress)
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wounded at First Bull Run, Cedar Mountain, Second Bull
Run, Chantilly, Harpers Ferry, and South Mountain. At Anti-
etam, where U.S. Army surgeon James Dunn gave her the
nickname, Angel of the Battlefield, a Confederate bullet tore
through her sleeve and killed the man she was nursing. Un-
daunted, she continued her errand of mercy at Fredericks-
burg, Charleston, the Wilderness, Spotsylvania, and Peters-
burg. From 1865 to 1869 she led efforts to discover the fates
of MIAs and POWs.

As she happened to be in Europe when the Franco-Prus-
sian War began in 1870, she volunteered for the Interna-
tional Red Cross. After returning home in 1873, she lobbied
for the United States to sign the Geneva agreements until
President Chester A. Arthur did so in 1882. On 21 May 1881
she founded the American Association of the Red Cross,
which she ruled arbitrarily as president for 23 years. She
wrote several books, including The Red Cross in Peace and
War (1899). After Congress chartered the American Red
Cross in 1900, antiauthoritarian factions within the organi-
zation forced her to retire on 14 May 1904. She died in Glen
Echo, Maryland, on 12 April 1912.

Ericv.d. Luft
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Basil II Bulgaroctonus
(r. 10 January 976-15 December 1025)
His rule marked medieval high-water mark of Byzantine
Empire. In almost 50 years, Basil II, beset by years of revolt
and defeat at the start of his reign, destroyed the Bulgar state
and reestablished the Byzantine Empire on the Danube and
Drava for the first time in four centuries. With its position in
southern Italy maintained, and Basil able to effect a series of
annexations among the Caucasian kingdoms, the Byzantine
Empire came into possession of a security unknown for
hundreds of years.

Two episodes best illustrate Basil IT and war. First, in
April 995, the Aleppo Caliphate’s attempt to recover Antioch

by taking advantage of imperial distraction in the Haemus
resulted in one of the most remarkable victories in history.
Basil marched an army from Constantinople to Antioch in
16 days, and on the seventeenth fell upon a Muslim army,
not so much surprised as positively amazed by the imperial
appearance: The distance between the two cities is over 770
miles. The second was the slow deliberation of the effort
whereby the Byzantines destroyed the Bulgar state, and the
cataclysmic defeat incurred by the Bulgars at Balathista
(Kleidion Pass) on 29 July 1014. Basil secured his name, Bul-
garoctonus, “Slayer of Bulgars,” from this victory. The battle
resulted in the capture of some 14,000 Bulgarians. Basil
blinded 99 in every 100 and, leaving the one man with a sin-
gle eye, sent them back to Bulgaria. Csar Samuel of Bulgaria
collapsed on seeing the survivors return. He died two days
later. The Bulgarian war, which had lasted over two cen-
turies, continued for another four years, but was a broken-
back affair after Balathista.

Basil ruled the empire and commanded the army. Merci-
less in war, he was most moderate to his subjects in peace-
time, but brutal in the suppression of corruption and the
Anatolian aristocracy’s attempts to promote its interests at
the expense of the state. Unglamorous and one of the least
attractive of all the emperors in terms of physical appear-
ance, lack of cultural interests, and utter disdain for the trap-
pings of power, he was trusted by army and subjects alike.

H. P Willmott
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Bataan Death March (April 1942)

The 60-mile movement, under often deliberately horrific
conditions, of 76,000 American and Filipino prisoners of
war immediately following the Allied surrender in April
1942. In groups of between 500 and 1,000 men, the ex-
hausted and disease-ridden prisoners were marched with
little or no food and water to a prisoner of war camp under
construction in central Luzon. Anyone who could not keep
up was bayoneted or beaten to death. The slightest offenses,
such as possession of unauthorized food or water, were met
with draconian punishment, including many beheadings
(an old Japanese military custom). Some who could not con-
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American prisoners of war herded together by the Japanese at Bataan; about 10,000 died. (Hulton/Archive)

tinue the march were buried alive. In more studied cruelty
Japanese guards amused themselves by forcing their prison-
ers to sit in the hot sun near sparkling artesian wells. Anyone
who moved toward the wells would be shot or bayoneted.

Adding to the misery was the fact that most of the pris-
oners had already endured months of malnutrition and dis-
ease when they surrendered and were thus from the begin-
ning in poor physical shape. Many had advanced cases of
dysentery, with major cramping and diarrhea.

Predictably, the route of the march was littered with dead
and dying, and all number of ghastly sights. As many as
10,000 men died as a result of the death march. Those who
survived could look forward to continued similar treatment
in hellish prison camps.

Some Japanese commanders after the war argued that
the Japanese authorities had not expected nearly the num-
ber of prisoners who actually fell into their hands, and thus
their arrangements for the feeding and transport of the pris-
oners broke down. This is a valid enough point, but the in-

tense, studied individual cruelties inflicted upon helpless Al-
lied prisoners cannot be so easily excused.
John C. McManus

See also: MacArthur, Douglas; Philippines, U.S. Loss of; Wainwright,
Jonathan Mayhew, IV; World War II
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Bay of Pigs Invasion (17 April 1961)
The United States sponsored the invasion of Cuba by expatri-
ates with the hope of toppling the regime of Fidel Castro. Cas-
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tro had seized power in January 1959, but the following year,
the United States was increasingly opposed to Castro’s poli-
cies and actions, which included show trials of supporters of
his predecessor, dictator Fulgencio Batista, expropriation of
U.S. property, condemnation of the Latin American policy of
the United States, and friendly relations with the Soviet
Union and other members of the Warsaw Pact. The United
States broke diplomatic relations with Cuba in the waning
days of the administration of Dwight D. Eisenhower.

When John E Kennedy assumed the presidency, he was
briefed on a Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) plan to oust
Castro. Kennedy approved the plan but added the stipulation
that U.S. forces not be directly involved. The American-
trained invasion force of 1,300 men landed on the southeast-
ern shore of Cuba in a swampy area but was soon over-
whelmed by superior Cuban regular and militia forces
personally commanded by Castro. The debacle resulted in
1,189 prisoners and 114 killed from the exile-manned
Brigade 2506, while nearly 1,800 on the island lost their lives.

Several factors contributed to the invasion’s failure: First,
air strikes on 15 April failed to completely destroy the Cuban
air force and alerted Castro to the impending attack. Second,
U.S. naval and air support on the day of the invasion was
withheld. Finally, U.S. intelligence failed to discern the popu-
lar support for Castro and underestimated the readiness of
Cuban forces. The failure of the invasion greatly embar-
rassed the Kennedy administration and concomitantly
strengthened Castro’s hold on the island. Castro used his vic-
tory to openly declare Cuba a socialist state firmly aligned
with the Soviet bloc. The Kennedy administration took the
defeat as a personal offense and spent the rest of its term de-
vising increasingly improbable, even bizarre, methods of
disposing of the Cuban dictator. The Bay of Pigs fiasco also
set the stage for the Cuban Missile Crisis of October 1962,
the closest the world has come to nuclear war.

George M. Lauderbaugh
See also: Castro Ruz, Fidel; Castro-Cuban Revolution; Guevara de la
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Bayinnaung (r. 1551-1581)
Third ruler of the Burmese Toungoo Dynasty, King Bayin-
naung took up the sword at the beginning of his 30-year

reign and never put it down. He became king after the assas-
sination of his brother-in-law Tabinshwehti (r. 1531-1550)
by an ethnic Mon prince, and built an empire that extended
far beyond the borders of modern Burma. Portuguese mer-
cenaries with superior firearms played a major role in his
conquests.

Bayinnaung retook the royal capital of Pegu in southern
Burma from the Mons and captured the city of Ava (located
near present-day Mandalay) in 1555 from the Shans, an eth-
nolinguistic group related to the Tais of Siam (Thailand). He
subjugated their homeland, the Shan states (now in eastern
Burma) in 1556, and gained the allegiance of the Tai state of
Lanna (Chiang Mai, in northern Thailand); but found him-
self at war with another Tai polity, Luang Prabang, whose
ruler repeatedly challenged Bayinnaung’s ambitions in what
are now Laos, Shan State, and northern Thailand.

Bayinnaung invaded Siam and captured its rich capital,
Ayuthaya, in 1564. A Mon revolt that year necessitated his re-
turn to Pegu and he had to recapture Ayuthaya in 1569 from
Siamese patriots, pillaging it thoroughly. He failed to crush
the resistance of the Lao states, Luang Prabang, and Vien-
tiane, though this goal preoccupied him through the 1570s.
When he died in 1581, he was planning conquest of the
kingdom of Arakan (now Burma’s Arakan State).

Bayinnaung’s empire, won by the sword, was short-lived,
but he remains a symbol of Burmese imperial glory. The
hard-fisted military regime that came to power in 1988, the
State Law and Order Restoration Council, erected a statue of
him in the border town of Tachilek. It is no coincidence that
the sword-clad statue faces southward toward Thailand—
his old enemy, Siam.

Donald M. Seekins

See also: Burmese Civil Wars (c. 1300-1599)
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Bayonet

Metal blade or spike that, when affixed to a musket or rifle,
facilitates its use in hand-to-hand combat. The adoption of
the bayonet in the late seventeenth century allowed the elim-
ination of the pike-armed infantryman who had theretofore
been the only means of protecting musketeers against cav-
alry. The first plug bayonets were affixed by inserting the
round wooden handle of a knife into the mouth of the gun
barrel. Because the bayonet thus rendered the gun unable to



fire, it could not always be attached, leading to several in-
stances in which infantry was overrun by cavalry while at-
tempting to insert their plug bayonets. These difficulties
were overcome by the introduction in the beginning of the
eighteenth century of the obvious solution, the socket bayo-
net. Consisting of a metal spike instead of the earlier blade,
the socket bayonet was affixed by means of a tubular sleeve
that fit around the end of the barrel, allowing the musketeer
to fire the weapon with the bayonet attached. Thus armed,
the musketeer could both provide firepower and defend
himself, and bayonet-armed musketeers quickly became the
standard infantrymen throughout Europe. The final devel-
opment of the weapon came about with the introduction in
the early nineteenth century of the sword bayonet, which
combined the functions of the bayonet and short sword car-
ried by most infantryman of the time. The weapon was es-
sentially a fully hilted short sword that could thus be used as
a sidearm, the hilt of which attached to the firearm by means
of a lug on the side of the barrel or the stock of a rifle. By the
late nineteenth century almost all European armies were
equipped with sword bayonets and the forces in both world
wars used a shorter variation, the knife bayonet, which is
still used by most modern armies.

Christopher C. W. Bauermeister

See also: Cavalry; Firearms; Infantry
References and further reading:

Evans, R. D. C., and Frederick J. Stephens. The Bayonet: An Evolution
and History. Milton Keynes, UK: Militaria Publications, 1985.

Bazookas
Shaped-charge antitank and pillbox weapon.

The appearance of tanks on the battlefield created the
need for antitank weapons. Artillery was the first antidote,
closely followed by the antitank rifle. Antitank guns were de-
signed in the 1930s and are still in use, despite the increas-
ing use of antitank rockets.

The shaped charge was invented in the 1930s as well, and
the Americans bought the knowledge from the Swiss. The
bazooka was first designed in 1942 by an American army of-
ficer, who knew that there was a stockpile of shaped-charge
projectiles looking for a weapon to fire them. He had already
designed a mortar to fire these projectiles, which were
launched with the aid of a small rocket stage. The American
antitank rifle program was well under way, but was not do-
ing well. A demonstration of the new weapon led immedi-
ately to further development work and adoption of the
bazooka, as it was called, after a comic strip device.

The first bazookas were found to be effective, mainly due
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to the shaped-charge effect, which concentrated all the ex-
plosive force of the charge forward in a tight stream, allow-
ing a relatively small-caliber weapon to penetrate armor
effectively.

Various versions appeared, and the weapon is still in use
today with some armies. American troops found themselves
at a near-fatal disadvantage during the early weeks of the
Korean War, when their World War II-vintage bazooka
rounds bounced harmlessly off the armor of Soviet-manu-
factured North Korean tanks. Postwar-model bazookas were
air-rushed to the battlefield and began to score heavily
against North Korean armor from their first use.

David Westwood

See also: Armored Fighting Vehicles
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Beauregard, Pierre Gustave Toutant
(“PT”) (1818-1893)

Confederate field commander who captured Fort Sumter
and shared credit for the victory at First Bull Run. Beaure-
gard was born in St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana, on 28 May
1818. Graduating second in his class at West Point in 1838,
he was assigned first to the artillery, then to the engineers.
On Winfield Scott’s staff in the Mexican-American War, he
was brevetted twice and wounded twice. From 23 to 28 Janu-
ary 1861, he was superintendent of West Point, but was fired
for his explicit southern sympathies.

As brigadier general of Confederate forces around
Charleston harbor, he started the Civil War by ordering the
bombardment of Fort Sumter on 12 April 1861. Although
Joseph E. Johnston was his superior officer, they operated as
equals at First Bull Run and together defeated Irvin Mc-
Dowell. After 21 July 1861 Beauregard held the rank of full
general.

Reassigned to serve under Albert Sidney Johnston in the
Mississippi Valley, Beauregard took command when John-
ston was killed at Shiloh on 6 April 1862. His hesitancy to
consolidate his attacks that evening allowed Ulysses S. Grant
and Don Carlos Buell to gain ground the next day. Henry W.
Halleck pursued him to Corinth, Mississippi, and gradually
forced him to abandon that important supply center. Brax-
ton Bragg replaced him as commander of the Army of the
Mississippi on 17 June 1862.

Thereafter Jefferson Davis allowed Beauregard only mi-
nor assignments. As commander of the Atlantic coastal de-
fenses from South Carolina to Florida, he withstood attacks
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on Charleston until April 1864. Commanding the Army of
North Carolina and Southern Virginia from April to Septem-
ber 1864, he isolated and beat Benjamin Butler at Bermuda
Hundred and harassed Union forces around Petersburg. At
the end of the war, he was again Joseph Johnston’s second-
in-command.

Because he admired Napoleon’s strategy and tactics,
Beauregard was sometimes called “The Little Napoleon.” He
is supposed to have designed the familiar Confederate battle
flag with 13 white stars inside a diagonal blue cross on a red
field.

He died in New Orleans on 20 February 1893.

Ericv.d. Luft
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Beersheba (1917)

A severe Turkish defeat in World War I. A British force of
88,000 men, including Australian and New Zealand Army
Corps (ANZAC) and Indian divisions under General Sir Ed-
mund Allenby, attacked the Turkish force of 35,000 troops,
commanded by Field Marshal Erich Von Falkenhayn, on the
Gaza-Beersheba line at Beersheba on 31 October 1917. Moti-
vated by its geographical and strategic location, Allenby
chose Beersheba for its abundant water supply and because
its location would be of service as a rendezvous point to de-
velop the principal attack on Hareira, Sheria, and Gaza itself.
Surprise and secrecy were of the essence, as success was
predicated on the ability of the British forces to capture the
city’s wells; failure would mean the collapse of the mounted
divisions and possibly the entire offense. The Turks, already
predisposed to expect that Gaza would be the objective of
the main attack, were further encouraged to maintain this
view as the British embarked on an eight-day decoy bom-
bardment of Gaza. Meanwhile British troops moved into po-
sition by night. Two mounted divisions took up their posi-
tions to the northeast, the east, and the southeast, and two
infantry divisions marched to the west and southwest, while

a third infantry division covered the left of the main infantry
attack. All day the battle raged, until dusk when a mounted
ANZAC cavalry brigade charged through Turkish wire and
trenches into Beersheba, capturing 1,100 Turkish prisoners
and securing the coveted water supply. Those soldiers of the
Turkish Seventh Army that had hastily evacuated Beersheba
were pursued toward Jerusalem, while the Turkish Eighth
Army evacuated Gaza and retreated up the coast. British and
colonial forces sustained 1,200 casualties in the taking of
Beersheba; the Turks sustained 64 casualties and 1,100 were
taken prisoner.

Margaret Hardy

See also: World War I
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Belgium, Invasion of

(August-October 1914)

The forgotten campaign that disrupted Germany’s Schlieffen
plan. Belgium was a small country whose neutrality had
been guaranteed by the European powers in 1839. The de-
ployment of the six Belgian field divisions numbering fewer
than 100,000 troops was ordered as early as 31 July 1914,
with two divisions garrisoning fortifications, one facing En-
gland, one Germany, and two facing France. King Albert I, the
greatest asset of the poorly trained and neglected Belgian
army, understood very quickly that his country was to be in-
vaded by vastly superior German forces. On 4 August, Von
KluK’s First Army attacked the fortifications around Liege.
The forts defended by General Leman slowed the German of-
fensive until 15 August. This desperate resistance gave time
for the field army to concentrate in the Antwerp area. The
German cavalry advance guard faced a major setback at Hae-
len on 12 August that further slowed the invading forces.
From 20 August to the end of September, the Belgian army
defending the Antwerp fortified lines was a flanking threat to



the Germans now invading northern France. Two reserve
corps had to be left to prevent any Belgian sally. On 25 August
and 9 September, the Belgians tried to break through the be-
sieging forces. These attacks forced the German high com-
mand to send reinforcements toward Belgium at a time when
these troops were desperately needed in the first Battle of the
Marne. They also had to divert their heavy artillery toward
Antwerp to destroy methodically the two lines of forts.

In early October, the Germans launched 12,000 troops
against the 7,000 survivors helped by 2,000 British marines.
The king decided to retire his army along the coast to join
the marching Allied armies that were spreading north in the
“race to the sea.” The Belgians left Antwerp on 9 October for
the River Yser, 100 miles to the southwest. Then Albert or-
dered a halt to the retreat and a dug-in determination to
keep at least a part of Belgium free. The Belgian legacy to the
final victory is their unexpectedly stubborn defense of their
country, which gave time to the French to redeploy their
armies northward and brought the British into the war.

Gilles Boué

See also: Marne, Battle of the; World War I

References and further reading:

How Belgium Saved Europe. Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott, 1915.

Keegan, John. The First World War. London: Pimlico, 1998.

Rapport du commandement: Laction de larmée belge. Paris:
Chapelot, 1915.

Belisarius (c. 505-c. 565)

Byzantine general and conqueror. Belisarius began his ca-
reer as a bodyguard for Justinian I (r. 527-565) when the fu-
ture emperor was himself commander of the emperor’s
guards. Belisarius is first mentioned as leading a raid
against the Persians in 526 or 527. By 529 he was command-
ing the Byzantine army fighting the Persians, with the rank
of magister militium, or commander of forces, when he won
an important victory over the Persians at Dara. Upon the
conclusion of peace with the Persians, he was recalled to
Constantinople in 531.

In 532 he commanded troops loyal to Justinian I, and
suppressed the Nika revolt. In 533 he was appointed to com-
mand an expedition to attack the Vandal kingdom of Africa.
He defeated the Vandal king in two decisive battles, the Bat-
tle of the Tenth Milepost and the Battle of Tricamarium, thus
completing the initial conquest of the province of Africa. In
534 he invaded Corsica, and, in 535, upon his return from
the African expedition, he was granted a triumphal entry
into Constantinople and made consul.

Late in 535, Belisarius invaded Sicily, the empire having
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declared war upon the Gothic kingdom of Italy. On 31 De-
cember, the Byzantines took Syracuse. In 536, he crossed to
the mainland, taking Reggio Calabria, and besieged Naples.
In December 536 he entered Rome, which had been tem-
porarily abandoned by the Goths, and began making prepa-
rations for a siege. The Goths attacked the city in March 537,
and continued the blockade for an entire year, until March
538. As the Goths withdrew, Belisarius defeated their rear
guard in battle at the Milvian Bridge. The Goths were forced
to break the siege by Byzantine raiding parties, one of which
occupied the town of Rimini, just 30 miles from the Gothic
capital of Ravenna.

Gothic forces besieged Rimini, and the Byzantine forces,
reinforced with troops brought by the eunuch Narses,
marched to the rescue. A dispute between Narses and Beli-
sarius led to a divided command, which resulted in the fail-
ure to rescue the besieged town of Milan before its fall in
early 539. Belisarius continued to attack Gothic strongholds,
aided by an opportune Frankish invasion, until he finally
reached Ravenna. The city held out until April 540, when the
Goths, in an attempt to suborn Belisarius, offered to ac-
knowledge him as emperor of the West. This he refused, but
by pretending to accept he persuaded the Goths to open the
gates to the city. Once inside, he arrested the Gothic leaders
and sent them to Constantinople, and took possession of the
city in the name of the emperor.

A Persian invasion in 540 caused his dispatch to the east,
where he fought indecisive campaigns in 541 and 542. Later,
in 542, accused of plotting against the regime by the Em-
press Theodora, he was removed from office. Once restored
to favor, he was sent, with the lower rank of Count of the Sta-
bles, to suppress a rebellion in Italy in 544. Although he re-
lieved the sieges of several small towns, he was unable to
rescue the city of Rome, which fell to the Goths in December
546. Although Byzantine forces quickly reoccupied the city, a
stalemate was reached, and Belisarius returned to Constan-
tinople in 549.

In 551, he headed a party of ambassadors appointed by
Justinian I to negotiate with Pope Vigilius, then a prisoner in
Constantinople, over ongoing theological disputes. This
failed.

In 559 and 560, Belisarius defeated an invading force of
Kutrigur Hun in Thrace. In 562, accused again of plotting
against Justinian, he was deprived of his offices. Although he
again returned to favor, he retired and died around 565.

Joseph M. Isenberg
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Ben-Bella, Ahmed (1916- )

Algerian nationalist and guerrilla commander. Ahmed Ben-
Bella was born on 15 December 1916, near the Moroccan
frontier. After being conscripted in 1937, he served with dis-
tinction in the French army during World War II, rising to
the rank of sergeant. Following the war, a politically active
nationalist, he helped establish the headquarters of the
groups preparing an armed revolt, out of which grew the Na-
tional Liberation Front (FLN). The FLN began an armed re-
volt in November 1954, with Ben-Bella as the most promi-
nent leader, by coordinated attacks on public buildings,
military and police posts, and communications installa-
tions. In October 1956, while flying from Morocco to Tunis,
the French secret services arranged for the pilot to land at
Algiers in order to arrest Ben-Bella and four other rebel
leaders. Consequently, Ben-Bella was incarcerated during
the most intense period of the Algerian conflict. He was re-
leased from prison in March 1962 as an aspect of the Evian
agreements and cease-fire, and immediately resumed active
leadership. In September 1962, the provisional arrange-
ments were ended and Ben-Bella formed the government of
independent Algeria.

Ben-Bella began suppressing all opposing factions within
and without the FLN, concentrating power on himself. His
rigid policies and his suppression of opposition leaders led
to his overthrow and imprisonment in June 1965. When fi-
nally released in October 1980, he left the country. After the
liberalization of Algeria’s regime, Ben-Bella returned to Al-
geria. Taking an extreme militant line, he tried, with very
limited success, to rebuild a party of his own and a position
of influence, but failed. Currently, at age 85, he resides in
Switzerland.

William E. Wingfield

See also: Algiers, Battle of

References and further reading:

Horne, Alistair. A Savage War of Peace: Algeria, 1954-1962. New York:
Viking Press, 1978. Rev. ed., New York: Penguin Books, 1987.

Bennington (16 August 1777)
A fierce little battle in the American Revolution that frus-
trated British attempts to sever New England from the

remainder of the revolting British North American
colonies.

In spring 1777, British general John Burgoyne had led an
army southward from Montreal toward Albany, where he ex-
pected to connect with a supporting force coming across
Lake Ontario and down the Mohawk River and the main
British army moving northward from New York City. How-
ever, by late summer it was clear that the British in New York
City were moving on Philadelphia, and the small force to the
west had retreated to Canada. Burgoyne’s own force was run-
ning low on beef, wagons, and draft animals.

In this situation, Burgoyne sent about 800 men on 11 Au-
gust on a foraging expedition about 40 miles due east to-
ward Bennington, Vermont (then a part of Massachusetts),
which was an American supply point. Several days later, the
group, mostly German troops commanded by Colonel
Friedrich Baum, paused near Bennington to wait for rein-
forcements. Meanwhile, small groups of New England-area
militia commanded by General John Stark, acting as if they
were loyal to the Crown, worked their way around and be-
hind the Germans’ positions.

Without warning, the American militia turned on the
surrounded troops, killing many of them and pursuing oth-
ers into the woods. For two hours the battle raged, and even-
tually the Germans ran out of ammunition.

Around this time, reinforcements—another group of
about 700 commanded by Lieutenant Colonel Heinrich von
Breymann—were detached from Burgoyne’s force and, as
they entered the battle, Vermont militia arrived, and so the
Hessian reinforcements suffered the same fate as the origi-
nal foraging party.

As a consequence, the loss of so many men weakened
Burgoyne and denied him needed food and supplies; the
Americans were emboldened by their victory at Benning-
ton. Eventually, fearing that he was outnumbered and could
not retreat to Montreal before winter, Burgoyne would fight
twice at Saratoga, and surrender. Burgoyne’s capitulation
was a triumph that impelled the French to cast off their cau-
tious support for the Americans and to sign a treaty of al-
liance, which probably provided the margin for American
victory.

Charles M. Dobbs
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Berezina River, Battle of
(26-29 November 1812)

The Russian pursuit of Napoleon’s Grande Armée, and its
destruction during this engagement. Napoleon and 110,000
troops retreated from Moscow on 19 October 1812, retracing
their path to the Nieman River. They dispersed on the
march, abandoning their baggage and also their weapons.
Russian forces continued to harass, giving battle at Malo-
yaroslavets, Krasnoie, and Orsha.

Csar Alexander I directed Marshal Mikhail Kutuzov with
27,000 troops, Admiral Paul Chichagov with 24,000, and
Prince Peter Wittgenstein with 34,000 to converge and pre-
vent the French from crossing the Berezina River. On 22 No-
vember, Russian forces liberated Minsk, and destroyed
French bridgeheads at Borissov on 24 November.

Napoleon conceived a ruse that kept Russian forces south
of Borissov, allowing the emperor and 30,000 of his troops to
cross the Berezina over two bridges his engineers had con-
structed at Studianka from 26 to 27 November. Fighting on
both sides of the river continued through 28 November. On
the morning of 29 November, Napoleon ordered the bridges
burnt. A “second” French army of 30,000 stragglers and
civilians was abandoned.

Within a week, the number of French effectives dropped
to 13,000 as they marched the 160-mile distance from the
Berezina River to Vilna. The Russians gave up the pursuit,
except for advanced guard action and Cossack raids.

At Smorgoni (40 miles away from Vilna) on 5 December,
Napoleon announced that he was leaving his troops to re-
turn to Paris. Marshal Murat assumed command of an army
that reached Vilna on 8 December. The town had been pre-
pared to feed 100,000 men for 40 days, but the army that ar-
rived was in shambles. Murat could not keep the troops in
formation or organized. They looted and pillaged while
Russian advance guards and Cossacks threatened attack.
Murat and 10,000 men evacuated Vilna on 10 December.

Meanwhile, Napoleon reached Warsaw on 10 December,
Dresden on 14 December, Mainz on 16 December, and ar-
rived in Paris before midnight on 18 December.

Approximately 5,000 of the original 600,000 Grande Ar-
mée recrossed the Neimen on 14 December (an additional
25,000 straggled across later).

Neville G. Panthaki
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Berlin, Soviet Drive on (16 April-2 May 1945)
The defeat of Germany through the capture of the adminis-
trative and military heart of Nazi power, by the Red Army. By
the end of 1944 the Soviet-German front was along the
Narew and Vistula Rivers and Carpathian Mountains. The
initial success of Hitler’s Ardennes offensive, launched 16
December 1944, prompted Churchill to ask Stalin on 6 Janu-
ary 1945 for Soviet assistance to relieve the pressure, by way
of an immediate offensive. Stalin agreed to aid the Allies by
launching the Soviet offensive prematurely despite bad
weather conditions and incomplete resupply efforts.

Soviet operations toward Berlin began 12 January, as
forces of Marshal Ivan Konev’s 1st Ukrainian Front struck
from bridgeheads at Sandomierz toward Silesia. Forces of
Marshal Georgii Zhukov’s 1st Belorussian Front and Kon-
stantin Rokossovskii’s 2d Belorussian Front followed on 14
January, from bridgeheads near Warsaw toward Berlin and
just north of Warsaw on the Narew River toward Danzig,
respectively.

The ruins of Warsaw were liberated (after the German
crushing of the Polish uprising in the city) on 17 January,
and on 19 January Zhukov’s armored spearheads drove into
Lodz. On 18 January, General Cherniakhovskii’s 3d Belorus-
sian Front attacked East Prussia, while General Petrov’s 4th
Ukrainian Front struck through the Carpathians. By the end
of the first week, the Soviet offensive had been carried 220
kilometers deep and was 900 kilometers wide.

Hitler halted the Ardennes offensive, but redeployed the
Sixth Panzer Army to Budapest, and did not evacuate 30
German divisions isolated in Courland. Hence, only 12 Ger-
man armored divisions and 50 understrength infantry divi-
sions defended a 1,500-kilometer front.

By 31 January, Zhukov’s forces were at Kiistrin on the
Oder, 82 kilometers from Berlin. Budapest capitulated on 13
February.

From Vistula-Oder, the Red Army overcame six German
defense lines and encountered fortressed cities such as
Konigsberg, Breslau, Posnen, and Torun, which held out as
the Soviet offensive moved westward. Zhukov captured Pos-
nen on 23 February after nearly a month of siege; Konigs-
berg surrendered 9 April to Marshal Aleksandr Vasilevskii,
who replaced Cherniakhovskii as commander of the 3d Be-
lorussian Front. Millions of Germans fled ahead of the So-
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viet advance, and hundreds of thousands died in the winter
cold. The Soviet offensive temporarily halted to allow Red
Army logistics to reinforce the troops.

Vienna was captured by Generals Malinovskii’s and Tol-
bukhin’s troops on 13 April. Zhukov and Konev advanced
from the Oder-Neisse Rivers on 16 April, overcoming Berlin’s
seven defense lines and encircling it by 25 April, the day So-
viet and American forces met on the Elbe River.

Hitler committed suicide on 30 April, the Nazi central
command dissolved, and Berlin capitulated on 2 May.

Neville G. Panthaki
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Bernadotte, Jean Baptiste Jules (1763-1844)
French field commander and diplomat, marshal of France,
and founder of a Swedish royal dynasty. Born the son of a
lawyer in Pau, France, on 26 January 1763, Bernadotte en-
listed in the army in 1780. After affiliating with the Revolu-
tion in 1790, he rose rapidly through the ranks, becoming a
brigadier general in 1793 and fighting with distinction at
Fleurus in 1794 and Tagliamento in 1797. With Jacobin lean-
ings, he remained neutral in the coup of 18th Brumaire in
1799. After holding a variety of civil and military offices,
Napoleon made him one of the 18 original marshals of
France in 1804.

Bernadotte commanded a corps at Austerlitz in 1805, but
failed to engage as ordered at Jena in 1806. His victory over
the Russians at Mohrungen on 25 January 1807 did not fully
restore him to Napoleon’s favor. After his inadequate gener-
alship caused unacceptably high casualties at Wagram in
1809, Napoleon dismissed him on 24 September.

Turning against Napoleon and in command of an allied
army in Germany in 1813, Bernadotte defeated Nicolas
Charles Oudinot at Grossbeeren on 23 August and Michel
Ney at Dennewitz on 6 September and commanded one of
the three victorious allied armies at Leipzig. He participated
in the push toward Paris in the spring of 1814, but did not
oppose Napoleon in the Hundred Days.

Elected crown prince of Sweden in 1810 so that the child-
less Charles XIII could be peacefully succeeded, Bernadotte,

as King Charles XIV John, founded the Swedish royal line
that survives into the twenty-first century.
Ericv.d. Luft
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Berthier, Louis-Alexandre, Prince of Neuchatel
and Valangin, Prince of Wagram (1753-1815)

Marshal of France, commander during the wars of the
French Revolution and Empire. Berthier was born on 20 No-
vember 1753 at Versailles. He joined the French army as an
engineer in 1766. During the American Revolution, he
served on the staff of the Comte de Rochambeau. Thus by
the outbreak of the French Revolution he had already served
20 years and risen to the rank of lieutenant colonel.

In the early part of the Wars of the French Revolution,
Berthier served first on the staff of Rochambeau, and then
as chief of staff, first to the Marquis de Lafayette, and then to
Count Luckner. He was suspended from the army in 1792 at
the outset of the Terror. Reinstated in 1795, he was promoted
to general de brigade and made chief of staff of the Army of
the Alps and Italy. He was promoted in June 1795 to general
de division. When Napoleon Bonaparte assumed command
of the Army of Italy, he retained Berthier as chief of staff.

Berthier would serve Bonaparte as chief of staff almost
without interruption throughout the remainder of the Wars
of the French Revolution and Empire, finally leaving Bona-
parte at the end of the 1814 campaign.

Berthier thus made his reputation as a staff officer, rather
than as a field commander. The staff of the French Army of
the Consulate and Empire was a model of efficiency for the
period and served as an example to be imitated by other Eu-
ropean armies. In large part, this success was due to
Berthier, who was one of the few individuals who could both
reduce the rambling directives of Napoleon Bonaparte to a



coherent set of orders and supervise the subsequent execu-
tion of those orders.

On the two occasions when Berthier served separately
from Napoleon, the results were far less fortunate. Left in
command of the forces in Germany in 1809, Berthier proved
incapable of responding to the Austrian offensive. Disaster
was averted only by the timely arrival of Napoleon. At the
conclusion of the 1812 campaign, Berthier was left as chief
of staff to Marshal Murat, in command of the army after
Napoleon’s return to Paris. Berthier proved incapable of
steadying the king of Naples, who quickly panicked, and
eventually abandoned his command to Eugene Beauharnais.

As a result of his faithful service to the empire, Berthier
was created prince of Neuchatel and Valangin in 1806, and
vice-constable of the empire. In 1809, he was created prince
of Wagram. In 1814, he accepted the Bourbon Restoration,
and was made a peer of France and commander of the Order
of St. Louis. After Napoleon’s escape from Elba, he, together
with other marshals loyal to the Bourbons, accompanied the
flight of Louis XVIII from Paris. He then went to Bavaria,
where he died on 1 June 1815. Sources disagree on whether
Berthier was murdered or committed suicide.

Joseph Isenberg
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Bismarck, Otto von (1 April 1815-30 July 1898)
Master of Realpolitik, who unified Germany under the lead-
ership of Prussia. Otto von Bismarck was a Prussian Junker,
born at Schénhausen, conservative and monarchical in out-
look. He was appointed Prussian delegate to the Frankfurt
Diet on 15 July 1851, Prussian minister to St. Petersburg in
1859, and Prussian ambassador to Paris in 1862. From 1862
to 1890, Bismarck served as foreign minister and minister
president of Prussia.

Bismarck was not a German nationalist; he led the
process of German unification to ensure Prussian control of
the outcome. His only concerns were to make Prussia great
in Germany and make Germany great in Europe.

On 30 September 1862, Bismarck delivered his notorious
speech, stating that debate would not solve the issue of Ger-
man unification, but “blood and iron” would. He manipu-
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lated European politics and became chancellor of a unified
Germany under the leadership of King Wilhelm I after three
wars: Schlesswig-Holstein (Denmark), January-July 1864;
Austro-Prussian War, June-July 1866; and Franco-Prussian
War, July 1870-January 1871.

Bismarck restrained General Count Helmuth von Moltke
after the Austrian defeat, and disallowed a Prussian military
procession through Vienna or the levying of a war indemnity.

However, Bismarck did not act with similar prudence at
the conclusion of the Franco-Prussian war. There was a
Prussian military parade through Paris; a war indemnity
against France of 5 billion francs; the occupation of north-
ern France until the indemnity was paid in 1873; the procla-
mation of Wilhelm I as emperor of Germany in the Hall of
Mirrors in Versailles; and, most galling for the French, the
annexation of Alsace and Lorraine to Germany. War, the de-
struction of Metternich’s Congress System, and the re-
arrangement of the balance of power had made Germany a
unified nation. From 1871 to 1890, Bismarck worked to en-
sure the survival of his creation within the new status quo.

Domestically, Bismarck consolidated Prussia’s political,
military, and economic dominance within Germany. He be-
came the “honest broker of peace” in Europe, attempting to
prevent war or otherwise to localize conflict. Bismarck did
not wish to embroil Germany in a proxy war against Russia
on Austria’s behalf in the Balkans. Bismarck also strongly
sought to avoid a two-front war involving Germany, against
France and Russia.

Bismarck also promoted colonial expansion in Africa to
ease tension in Europe by diverting attention from growing
German influence and providing an outlet for the grandeur of
France and England. He also staunchly believed that strong
German-Russian relations would keep France isolated.

Bismarck’s multiple priorities complicated his diplo-
macy, committing Germany in a series of alliance treaties. In
these arrangements, Germany was “one of three so long as
there are five great European powers.”

Bismarck was a diplomatic wizard; however, his succes-
sors were unable to maintain Germany’s alliance web. The
contradictory nature of Germany’s multiple contractual ties,
and its breakdown, was one of the causes of World War I.

As Prussian and German chancellor, Bismarck constantly
empowered the army with state revenue and patronage. Force
had created Germany and would defend it, but Bismarck en-
sured that the military remained subservient to the state.

Wilhelm I allowed Bismarck to rule Germany by proxy.
Bismarck resigned in March 1890, because he was not
granted the same privilege by Wilhelm II.

Neville G. Panthaki
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Black Patch War (1904-1909)

A conflict that broke out between tobacco farmers in the
Black Patch region of Kentucky and Tennessee, and the
American Tobacco Company (ATC) and other tobacco com-
panies. The area had taken its name from the dark tobacco
leaves produced for European markets. The tobacco market
had increasingly come under the control of a few giant
firms, led by the ATC, that had reached an understanding in
order to avoid competition and reduce prices paid for to-
bacco. Prices had declined by 48 percent between 1874 and
1894. In order to defend themselves, farmers organized
themselves into the Planters Protective Association (PPA) in
1904. The PPA, led by wealthy planter Flex Ewing and other
elite landholders, sent organizers to educate and recruit
other farmers in order to form cooperative pool crops, and
withhold them from the market until better prices were of-
fered. By 1907 PPA members had pooled 50,000 hogshead of
tobacco and nearly caused the price the ATC paid for their
crop to double.

The PPA ultimately had to resort to violence in order to
ensure solidarity among tobacco producers. By 1905, some
of the members of the PPA formed a secret organization
called the night riders. They terrorized, whipped, and on oc-
casion murdered farmers who sold their tobacco to the to-
bacco trusts and others whose interests stood in opposition
to the PPA. With the silent support of law enforcement offi-
cials and private citizens, they even intimidated local courts.
Their campaign culminated on 6 December 1907 in a raid
by 500 masked men on the city of Hopkinsville, Kentucky,
that resulted in more than $200,000 worth of property dam-
age when several tobacco warehouses were set afire. Major
Erskine Birch and the town’s militia pursued the vigilantes
and engaged a small group of them, killing a teenager. In re-
action, Kentucky governor Augustus Wilson sought to pene-
trate the vigilantes with informers and to send troops where
they were needed. Yet, this strategy met with little success
and Wilson then established a defensive strategy of placing
troops near likely targets.

By 1908, the target of night riders’ violence had begun to
change. A second wave of violence was directed at black peo-

ple, as well as prostitutes, bootleggers, and others who of-
fended community morals. The source of this second wave
came not from the tobacco farmers but was led by local
white ironworkers. Planters soon became concerned that
these actions were driving off the laborers they needed. As
the violence broadened and became more chaotic, Black
Patchers turned against vigilantism. After threats about
burning the town of Murray, Judge A. J. G. Wells asked Wil-
son to dispatch troops to guard Calloway County. State and
local courts began to assert their authority and ended the
lawlessness. Under financial strains, the PPA buckled and lo-
cal militias ensured that order was maintained.
T Jason Soderstrum
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Blenheim-Hochstidt, Battle of
(13 August 1704)

Marlborough’s masterpiece. The year 1704 saw the rising
star of both Marlborough and Prince Eugene de Savoie;
Marlborough had decided to come and help the imperials in
Bavaria. The strategic options were significant: the allies had
to protect Vienna and a victory would give them Bavaria; a
defeat meant a Franco-Bavarian invasion of Austria. On 21
May, Marlborough joined Eugene’s army. Together they won
a first battle at Donauwdrth in early July. This victory gave
them a base for further operations in Bavaria. The elector of
Bavaria avoided any clash with the invading armies. He
needed first to join Marechal de Tallard and his French army.

The month of July saw allied troops committing the Rape
of Bavaria, as this period of burning and looting was known.
Now the Franco-Bavarians tried to draw Marlborough and
Eugene to battle, as their armies were separated by the
Danube River. By a series of rapid marches, Marlborough
came to help Eugene, which was withdrawing slowly to pro-
tect Donauwdrth. Tallard and the elector thought they had
achieved a strategic success in bringing Marlborough out of
Bavaria. In Marlborough’s mind, it was time for a decisive
battle.

The Franco-Bavarian forces (60,000) were positioned
east of Hochstddt. Their deployment was covered by the
Danube on their right and by wooded hills on their left; the
center was protected by a marshy river (the Nebel). Three



villages were occupied: left to right, Lutzingen, Oberglau,
and Blindheim (Bleinheim). Marlborough’s opponents were
unaware of his position, and orders were given to send out
foragers. At 6 A.M. on 13 August, nine allied columns
(52,000) appeared out of the woods, heading toward the
Nebel. Until noon, the two facing armies deployed for battle;
the Franco-Bavarian army separated in two groups, the elec-
tor and Marechal Marsin on the left, and Tallard on the right.
Their infantry had deployed in the three villages with cav-
alry on their flanks making the center of the line, between
Oberglau and Blindheim, a weak spot. Marsin deployed to
fight by the Nebel, trying to prevent any crossing; Tallard
chose to hold a defensive line more than 500 yards further
with Blindheim as a strong point. Marlborough ordered a
general advance at 12:30, and Blindheim was assaulted by
Lord Cutt’s troops, who were repulsed with heavy losses.
This attack was so fierce that the French general Clerambaut
decided to move more infantry into Blindheim, cramming
27 battalions in the village. The French center was left in
charge of the cavalry. Marsin and Eugene faced each other in
a fight lasting until 4 .M. When the Franco-Bavarians retired
behind Lutzingen, Eugene’s troops were too exhausted to go
further. Marsin then tried to attack the flanks of Marlbor-
ough’s cavalry squadrons and infantry lines advancing
across the Nebel. The furious cavalry fight lasted with vari-
ous degrees of success till a general charge led by Marlbor-
ough separated the French in two parts. Marsin escaped
slowly into the night. Tallard was taken prisoner by Hessian
cavalry he thought to be French. At 9 pM., to the disgrace of
France, more than 10,000 soldiers surrendered in over-
crowded Blindheim. The Franco-Bavarian army was de-
stroyed, as more than 30,000 were either killed, prisoners or
drowned trying to cross the Danube.
Austria was safe, the allies overran Bavaria, and Louis
XIV’s army might belonged to the past.
Gilles Boué
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Bloch, Jean de (1836-1902)
Industrialist, philanthropist, and antiwar activist, also
known as Jan Gotlib Bloch and Ivan Stanislavovich Bliokh.
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Born on 30 July 1836 in Radom, (Russian) Poland, Jean de
Bloch amassed a very large fortune in the railroad, banking,
insurance, sugar, bakery, and forestry businesses. An en-
lightened entrepreneur, Bloch proposed a pension plan for
railway workers—over strong opposition from other busi-
ness leaders, and even from established charitable and edu-
cational institutions. Bloch also wrote the first modern “sys-
tems analysis” of warfare. He was not without honor in his
own country, and Czar Alexander II ennobled him and gave
him the title State Councillor of the Empire.

Bloch also had a notable research and literary career,
winning many gold medals at international expositions. He
pioneered the use of research institutions to examine social
and political questions, including a Statistical Bureau, which
he founded in Warsaw, that employed prominent scholars
and writers.

Bloch began to think about warfare while organizing rail-
way supplies for the Russo-Turkish War. In 1888, he started
work on Memorial on the Defense of Warsaw. With the en-
couragement of Josif Hurko, the czar’s governor-general of
Poland, Bloch began to write articles explaining the social
and economic effects of war to officers, and the military as-
pects of war to civilians. Bloch’s first studies on war were
published in Warsaw’s monthly Biblioteka Warszawska be-
tween March 1893 and September 1894. Translations of
these chapters were published in Russian, French, and Ger-
man journals.

In 1898, Bloch published his six-volume Buduschaya
voina [The Future of War from Its Technical, Economic and
Political Points of View] in which he argued that the modern
technology of arms design substantially increased the
lethality and power of defense. In particular, the magazine
rifle, smokeless powder, flat trajectory bullet, smaller rifle
bore, quick-firing artillery, and high-explosive artillery
shells would create a 1,000-meter fire-swept zone, making a
frontal assault against an entrenched defense suicidal. This
zone could be crossed, but such a crossing would require the
attacking forces to have a numerical advantage of eight to
one, a number Bloch derived from his analysis of actual op-
erations in the 1877-1878 Russo-Turkish War and of the
1870-1871 Franco-Prussian War, and of experiments of his
own design conducted in Switzerland. The new weapons
technologies, combined with mass conscription armies and
railroad-generated strategic mobility, had transformed war-
fare into a long-term stalemate decided by attrition and the
economic exhaustion of the continental powers. Bloch con-
cluded that “under the military, social, and economic condi-
tions of Europe at the present day, though it is quite possible
that war may break out, it is almost impossible for it to be
waged successfully”

Bloch’s deductions on tactics and logistics contained far
more realistic insights than those of his contemporaries, and



106 Blood River

he dealt with problems that no one else thought about. He
alone questioned the effects of a long, drawn-out war on the
ability of civilians to bear great privation and hardship and
on the stability of the European social order. He also antici-
pated the concept of a “war economy; or the relationship of
commerce, industry, and agriculture to the military effort.
His six-volume work, The Future of War, was approved by
the Russian censor and was published only after Bloch had
an audience with Czar Nicholas II. The Future of War was
translated into German and French in full, and into English
in an abridged version. In the last three years of his life,
Bloch worked tirelessly for the cause of peace, and his work
helped inspire Czar Nicholas II to call for the 1899 Hague
Peace Conference. Bloch died on 6 January 1902 in Warsaw,
some 14 years before World War I proved so many of his pre-
dictions correct.
Mark D. Mandeles
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Blood River (Ncome) (16 December 1838)
Opened the Zulu kingdom to white settlement, and is still a
potent symbol for competing Afrikaner and Zulu national-
ism. In February 1838 hostilities erupted between the Zulu
and the Voortrekkers, or emigrant farmers (Boers) from the
Cape Colony, who had invaded the Zulu kingdom in search
of new lands to settle, free from British rule. The succeeding
months of inconclusive fighting showed that the normal
Zulu tactic of enveloping their foe preparatory to closing in
hand-to-hand combat with the stabbing spear could not
succeed against a laager, or the Boer fighting formation of
wagons drawn up end to end in a circle, and defended by
muskets and cannon shooting in ordered rotation to keep up
an uninterrupted rate of impenetrable fire.

In late 1838 a commando of armed horsemen under An-
dries Pretorius advanced east into Zululand, on 15 Decem-
ber laagering its 64 wagons on a spit of land between the
Ncome River to the east and a dry watercourse to the south.
The defenders, who consisted of 472 Boers, three white
traders from Port Natal, and 120 Port Natal Africans under

Alexander Biggar, were thus allowed to concentrate along
the west and north faces of the laager. Inside were some 700
oxen, 750 horses, 130 black wagon-drivers, and 200 grooms.
The Zulu army of between 12,000 and 16,000 men under
Ndlela kaSompisi Ntuli and Nzobo kaSobadli Ntombela ad-
vanced from the southeast before dawn on Sunday, 16 De-
cember. The left horn of 3,000 younger warriors came on
precipitately in advance of the chest and right horn, crossed
the Ncome south of the laager, and at about 6:30 A.M.
charged it from the west and north. Repulsed by the defend-
ers’ fire, the left horn broke and fled, pursued some way by
Boer horsemen. At about 8 A.M. the Zulu right horn, followed
by the chest, attacked along the same route as the already de-
feated left horn, but were also unable to break through the
Boer zone of fire. Some Zulu units began to withdraw in dis-
array at about 11 A.M. Pretorius and about 160 mounted men
sallied out in a pursuit that lasted several hours. The Zulu
army broke and fled in all directions. Their slaughter blood-
ied the waters of the Ncome, which the Boers renamed the
Bloed, or Blood River. Three Boers were wounded, but well
over 1,000 Zulu were killed.

His army scattered, King Dingane was soon forced to
cede the Boers half his kingdom.

John Laband
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Bliicher, Gebhard Leberecht von (1742-1819)
Fiery hero of Prussia’s war against Napoleon. Born 16 De-
cember in Rostock, Bliicher grew up in Mecklenburg. Poorly
educated, he volunteered in a Swedish Hussar regiment but
was captured by Prussians in 1760. The regiment’s colonel
liked the youth and made him an adjutant. Bliicher gained a
reputation for gambling and drinking, often dueling to extri-
cate himself from difficulties, but his behavior cost him a
promotion in 1771. He appealed directly to Frederick the
Great, who replied that “Bliicher may go to the devil,” and
cashiered him. For several years, he tended his small land-
holdings. After the death of the king, Bliicher was reinstated
as major in his former regiment. He was lieutenant colonel
in 1788 and served with the duke of Braunschweig on the
Rhine, where he led dashing charges against the French and
earned the rank of colonel in 1794.



In 1801, he was named lieutenant general and governor
of Miinster where he was outspoken against Napoleon. He
led the advance guard at Auerstddt in 1806, and subse-
quently, the army’s rear guard. He surrendered at Liibeck,
and following the Treaty of Tilsit, Bliicher was military gov-
ernor of Pomerania. When a Prussian contingent assisted
Napoleon’s invasion of Russia in 1812, Bliicher’s rage forced
the king to exile him temporarily to Silesia. He returned af-
ter Prussia’s alliance with Russia in 1813, and received
38,000 Prussians and Russian troops.

In May, he battled Mortier’s Corps at Liitzen, and he com-
manded the allied right wing at Bautzen. He protested the
armistice in June, but when the war resumed in August,
Bliicher’s Army of Silesia numbered 90,000 men. Moreover,
Gneisenau became his chief of staff and held the general’s
unconditional trust. On 26 August, the Army of Silesia
crushed Marshal Macdonald on the Katzbach, liberating
Silesia. Refusing to abide conservative strategy, Bliicher
crossed the Elbe, eluded Napoleon, and approached Leipzig.
Now a field marshal, Bliicher defeated Marmont at Méckern
on 16 October, attacked Leipzig on 18 October, but failed to
block the French retreat. Bliicher’s army crossed into France
at Kaub on 1 January, and “Feldmarshal Vorwirts” raced to-
ward Paris.

Napoleon defeated the Prussians at Brienne, Vauchamps,
and Craonne, but Bliicher checked the emperor at Laon be-
fore advancing into Paris on 31 March.

In 1815, Bliicher moved from the Rhine to join Welling-
ton in Belgium. At Ligny on 16 June, Bliicher was extricated
from beneath his dead horse while Gneisenau ordered a
withdrawal toward Wavre. That decision allowed the Prus-
sians to fall on Napoleon’s right flank at Waterloo two days
later. The aging hero was celebrated throughout Prussia, but
he fell ill and died on his property of Krieblowitz on 12 Sep-
tember 1819.

Llewellyn Cook
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Boer Wars (1880-1902)

Conflict of British imperialism and Afrikaner nationalism.
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After the discovery of diamonds in the 1860s, British politi-
cians decided that the best way to administer South Africa
and protect their commercial interests was through confed-
eration. Britain annexed the Transvaal in 1877 to accomplish
this goal. Because of the poor state of the republic’s finances
and the Zulu military threat, they did not anticipate resis-
tance. But the Boers rejected confederation and declared
war. The British were ill-prepared to fight the First Boer War
(1880-1881), having underestimated the ability and deter-
mination of the Boer horse commandos. With fewer than
3,500 troops in South Africa, and only half of these in the
Transvaal, British forces were dangerously outnumbered. In
the war’s defining moment, 180 Boers climbed Majuba Hill
at night, where nearly 600 British soldiers sat atop a seem-
ingly impenetrable position. The Boers took them com-
pletely by surprise. British casualties approached 250; the
Boers lost one man.

Majuba Hill was the last battle of the war. Rather than
commit to a protracted struggle, the British sued for peace.
The Pretoria Convention of 1881 returned self-government
to the Transvaal, although the British maintained suzerainty
over the republic’s foreign affairs. The peace agreement, re-
vised by the London Convention (1884), made little refer-
ence to this vague notion and the exact relationship of Great
Britain and the Transvaal remained unclear for the next 15
years.

With the discovery of gold near Johannesburg and the in-
flux of thousands of migrant workers, there was renewed in-
terest in South Africa. Cecil Rhodes, prime minister of the
Cape Colony, mining magnate, and imperialist, wanted to
see a unified British South Africa. Rhodes attempted to
physically encircle the Boer Republics, thus ensuring their
economic dependency on British, who controlled railroads
and ports. When this plan failed, he tried to overthrow the
Transvaal government in the ill-conceived Jameson Raid
(1895). The disastrous adventure heightened anxiety and
deepened mutual distrust.

Tension increased with the establishment of a German
colony in southern Africa, growing pressure from British
capitalists to break up the Transvaal’s economic monopolies,
and the inability to solve the issue of paramountcy. As the
Transvaal signed a military alliance with the Orange Free
State and purchased weapons, the British focused on the is-
sue of the Uitlanders (immigrant workers). Alfred Milner,
the high commissioner, believed that this disenfranchised
population of mostly British and British colonial subjects
could gain control of the republic through democratic
means. Milner made their right to vote, whether or not a le-
gitimate concern of the British government, the central issue
of all negotiations with Paul Kruger, the Transvaal president.
When negotiations failed in the summer of 1899, the British
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A company of Boer soldiers; prisoners of war in Simons Town, South Africa, c. 1901. (Library of Congress)

prepared an ultimatum. The Boers forestalled them, declar-
ing war on 12 October.

The (second) Boer War (1899-1902) did not open well
for the British, who seemed to have learned nothing from
the First Boer War. Due mostly to political constraints, the
army lacked numbers, equipment, and intelligence. To make
matters worse, strategy had been determined by an angry

public. The Boers had invaded the Cape Colony and Natal,
laying siege to Ladysmith, Kimberley, and Mafeking. The
public demanded the immediate relief of these three towns.
The British commander, Redvers Buller, complied and
against his better judgment divided his forces. The result
was December’s “Black Week,” in which three British armies
were defeated at Stormberg, Magersfontein, and Colenso.



British forces were strengthened with the arrival of sev-
eral divisions and the wide-scale recruitment of volunteers.
Over the next year, Lord Roberts, the new commander, ad-
vanced through the Orange Free State and the Transvaal.
Boer commandos refused to surrender and turned to guer-
rilla tactics, destroying railroads and telegraph lines and at-
tacking isolated outposts. In 1901, Lord Kitchener, succeed-
ing Roberts, employed controversial counterinsurgency
techniques to break Boer resistance. To limit their move-
ment, the British constructed blockhouses. To strip the
Boers of their resources, the British scorched land, seized
livestock, and relocated civilians.

Concentration camps eventually housed more than
150,000 men, women, and children. Poorly situated and
maintained, they had an alarmingly high rate of mortality
and 28,000 Boers and more than 14,000 black Africans died
in them, leaving a lasting legacy of hatred for the British by
the Boers.

Although Boer commandos managed to sustain a vigor-
ous resistance in the guerrilla phase of the war, the plight of
their civilians, the devastation of their lands, the growing
fear of armed blacks, and the numerical superiority of the
British forced them to the negotiating table. The Treaty of
Vereeniging, 31 May 1902, ended the war on mild terms for
the Boers.

Stephen M. Miller
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Bogomils’ Revolt (1086-1091)
A rebellion against the Byzantine Empire in what is now
Bulgaria. The Bogomils were a dualist sect present through-
out the Mediterranean world, variously known as the Pauli-
cians in Anatolia, Bogomils in eastern Europe, and Cathars
or Albigensians in western Europe. Although the heresy was
poorly regarded officially, such was the Byzantine Empire’s
need for manpower that Alexius I Comnenus (r. 1081-1118)
raised a unit of Bulgarian dualists from the area around
what is now Plovdiv.

This unit proved unsatisfactory and was dismissed by
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Alexius in 1085 or 1086. It promptly revolted, and was joined
by coreligionists, as well as some Serb and Vlach freebooters.

The rebels seized the fortress of Beliatoba, where the Bo-
gomils then invited Petcheneg nomads to join them. A force
of Petchenegs crossed the Danube and marched toward the
rebels. A small Byzantine force sent to stop them was de-
feated, but a second force compelled the Petchenegs to with-
draw.

In 1087, a much larger Petcheneg force, numbering
80,000, crossed the Danube under Tzugalu. Though this
force suffered an initial defeat, a large number joined the Bo-
gomils and camped near the town of Paradunavum. Alexius
I Comnenus decided to retake the town and marched
against them. At Dristra, the Byzantine army was mauled
and Alexius forced to flee.

For the next three years, the Petchenegs and rebels raided
throughout the western parts of the empire. In 1090, another
Byzantine army was defeated and destroyed.

In the spring of 1091, Alexius persuaded the Cumans, the
traditional enemies of the Petchenegs, to attack the rebel-
lious force. The Cumans heavily defeated the Petchenegs and
recrossed the Danube. Alexius settled the surviving Petch-
enegs in the area around Salonika. A number were enrolled
into the Byzantine army.

Alexius did not proceed further against the dualist
heretics until the last two years of his reign. At that time, un-
der pressure from the Church to establish religious conform-
ity, many Bogomils were forcibly converted, and their lead-
ers either imprisoned or executed.

Joseph M. Isenberg
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Bohemian Civil Wars (1448-1478)

Wars between various claimants for the Bohemian throne.
The peace established by the Compacts of Jihlava (1436) was
strained by the successive deaths of Bohemian kings Sigis-
mund (d. 1437) and Albrecht (d. 1440), and the control ex-
ercised by Holy Roman Emperor Frederick III over Al-
brecht’s infant son and putative heir, Ladislas Posthumous.
Conflict between Catholic and Hussite factions resurfaced in
the interregnum, culminating in an attempt by Catholic no-
bles of the League of Strakonice to seize Prague. It was frus-
trated by the Hussite George Podebrady (1448). In 1450,
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Podebrady defeated the League at Rokycany, and then in-
vaded Saxony to cut off the Catholic party from the support
of Duke Frederick.

Having secured peace, Podebrady moved to protect the
Catholics from Hussite reprisals, forcing the radical strong-
hold of Tabor to submit to his rule in 1452. In alliance with
Count Cilli of Austria and Jdnos Hunyadi of Hungary,
Podebrady forced Frederick III to release Ladislas in 1453;
Podebrady was named regent for Bohemia in Ladislas’s
name.

While visiting Prague for his wedding in 1457, Ladislas
became ill and died. The Bohemian estates rejected the
claims of Ladislas’s relatives, and elected Podebrady king. In
1458 Podebrady defeated an invasion of Moravia by Arch-
duke Albert Habsburg of Austria, and induced William of
Saxony to recognize his election, forwarded by the Congress
of Cheb in 1459.

Though he sought to pacify the country, Podebrady could
not completely satisfy the baronial party, nor would he meet
the Catholics’ demands to eliminate Hussitism. Encouraged
by Pope Paul IT and by Frederick III, Catholic barons formed
the League of Zelend Hora, and, together with the cities of
Pilsen and Breslau, revolted against Podebrady’s rule in
1467. Moving quickly, Podebrady destroyed the forces of
Breslau, subdued Lusatia and Silesia, and secured a truce
with the league.

Offered the Bohemian crown by the pope, Hungarian
king Matthias Corvinus invaded, and drove Podebrady out
of Moravia in 1468. Podebrady counterattacked the follow-
ing year, defeating Matthias and forcing him to withdraw.
Matthias raided Bohemia in 1470 without result. Pode-
brady’s death the following year led to the election of
Vladislav II Jagiellon by the Bohemian estates, though
Matthias refused to recognize the election, and continued
his war against the Hussite party. Unable to gain ground in
Bohemia, he held on to the dependent territories of Moravia,
Silesia, and Lusatia. Placing his heavy forces in the towns, he
used his light cavalry to devastate the countryside, forcing
Vladislav to withdraw in a rare example of a besieged army
starving the besiegers into submission. By the Peace of Olo-
mouc (1478), Vladislav retained Bohemia proper and
Matthias gained the dependencies, with both men sharing
the royal title.

Brian Hodson
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Full-length portrait of Simon Bolivar. (Library of Congress)

Bolivar, Simon
(24 July 1783-17 December 1830)

South American liberator. Bolivar was primarily responsible
for freeing most of Latin America from Spanish rule. Bolivar
was born into a wealthy Creole family in Caracas, Venezuela.
Orphaned as a child, he was raised by an uncle and tutors.
He completed his education in Europe, where he married a
Spanish noblewoman. They returned to Caracas in 1802, but
she died within a year. Bolivar returned to Europe where he
systematically studied Enlightenment thinking. He wit-
nessed Napoleon proclaim himself emperor as well. Return-
ing to Venezuela, Bolivar joined the movement for indepen-
dence after the Bourbon monarchy of Spain was deposed by
Napoleon. In 1810, the ruling junta of Venezuela sent Bolivar
to England to seek assistance. Unsuccessful in that mission,
Bolivar returned to command the important fortress of
Puerto Cabello. Some of his officers betrayed the fortress to
royalists, leading to the collapse of the independence move-
ment in Venezuela.

Bolivar vowed to continue the fight for independence. He
retreated to New Granada (modern Colombia), where he



took command of a patriot army. He defeated royalists seek-
ing to conquer New Granada, then invaded Venezuela in May
1813. Defeating the Spanish forces in six battles, Bolivar oc-
cupied Caracas on August 6. He was given the nickname El
Libertador (Liberator), which he kept for the remainder of
his career. Bolivar made himself dictator, but was soon over-
thrown by royalist forces. He fled again to New Granada, but
was defeated there. Bolivar went into exile in 1815 to Ja-
maica and Haiti. During this time, he wrote his famous “Let-
ter from Jamaica,” outlining his hopes for independence for
Latin America.

With weapons supplied by Haiti, Bolivar returned to
Venezuela. He was defeated and fled to the Orinoco region in
1818. There, Bolivar built a new army. He united the irregu-
lar cavalry of the region, the llaneros, with thousands of
British and Irish mercenaries, veterans of the Napoleonic
Wars. On 11 June 1819, Bolivar left his base with 2,500 men
and marched through the Andes via the icy Pisba pass. The
Spanish troops in New Granada were caught by surprise and
defeated. On 10 August 1819, Bolivar captured Bogota and
became president of newly independent Colombia.

In December 1819, Bolivar sponsored the declaration of
Gran Colombia, a union of Venezuela, Colombia, and Ecua-
dor. A truce forestalled hostilities during 1820, but Bolivar
invaded Venezuela again in 1821. He defeated the royalists at
the Battle of Carabobo on 25 June 1821, freeing virtually all
of Venezuela. He quickly moved his army into Ecuador. A
two-pronged invasion with General Antonio de Sucre freed
Ecuador by the end of 1822. A secret meeting with Jose de
San Martin, who had freed southern Latin America, resulted
in Bolivar becoming the single head of the liberation army.
He took over command of San Martin’s army in Peru and
completed the liberation of that state. The region known as
Upper Peru became a separate nation, and the grateful citi-
zens named it Bolivia after the great liberator.

In 1826, Bolivar called a pan-American meeting, to spon-
sor unity between the newly independent states. It was
sparsely attended and produced no lasting results. Bolivar’s
last four years were occupied with civil war and dissent. He
decided to go into voluntary exile in 1830, but died of tuber-
culosis before he could leave. Bolivar has another claim to
fame, as one of only two persons in modern times to have a
nation—Bolivia—named in his honor. (Cecil Rhodes and
Rhodesia was the other—and that only temporarily.)

Tim J. Watts

See also: South American Wars of Independence
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Bolshevik Revolution (1917-1921)
Political-military coup that imposed Marxist-Leninist com-
munism on Russia from 1917 to 1991. In 1903, organiza-
tional, ideological disputes split the Marxist Russian Social
Democratic Labor Party into two wings, Mensheviks and
Bolsheviks. There were also numerous underground move-
ments in exile; their divisions grew by 1917, but the domi-
nant Bolshevik, Vladimir Lenin (né Ulaynoff), brooked no
compromise with his version of Marxism.

In Russia itself, World War I privations exacerbated un-
derlying socioeconomic tensions, which had first surfaced in
the 1905-1907 Revolution. There was dissatisfaction in the
countryside with the 1861 serf emancipation, and urban
discontent with living conditions resulting from the 1890s’
industrial growth.

A bloodless February 1917 revolution overthrew Csar
Nicholas II, leading to establishment of a provisional gov-
ernment (PG), a self-appointed body of prowar liberals and
industrialists to rule until national elections could be held
for a constituent assembly. The Petrograd Soviet, comprising
Russia’s socialist movements, appeared, issuing Soviet Order
No. 1 (1 March), declaring the Russian army’s democratiza-
tion, gaining its support, and effectively controlling the PG’s
actions, but it was not prepared to take power itself.

Lenin and his fellow revolutionaries returned from exile
to Russia by the Germans in the famous “sealed railway car.”
But on his arrival Lenin issued his “April Theses,” declaring
no support for the provisional government and proclaiming
the popular slogans “All Power to Soviets,” and “Peace,
Bread, Land,” which separated the Bolsheviks from moder-
ate socialists.

The provisional government postponed elections; and
did not end the war, launching instead the disastrous June
Kerenskii offensive. It also did not or could not improve ur-
ban conditions or pass land legislation. Nonetheless, moder-
ate socialists joined the provisional government in July, and
the Bolsheviks were driven underground after the “July
Days” demonstrations.

General Kornilov’s failed right-wing military coup in Au-
gust swung the pendulum back left, with grassroots Bolshe-
viks organizing railway workers. Red Guards prevented Kor-
nilov’s forces from reaching Petrograd. Now with popular
urban support, the Bolsheviks gained control of the Petro-
grad and Moscow soviets.

Without the peasant support necessary for a majority in
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Bolsheviks on the street during the Russian Revolution, 1918.
(Library of Congress)

the constituent assembly elections and no majority guaran-
teed at the 2d Congress of Soviets in November, Lenin (in
hiding) pushed a divided Bolshevik Party toward insurrec-
tion. A Military Revolutionary Committee was formed,
through which Trotsky directed the seizure of power on 25
October (Old Style).

Despite holding Petrograd, Moscow, and other towns, the
Bolsheviks had tenuous control of Russia. They quickly
passed decrees satisfying soldiers, peasants, workers, and
national minorities. Their calls for international peace were
ignored by the Allies (who believed them to be a tool of the
Germans). Lenin’s new regime therefore independently
signed a cease-fire with Germany in December and the
harsh Brest-Litovsk peace in March 1918.

The Communist Party’s “carrot” policies toward the peas-
ants and others were accompanied by the “stick” of the All-
Russian Commission for Struggle Against Counter-Revolu-
tion and Sabotage (CHEKA) formed December 1917 under
Feliks Dzierzynski. CHEKA gained more powers as Bolshe-
viks intensified their “dictatorship of proletariat,” deemed
necessary to attain true socialism in the face of a hostile
coalition of the imperialistic-capitalistic powers. The No-

vember constituent assembly elections gave the Social Revo-
lutionaries 40 percent of the vote, against only 25 percent for
Bolsheviks. This minority vote meant nothing to the Bolshe-
viks; the assembly met only once before Red Guards closed it
permanently. All opposition parties—monarchist, liberal,
socialist—were banned by mid-1918.

The Workers and Peasants Red Army (RKKA), formed in
January 1918 to face the Germans, was replaced by the de-
mobilized Czarist Army. Under Trotsky, the new Red Army
was built around Latvian Rifles, Red Guards, partisans, and
worker detachments to a force of 5 million by 1920, running
the Soviet Union as a “one-armed camp” under “War Com-
munism” during the subsequent Russian Civil War. His polit-
ical control secured by the victorious civil war, Lenin re-
verted to a “New Economic Policy” that permitted some
limited private enterprise. But he also continued the “tempo-
rary” wartime governmental measures, which included ter-
ror as a weapon and the stifling of all political opposition,
thus preparing the way for Stalin’s rise to power. Nonethe-
less, the Communist Party did not achieve control over the
peasantry until Stalin’s 1930s collectivization, which re-
sulted in the deaths of millions. The Soviet state that
emerged was not that initially envisaged by the Bolsheviks
or their 1917 supporters, but a police state based around a
military-industrial complex that allowed victory over Ger-
many in World War IT and nuclear Cold War competition
with America afterwards, but which collapsed due to its own
internal contradictions in 1991.

Neil Harvey Croll
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Bor-Komorowski, Tadeusz (1895-1966)

Polish commander. Born in 1895 near the city of Lwow in
Russian-occupied Poland, Bor-Komorowski, while a student,
was in Warsaw for the declaration of Polish independence in
1918. After enlisting in the cavalry to fight in the Russo-Pol-
ish War (1919-1921), he rose through the ranks to become
an officer. Eventually he became an internationally known
horseman, attending the Ecole de Guerre in Paris, and was



the commander of the Polish Cavalry School during the Pol-
ish Campaign of 1939. Promoted to major general, he be-
came a commander of the Krakow region in the Polish
Home Army (Armia Krajowa) and took the pseudonym
“Bor” (forest). In July 1943 following the arrest of Major
General Stefan Rowecki, Bor-Komorowski was promoted to
lieutenant general and became the commander of the entire
Home Army. In July 1944, he made the decision, with the
consent of Prime Minister Stanislaw Miklolajczyk in Lon-
don, to initiate a long-planned general uprising against the
Germans in order to liberate Warsaw before the arrival of
Soviet forces. Despite the presence of the Red Army across
the Vistula from Warsaw, Stalin ordered that no assistance be
given to the obviously noncommunist revolt. From 1 August
to 2 October 1944, the Home Army and the people of War-
saw fought a valiant, but futile, battle against the numeri-
cally and materially superior German forces. By the end of
the battle, the city of Warsaw had been leveled and nearly
250,000 soldiers of the Home Army and civilians were
killed. Surrendering at the end of the battle, Bor-
Komorowski was imprisoned at the Innsbruck concentra-
tion camp, from which he was liberated in May 1945. Con-
demned as a criminal by the Soviet Union, he refused to
return to communist-dominated Poland following the war.
After serving briefly as the prime minister of the Polish gov-
ernment-in-exile, he then worked for the Polish Welfare As-
sociation in London. He died on 25 August 1966.
Alexander M. Bielakowski
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Borno-Kanem Sultanate (9th-19th Centuries)
A late medieval Islamic regime that consolidated its power
in central Africa during the early modern era through the
adoption of gunpowder firearms. Sometime after 900, Ka-
nuri-speaking herdsmen founded the Kanem kingdom on
the northeast shore of Lake Chad. Although still pastoralists,
their king (the mai) ruled as a secluded divinity, assisted by
merchants, shamen, and female family members (especially
the queen mother).

The ruling Sayfawa family embraced Islam sometime in
the eleventh century, and established a capital at Njimi. Con-
version to Islam opened the region to the caravan routes
leading north to Egypt, and to the Tunis-Libyan coast. Sultan
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Dunama I created a permanent standing cavalry during the
mid-twelfth century, to keep the roads through the Fezzan
safe from nomadic banditry. From Kanem, Mediterranean
Muslim merchants wanted camels, salt, ostrich feathers,
ivory, and especially slaves. Given these demands, the mai
led annual slaving raids against the various settled peoples
to the south and west.

Expanding his cavalry to 40,000 troops, Sultan Dunama
[T (1210-1248) gave Kanem an empire by annexing the oasis
towns of Fezzan, and southwestward into the territories
known as Borno. He imposed a provincial structure on his
state, promoted Islamic scholarship, and compelled many of
his subjects to become settled farmers and taxpayers.

In the 1300s and 1400s, the Kanem state endured tumul-
tuous changes. Factional fighting within the dynasty led to
assassinations and coups. A branch of the royal family, the
Bulala, seceded, and regularly launched raids against
Kanem. Northern territories slipped away, and, to the south,
peoples like the So, routinely victims of Kanem slave raids,
became more organized and fought back. Aridity and over-
grazing undermined the domestic economy.

About 1390, Mai Umar ibn Idris relocated the capital
from beleaguered Kanem to Borno. Here the Sayfawa spent
decades forcing the Chadic-speaking Borno people to accept
their rule and taxes. Popular resistance to Kunari domina-
tion claimed the lives of several mais during this painful
transition. Nonetheless, access to the city-states of the Hausa
people opened Borno to traffic in crafts, gold, and other new
commodities, as well as to new slave raid zones.

Borno-Kanem reached the height of its power in the six-
teenth century. Its armored cavalry, backed by a conscript
infantry force, slaved aggressively throughout the region,
and imposed tribute on Kano, Kebbi, and other Hausa city-
states. Mai Idris Alawma (1571-1603) opened direct diplo-
matic relations with the Ottoman Empire. He persuaded Is-
tanbul to provide him with Janissaries, and to train his own
people in the use of firearms. In an environment where mo-
bility decided battle, firearms did not significantly enhance
his offensive power, but gunpowder weapons strengthened
Idris’s hold on his own people and his neighbors. He im-
posed Islamic shari’a law on the realm, and made Borno a
center of Islamic culture in the heart of Africa.

In 1667, Taureg nomad raiders devastated Borno terri-
tory and the empire shrank dramatically. Nonetheless, the
Borno-Kanem sultanate survived to remain a significant re-
gional power. During Africa’s eighteenth- and nineteenth-
century jihadist movements, Muhammad al-Kanami
(d. 1837) rejuvenated Borno, but in 1846, a resentful Mai
Ibrahim tried to put down al-Kanami’s son, Shehu Umar
(1837-1881). Umar defeated Ibrahim, executed him, and
deposed the Sayfawa Dynasty. Despite Umar’s efforts, the de-
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cline of Borno-Kanem accelerated. In 1893, Rabih ibn Fad-
lallah, seeking to rally the region against French imperial-
ism, conquered Borno-Kanem and ended its millennium-
long existence.

Weston E Cook Jr.
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Borodino (5-8 September 1812)

Set-piece battle that Napoleon hoped would result in a total
Russian defeat or capitulation. Appointed commander in
chief of Russian forces on 20 August 1812, Mikhail Kutuzov
had a mandate from Czar Alexander I to engage Napoleon
before Moscow.

The battlefield lay 70 miles west of Moscow, between the
new and old Smolensk-Moscow roads. Russian forces were
spread over 5 miles. Barclay’s First Army was positioned
along the Kolocha River, the north end of the battlefield.
Bagration’s Second Army held the center (Borodino) with its
fortifications: the 20-gun “Great Redoubt” held by Raevski,
and three supporting batteries of 12 guns (fleches) held by
Borozdin at Schevardino.

The French attacked at 4 p.M. and captured Schevardino
by nightfall on 5 September, losing 2,000 men. The Russians
lost 8,000.

On 6 September Napoleon repositioned his troops for a
frontal assault. The infantry corps of Ney, Junot, and Davout
were positioned 1.5 miles south of the Kolocha River, while
Murat’s cavalry and 20,000 Imperial Guards were held in re-
serve at Schevardino. One hundred thousand French in-
fantry, 28,000 cavalry, and 590 guns faced 72,000 Russian
infantry, 10,000 militia, 17,000 cavalry, 7,000 cossacks, and
640 guns.

Battle recommenced at 6 A.M. on 7 September. As 102
French guns fired, Eugene’s Army of Italy attacked Borodino,
while Davout attacked the fleches. Both sides reinforced,
Napoleon concentrated 45,000 men and 400 guns. By noon,
the Russians withdrew and regrouped closer to the
Great/Raevski redoubt.

Kutuzov sent Urarov’s I Cavalry Corps and Platov’s cos-
sacks to outflank the French at Borodino. Although unsuc-
cessful, this force of 13,000 caused the French to reposition

16 regiments. Napoleon also decided to preserve the Guard
(his reserve), using it neither as a shock force nor for pur-
suit, after the fourth attack upon the redoubt, which caused
a Russian withdrawal behind the Kolocha at 1530. Russian
losses were 44,000 men including 23 generals; French losses
were 35,000 men including 43 generals.

Kutuzov ordered a retreat from the battlefield to Mozhi-
ask, commencing at 3 A.M. on 8 September. The Russian
rear guard of 10,000 infantry and 10,000 cavalry reoccu-
pied the Great Redoubt, which the French abandoned, be-
fore retreating.

Neville G. Panthaki
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Bosworth, Battle of (22 August 1485)

The culmination of the English dynastic struggle known as
Wars of the Roses. Bosworth was the last great battle of me-
dieval England. Pursuant to this battle, the Tudor Dynasty
took the throne and introduced the Renaissance to England.

In 1483 Edward IV died, leaving the throne to his son Ed-
ward V. The new king’s uncle, Richard of Gloucester, seized
the throne, claiming his nephews were illegitimate. The coup
strained the power structure of the kingdom and provided
an opportunity for the inheritor of the Lancastrian claim,
Henry Tudor, Earl of Richmond, to return from French exile.
On 7 August 1485 Tudor landed in Wales accompanied by a
few hundred adherents and approximately 2,000 French
mercenaries.

Tudor marched inland, gathering supporters. By 21 Au-
gust he had approximately 5,000 soldiers, and approached
Richard’s forces. Richard had been awaiting reinforcements,
but still outnumbered the rebels, having nearly 8,000 men.
Both sides appear to have possessed some artillery support.

On 22 August 1485, Tudor’s army closed the gap between
the two armies, a bog causing some delay, as they attempted
to gain the high ground. Richard was the more experienced
commander, with the better position, but this was eventually
outweighed by the intercession of new Tudor supporters.



Much conjecture remains concerning the actual course of
the battle, and the popularity of fictional accounts has done
little to enlighten researchers.

The outcome is clear: Richard was killed, and with his
death his faction collapsed. The War of the Roses came to an
end, and the Tudors instituted a policy of ensuring that no
dynastic challenges could exist. In doing so they broke the
spirit of feudal England and helped to create a national state.

Daniel German
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Botha, Louis (1862-1919)

Boer field commander in the Second Boer War. Born near
Greytown, Natal, on 27 September 1862, Botha settled near
Vryheid, Natal, in 1884, where he became field cornet in
1894. As a member of Parliament in Transvaal after 1898, he
abstained from voting to declare war on Britain in October
1899, but went on active duty as soon as war broke out.
Commandant General Piet Joubert soon noticed Botha’s tac-
tical skills and made him second-in-command.

Botha distinguished himself at Talana on 20 October, and
contributed to the bottling up of Sir George Stuart White in
Ladysmith on 30 October. He jointly directed the siege of La-
dysmith with Joubert from 2 November until 23 November,
when Joubert was disabled by falling from his horse and
Botha assumed full command. As commandant general of
the Boers, he defeated Redvers Henry Buller at Colenso on
15 December, Spion Kop on 24 January 1900, and Vaal
Krantz on 5-7 February, but lost to him at Tugela River on
17-18 February, Biggarsberg on 14 May, Bergendal on 27
August, and Lydenberg on 6 September.

Tactically superior, but outgunned and usually outnum-
bered, Botha thereafter waged expert guerrilla warfare in
Transvaal and Natal, attempted to make peace with Horatio
Herbert Kitchener at Middelburg on 28 February 1901, and
accelerated operations in September to coincide with Jan
Smuts’s invasion of the Cape Colony. He defeated Lieutenant
Colonel Hubert Gough at Blood River Poort on 17 Septem-
ber, but lost to Major A. J. Chapman at Fort Itala and Fort
Prospect on 26 September. His exhausted troops never re-
covered from their Pyrrhic victory over Lieutenant Colonel
G. E. Benson at Bakenlaagte on 30 October. He cosigned the
peace treaty at Vereenigung on 31 May 1902. Honored as a
war hero, praised for both strategy and tactics, and valued
for his diplomatic genius, he was elected prime minister of
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the Union of South Africa as a moderate in 1910 and held
that office until his death in Pretoria on 27 August 1919.
Ericv.d. Luft
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Boudicca’s Rebellion (60-61)

The Iceni and Trinovantes, Celtic tribes that inhabited what
are now East Anglia and Essex;, joined forces in revolt against
the Roman administration of Britain. Their leader was
Boudicca, queen of the Iceni.

With the bulk of Roman forces on campaign in north
Wales, the Britons faced minimal resistance. The provincial
towns of Camulodunum (Colchester), Londinium (London),
and Verulamium (St. Albans) were overrun and sacked, and
part of legio IX ambushed and destroyed. The provincial
governor, C. Suetonius Paullinus, marched south down
Watling Street (modern A5 highway). At his disposal were le-
gio XX and part of legio XIV and some auxiliaries, a total of
some 10,000 men.

Elated by her earlier victories, Boudicca staked all on one
battle. According to Tacitus, Suetonius drew up his forces
along a defile—legionaries in the center with auxiliary in-
fantry alongside and cavalry on the wings—with dense
woodland protecting his rear. When the battle was joined,
the legionaries discharged their pila into the oncoming
Britons, then charged. Confident of victory, the Britons had
brought along their womenfolk to watch the spectacle from
wagons positioned behind the warbands. The Britons soon
found themselves crushed against the wagons. Tacitus says
80,000 of the enemy fell, including many of the spectator
women, for the loss of only 400 Romans. The whereabouts of
the battlefield are unknown, although a case has been made
for the village of Mancetter near Nuneaton in Warwickshire.

Soon after the battle Boudicca took her own life. Sueto-
nius, now heavily reinforced by units from the Rhine fron-
tier, concentrated his efforts against the Iceni and Trino-
vantes. Their territory was laid waste and a chain of forts
constructed across East Anglia.

Nic Fields
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Boulogne, Siege of (1544)

Delayed final act of the Hundred Years War. Determined to
press English claims on French territory, Henry VIII joined
Habsburg emperor Charles V in 1544 in a combined inva-
sion of France. Henry fixed on the city of Boulogne as his
first major objective.

Henry’s forces, consisting mainly of continental merce-
naries, invested the city on 19 July, and the lower town and
harbor were taken by assault on 21 July, but the upper town
was assailable from only one side. Its French garrison of
2,000 held out until 14 September, when prolonged bom-
bardment by the English artillery forced their surrender.
This delay led Charles V to suspect that Henry was not seri-
ous about their plan for a joint march on Paris, and the em-
peror signed a separate peace on 18 September, leaving
Henry to defend his new conquest against an army of 30,000
French.

Some 4,000 English and mercenaries repulsed a furious
French assault on 9 October, and after this failure the French
settled into a siege of the city that was conducted without
enthusiasm. It continued until June 1546. During this pe-
riod, Henry VIII invested large sums in building modern de-
fenses for the city, an exercise that provided an excellent
training ground for English military engineers such as John
Rogers.

The standoff finally ended in June 1546, when the Treaty
of Ardes sanctioned English possession of Boulogne for
eight years. After that it was to be sold back to the French. In
fact, it was returned in 1549, when King Henry II of France
agreed to “ransom” the city for a substantial sum of money.
Of England’s once French empire, this left only Calais, and it
was conquered in 1558, bringing the era of English adven-
turism in France definitively to an end.

John S. Nolan
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Bouquet, Henry (1719-1765)

Swiss soldier of fortune, served with the British army in
North America, won the Battle of Bushy Run (1763) during
Pontiac’s War, said to have saved western Pennsylvania. Born
in Rolle, Switzerland, in 1719, Bouquet began his military
career in April 1736, in the Swiss regiment of Constants, in
the service of the Netherlands. Over the next 20 years Bou-
quet served in Swiss regiments in the service of Sardinia
and the Netherlands. In early 1756, Bouquet accepted a com-
mission in the British army’s Royal American Regiment.

Henry Bouquet enjoyed a distinguished but unfortu-
nately short career with the British army in North America.
He began as the lieutenant colonel of the Royal American
Regiment, but he quickly assumed more challenging duties.
In 1758 he was second-in-command of Brigadier General
John Forbes’s successful attack on Fort Duquesne, at the site
of present-day Pittsburgh. Because Forbes was often ill, Bou-
quet provided much of the leadership for the expedition.
Bouquet went on to lead an expedition to northwestern
Pennsylvania in 1760. He is best remembered for his victory
at the Battle of Bushy Run, 5-6 August 1763, against aborigi-
nal Americans during Pontiac’s War, which ended the threat
to western Pennsylvania. In 1764, Bouquet commanded an
expedition against the Ohio tribes that led to peace in that
region. Henry Bouquet was promoted to brigadier general
and sent to British Florida, but he died there of yellow fever
on 2 September 1765.

Bouquet’s life illustrates the pan-European military
world of the mid-eighteenth century. Bouquet seems to have
been competent, but aloof. He successfully adapted to the
conditions of warfare in North America, and he saved west-
ern Pennsylvania at the Battle of Bushy Run.

Scott N. Hendrix
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Boxer Rebellion (1900-1901)

An antiforeign uprising in China. The Boxer Rebellion oc-
curred in the aftermath of an alliance of sorts between the
Qing court and various anti-Qing, antiforeign, and anti-
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The fall of the Peking Castle; the Boxers being driven away by British and Japanese troops. Lithograph, 1900. (Library of Congress)

Christian movements in China. It was a time of ferment and
great change, and the so-called Boxers—more correctly, Yi-
hequan or Righteous and Harmonious Fists—sought to
stem this tide of change. A young emperor, guided by several
brilliant Confucian scholars, tried a “Hundred Days Reform”
in 1898 to help China resist the encroachments of the “for-
eign barbarians”” Previous efforts had failed and the Chinese
envied the apparent ability of the Japanese to modernize
and gain Western respect. But many in China opposed such
dramatic and revolutionary change, and they made an infor-
mal alliance with the Boxers to demonstrate how to resist
the foreigners.

By fall 1899, the Boxers, with tacit approval of the Qing
court in Beijing, began moving against foreigners and, more
importantly, Chinese Christian converts. Chinese Christians
at that time had to forsake their Chinese names and adopt
Western names, and hence appeared to be turning their
backs on their culture and values; this set them at odds with
the Boxers, who were very traditional. The Boxers began in
more central China and then moved north to the capital.

The Boxers laid siege to the foreign legations in Beijing
and Tianjin; they cut road and rail communications as well
as telegraph lines between the two cities, isolating the for-
eigners—diplomats, their families, and troops—in the for-
eign legation area. Nearly 500 foreign troops helped to de-
fend the legations against the growing mass of Chinese
protestors. A careful study of these sieges makes clear that
these Chinese conservatives (who believed that their philos-
ophy enabled them to resist Western bullets) sought to de-
stroy those sections of the various foreign legations where
Chinese Christian converts were hiding.

Foreign troops resisted and matters settled down to siege
warfare. The initial relief force only numbered some 2,000
marines and seamen; they could not force their way past
Chinese defenses near the coast, and on 26 June 1900 they
returned to their ships. Nonetheless, Chinese defenses were
badly outdated, reflecting a level of military technology
reaching back several centuries to the introduction of can-
non and muskets into China. A combined international relief
force in which the Japanese contingent was the largest took
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Tianjin on 14 July 1900 and reached Beijing, the Qing capi-
tal, on 4 August. While French troops guarded the line of
communications to the Gulf of Chihli, the international ex-
pedition gained control over Beijing 10 days later. The Chi-
nese resisted a Japanese attack at one gate; but meanwhile a
combined American-Russian force broke through at another
portal, and a British force made it through a third gate; they
drove through Chinese defenders to reach the British lega-
tion where the Westerners and their Chinese Christian con-
verts were holding out. Eventually, the relief expedition
gained control of the capital; the empress dowager, the em-
peror, and much of the court escaped to Xian; and the for-
eign troops generally sacked the Forbidden City, the Qing
court section of Beijing. Interestingly, the relief force had no
overall commander, and the commanders of each national
contingent acted somewhat independently of the other
forces, probably limiting the effectiveness of the overall relief
expedition.

The Qing court appointed a well-regarded Chinese gov-
ernment official, Li Hongzhang, to negotiate a settlement,
which included a large indemnity, increased foreign control
over China, and punishment for many Chinese officials who
had encouraged the Boxers to rebel. Indeed, the United
States feared that as a major consequence of the failure of
the Boxer Rebellion, the foreign powers involved would
carve China into territories. To forestall this mutilation of
China, the U.S. secretary of state issued his famous “Open
Door” notes.

Charles M. Dobbs
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Boyne (1 July 1690)

Battle that ensured Protestant ascendancy in Ireland for
more than two centuries. James II, having been replaced on
the British throne by his daughter, Mary, and son-in-law,
William of Orange, as part of the Revolution of 1688, had
fled to exile in France, but with the support of Louis XIV re-
turned to Ireland in March 1689. Although largely to restore
James II to the throne, the campaign was also key in the
plans of Louis XIV to divert William and the League of
Augsburg from fighting in continental Europe. Under the
earl of Tyrconnell, James had a Catholic army, which he de-

ployed first in Ulster against the city of Derry, which William
relieved by sea on 1 August 1689. Unable to hold Ulster, the
Jacobite forces retreated to winter quarters centered at
Dublin, while the Williamite troops, augmented by contin-
gents from Denmark, the Netherlands, and the German
states, weathered the winter in Ulster.

James needed to defend Dublin, and chose the River
Boyne as the only practical line of defense for the spring
campaign. Taking a position at Oldbridge, Meath, with an
army of 25,000, James was daring William into battle, a chal-
lenge that he accepted, arriving with 35,000 men on 30 June
1690 on the banks of the Boyne. With the advice of his gen-
eral, Schomberg, William chose a frontal attack across the
river at Oldbridge, supported by a flanking movement by
one-third of the army upstream. After a daylong cannonade,
the battle began at dawn on 1 July.

The flanking movement, arriving at 6 A.M., fought their
way across the river, drawing men from Oldbridge as the Ja-
cobites fought not to be turned and to secure a safe line of
retreat. Meanwhile, William waited until 10 a.M. to begin the
main attack at Oldbridge, waiting for the tidal river to ebb.
The infantry fighting was harsh and both sides took heavy
casualties, William himself losing the heel of his boot to a
bullet. Tyrconnell and the French duke of Berwick attacked
with cavalry, but were unable to break the Williamite lines.
Eventually, with the Jacobite cavalry covering them with
fierce fighting, the infantry began to retreat to Duleek, where
the Williamite army ceased their pursuit. Rather than a great
military battle, the Boyne was a political turning point, as
James II once again chose to flee to France via Kinsale, leav-
ing his Irish supporters badly disillusioned with Jacobitism
and with the harsh Protestant ascendancy that followed.

Margaret Sankey
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Braddock’s Defeat (9 July 1755)

A major British defeat in North America. In the 1750s
France began to build forts in the Ohio Territory and forti-
fied the forks of the Ohio with Fort Duquesne (Pittsburgh).
Pleas for help from Virginia brought British major general
Edward Braddock with the 44th and 48th Regiments. Ben-
jamin Franklin intervened to help supply wagons and
George Washington served as a civilian volunteer.



The army marched from Fort Cumberland, Maryland,
and by 9 July was closing in on Fort Duquesne. The French
garrison was desperate: too small to withstand a siege, they
needed the help of the Ottawa, Chippewa, Huron, and other
aboriginal bands who gathered there for supplies. At the last
minute the Indians agreed, and a group of about 800 led by
Captain Daniel Beaujeu moved out to ambush Braddock at
the crossing of the Monongahela River. Arriving too late, the
French and British collided.

The British advance guard formed a line and fired several
volleys, killing Beaujeu. The French wavered, yet the Cana-
dian militia and Indians began to hit the British flanks. The
advance guard fell back as support came forward, intermin-
gling units and breaking their formations. Unable to coordi-
nate attacks, the English were caught in a crossfire from
three sides.

The French and Indians worked their way around the
British flanks, surrounding the whole army and spreading
panic. Braddock organized several ineffective counterat-
tacks, yet was soon wounded. After two hours the English
collapsed in confusion.

A force of 1,800 had lost 900 men, an almost unprece-
dented casualty ratio. Braddock died a few days later. The
French and Indians lost about 100. The battle gave experi-
ence to men such as Daniel Morgan, Horatio Gates, and
George Washington.

Although a stunning defeat, the battle at the Mononga-
hela was merely the opening of the Seven Years’ War (French
and Indian War in North America). The conclusion of the
war would see France cede over to Britain almost all of its
North American empire.

Brian Dunkerly
See also: Pitt, William, the Elder; Plains of Abraham; Seven Years’
War; Wolfe, James

References and further reading:

Kopperman, Paul E. Braddock on the Monongahela. Pittsburgh, PA:
University of Pittsburgh Press, 1977.

McCardell, Lee. Ill Starred General. Pittsburgh, PA: University of
Pittsburgh Press, 1958.

O0’Meara, Walter. Guns at the Forks. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Hall, 1965.

Bradley, Omar Nelson (1893-1981)

U.S. Army World War IT commander. General Omar Bradley
was born 12 February 1893 in Clark, Missouri. After gradu-
ating from West Point in 1915, Bradley served in various
teaching assignments during the interwar period. In 1938 he
was assigned to the general staff in Washington, where he
quickly caught the eye of General George Marshall. In 1941,
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Bradley became commandant of the Infantry School, and
his reputation as an excellent training officer led to his com-
mand of the 82d and 28th Divisions.

During World War II, Bradley served with II Corps, first
as assistant commander, then commander, during the North
African and Sicilian campaigns. During the D day invasion,
Bradley led the American forces on shore as First Army com-
mander. Bradley commanded the Twelfth Army Group, as
the American troops moved across France and the Rhine,
eventually linking up with the Russians in Germany. During
the drive across Europe, Bradley clashed with Field Marshal
Bernard Montgomery about whether to concentrate on a
single quick thrust or a broad advance into the German
heartland.

During his campaigns in Europe, he earned the nick-
name “the G.I’s general” Following the end of World War II,
Bradley became administrator of the Veterans Administra-
tion. In 1948, he was named army chief of staff and became
the first chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1949. During
his tenure in this position, he faced many challenges and
played a key role in establishing America’s early Cold War
policy. Although not as colorful as his counterparts, Bradley
was at the center of many pivotal decisions and was known
as a stabilizer, or, as others believed, too cautious.

William Hartley

Portrait of Omar N. Bradley, 1939-1945. (Library of Congress)
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Bragg, Braxton (1817-1876)

Confederate field commander, excellent tactician and strate-
gist, but a failure because of his indecision, harshness, and
poor leadership. Bragg was born in Warren County, North
Carolina, on 22 March 1817. Assigned to artillery after his
graduation from West Point in 1837, he saw action against
Indians until the Mexican War, when he distinguished him-
self at Monterrey and Buena Vista under Zachary Taylor. He
retired as brevet lieutenant colonel to his Louisiana planta-
tion in 1856.

As Confederate brevet major general of Louisiana militia
in 1861, Bragg defended the Gulf coast between Pensacola
and Mobile until promoted to regular major general in Al-
bert S. Johnston’s Army of the Mississippi in March 1862. He
commanded the Confederate right flank at Shiloh, first un-
der Albert Sidney Johnston, then under P. T. Beauregard. His
performance there earned him promotion to full general on
12 April 1862. He replaced Beauregard as commander of the
Army of the Mississippi on 17 June.

Coordinating with Edmund Kirby Smith, Bragg invaded
Kentucky in September 1862, losing to Don Carlos Buell at
Perryville on 8 October and to William S. Rosecrans at
Murfreesboro. As victor over Rosecrans at Chickamauga, he
failed to exploit his advantage and allowed the enemy to re-
treat to Chattanooga. Ulysses S. Grant and George H.
Thomas routed him at Missionary Ridge, Tennessee, on 25
November. He was relieved of command on 2 December.

Bragg did not see field service again for more than a year,
when, on 14 January 1865, near Wilmington, North Carolina,
he lost yet another battle, this time Fort Fisher, to Admiral
David Dixon Porter and Brigadier General Alfred H. Terry.
He died in Galveston, Texas, on 27 September 1876.

Ericv.d. Luft
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Brandywine (11 September 1777)
Part of General William Howe’s Philadelphia campaign dur-
ing the American Revolution. The Battle of the Brandywine,
11 September 1777, illustrated the weaknesses of the Ameri-
can army, while nevertheless proving the wisdom of General
George Washington’s eventual plan to outlast the British and
secure a “protracted victory” Howe planned to strike against
the seat of the American rebellion, Philadelphia, and sent
15,000 troops to the head of the Chesapeake Bay. Once
landed, they were to progress toward the rebel capital and
rally loyalists to their side. For his part, Washington strug-
gled to keep his improvised army of regulars and militia
units intact following reassignment of thousands of troops
to General Horatio Gates’s Saratoga campaign. Regardless,
he intended to thwart Howe’s progress at Brandywine Creek,
26 miles west of the city, and stationed his 12,000 remaining
troops accordingly. Howe sent his German units under Gen-
eral William von Knyphausen against the American center
at Chadd’s Ford, while the greater bulk of his forces under
General Charles Cornwallis circled the American left flank in
an envelopment maneuver. Washington struck against the
Germans while holding the left at bay under Major General
John Sullivan, but Howe’s rapid advance across the Brandy-
wine against Sullivan’s command forced Washington to re-
treat. Skillful tactics employed by General Nathanael Greene
during the American withdrawal enabled Washington to
preserve his army intact. In all, the British lost 576 casualties
and the Americans 1,000. Howe proceeded to occupy
Philadelphia, but without inflicting a major injury to the
American army.
Jeffrey Webb
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Brant, Joseph (1742-1807)
Mohawk aboriginal leader. Known by the Indian name of
Thayendanegea, Joseph Brant was born in 1742, the son of a



Mohawk chief. His sister Molly married British superinten-
dent of Indian Affairs Sir William Johnson, who had a signif-
icant influence on Brant’ life. He was enrolled in Moor’s In-
dian Charity School (later Dartmouth College) in 1761 but
left in 1763 to fight for the British during Pontiac’s Rebellion.
He later converted to Christianity and developed excellent
translation skills, which earned him the position of secre-
tary to the superintendent. By age 32 Brant had become a
prominent and respected leader of the Mohawk Nation.

Brant’s strong loyalty to Great Britain was rewarded with
a commission as a captain in 1775. During the American
Revolution he led devastating raids against the rebels in New
York and Pennsylvania. He fought at Fort Schuyler and at the
Battle of Oriskany in 1777. But Brant’s loyalty was tested
when the Iroquois nations split their allegiance during that
conflict.

The American victory shattered Brant’s world, and the
Mohawks were forced to relocate to Canada. In 1785 Brant
traveled to England to seek land grants near the Grand River
in Upper Canada. For his loyal service, Brant was provided
with an estate near Burlington Bay on Lake Ontario. For the
remainder of his life, Brant worked for peace to protect the
Grand River settlement. He died on 24 November 1807 in
Brantford, Ontario.

Brant’s unique loyalty to Great Britain, combined with
political and military leadership, reflects a remarkable man
who sought to reconcile two different cultures.

Steven J. Rauch
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Brazilian Revolt (1893-1895)

Naval military revolt against the nascent Brazilian republic.
In 1889 the Brazilian empire came to an end and was re-
placed by a republic. However, some elements of Brazilian
society, especially the navy, longed for the return of the
monarchy. The newly created republic soon experienced
economic problems, which led to political unrest. In 1893,
the navy, under the leadership of Admiral Custodio de Melo,
revolted and demanded that a plebiscite be held to choose
between a republic and a monarchy. The revolt gained
strength when the respected commandant of the Naval
Academy, Admiral Luis Felipe Saldanha da Gama, lent his
support to the rebel cause. Another key demand of the naval
rebels was the removal of President Floriano Peixoto, who
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was also a marshal in the Brazilian army. In addition to the
naval revolt, Floriano faced rebellion in the south from the
Federalists led by Silveira Martins. Martins’s Federalist army
invaded the states of Santa Catarina and Parana and threat-
ened Sao Paulo. At the same time the rebel navy prepared to
bombard Rio de Janeiro.

The bombardment of Rio was avoided when command-
ers of warships from the United States, Great Britain, France,
Italy, and Portugal intervened and declared their intention to
protect their merchant ships as well as foreign-owned prop-
erty in the capital. The Brazilian government appealed to
U.S. president Grover Cleveland to provide additional pro-
tection. Cleveland dispatched more American cruisers,
which positioned themselves between the rebel fleet and the
harbor. The rebel admirals were unwilling to risk damage to
the U.S. vessels and refrained from opening fire. Floriano
then organized a loyalist fleet in Pernambuco and threat-
ened to attack the blockade. In May 1894, the rebellious
naval officers, realizing that their position was untenable,
left their vessels and sought asylum on Portuguese warships.
With the naval rebellion in hand, the Floriano government
devoted full attention to subduing the Federalist rebels in
the south. The last of the rebels surrendered in August 1895;
the new Brazilian republic had weathered a significant chal-
lenge to its existence. For his steadfast determination to pre-
serve the republic Floriano earned the sobriquet “the con-
solidator of the Republic”

George M. Lauderbaugh
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Breda, Siege of (August 1624-June 1625)

One of Spain’s last victories as a major military power. This
siege was an episode in the struggle for Spanish political
domination, but on another level a magnificent military
contest between two of the seventeenth century’s most out-
standing generals. Genoese-born Ambrogio de Spinola
(1569-1630), perhaps the most brilliant and humane gen-
eral in Spanish history, laid siege with 60,000 men to the
strategic United Provinces (Netherlands) city of Breda,
which guarded the roads to Amsterdam and Utrecht. Spin-
ola’s adversary, Prince Maurice, Count of Nassau (1567-
1625), was an equally remarkable general remembered for
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the modernization and professionalization of his army. Nas-
sau garrisoned Breda with 9,000 infantry, an excellent ar-
tillery defense, and ample provisions, but avoided direct
confrontation and camped outside Breda. Spinola mean-
while constructed military masterpieces, batteries on raised
platforms for sufficient range. Numerous sorties led to the
defeat of relief operations headed by Peter Ernst von Mas-
feld. To make matters worse, Nassau died on 23 April and
was succeeded by his younger brother, Frederick Henry of
Nassau (1584-1647). Upon the fifth try to relieve Breda a
combined Netherlands and German supply convoy sup-
ported by an army of 12,000 men attacked the weakest of
Spinola’s points only to be defeated with appalling losses. On
1 June, Spinola established breaching batteries to the
counter scarp of the moat surrounding Breda. Inadvertently
becoming cognizant of the extreme privations of Breda’s cit-
izens and to avoid further bloodshed, Spinola offered unusu-
ally humane and very honorable terms and Breda capitu-
lated on 5 June. The withdrawing army was allowed to keep
their weapons and supplies, and Breda’s survivors were not
harmed. Four thousand men and 8,000 women and children
died of hunger and privation during the 11-month siege.
Annette Richardson
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Breitenfeld (17 September 1631)

Battle that marked the rising star of Gustavus Adolphus,
King of Sweden, and reinvigorated the Protestant cause in
the Thirty Years’ War. Gustavus Adolphus began his cam-
paign of intervention in Germany on the side of the Protes-
tants in 1630 following a string of military disasters from
Bohemia in 1620 to Denmark and the north German plains
in 1626.

Gustavus landed on the Baltic coast in the fall of 1630 but
made no overtly aggressive moves against the troops of the
Catholic League, commanded by Jan Tzerklas, Count Tilly.
The Swedish army instead concentrated to establish a secure
base on the Baltic coast and down the Oder River valley.

Following the siege and sack of Magdeburg on 20 May
1631, Gustavus advanced toward the Elbe River and met the
army of Tilly at Breitenfeld on 17 September. Tilly’s army of
nearly 40,000 men arranged themselves in the Spanish style
of large squares known as fercios, consisting of a mix of
pikemen and musketeers. The imperial cavalry formed up

on either flank. Tilly emplaced his two dozen artillery pieces
directly in front of the center of his array.

Gustavus had fewer than 30,000 men in his army, plus a
contingent of 15,000 Saxons. Arrayed in two lines, a mixed
linear formation of cavalry/infantry held the right wing, in-
fantry/cannon occupied the middle, and another cavalry/in-
fantry formation anchored the Swedish left. Gustavus placed
the Saxons on the extreme left.

Both sides opened the battle with artillery fire. Tilly’s cav-
alry on the left prematurely charged and threw off his coor-
dinated plan. Tilly, chagrined at his cavalry’s impetuousness,
advanced his four tercios and remaining cavalry against the
Saxons. The Saxon corps melted away under the attack, but
the imperial force now had a yawning gap between the in-
fantry and left-wing cavalry. The Swedes finally repulsed the
imperial cavalry and wheeled forward to envelop Tilly’s ex-
posed right flank. The king’s cavalry overran Tilly’s initial
position, captured all his guns, and forced his tercios off the
field with about 7,000 dead. Swedish losses amounted to
fewer than 2,000 men.

The victory invigorated the Protestant cause and allowed
Gustavus to penetrate deep into German Catholic domains
of Swabia and Bavaria. This reversal of fortunes ensured the
continuation of the Thirty Years’ War.

Bryan R. Gibby
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Brian Boru, King of Ireland (940-1014)

Successfully resisted the Vikings and united Ireland.
Youngest son of Kennedy, Dalcassian king of Thomond,
Brian was educated by monks at Inisfallen, after his father
was killed in 951 fighting off an attack by Danish raiders
based at Waterford. Brian’s childhood was dominated by the
struggle between the feuding Irish dynasties, headed by the
O’Neill, with and against the Danish settlers at Limerick, Wa-
terford, and Dublin. After his elder brother Marthghamhain
became king of Thomond, Brian led a campaign of harass-
ment against the Danes, operating for 18 months in 962 in
the wilds of Clare, before joining the regular forces, which
besieged and sacked Limerick in 968 and secured the throne
of Munster for Marthghamhain. This success unfortunately
stirred Irish resentment, and in 976 Marthghamhain was



lured into a parlay by the king of Ui Fhidhghinte and assas-
sinated. Taking up the crown, Brian attacked not only the
perpetrator, but also their Danish ally, Ivar of Limerick, at
Inis Cathaigh, and the king of Desmond at Bealach Leachta.
This, again, drew the attention of rival Irish kings, especially
of Leinster, which Brian attacked, in the process sacking the
Danish stronghold at Waterford, after disagreement over the
cattle tribute.

This consolidation of power brought Brian into conflict
with the O’Neill high king, Maoil-Seachlainn, who wasted
some of Munster en route to attack Leinster himself, includ-
ing uprooting the Dalcassians’ (literally) family tree. While
Brian assembled a fleet of longboats to harass Danish settle-
ment on the Shannon, he and the high king engaged in a
long-term war of maneuver for supremacy, Brian losing
twice in battle, at Meath and Aonach Teide, between 992 and
994. Only the revolt of Sitric, the Danish ruler of Dublin,
brought the two men together briefly in 999, when they
jointly defeated Sitric at Gleann Mama, and looted Dublin.
Having added Danish cavalry to his army, Brian finally chal-
lenged the high king at Tara in 1002, demanding and getting
Maoil-Seachlainn’s abdication. During the following decade
of peace, Brian endowed monasteries, established schools,
and married his children into Danish and Irish families, in
an attempt to keep his position through diplomacy and to
benefit from Scandinavian trade.

In 1012, probably provoked by his fourth wife, Gormlaith
of Leinster, Brian deliberately humiliated Leinster with a
new cattle tax, pushing the king into alliance with the Danes
of Limerick and Dublin, who also invited Orkney Vikings
and pirates to fight with them. With support from his son-
in-law, Malcolm IT of Scotland, Brian and his army, led by his
eldest son, defeated the Danes and their allies at Clontarf in
1014. Brian himself was discovered in his tent by a fleeing
party of Danes, and killed in the aftermath of the victory,
robbing Ireland of its unifying leader and plunging it back
into civil war.

Margaret Sankey

See also: Viking Raids; Vikings
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British Dynastic Wars (1000-1066)

By the year 1000, the power of the English king Athelred
(“the Unready”) had been severely eroded by Viking inva-
sions, despite a purge of nobles in 1002 to eradicate a sus-
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pected fifth column of Viking supporters. In 1016, Cnut, the
king of Denmark, defeated ZAthelred’s son Edmund Ironside
at Ashingdon and became king of England, marrying Ed-
mund’s widow, Emma of Normandy, and murdering most of
the royal family, sparing only the two young sons of Ironside.
When Cnut died in 1035, his eldest son, Harthacanute, chose
to stay in Scandinavia, leaving the younger, Harold “Hare-
foot,” as king of England. To cement his power, Harold in-
vited Emma and Edmund Ironside’s two sons, Edward and
Alfred, back from exile in Normandy, but upon arrival, Al-
fred was tricked and assassinated by Earl Godwin of Wessex.
Harold “Harefoot” died in 1040 and was succeeded by
Harthacanute, who died the following year.

In this dynastic crisis, Earl Godwin and the witan, or
council of nobles, turned to Edward, the surviving son of
Ironside, and crowned him king in 1042. While marrying
Godwin’s daughter Edith, Edward also extended friendship
to Normans, to whom he gave lands in an attempt to build a
secure base of support against Godwin. In 1051, Edward at-
tempted to oust Godwin from power, briefly succeeding in
forcing him and his sons into exile. Godwin, with help from
the Flemish, ravaged the Isle of Wight and intimidated Ed-
ward into returning him to favor, which included earldoms
for all of his sons. Godwin’s son Harold waged a successful
war against Gruffydd of Wales, ending decades of border
warfare. In 1064, Harold traveled to Normandy, where he
met Duke William, perhaps to negotiate William’s accep-
tance of Harold’s succession to the English throne or to
swear a pact of friendship, although later Norman chronicles
suggest that Harold was there to offer the throne to William
or to swear fealty.

When Edward the Confessor died in 1066, Harold God-
winson, with the accession of the witan, assumed the
throne. William of Normandy assembled an invasion force
to contest Harold’s claims, but was delayed waiting for a
south wind to sail across the channel, and was instead stuck
in the mouth of the Somme River. Harold had no sooner dis-
missed his defense force in southern England than he re-
ceived word that Harold Hardrata of Norway, accompanied
by Harold Godwinson’s own brother Tostig, whom he had
outlawed in 1065 for mismanagement of his earldom, had
landed in Northumbria and had taken the city of York.
Harold marched north at a brutal pace, arriving five days
later and defeating Harold Hardrata at Stamford Bridge.
Meanwhile, William of Normandy finally sailed, arriving in
England in late September.

Harold, accompanied by his surviving brothers, marched
south, again on forced march, and on 14 October 1066, met
William of Normandy at Hastings, where they were defeated.
William, now the “Conqueror;” seized the throne of England
and began a program of fortification, including the con-
struction of the Tower of London, land confiscation, and set-



124 British Military

tlement by his Norman followers. The dynastic wars had
weakened Saxon England, rendering William’s conquest that
much easier.
Margaret Sankey
See also: William the Conqueror
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British Military, Twentieth-Century
Organization and Structure

In the twentieth century, Britain’s wars have been prosecuted
on land by an army, the Royal Marines of the Royal Navy,
and the Royal Air Force Regiment of the Royal Air Force.

At the beginning of the twentieth century the British
army was administered by cabinet through a ministry, the
War Office. This ministry was engaged in a committee sys-
tem to ensure close coordination in planning and procure-
ment, but was replaced in 1964 by a single Defense Ministry.
As well, in 1914-1918 and 1939-1964, procurement for the
army was handled by the Ministry of Supply.

Under the Directing Ministry, the army has been admin-
istered by an Army Council that advises the minister, con-
sisting of members for Personnel, Training, and so on (pre-
cise membership having varied over the century), presided
over by a chief of staff, title again varying. The chief sits on a
Chief of Staft’s Committee or, since 1964, a Defense Council
including civil servants and ministers, presided over by a
chief of the defense staff, while the members of the Army
Council sit on their own committees with their equivalents
in other services, and also in other ministries. For instance,
through the interwar period the triservice committee on
procurement was presided over by the president of the
Board of Trade (a cabinet office). Various directors (for ex-
ample, the director of Tank Development) report to the
members, and often sit on interservice committees in their
own right.

From 1870 to 1939, the British army was a small, profes-
sional “medium service” organization in which soldiers en-
listed in the regular force for six to nine years, followed by
three to six years in the reserves. Conscription was in force
for most of the period of the world wars, and was continued
into peacetime until 1956 as the National Service. Although
expected to alleviate the army’s traditional difficulty in re-
cruiting infantry, it instead entailed a massive training bur-

den that was never satisfactorily addressed. In the periods of
voluntary service, both parliamentary guidance and those
same recruiting difficulties dictated that officers and men
separate with a useful skill or trade, a requirement that dic-
tated a training-centered personnel policy. For technicians
and their officers in the first half of the century, this did not
present a problem. They entered the army through various
training schools, typically at the age of 16, some of which
also served as central depots and even factories, such as
Woolwich Arsenal. Infantry (and through the mid-1930s,
the cavalry) presented more serious difficulties. These sol-
diers entered individual infantry regiments from the Royal
Military Academy Sandhurst (for officers) or through re-
gional depots and recruitment areas. Battalions of each regi-
ment rotated in turn through an overseas tour, usually India
or Germany, depending upon the period. However, the
home-based force was designated for “expeditionary” duties
closer to home, most notably the world wars and their trou-
bled aftermath, the Falklands Conflict, Ireland in 1920-1922
and after 1967, and Palestine in 1936-1939. As in many
armies, British infantry enlist in a specific regiment and are
not normally liable for transfer to other regiments, a practice
that promotes unit cohesion but which complicated man-
power policy in overseas tours by comparison to the techni-
cal corps, which are formally single regiments and can prac-
tice individual rotation. In addition to the regular army,
British land forces include various reserves, the volunteer
“part-time soldiers of the Territorial Army, and colonial for-
mations raised by local governments to support British gar-
risons. The British army also employs Nepalese mercenar-
ies, the famous Ghurkas, in several regular battalions.

The field army has been organized into divisions of two
to four brigades of two to four battalions each, supported by
individual brigades (although for some of the Cold War pe-
riod the division level was formally abolished in favor of the
brigade group). The regiment is not used as a tactical forma-
tion, but for traditional reasons battalion-level artillery for-
mations are known as regiments. The five “divisions” into
which the United Kingdom is currently divided for recruit-
ment purposes should not be confused with tactical divi-
sions.

The principal corps of the British army include the Royal
Artillery, Royal Engineers, Royal Ordnance and Artificers
Corps, Royal Corps of Signals, Royal Armored Corps (incor-
porating the historic cavalry regiments and the battalions of
the Royal Tank Regiment since 1938), Royal Electrical and
Mechanical Engineers, and the Army Air Corps. Tables of
organization often unhelpfully refer to these by their
acronyms.

The Royal Marines were traditionally small contingents
carried aboard navy ships for various duties, including as



landed infantry in formations of up to divisional strength.
However, after 1940 the marines were organized into spe-
cial-purpose reinforced battalion-size amphibious units, the
Royal Marine Commandos. The RAF Regiment, although ac-
tive from 1918, was only formally organized in 1942 to sup-
ply antiaircraft, ground liaison support, and airbase security
duties. Post-1945, the regiment has also operated antiair-
craft missiles in the field.

Britain raised many Special Forces formations during
World War II. These survive today as the Commandoes, the
battalions of the Parachute Regiment, the Special Air Ser-
vice, and the Special Boat Service of the Royal Marines.

There are many elements of continuity in the contempo-
rary British army. The British public remains adamantly op-
posed to peacetime conscription (as do those in the remain-
der of the Commonwealth and the United States) and it
remains extremely difficult to recruit soldiers, particularly
when the economy is good. As the only Allied power in both
world wars to “see it through” from the beginning to the end,
Great Britain paid a terrible price in blood and treasure.
Raising a mass conscript army, as well as a first-class air
force, and maintaining a great navy proved too much of a
strain on its resources, and Great Britain had slipped from
the rank of a world power by 1941.

Today, the British army is a highly regarded, mobile, well-
equipped professional force, inspired but not bound by its
traditions, and which has demonstrated its quality in vari-
ous unconventional conflicts around the globe, including its
policing of Northern Ireland, as well as in the Korean War,
the Falklands conflict, and the Gulf War.

Eric Lund
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British-Indian Army

Red-jacketed, well trained, and campaigning on the north-
west frontier, the British army in India remains the stereo-
typical image of nineteenth-century colonial armies.

The East India Company’s first garrison of 35 English
and 40 Indian soldiers at Madras in 1642 established the
British army in India. Living in unhealthy conditions and
limited in numbers (even in 1721 the total European mili-
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tary contingent at company towns in India was only 245
men), these troops were of varying effectiveness. They re-
mained active in a series of small campaigns against the
Dutch, Portuguese, and local Indian warlords in a shifting
pattern of commercially important alliances, sometimes lo-
cally reinforced by Royal Navy ships or shore parties when
necessary.

Around 1749 the French instigated a campaign along the
Coromandel coast, when powerful Indian warlords bolstered
by French troops began a series of actions against the out-
numbered British. The French were checked by clever diplo-
macy and British success in battle, but the face of military or-
ganization in India changed considerably. Although at this
time the Europeans usually only numbered four or five hun-
dred among the sometimes tens of thousands of troops of
the Indian warlords, their discipline and well-drilled mus-
ketry became the deciding factor in battle, a situation that
continued into the twentieth century. In 1756 native troops
trained by, and attached to, the British army (named sepoys)
were issued red uniforms, which created a very effective es-
prit de corps, and European-standard training and weapons
were introduced readily to these units. The British forces
were clearly separated into three East India Company entities
by this time: the Bombay, Madras, and Bengal Armies, each
with its own command and responsibilities. Some British
army units were also present in the country, but the propor-
tion of Indian to European soldiers remained high; at the
time of the Indian Mutiny in 1857 the Bengal Army consisted
of approximately 225,000 Indians and 40,000 Europeans.

In 1756 the Bengal Army commenced the subjugation of
the Ganges River valley, seeking permanent influence for
British trade. By then the Mogul emperors had patterned
their armies more closely on European models, including
the deployment of field artillery, and the Bengal Army
fought a series of very difficult battles against Mogul forces
as large as 40,000 men. In 1764, after its success in the Battle
of Buxar, the British-Indian Army became the undisputed
power in India.

Then followed a series of regional conflicts at the outer
edges of the Indian territories. The Marathas seized power
in the northwest of India in 1775. This move led to the
Maratha Wars, 17761805, and permanent British reestab-
lishment throughout Hindustan. An incursion into northern
India in 1814 by the Nepalese was defeated by the Bengal
Army and in 1816, Nepal was added to areas of British influ-
ence. Imagined Russian influence in Afghanistan in 1838 led
to a preemptive campaign and elements of the Bengal and
Bombay Armies and large forces of allied Sikhs, after hard
fighting, captured Kabul. Later the Russians did advance
into Afghanistan, and campaigning continued until a
British-Russian treaty in 1895 stabilized the Afghan fron-
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tiers. British troops were permanently withdrawn inside the
Khyber Pass in 1899. In 1845, the Sikhs, who had remained
independent, sensed British designs on the Punjab, and at-
tacked Hindustan with a well-trained and organized army of
30,000, but by 1849 after two campaigns, their power was
broken and the British annexed the Punjab. The British-In-
dian Army fought a series of campaigns in Burma lasting
from 1823 until the entire country was occupied in 1886.

The Indian Mutiny of 1857-1858, when many Indian
units (mostly of the Bengal Army) rebelled against the
British presence in India, saw widespread campaigning with
many desperate battles and eventual cruel retribution by the
British army. As a result of the mutiny, the East India Com-
pany armies were entirely absorbed into the British army in
India, and Indians were denied access to artillery and lead-
ership training for many decades.

After 1900 the country remained generally peaceful and
the army was gradually reorganized to reflect modern Euro-
pean structures. By 1921 the “Indianization” of politics saw
the army declared a defense force rather than a tool of
British imperial policy. The Indian army saw prominent
service during World War II in North Africa, Italy, Malaya,
and Burma. That all was not well with the Anglo-Indian
army could be seen in the mutinies in the twentieth century,
and in the modest success of the Japanese in recruiting In-
dian prisoners of war for service in the pro-Japanese Indian
National Army after the fall of Singapore and Burma.

From 1922 onward Indian nationals began staff training
in Britain and the Officer Corps became increasingly Indian
before independence and partition, and separation into the
Pakistani and Indian Armies in 1947, with both often-
contending forces retaining many elements of their British
heritage, including, in the case of India, the strict separation
of the military from the civil authority.

Michael Hyde
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Brunanburgh (September or October 937)
Vikings suffer grave defeat at hands of Anglo-Saxons. The
site of Brunanburgh has not been satisfactorily identified.

The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle says the battle took place “ymbe
Brunanburgh [around Brown’s fort],” and near the “Dinges
mere [Sea of Storm]” Modern scholars suggest Brombor-
ough in Cheshire, but popular tradition identifies Brunan-
burgh with Brinkburn in Northumberland.

Anlaf Guthfrithsson, King of Dublin, was seeking to exact
revenge upon Athelstan (r. 924/5-939), grandson of Alfred
the Great, for ignominiously expelling his father from
Northumbria 10 years earlier. He formed a coalition of the
Danes of Ireland, Welsh, Strathclyde Birtons, and the Scots.
Relying on Northumbrian hostility to Athelstan’s rule, espe-
cially among the Anglo-Danish aristocracy, the aim of the
alliance was to crush Athelstan with the manpower of the
Celtic peoples and of the British Viking settlements.

No primary source tells us how the members of the al-
liance combined their armies. The only apparently reliable
fact, that they landed a fleet in the Humber, has been dis-
puted. The coalition certainly established itself in Northum-
bria, and raided south of the Humber so as to disaffect Dan-
ish settlers in Mercia.

Eventually, the alliance was met by Athelstan at the head
of an army drawn from both Wessex and Mercia. Celts and
Danes threw themselves against West Saxon and Mercian
levies in a daylong battle, with savage hand-to-hand fighting
in regular battle order (the famous “shield walls”). Victory
was not to be theirs. According to the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle,
the allies lost five kings and seven earls, and a son of the
king of the Scots. The northern kings retired to their own
lands with difficulty. Anlaf brought the mere wreckage of an
army back to Dublin.

Nic Fields
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Brunswick, Frederick William, Duke of
(1771-1815)

German general, hero of Napoleonic Wars. Born on 9 Octo-
ber 1771, he was set to inherit the title of duke when his fa-
ther, Karl Wilhelm Ferdinand, died in 1806, but was denied
the title by the Treaty of Tilsit (9 July 1807), which abolished
his duchy and added the territory to the Kingdom of West-
phalia. In Austria and desiring revenge against Napoleon, he
set about organizing a corps of Brunswick infantry and cav-
alry (25 February 1809), which came to be called “the Black
Horde” or “the Black Brunswickers” after the color of their
uniforms. The corps fought alongside Austria at Saxony, par-



ticipating in the battles of Zittau (31 May 1809) and Borbitz
(12 June 1809). The Austrians surrendered on 12 July of that
year, but Brunswick’s corps fought on, battling to the north
German coast. They briefly occupied Braunschweig (Bruns-
wick) on 31 July and skillfully escaped Westphalian forces to
Elsfleth where they disembarked for England. Brunswick
lived in England until 1813, when he was finally awarded his
due title of Duke of Brunswick. He lived in Brunswick as
duke until returning to the battlefield in 1815 as commander
of Brunswick troops in the British army against Napoleon.
He died from wounds inflicted during the Battle of Quatre
Bras on 16 June 1815, just two days prior to the Battle of
Waterloo.
Harold Wise
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Brusilov, Aleksei Alekseevich (1853-1926)
Probably the best Russian commander of World War I. Born
in Tiflis, Georgia, of noble origins, Brusilov graduated from
Corps de Pages Imperial Guard Academy (1872). He rose to
command 15th Dragoon Tver Regiment in Russo-Turkish
War (1877-1878), graduated from the St. Petersburg Cavalry
School (1883), and taught there, becoming head of the
school in 1902.

An intensely patriotic Russian nationalist, Brusilov be-
came increasingly disillusioned with the czarist system,
from the humiliation of the lost Russo-Japanese War
(1904-1905) to the World War I debacles, publicly siding
with the people in February 1917. He nonetheless served his
country loyally, commanding Second Guard Cavalry Divi-
sion (1906-1909); XIV and XVII Army Corps; and was War-
saw District Deputy Commander (1909-1914).

Brusilov proved to be the best Russian World War I com-
mander, leading the Eighth Army in Galicia (1914), captur-
ing Przemysl’s fortress (March-April 1915), and threatening
to break through the Carpathian Mountains to Hungary. His
finest achievement came as commander in chief of the
Southwestern Front from March 1916, when he master-
minded the best Russian offensive of the war. Launched in
June 1916 along a 300-mile front, the “Brusilov Offensive”
pushed the Austro-Hungarians back 60-70 miles, capturing
375,000 men. This had immense consequences—the West-
ern Allies’ situation at Verdun and the Somme was eased,
with Germany withdrawing troops to stop Brusilov. The sit-
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General Aleksei Alekseevich Brusilov. (Hulton/Archive)

uation on the Italian front also stabilized, Rumania joined
the Allies, and two European imperial dynasties collapsed.
Austria-Hungary never recovered, but the czarist army’s dis-
integration began with the 1,000,000 casualties it suffered.
An outstanding military operation, the Brusilov Offensive
would have been more successful had Brusilov received nec-
essary supplies and support from flanking Russian generals.

Brusilov next served as the provisional government’s mil-
itary advisor (February-May 1917); Russian army supreme
commander (May-July 1918), and directed the June Offen-
sive, which stalled due to supply shortages, prompting the
czarist army’s disintegration.

Removed in July 1918, Brusilov sat out the Russian Civil
War, wanting no involvement. He did act as Red Army chief
adviser against Poland (1920), which he saw as a national
conflict. He then served as cavalry general inspector until
1924, when he was relieved by S. Budienny, and retired. Rela-
tively unmolested by the Soviet government, Brusilov wrote
his memoirs and died in Moscow.

Neil Harvey Croll
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Brusilov Offensive (June 1916)

An assault on the Austrian Galician front by the Russian
commander, Aleksei Brusilov, in response to the Western Al-
lies’ pleas for relief. Perhaps the most successful of the Rus-
sian generals, Brusilov stressed training and tactical flexibil-
ity as a prerequisite to breaking the stalemate of trench
warfare. He directed elements of five Russian armies, total-
ing 600,000 men, to assault the Austrian lines along a 250-
mile front.

The combined Austro-German armies numbered roughly
620,000 men, most of them Austro-Hungarian units. The
Austro-Germans held well-fortified positions, trenches,
bunkers, and wire entanglements. The Austrians remained
ignorant of the impending attack largely due to Brusilov’s
skill in deploying his armies and reserves and their own lax
intelligence. Brusilov used aerial photography and sapper
tunnels to improve his tactical position.

On 4 June 1916 the offensive began with a series of well-
concentrated artillery bombardments to soften the enemy
entrenchments. The weight of the attack fell upon the Austri-
ans at Lusk where Brusilov held a considerable numerical ad-
vantage. At the Battle of Lusk the Austrians suffered a severe
defeat their Fourth Army collapsed, allowing the Russians to
achieve a breakthrough. Taking advantage of the gap, the
Russians sent in reserves, outflanking the Austrians. The dis-
integrating Fourth Army fell back, followed by the First Army
in the north. Russian attacks in the south against the Austri-
ans at Czernovitz dislodged the Austrian Seventh Army from
their fortifications. In the center, after a fierce counterattack,
the German Sud Armee retired with the Austrians.

Within 10 days the Galician front had crumbled, the Rus-
sians eventually forcing the Austrians back to the Carpath-
ian Mountains. The Russian offensive stalled due to the fail-
ure of the supporting Russian commands to coordinate

attacks with Brusilov. The summer victories encouraged Ru-
mania to join the Allies on 27 August 1916.

But the casualties the Russians had suffered offset any
gains. They were unable to mount any more strategic offen-
sives for the remainder of the war and they failed to hold on
to their gains, both factors playing into the eventual dissolu-
tion of the Russian army itself.

Stephen Chenault
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Budennyi, Semen Mikhailovich

(1883-1973)

Russian Civil War and World War II Soviet commander. Of
peasant origins, from the Don region, he joined the Russian
army (1903), serving as a dragoon in the Russo-Japanese
War. Graduating from the St. Petersburg Cavalry School
(1908), Budennyi fought through World War I as platoon
sergeant with the Caucasus Cavalry Division.

With the Bolshevik disbandment of the czarist army after
the October Revolution he returned home, forming a Red
partisan detachment, the first step toward becoming com-
mander of the Red Army’s First Cavalry Army, with whom
he forged his reputation. He won victories over previously
undefeated White Cavalry, halting Denikin’s advance (1919)
and playing a leading role in Denikin’s and Wrangel’s defeats
(1920). However, in August 1920 he disobeyed orders to sup-
port Mikhail Tukhachevskii’s western front, allowing the
Polish counteroffensive that prevented a Soviet victory in the
Polish-Soviet war.

A major figure in the Red Army “Tsaritsyny” clique, the
military base with which Stalin backed his rise in the 1920s,
and the purge of the Red Army hierarchy around Tukha-
chevskii in 1937, Budennyi was a judge in the trials. His lack
of Marxist zeal concerned Stalin, but unswerving loyalty and
a certain mental dullness allowed Budennyi to become a
marshal of the Soviet Union (1935) and escape the purges.

Post-Civil War, Budennyi was initially associated with
the Frunze group striving to create new revolutionary mili-
tary doctrine, but became distanced by his continued belief
in the supremacy of cavalry despite technological advances.



His appointment as Red Army cavalry inspector from 1924
to 1937 reflected this philosophy.

This misunderstanding of modern technological warfare
was revealed in disasters in the Finno-Soviet War (1939-
1940) and early in the Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union,
when he was removed after poor command performances,
forcing Stalin to create the post of Red Army cavalry com-
mander for him (January 1943).

Government minister for horse breeding until 1953, Bu-
dennyi wrote memoirs and collected numerous decorations
on the back of those meritoriously received during World
War I and the Civil War. He died in Moscow in 1973.

Neil Harvey Croll
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Buena Vista (23 February 1847)

One of the most significant American victories of the Mexi-
can War. Honoring the armistice he had signed, General
Zachary Taylor and the U.S. Army of Observation had re-
mained near Monterrey for weeks after the September 1846
battle. Meanwhile, General Antonio Lépez de Santa Anna re-
built the Army of the North. Taylor eventually moved south-
ward, but 5,000 troops were detached to General Winfield
Scott for his invasion from Veracruz to Mexico City.

The Battle of Buena Vista then took place as Santa Anna
sought to hurry his poorly fed and undersupplied army to
attack Taylor, now weakened by the detachment of many of
his regular troops. Taylor learned of Santa Anna’s advance
and retreated three miles from Agua Nueva to the Hacienda
Buena Vista, a better defensive position.

The Americans had taken a strong position in the rugged
hills through which the river passed. Santa Anna demanded
surrender (something that never crossed “Old Rough and
Ready” Taylor’s mind) and the fighting began at dawn on 23
February. The Mexicans had placed their artillery on a
higher slope against the American left, and the Mexican
right, although composed of many raw recruits, pressured
the American left, which yielded. Mississippi and Indiana
units in reserve pounded the charging Mexicans, drove off
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the cavalry, resisted an infantry attack, and maintained the
position. The artillery had saved the day, filling gaps in the
line and subjecting the Mexicans to relentless pounding.
While the Americans expected the fighting to resume the
next day, Santa Anna had retreated after suffering many ca-
sualties and desertions. He had thrown away his numerical
superiority in a series of piecemeal and uncoordinated
attacks.
Charles M. Dobbs
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Buffalo Soldiers

African-American soldiers of the U.S. late nineteenth-cen-
tury regular army. On 28 July 1866, the United States Con-
gress established two cavalry and two infantry regiments
from African-American U.S. Civil War troops. The 9th and
10th U.S. Cavalry and the 24th and 25th U.S. Infantry be-
came known as “Buffalo Soldiers” by their Cheyenne and Co-
manche adversaries, perhaps because of their usually thick,
dark hair. Despite difficult assignments and both public and
military discrimination, these units proved invaluable in en-
gagements against Plains Indians, Mexican bandits, cattle
rustlers, and other “undesirables” of the wild West between
1866 and 1944.

The 9th and 10th Cavalries were initially commanded by
Colonels Edward Hatch and Benjamin Grierson, both white
officers. The 9th was ordered to Texas in June 1867 to protect
stagecoach routes, build forts, map the frontier, and install
telegraph communications. After helping subdue Kiowa and
Comanche in west Texas, the 9th and 10th moved to Arizona
and New Mexico districts in the spring of 1876. There they
fought against Arapaho and Apache raiders including
Geronimo. The last action of the Buffalo Soldiers in the In-
dian Wars involved the Sioux Indians, Sitting Bull, and the
Ghost Dance Campaign of 1891.

The 24th Infantry with James Morgan fought in the Battle
of San Juan Hill during the 1898 Spanish-American War. The
9th and 10th Cavalries enforced neutrality laws on the Mexi-
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Battle of Bull Run, Virginia, 21 July 1861. Lithograph by Currier and Ives. (Library of Congress)

can border and pursued the Mexican bandit Pancho Villa in
the punitive expedition under John J. Pershing in 1916. Be-
tween World Wars I and II the 9th and 10th Cavalries be-
came excellent horse and marksmanship service troops at
the cavalry school in Fort Riley, Kansas. By World War II,
cavalry had become obsolete and the units were disbanded
in 1944. Buffalo Soldiers’ officers were almost entirely white,
and the troops were kept in the far West and away from pop-
ulation centers to avoid “disturbances.” Although these were
excellent troops by any standard, they did on occasion vio-
lently react to the unremitting racism they suffered. The
worst case was in 1917 when troopers of the 24th shot up the
city of Houston, Texas, killing 17 whites; 16 black soldiers
were hanged before the end of the year in the largest single
judicial execution in U.S. history.

The Buffalo Soldiers reflected America’s racial mores of
the time, and good soldiers that they were, such units have
no place in the twentieth-century U.S. Army, which achieved
racial integration a full decade ahead of U.S. civil society.

Christopher Howell
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Bull Run, First/Manassas (21 July 1861)

Several months after the bombardment of Fort Sumter in
the Charleston, South Carolina, harbor, President Abraham
Lincoln felt compelled to order the undertrained and inex-
perienced army commanded by General Irwin McDowell to
attack Confederate positions just south of the U.S. capital,
near Manassas, Virginia.

McDowell had a simple but effective plan. He wanted
General Robert Patterson in the Shenandoah Valley to oc-
cupy Joseph Johnston’s Confederate forces. McDowell, in
turn, would feint an attack directly at General P. G. T. Beaure-
gard’s units at Blackburn’s Ford and then seek to march
around to the west to turn the Confederate left flank.

Beauregard soon realized McDowell’s turning move-
ment— Union fixed bayonets glinted in the morning sun—



and he readjusted his position. Attacks by green troops were
met by green troops, and the battle swayed back and forth
around the Henry House. At one point, Confederate general
Bernard Bee rallied his troops, pointing at a colonel whose
men were fighting bravely: “Look! There is Jackson standing
like a stonewall! Rally behind the Virginians!”—and a leg-
end was born on the battlefield.

In the end, Johnston easily eluded Patterson (who, admit-
tedly, showed little energy); his men boarded trains at Pied-
mont, debarked at Manassas, and marched to the battlefield.
The appearance of rested Conference reinforcements turned
the tide, and at about 4 p.M. the Union right flank began to
crumble, Beauregard ordered an attack, and troops (and
many spectators who wanted to watch the supposed “tri-
umph”) fled to Washington, D.C.

The key to the battle was the conclusions the two sides
drew. Lincoln recognized it would be a long and costly con-
test; too many Confederates thought it wise to meet Union
armies on every battlefield, hence engaging in a war of anni-
hilation they ultimately could not win.

Charles M. Dobbs

See also: American Civil War; Anaconda Plan; Beauregard, Pierre
Gustave Toutant

References and further reading:

Catton, Bruce. The American Heritage New History of the Civil War.
New York: Viking, 1996.

Davis, William C. Battle at Bull Run. Garden City, NY: Doubleday,
1977.

McDonald, JoAnna. We Shall Meet Again: The First Battle of
Manassas. New York: Oxford University Press, 2000.

Bull Run, Second/Manassas Junction

(28-30 August 1862)

A serious Union defeat in the American Civil War. Correctly
judging that Union general George McClellan would do
nothing after the so-called Seven Days’ Battles, Confederate
general Robert E. Lee sent half his army under Stonewall
Jackson to destroy the Union army supply base at Manassas
and thereby to entice Union general John Pope to attack. Lee
feared that if he did not move quickly, eventually Pope and
McClellan would unite, giving the Union generals over-
whelming superiority in manpower and artillery.

Jackson on 28 August 1862 stationed his men along an
unfinished railroad grade, and Pope, thinking Jackson vul-
nerable, launched a series of savage but unsupported attacks
on 29 August. Late in the day, Lee and the remaining half of
the Army of Northern Virginia under James Longstreet ar-
rived and quietly took up positions on Jackson’s right flank.

On 30 August 1862, after questionable actions by Union
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general Fitz John Porter—although he probably had some
idea that Longstreet was nearing the battlefield, Porter fol-
lowed what would be erroneous orders to attack Jackson, ex-
posing his own flank and that of Pope’s entire army; Porter
did not like Pope and perhaps that figured into his deci-
sions—Confederate artillery fired a mass barrage, and
28,000 men under Longstreet crushed Porter’s force, and
drove the Union army past the old Bull Run battlefield.
Effective rearguard defense and the arrival of the van-
guard of McClellan’s army from Harrison Landing held off
Lee’s pursuing forces, and Lee then determined to invade the
North, leading several weeks later to the Battle of Antietam/
Sharpsburg.
Charles M. Dobbs
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Buller, Sir Redvers Henry (1839-1908)

British general. Buller was born in Devon 7 December 1839.
He was commissioned in 1858 and fought in the Anglo-Chi-
nese War of 1860. After several years of outpost duty in
Canada, he served in the Red River campaign in 1870 and
soon became a member of Sir Garnet Wolseley’s “Wolseley
Ring?” Buller rapidly advanced in rank and experience, par-
ticipating in the Ashanti War, the Kaffir War, the Zulu War
(receiving the Victoria Cross), the first Anglo-Boer War, the
Egyptian campaign of 1882, the Charles Gordon relief expe-
dition, and then to the staff of the War Office. In 1886, he
went to Ireland, first as a special commissioner to restore or-
der, and then as undersecretary for Ireland. In 1887, he re-
turned to the war office as quartermaster general and, in
1890, adjutant general. He held that position until 1897,
working for army reform and creating the modern Army
Service Corps. He then commanded the army training camp
at Aldershot from 1897 to 1899.

In 1899, Sir Redvers Buller (he had received a knighthood
in 1894) was sent to command the British forces in the sec-
ond Anglo-Boer War. After severe problems, he was super-
seded by Lord Roberts, but he remained to command the
Natal operations, where he was ultimately successful. In
1900, he returned to Aldershot, but two years later he was re-
tired after an impolitic speech defending his military deci-
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sions in Natal. He died 2 June 1908. Buller has been severely
criticized for his actions in South Africa. Recent scholarship,
however, revealing political intrigue and the public need for
a scapegoat, has begun to judge him in a more favorable
light.
James B. Thomas
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Bunker (Breed’s) Hill

A minor American defeat of the American Revolutionary
War that heartened the Americans by the large number of
casualties inflicted on the British.

In the aftermath of the British march to and retreat from
Concord and Lexington, American militia constructed de-
fenses on Bunker Hill in Charlestown. Moving before the
British could construct fortifications at the same point, the
Americans fortified both Breed’s Hill and Bunker Hill, which
was above it, during the night of 16-17 June 1775. The
Americans used this position and adjoining stone and rail
fences to construct a defended position.

The British chose to attack head-on. Had they used their
sea mobility and moved troops behind the narrow neck of
land that defined then-Charlestown, they could have cut off
the Americans. Instead, they wanted to demonstrate their
professional superiority against irregular troops, and
thought perhaps that such a frontal assault was the most hu-
mane way of dispatching them. This was an odd decision in
light of the recent precipitous British retreat from Concord.

While British ships fired at the Americans, the British
landed some 2,200 men on a hot and humid June day. The
first two times the British attacked without firing but with
fixing of bayonets. In each case, the Americans fired behind
their fortifications and exacted a high toll. General William
Howe realized the third attack must win the day, for he could
not ask more of his exhausted men.

The third attack won the battlefield for the British. The
Americans ran low on and then out of ammunition, and fi-
nally retreated after British troops forced their way into the
breastworks. The British were too exhausted from the
weather and the fighting to pursue.

The Americans lost only 440 men; the British suffered
more than 1,000 casualties. Along with the tenacity of the
American defenders, Breed’s Hill meant that this would be a
far more costly conflict than the British had initially envi-

sioned. Thereafter, they would use maneuver to avoid such
heavy losses of valuable professional soldiers. (Although all
of the fighting took place on Breed’s Hill, for some reason,
perhaps euphony, this battle has gone down in American
history as the Battle of Bunker Hill. In fact, during World
War II a fleet aircraft carrier, USS Bunker Hill, fought with
great distinction in the Pacific.)

Charles M. Dobbs
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Burgoyne, John (1722-1792)

British general and playwright blamed by critics for losing
the American Revolution. Born in Sutton, Bedfordshire, and
educated at the Westminster School, Burgoyne came to
prominence for his victory over the Spanish at Valencia de
Alacantara, Portugal, in 1762 during the Seven Years’ War.
The former member of the House of Commons (elected
1761, 1768), whose demand for an investigation of the East
India Trading Company led to the Reforming Act of 1772,
was appointed major general the same year and sent to
Boston, Massachusetts, in May 1775. On June 17, he ob-
served British troops at the Battle of Bunker Hill and re-
turned to England in December concerned with what he had
witnessed. Returning to North America in 1776 as second-
in-command to Sir Guy Carleton in Canada, he was involved
in the invasion of New York from Canada. After the seizure of
Crown Point, New York, on Lake Champlain, disgust over
Carleton’s inactivity and leadership led him to return to
England. Once home, he was able to convince British offi-
cials to back an ambitious plan for putting down the Ameri-
can rebellion in the northern colonies that became known as
the Saratoga campaign. The plan called for British troops
from Canada to march across New York, meeting troops
coming up from the coast, causing New England to be cut off
from the rest of the colonies.

Reoccupying Crown Point with 7,000 soldiers in June
1777, poorly equipped (although he burned his supply train
with many wagons of his personal goods), and unprepared
for warfare on the American terrain, he advanced near Al-
bany, New York, and lost nearly 1,000 men near Bennington,
Vermont. Expecting to link with British troops under Sir
William Howe that never came, he found himself sur-
rounded by American forces under General Horatio Gates.
He surrendered in Saratoga, New York, on 17 October 1777,



and he and his army were held as prisoners of war until the
close of hostilities. This defeat led France openly to aid
American war efforts.

“Gentleman Johnny” Burgoyne ended his inglorious mili-
tary career as commander of British forces in Ireland from
1782 to 1783 and died on 4 August 1792 in London.

T Jason Soderstrum
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Burgundians

Germanic invaders of Gaul. Originally from Scandinavia, the
Burgundians first appeared on the Main River soon after
250, but had little contact with Rome until around 406, when
they crossed the Rhine, and under King Gundichar estab-
lished a kingdom in the province of Germania Prima. In 436,
they tried unsuccessfully to occupy Belgica Prima, suffering
an appalling defeat at the hands of Flavius Aétius, leading an
army of Huns, and only narrowly escaped destruction. This
defeat later became the basis of legends retold in the twelfth-
century Middle-High German epic Nibelungenlied.

The few Burgundian survivors fled to the territory sur-
rounding Lake Geneva, in what is now Switzerland. Later,
suffering invasion repeatedly, they moved to the valley of the
Rhine and occupied eastern Gaul. Lugdunum (Lyon) be-
came the capital of a new Burgundian kingdom. In 554, the
Burgundians were attacked by their former allies, the
Franks, and their kingdom was annexed.

Greatest of the Burgundian kings was Gundobad (r. 473-
517). He formulated a law code (lex Burgundinum) for his
people and later sponsored an even more significant law
code (lex Romana Burgundinum) for his Roman subjects.
The Burgundians were Arian Christians, but in 493 Clotilda,
Gundobad’s daughter, who had embraced orthodoxy, mar-
ried Clovis, and helped convert the Frankish king to the Ro-
man Church.

Nic Fields
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Burma, Retreat from (1941-1942)

The longest retreat in British army history. In late 1941
Burma was poorly defended. Land invasion was considered
unlikely, and only two regular British battalions, four Bur-
mese rifle battalions, and some supporting units constituted
the military garrison. The Royal Air Force had one fighter
squadron and some light bombers based in Burma, and
China had pledged a fighter squadron of the American Vol-
unteer Group to protect the Burma Road, which was China’s
only land link for supplies in its war against Japan.

The Japanese 15th Army (33d, 55th, and Imperial Guards
Divisions and Tenth Air Brigade) was charged with the cap-
ture of Burma, and landed in Thailand on 8 December 1941,
before rapidly moving northwestward to the Burmese bor-
der. In uncontested operations they captured the strategic
airfields at Victoria Point, Mergui, and Tavoy along the Isth-
mus of Kra. They were then ordered to stand by as reserves
for the Malayan Campaign.

Finally the 15th Army moved into Burma in strength in
mid-January 1942. They first struck toward Moulmien, and
then the Bilin River where the Indian 17th Division was or-
dered to hold them, in spite of the Sittang River being a
much better defensive line. In the event, Japanese units
quickly breached the Bilin position and reached the Sittang
bridge before the 17th Division had withdrawn, and demoli-
tion was ordered with the bulk of the defenders still on the
eastern side. The majority escaped by swimming, but most
equipment and weapons were lost and the 17th Division was
neutralized as a fighting unit. The Japanese rapidly ad-
vanced on Rangoon, capturing it on 8 March.

The Rangoon garrison joined with the newly arrived 7th
Armoured Brigade, st Burma Division, and the depleted
17th Division to stage a fighting withdrawal up the Irra-
waddy River valley into India. The Chinese 5th and 6th
Armies commanded by Lieutenant General Joseph Stilwell
began their withdrawal up the Sittang River valley into the
northeast. Japanese reinforcements (18th and 56th Divi-
sions) were shipped into Rangoon in mid-March to continue
the momentum of attack, and the Chinese committed their
65th Army.

By 8 May the Japanese had captured Lashio, cut the
Burma Road, pushed the Chinese back to Myitkyina, and
nearly trapped the British and Indian forces on the upper
Chindwin River. On 12 May the monsoon rains started, end-
ing the fighting and allowing the British, Indian, and Chi-
nese forces to retire into India and China, respectively. They
left 50,000 Chinese, and 13,500 British, Indian, and Burmese
casualties along the 900-mile-long battlefield.

Michael Hyde

See also: Singapore; Stilwell, Joseph Warren; Wavell, Archibald
Percival, First Earl
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Burmese Civil Wars (c. 1300-1599)

Mongol incursions into northern and central Burma during
the late thirteenth century that contributed to the dismem-
berment of the Pagan kingdom. The Pagan kingdom had
first unified the country in the mid-eleventh century. But the
ensuing three centuries of disunity and war are often de-
scribed by historians as a time of ethnic conflict between
three major groups: the Burmans (Myanmars), Shans, and
Mons. In fact, although differences in language, culture, and
customs must have been keenly perceived, the notion of eth-
nic identity and ethnic politics in the modern sense was
alien to the people of the time. Instead of clearly defined eth-
nic boundaries, borders were fluid, and members of one
group rather easily assimilated into another.

Also, the Burmese lowland peoples, along with the Tais,
shared a common Indo-Buddhist culture with elaborate le-
gal-political concepts that had originated in ancient India
and had been adopted in Burma by the Mons and Burmans.
They included the definition of a state’s legitimacy in terms
of the sovereign’s personal merit acquired over many life-
times and through promotion of the Buddhist religion and
other good deeds in this lifetime, and a unitary concept of
power that assumed that it was accumulated by a meritorious
king at the expense of his rivals. The triumph of one polity
over another reflected the superior merit of the royal victor.

Thus, between the fourteenth and seventeenth centuries
there was nearly continuous warfare between competing
polities, including those in the neighboring kingdom of
Arakan, in which victory involved the acquisition of prison-
ers of war (labor was perpetually in short supply), treasure,
and above all prestige.

It is commonly believed that Shans entering central
Burma in the twilight years of the Pagan kingdom adopted
Mon/Burman culture and institutions and established Bur-
man-style successor states at Myinsaing, Pinya, and Sagaing

after the Three Shan Brothers killed the last Pagan king in
the early fourteenth century. Their descendant, Thadomin-
bya (r. 1364-1368), founded an important power center at
Ava in 1364 that flourished until it was sacked by the Shan
usurper Thohanbwa in 1527.

In southern (Lower) Burma, Wareru, son-in-law of the
Tai ruler of Sukhotai, established a state at Martaban in
1281. His successors, rulers of the Mons, governed a pros-
perous kingdom centered on Pegu (Hanthawaddy) until the
Burman king of Toungoo, Tabinshwehti (r. 1531-1550), sub-
jugated it in 1539. Tabinshwehti and his brother-in-law
Bayinnaung (r. 1551-1581) established the second Burmese
empire, after Pagan. Its unity was short-lived, however,
breaking apart under attacks from rebellious royal princes,
the Arakanese, and Siamese in 1599.

Donald M. Seekins

See also: Bayinnaung; Pagan Kingdom
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Burmese Civil Wars (1948- )

Ethnic diversity; an uncomfortable geopolitical location be-
tween India, Thailand, and China; the legacy of British “di-
vide and rule” policies; and the influx of arms and armed
gangs during World War II have ensured that Burma has not
enjoyed internal peace since independence in 1948. The
Communist Party of Burma (CPB), once part of the united
front that ruled Burma after independence, went under-
ground in March 1948. In early 1949 the Karen National
Union (KNU), which sought an independent homeland for
the Karen ethnic minority, took up arms. Communist and
ethnic rebels occupied most of central and southern Burma,
and the administration of Prime Minister U Nu, controlling
little territory outside the capital, was nicknamed the “six
mile Rangoon government.” Thanks to the rebels’ chronic
disunity and loyal contingents of the Burma army com-
manded by General Ne Win, the government imposed its
writ over most of the Burmese heartland by the mid-1950s,
though it still had to fight Chinese Kuomintang irregulars
who had fled Yunnan Province into Shan State.

The military regime established by Ne Win in March
1962 used armed force freely, including the brutal treatment
of civilians in insurgent areas. During the 1960s, the focus of
insurgency shifted from central Burma to the Border Areas,



A civilian lies dead as a soldier keeps watch during an attack by
insurgents near Rangoon, 1949. (Hulton/Archive)

and involved three overlapping categories of armed groups:
noncommunist ethnic nationalists, a reinvigorated CPB gen-
erously backed by China, and apolitical local warlords in the
opium/heroin trade. In the early 1980s, there were as many
as 28 major communist, ethnic, and drug-dealing armed
groups operating in the Border Areas. The Burma army re-
ceived little or no foreign military aid between 1962 and
1988 when the armed forces received large shipments of
arms from abroad, especially from China.

In early 1989 the CPB collapsed due to internal frictions,
and the military regime—the State Law and Order Restora-
tion Council (SLORC)—concluded cease-fire agreements
with former CPB groups, granting them de facto autonomy.
By 1996, 17 armed groups had signed cease-fires with
SLORC, including Khun Sa’s powerful Mong Tai Army. SLORC
also succeeded in fostering divisions among the Karens, and
captured their strongholds of Manerplaw and Kawmoorah
along the Thai-Burma border in January-February 1995.
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To date, Karen, Karenni, and Shan ethnic rebels continue
their resistance. Drug-financed armies, especially the United
Wa State Army, with large amounts of cash and arms, still
pose a threat to the central government.

Donald M. Seekins
See also: Guerrilla/Partisan/Irregular Warfare
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Burnside, Ambrose Everett (1824-1881)

Humble, genial, but usually incompetent Union field com-
mander in the American Civil War. Burnside was born in
Liberty, Indiana, on 23 May 1824. After graduating from
West Point in 1847, he served as an artilleryman in the Mex-
ican-American War and against the Apaches, then resigned
in 1853 to run a firearms company in Rhode Island. He de-
veloped a breech-loading carbine in 1856, but (beginning
his losing streak) lost his patent to creditors in 1857. This
weapon was used during the Civil War.

As a volunteer colonel, Burnside raised a Rhode Island
regiment in April and May 1861. His satisfactory command
of a brigade at First Bull Run earned him his first star on 6
August and an assignment to invade the North Carolina
coast. Setting sail in December with 13,000 amphibious
troops in 80 ships, he captured Roanoke Island on 7 Febru-
ary 1862 and New Bern on 14 March. Promoted to major
general on 18 March, he twice declined Abraham Lincoln’s
offer to replace George B. McClellan as commander of the
Army of the Potomac. He commanded the Union right at
South Mountain, Maryland, on 14 September and the Union
left at Antietam, where his advance at the Stone Bridge was
too sluggish to help the Unionists.

Even though he accurately recognized himself as unfit for
high command, Burnside accepted Lincoln’s third offer,
probably so that it would not go to Joseph Hooker, and took
over the Army of the Potomac on 9 November. After leading
his troops to disaster at Fredericksburg, he was replaced by
Hooker on 26 January 1863.

Reassigned to the Department of the Ohio, he had some
success against John Hunt Morgan’s cavalry raiders that
summer but was bottled up in Knoxville, Tennessee, for
most of the fall by James Longstreet. Back in Virginia in
1864 under Ulysses S. Grant, he fought poorly at the Wilder-
ness, Spotsylvania, North Anna, Cold Harbor, and Peters-
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burg, and failed miserably at the Battle of the Crater on 20
July. He resigned in disgrace on 15 April 1865.

Burnside served Rhode Island as governor from 1866 to
1869 and as senator from 1875 to 1881. He died in Bristol,
Rhode Island, on 13 September 1881. From his bushy side-
whiskers comes the word sideburns, perhaps Burnside’s only
claim to lasting fame.

Ericv. d. Luft

See also: American Civil War; Antietam/Sharpsburg; Bull Run,
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Pope, John; Sherman, William Tecumseh; Spotsylvania Court
House; Wilderness
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Bushy Run, Battle of (5-6 August 1763)

British forces’ defeat of aboriginal Americans near Bushy
Run (south and east of present-day Pittsburgh), said to have
saved western Pennsylvania in one of the few major engage-
ments of Pontiac’s War.

Pontiac’s War, the biggest and most far-reaching uprising
of aboriginal Americans against Europeans in North Amer-
ica, broke out in the spring of 1763. By midsummer only two
of the British posts west of Fort Niagara still held out, Fort
Detroit and Fort Pitt, and both were under siege.

Colonel Henry Bouquet served as British commander for
western Pennsylvania. The only troops he had available were
the understrength remnants of the 42d (the Black Watch)
and 78th (Montgomery’s) Highlander, many of whom were
ill with various fevers as they had just returned from the
siege of Havana, and some fragments of his own 60th (Royal
American) Regiment. Bouquet spent the early summer rein-
forcing the posts along the military road into western Penn-
sylvania, leaving garrisons of the most ill soldiers behind.

On 4 August 1763 Bouquet left Fort Ligonier for Fort Pitt,
which had been besieged for about four months. Bouquet
had a convoy of about 350 packhorses carrying sacks of
flour, about 450 regular soldiers, some 15 colonial rangers,
and an unknown number of packhorse drivers. Bouquet in-

tended to relieve Fort Pitt, and he was also seeking battle
with the aboriginal Americans. The next day he found it.

About a mile short of the way station of Bushy Run, Bou-
quet’s advance guard encountered Shawnee, Delaware,
Mingo, and Huron warriors on a ridgeline. The advance
guard drove them off, but they returned and circled around
to attack. That night, Bouquet had a small redoubt built with
bags of flour to shelter the wounded. The first day’s action
had cost the British about 60 killed and wounded.

The next day, the aboriginal Americans tormented the
British troops, who were short of water, for several hours by
making brief rushes at the perimeter of the British defensive
circle, firing a few shots, and then fading away back into the
tree line when the British attempted to counterattack. After
several hours of this, Bouquet devised a plan.

Two companies of light infantry moved over the crest of
the hill, while the rest of the circular perimeter was shrunk.
These movements were intended to simulate a retreat. Two
other companies took up hidden positions within the
perimeter. The aboriginal Americans fell for this ruse, and
rushed the perimeter. As they did so, the first two companies
sallied out and took them in their right flank. They were
driven to their left, and into the fire of the other two compa-
nies. After this, the aboriginals withdrew.

Bouquet’s forces suffered a total of 50 killed, 60 wounded,
and five missing and he seems to have estimated that about
60 of his enemies had been killed.

Bouquet abandoned his supplies and moved on, with his
wounded, to Fort Pitt, fighting a brief skirmish in the
process. After this action the aboriginal American threat to
Fort Pitt and to western Pennsylvania dissolved, and Pon-
tiac’s War began to dissolve as well. The victory at Bushy Run
was widely celebrated at the time, and was seen as having
saved western Pennsylvania.

Scott N. Hendrix
See also: Bouquet, Henry; French and Indian War; Pontiac’s
Rebellion; Seven Years’ War
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Butler, Benjamin F. (1818-1893)

Controversial Civil War Union “political” general. Born in
New Hampshire, Benjamin Franklin Butler had earned a
prewar name as a controversial trial lawyer and Massachu-



setts politician. As a Democrat, and desiring to regain influ-
ence with the outbreak of the Civil War, Butler managed to
parlay a brigadier’s commission in the Massachusetts state
militia into an active-duty role.

While generally successful as military governor in Balti-
more and New Orleans, Butler kept order at the price of of-
fending local elite opinion. This, and his reputation for cor-
ruption, overshadowed Butler’s genuine achievements.

Butler also participated in the taking of New Orleans, the
1864 landing at Richmond (an operation of great potential
value), and the assault on Fort Fisher. Having botched the
latter two operations, Butler’s reputation was so in ruins that
his political talents could not save his military career, effect-
ing his return to civilian life.

George R. Shaner

See also: Civil Affairs/Military Government
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Byzantine Civil Wars (1322-1355)

Civil conflict erodes position of declining Byzantine Empire.
In 1321, a family dispute within the ruling Byzantine created
a rift between the reigning emperor, Andronicus II (r.
1282-1328), and his grandson, also named Andronicus.
Subsequently, when Andronicus II attempted to expand the
Byzantine armed forces, and imposed taxes upon the Byzan-
tine nobility in order to pay for that expansion, he forfeited
much popular support. As a result, Andronicus the younger
proclaimed himself Emperor Andronicus III (r. 1328-1341).
Although open violence was prevented, the empire was par-
titioned between the two claimants, and Andronicus III was
excluded from Constantinople.

Open warfare began in 1328, when Andronicus IIT at-
tempted to enter Constantinople and was refused. Androni-
cus IIT instead seized Salonika, the second largest city in the
empire. Most of the Byzantine forces in the west declared for
the younger Andronicus. In May, Andronicus III finally en-
tered Constantinople, and forced the abdication of his
grandfather.

Andronicus I1I fought successfully with Turks, Serbs, Ge-
noese, and Bulgars, both adding territory to and occasion-
ally losing imperial territory. He also finally defeated the
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Despotate of Epirus, and reintegrated it into the empire in
1339 and in 1341. Andronicus III also forced the submission
of the Latin barons in the Peloponnesus and took steps to
reattach the empire of Trebizond to the Byzantine Empire.

Andronicus III died suddenly in 1341. As his heir, he left
behind his nine-year-old son, John V (r. 1341-1391). An-
dronicus had proposed in his will that John Cantacuzinus, a
wealthy noble from Thrace, competent soldier, and trusted
confidant, be made regent. Although Cantacuzinus was a
friend of the late emperor, he had made some powerful ene-
mies in the imperial court, including the empress Anna;
John Kalekas, the patriarch of Constantinople; and the gov-
ernor of Constantinople, Alexius Apocaucus. Cantacuzinus
thus found it expedient to decline an offer made by Apocau-
cus to become coemperor with John V; but did assume the ti-
tle of coregent.

Cantacuzinus led an army against the Serbs to recover
territory lost by Andronicus III. He also prepared a cam-
paign to force further concessions from the Peloponnesian
barons. Before he could effectively undertake this, his oppo-
nents in Constantinople deposed him in September 1341
and incited anti-Cantacuzine and antiaristocratic riots in
Constantinople and Salonika. A revolutionary government
in Salonika was then recognized by the imperial court.

Cantacuzinus fled to Serbia and proclaimed himself Em-
peror John VI (1. 1347-1354). In 1341 and 1342, both Serbs
and Bulgars raided the empire, and Cantacuzinus made little
headway against the new regency.

By 1343, with Serb support, Cantacuzinus overran most
of Epirus, and began to advance into Thrace, besieging Sa-
lonika. By 1344, he held most of Thrace. In 1345, Cantacuzi-
nus took Adrianople. The Serbs, in the meantime, had ended
their support for Cantacuzinus, who responded by reaching
agreement with a group of Turks led by Umur, the emir of
Aydin. Also in 1345, Apocaucus was murdered by a group of
nobles in Constantinople. This encouraged Cantacuzinus to
attempt to enter the city, but he failed. In an effort to further
strengthen his position, Cantacuzinus allied himself with
the Ottoman Turks in 1346.

In 1346, Cantacuzinus was formally crowned emperor in
Adrianople, but only in February 1347 was he able to reach
an agreement with the supporters of John V. John VI was to
administer the empire as the senior emperor. John V was
married to a daughter of John VI. John VI was not only able
to recover his estates in Thrace, but was also able to distrib-
ute large tracts of land to be governed directly by his sons.
Matthew Cantacuzinus, the eldest son of John VI, received
land in Thrace, while Michael Cantacuzinus received land in
the Morea.

In 1351 or 1352, John V demanded a greater role in the
government, and received instead the lands in Thrace held
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by Matthew Cantacuzinus. Matthew, by way of compensa-
tion, received lands further east, around Adrianople. Border
disputes between Matthew and John V led to renewed fight-
ing between the Paleologoi and the Cantacuzines, and for-
eign powers were quickly drawn in. John V received help
from the Serbs, while John VI received help from the Turks.
Although John V enjoyed some initial success, his Serbian
allies were defeated by the Turks at Demotika in October
1352.

John V escaped to the Island of Tenedos, held by Venice.
From Tenedos, he attempted to seize Constantinople in
March 1353. John VI declared John V deposed, and crowned
Matthew coemperor in February 1354.

John V, meanwhile, sought aid from Genoa. Cantacuzinus,
blamed for having brought the Turks into the empire, abdi-
cated and became a monk. John V entered Constantinople in
November 1354.

John V defeated Matthew in 1355, and forced him to re-
linquish his claims. He then sent Matthew to join his brother
in the Morea. A subsequent attempt by John V to conquer the
Morea failed.

As a result of the civil war, Byzantium lost much of its re-
maining territory. Serbia nearly doubled in size, and its ruler
claimed the title of czar. The Ottoman Turks entered Europe
and seized the Dardanelles. In the course of the war, the
Byzantine economy and bureaucracy collapsed, and neither
was ever properly restored.

Joseph M. Isenberg

See also: Byzantine-Ottoman Wars; Ottoman Empire
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Byzantine-Muslim Wars (633-1035)

A series of wars involving the Arab Muslim conquest of Byz-
antine territory in North Africa and the Near East, and the
subsequent Byzantine recovery of some of that territory. In
629, the Byzantine Empire successfully concluded a long se-
ries of wars with Persia. As a result, the Byzantines recovered
territory in Palestine, Lebanon, and Syria, but had little time
to organize administration or defense there before the initial
Moslem incursions.

An initial Muslim Arab invasion in 929 was defeated by
Byzantine forces at Muta, but in 630, a Muslim expedition
forced the submission of the town of Aqaba. A more earnest
Arab effort at conquest began in 633 and 634, when the

caliph Abu Bekr sent four armies, perhaps totaling 20,000
men, into Syria. By the end of 634, the Arabs had won a se-
ries of victories at Ayn Ghami, Dathin, Anyadayn, and Scyth-
opolis. In 635, the Muslim armies occupied Damascus and
Homs for the first time, but were forced to abandon the cities
in the face of a Byzantine counteroffensive. This counterof-
fensive came to an end on 20 August 636, when Byzantine
forces suffered a catastrophic defeat at Yarmuk.

As a result of the defeat, Muslim armies overran most of
Palestine and Syria, save only for a portion of Syria granted a
one-year truce. This allowed Christian Arabs to flee into
Byzantine territory before the resumption of hostilities. Af-
ter the expiration of the truce, Muslim forces quickly over-
ran the remainder of Syria and Palestine.

In December 639, Arab forces began an invasion of
Egypt, and raided Cilicia and Anatolia. The deaths in 641 of
the Byzantine emperors Heraclius (r. 610-641) and Con-
stantine III (r. 641), and then the removal, through a coup, of
the emperor Heraclonas (r. 641), created political instability
in Constantinople. As a result, no effective aid was given to
isolated Byzantine forces in Egypt. Arab armies were able to
complete their invasion of Egypt, and moved on Cyrenaica
in 642.

After these initial disasters, the Byzantines turned to po-
sitional warfare, attempting to hold the major cities while
letting interior areas go. While this policy slowed the Muslim
advance by forcing Arab armies to take the time to seize for-
tified points, in the long term the strategy was doomed to
failure. The cities could not be held without also securing
the agricultural hinterland that supplied them.

In 642, the Arab invasion of Armenia began. Within 20
years, despite constant Byzantine efforts to control Armenia,
the Muslims had successfully converted the region into a
client state. In 650, the Arabs invaded Cyprus. It later became
a Byzantine/Arab codominion by treaty.

In the 650s, the Arabs turned attention to the Persian
Empire, and to further conquests in North Africa. While
raids remained frequent, the Byzantine Empire was able to
gain control of the Taurus mountain passes leading into
Anatolia. Further Arab conquests in there were thus blocked.

In 648, an initial Arab invasion of the Byzantine province
of Africa was bought off by local officials. The year 654 saw
further Arab assaults on Cyprus, Crete,and Rhodes. The em-
peror Constans (r.641-668) reorganized the Byzantine army
between 659 and 662 in a further effort to stop Arab ad-
vances. He continued the process whereby the remaining
mobile armies were associated with a new type of province,
called themes.

In 670, the Arab invasion of Africa began in earnest, but
met with firm resistance. That same year, Arab naval forces
raided the Sea of Marmora for the first time. In response, the
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Byzantines prepared a fleet, which by 672 included the mys-
terious “Greek fire” in its arsenal. In 677, this improved Byz-
antine fleet won a major victory over the Arabs.

In 696, a second Arab expedition to Africa led to the
seizure of Carthage. Byzantine efforts to recover the province
proved unsuccessful, and this led to further political insta-
bility in Constantinople.

In 711, the Arabs breached the Taurus barrier and ad-
vanced into Anatolia. Unable to stop the Arab advance, the
emperor Anastasius II (r. 713-715) began preparing the de-
fenses of the capital. In 716, an Arab assault on Constantino-
ple failed, but in 717 an Arab force of 120,000 men and
1,800 ships besieged the capital. The Bulgarians, hoping to
take the city for themselves, attacked the Arabs, who were
forced to build two sets of siege works, to contain the Byzan-
tines on one side and to keep out the Bulgarians on the
other. In September, the Arab fleet appeared, but was driven
off by the Byzantines using Greek fire. The Arab army thus
remained trapped in its siege works during an unusually
harsh winter.

A fleet of 600 ships was sent to replenish the Arab forces.
The ships landed near Chalcedon in order to avoid the Byz-
antine fleet. The crews of the Arab fleet, mostly Egyptian
Christian, defected en masse to the Byzantines.

After an Arab reinforcing column was destroyed near
Nicaea, and an epidemic had broken out among the Arab
forces near Constantinople, the caliph Umar finally ordered a
retreat on 15 August 718. The Arab retreat was not opposed,
but surviving Arab ships were attacked, and the Arab fleet
was further damaged by storms and by a volcanic eruption.

Between 718 and 741, a series of raids and counterraids
ravaged Anatolia. In this period, Byzantine strategy em-
braced not only positional defense, but also a policy of inter-
cepting Arab raids returning from plundering expeditions.
These tactics proved moderately successful, and gave rise to
a series of Byzantine epic poems and legends about border
raiders and defenders. Of these the most famous was the
epic poem Digenes Akrites.

In 741 Constantine V (r. 741-775) succeeded to the Byz-
antine throne. He gradually pushed the Byzantine frontier
forward. This process was continued by his son, Leo the
Khazar (r. 775-780).

Throughout the eighth century and the first part of the
ninth century, Arab raids and conquests continued. In the
850s, the Arab Caliphate began to lose control of its border
regions in the face of attacks by Paulician heretics in Anato-
lia and by local Byzantine governors.

In the tenth century, Byzantine defense efforts began to
show real results. In 900, Leo VI (1. 886-912) invaded the
emirate of Tarsus, defeated its army, and also invaded Arme-
nia. Leo was able to recover much frontier territory.

In 926, Romanus Lecapenus (r.920-944) renewed the at-
tack upon the Arabs and sacked Melitene. In 927, the emir of
Melitene submitted to the empire, and in 928 the city re-
ceived a Byzantine garrison. This was initially driven out,
but in 933 and 934 the Byzantines systematically occupied
the fortresses around Melitene and around the city of
Samosata. Melitene was taken and all non-Christians forced
to leave. Samosata was taken and razed in 936.

In 942 and 943, John Curcuas, Grand Domestic, sacked a
number of cities in Armenia and Mesopotamia, and be-
sieged the city of Edessa, withdrawing only after the gover-
nor of the city had agreed to surrender the Mandilyon, a
cloth said to bear the imprint of the face of Christ. The relic
and Curcuas were accorded a triumphal entry into Constan-
tinople.

Constantine VII (r. 913-959) assumed full power in 944,
and, with his generals, Nicephorus Phocas, John Tzimisces,
and Basil the Grand Chamberlain, conducted a successful
raiding war against the Arab leader Sayf al Dawlah. Byzan-
tine efforts to recapture Crete, Sicily, and Italy were less suc-
cessful, and Arab forces repeatedly defeated forces sent to
those places. Constantine’s successor, Romanus II (r. 959-
963), reorganized Byzantine forces in an effort to intensify
the war against the Arabs. In 960, a massive expedition un-
der Nicephorus Phocas landed on Crete. Phocas’s army
killed 40,000 Arabs and besieged the principal city of Chan-
dax from 960 until the spring of 962, when it finally fell. A
raid into Syria by Sayf in that year was suppressed by Byzan-
tine forces.

After capturing Chandax, Nicephorus Phocas attacked
and defeated the emir of Tarsus and took several towns in
Anatolia and Syria. Phocas then marched against Sayf al
Dawlah in Aleppo. Sayf sent his army north to meet the
Byzantines, and quickly raised a force of militia to defend
the city. Phocas evaded the main Arab force, and fell upon
the poorly prepared defenses of Aleppo, which he overcame.
Sayf fled, pursued by Tzimisces, and Phocas entered Aleppo
after a three-day siege. Upon his return to Constantinople,
Phocas found that Romanus II had died in a hunting acci-
dent, and assumed power.

Nicephorus Phocas (r. 963-969) continued the war
against Sayf, taking the town of Mopsuestia, as well as Tar-
sus. Nicephorus also expanded Byzantine control of Arme-
nia and cleared Cyprus of its Arab garrison. Sayf died in
967.

John Tzimisces (r. 969-976) seized power in a coup. Dur-
ing his reign, Aleppo ceded control of its coastal territory to
Byzantium; this remained permanently under Byzantine
control. Byzantium now bordered the Fatamid Caliphate of
Egypt and the Hamdanid emirate of Mosul, both of which
were willing to expand at the expense of Byzantine or Arab



neighbors. Tzimisces thus found himself fighting against the
Fatamids in 971 and in 975, and the Hamdanids from 972 to
974. Tzimisces was able, in the end, to subject most of Syria
and Lebanon to either direct Byzantine government or trib-
utary status. He died before these conquests could be fol-
lowed up, and was succeeded by Basil II (r. 976-1025), the
greatest ruler of medieval Byzantium.

Basil 1I faced civil disorder in the early part of his reign,
but his Arab neighbors were too weak to take advantage of
the situation. Basil was strong enough in the 990s to drive off
Fatamid attacks upon the emirate of Aleppo, now a Byzan-
tine client state.

Fatamid attempts at naval warfare were equally unavail-
ing. An Egyptian fleet burned in 996 in a mysterious fire. A
second fleet was defeated off of Syria by the Byzantines. The
Fatamid caliph, al-Aziz, then died, and rebellions broke out
over the succession.

Basil II turned his attention to Byzantine territories in
Europe. He signed a 10-year truce with the Fatamids in
1001, which he renewed periodically for the rest of his reign.
Basil refused to respond to Fatamid and Hamdanid attacks
on Aleppo; the city fell to the Fatamids in 1015, only to be
lost to them in a revolt in 1025.

At this point, Byzantine attentions became fixed else-
where, with few exceptions. Romanus IIT (r. 1028-1034)
forced the surrender of Edessa in 1031, and attempted to
purchase the city of Aleppo. This offer was refused. The Fa-
tamids renewed the 10-year truce in 1036, and the Byzantine
frontier was secured by the presence of a client state, the
Mirdanid emirate, in what is now modern Syria and Iraq.
Though raids would occasionally continue, the initiative in
Muslim expansion had passed from the Arabs to a group of
[slamic mercenaries brought in by the Arabs, the Turks.

Joseph M. Isenberg
See also: Basil IT Bulgaroctonus; Byzantine-Persian Wars;
Constantine V; Constantinople, Siege of (717-718); John I
Tzimisces; Muslim Civil War; Nicephorus II Phocas; Yarmuk,
Battle of
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Byzantine-Ottoman Wars (1302-1461)
A series of wars ending in the Ottoman conquest of the
Byzantine Empire. Following the fall of the Latin Empire of
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Constantinople in 1261, the Byzantine Empire was a mere
shadow of its former greatness, controlling only the city of
Constantinople, the western coast of Asia Minor, northern
Greece, and part of the Peloponnesus (the Morea). Two au-
tonomous territories, Trebizond and Epirus, also were
Byzantine in culture, but not politically dependent on Con-
stantinople.

In this weakened state, the Ottoman Turks, having threat-
ened the empire for more than two centuries, advanced. The
Byzantine Empire often had to rely on outside help, some-
times from western Europe, to protect itself, and that help
was often tied to a union of the Orthodox and Catholic
churches, a union that was briefly achieved at the Council of
Florence and Ferrara in 1439.

Among the western aid the Byzantines received were
Roger de Flor’s Catalan mercenaries, hired by Andronicus II
in 1302. Roger was murdered three years later, but the Cata-
lans went on to set up their own independent state in Athens
in 1311. In 1396, Pope Boniface IX called a crusade to assist
Constantinople, which ended in the defeat of Duke John the
Fearless of Burgundy and Jean Bouciquaut, Marshal of
France, at Nikopolis (Nicopol, Bulgaria). On 10 November
1444, the Last Crusade ended in defeat for King Ladislas of
Hungary and Poland and his general, Jdnos Hunyadi, at
Varna.

Western aid was to no avail, and in 1329 Sultan Orkhan I
defeated Andronicus III at Maltepe and two years later cap-
tured the city of Nicaea. More than a decade later, Emperor
John VI Cantacuzinus called on the Turks to assist him
against the Serbian emperor Stephan Dushan, who threat-
ened Constantinople. Turkish forces thus crossed into Eu-
rope in 1345, gaining a foothold in Gallipoli in 1354.In 1365,
Sultan Murad I captured the important city of Adrianople
and made it his capital. A year later crusades by Amadeus of
Savoy and Louis of Hungary led to the temporary recapture
of Gallipoli and the defeat of the Turks near Vidin, but these
gains were short-lived.

In 1365, the Janissaries (literally “New Troops”), a corps
of elite infantry composed of slaves, were established as a
military corps by the sultan. This corps was to prove impor-
tant in the remaining wars with the Byzantine Empire and in
subsequent Ottoman politics into the nineteenth century.

The Turks continued reducing Byzantine power, taking
Thessalonika in 1387 and again in 1430 after it had been re-
captured by the Venetians and Byzantines. Epirus fell in
1430 also. Turkey invaded central Greece in 1397. In 1446,
Constantine Paleologus (Constantine XI in 1448) attempted
the recapture of central Greece but was repulsed.

Throughout the wars, the Ottomans besieged Constan-
tinople itself. The first Ottoman siege lasted from 1391 to
1399. Sultan Murad IT again besieged the city in 1422. Sultan
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Mehmet II the Conqueror (Fatih) besieged the city again in
April 1453; it fell on 29 May after bitter fighting, during
which Constantine XI was killed. Mehmet then made Con-
stantinople the Ottoman capital, renaming it Istanbul.

The Morea held out seven more years, falling in 1460. Tre-
bizond, the last remnant of the Roman Empire, was con-
quered in 1461.

Michael C. Paul
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Byzantine-Persian Wars (502)

A series of wars between the two great powers of western
Eurasia defining the history of the sixth century. In 502, Sas-
sanid shah Kavad I broke 60 years of peace with Byzantium
in hopes of wringing money from Anastasius I (r.491-518).
Briefly dethroned during a period of domestic upheaval,and
undergoing punishing raids by the White Huns on Persia’s
Asian borders, Kavad hoped to buy the raiders off. He felt
that the wealthy Byzantines, at war in the Balkans and Ara-
bia, would pay dearly to avoid a third front. But when Anas-
tasius refused to contribute, Persian honor demanded ac-
tion, so the shah invaded Byzantine Armenia and northern
Mesopotamia. In response, the Byzantines assailed Persian
Armenia. By 504, White Hun raids again distracted Kavad,
and Anastasius bought peace for a token sum.

In 525, Emperor Justinian (r. 527-565) inattentively be-
guiled himself into an Armenian adventure. Christians in
Iberia province, vassals of Persia, asked for a symbolic force
to aid an independence scheme. Justinian’s gesture provoked
a massive Sassanid offensive. Byzantium sacrificed much
blood, treasure, and three hard-fought years to restore the
frontier.

In 530, Byzantine occupation of the Crimea gave Con-
stantinople access to Asian nomads who might open an
eastern front against Persia. Recognizing the risk, a new
shah, Khusrauw I, proposed a truce in 531. Justinian, fixated
on re-creating the Roman Mediterranean empire, obliged.

The peace of 532 required a heavy tribute from Justinian,
but Khusrauw remained suspicious. Ostrogoth emissaries
from Italy warned the shah that Justinian might turn east-
ward after subjugating them. Byzantine machinations rou-
tinely encouraged instability in Armenia. In 540, Khusrauw’s
army rolled en masse toward Antioch, the “Third City” of
Byzantium, sacking forts, looting towns, and demanding an
enormous tribute. When Justinian refused, Khusrauw vi-
ciously burned Antioch and took thousands hostage. An-
other weary stalemate followed, compounded by a horren-
dous epidemic.

Byzantine defeats in Armenia in 543 mirrored Persian
failures before Edessa in 544. Increasingly preoccupied at
home, the rivals renewed peace in 545. Although Armenia
remained in a kind of proxy war, Justinian and Khusrauw
extended their treaty for 50 years in 560, with Byzantium
sending an annual stipend.

In 572, Justin II (r. 565-578) arrogantly broke the peace.
Indignant, Khusrauw marched into Syria, capturing Dara,
and into Armenia. In 578, Byzantine general Maurice staged
counterattacks in Armenia and along the upper Tigris-
Euphrates. In response, Hurmazd IV, Khusrauw’s son, en-
couraged the Avars to ravage the Balkans to draw Byzantine
forces from the east. In 582, Maurice became Byzantine em-
peror (r. 582-602), confronting wars in Italy, the Balkans,
Armenia, and Iraq. Victories over Hurmazd in 586 and 587
failed to knock the Persians out. In 588, Byzantium’s eastern
army erupted in a terrifying mutiny. Yet Persia, also stagger-
ing from the war effort, lacked the initiative and energy to
exploit a historic opportunity.

Two years later, the Persian commander Bahram mu-
tinied, overthrew Hurmazd, and tried to enthrone Hur-
mazd’s son, Khusrauw II. Khusrauw instead fled to the
Byzantines and appealed for assistance from Maurice. Ig-
noring his timid advisers, the emperor threw his weight be-
hind the young aspirant. Their combined forces overcame
Bahram rapidly. In 591, Khusrauw and Maurice, now close
friends, signed a peace that endured until 602.

Weston E Cook Jr.
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Caesar, Julius

(Gaius Iulius Caesar 100-44 B.C.E.)

Shrewd political and military strategist. Caesar accurately
assessed and energetically defeated domestic and foreign
foes. He brilliantly inscribed for posterity his exceptional
achievements. Nonetheless, his pride and resulting incapac-
ity to cement lasting personal alliances paved the way for his
downfall and, with it, the transformation from Roman re-
public to empire.

Caesar’s family was firmly established in Marius’s popu-
lar reform camp. Virtually exiled for opposing Sulla’s party,
Caesar served as a military tribune in Asia, 80-78 B.C.E.,
where he received Rome’s highest decoration, the corona
civica. In 65 B.C.E., as curule aedile, he spent profusely on
games and public building projects, and subsequently be-
came pontifex maximus and praetor. As governor of Further
Spain (embracing modern Portugal and much of western,
central, and southern Spain), he demonstrated his military
prowess in highly successful policing actions against the
tribes of the area in 61-60 B.C.E. In 61 he obtained the
province of Hispania Ulterior and on his return was elected
consul. He then wisely came to terms with Pompey and
Crassus and they jointly constituted the First Triumvirate in
60 B.C.E. He was given a five-year governorship, extended to
10 years in 55, of the provinces of Illyria on the eastern shore
of the Adriatic Sea and of both Transalpine and Cisalpine
Gaul (present-day northern Italy, France, Belgium, part of
Germany, and the southern Netherlands).

During his tenure as governor, Caesar conquered Gallic
territory up to the River Rhine. His defeat of Vercingetorix at
Alesia was notable for Caesar’s use of innovative field engi-
neering techniques. He suffered only two setbacks in this pe-
riod: a detachment of 15 cohorts was annihilated in the win-
ter of 54, and his attack on the Gallic fortress-town of
Gergovia in 52 ended in a costly failure. His piecemeal con-
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quest of Gaul is attributable to judicious tactics, excellent re-
connaissance, vigorous exploitation, rapidity of decision,
and deterrence by terror. When his governorship ended in
49, Caesar was immensely wealthy and the leader of a highly
efficient and fanatically loyal army.

His military success aroused the jealousy of Crassus and
conservative factions in the Senate who felt threatened by
Caesar’s ostensible populism. Crassus’s defeat and death at
Carrhae left Pompey to deal with civil unrest entailing vio-
lent clashes among rival gangs, including Caesar’s popular
reform alliance. Seeking to reestablish law and order, the
Senate elected Pompey sole consul in 52, a position that he
exploited to have Caesar sacked from governorship in Gaul
with a demand that he disband his army in that province.
When Caesar refused and marched his loyal legions across
the Rubicon River into Italy proper, Pompey, believing his
army too meager, withdrew to the east to recruit more forces
there. After entering Rome in triumph, Caesar led troops
into Spain to crush threatening pro-Pompey troops. Having
been declared dictator, he led a force to Greece where he de-
feated Pompey’s much larger army at Pharsalus. Siding with
Cleopatra (later his mistress) against her brother in an
Egyptian dynastic struggle, he defeated the deceased Pom-
pey’s naval expedition sent against him. Caesar, pausing in
Asia Minor to defeat the upstart Pharnaces of Bosporus, re-
turned to Rome where he continued his program of sweep-
ing civic and legislative improvements. In the spring of 46
B.C.E. Caesar took an army to North Africa to eradicate Pom-
pey’s remnants there and thence to Spain for final mopping-
up operations. He was assassinated upon his return to Rome
by a cabal of patrician opponents.

Jim Bloom

See also: Alesia, Siege of; Gallic Wars; Pharsalus, Battle of; Pompey

the Great; Roman Civil Wars (88-30 B.C.E.); Roman Republic, Wars
of the; Sulla, Lucius Cornelius



144 Calais, Siege of

References and further reading:

Dodge, T. A. Caesar: A History of the Art of War among the Romans
down to the End of the Roman Empire, with a Detailed Account of
the Campaigns of Gaius Julius Caesar. Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1892. Reprint, New York: Da Capo Press, 1997.

Fuller, J. E C. Julius Caesar: Man, Soldier and Tyrant. London: Eyre &
Spottiswood Ltd., 1965.

Gelzer, Matthias. Caesar—Politician and Statesman. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1968.

Meier, Christian. Caesar: A Biography. New York: Basic Books, 1995.

Calais, Siege of (1558)

The end of English rule over any part of the European conti-
nent. After the Spaniards, allied with the English, had routed
the French army under Montmorency at St. Quentin on 10
August 1557, Paris was at the mercy of Phillip II of Spain,
but his hesitation to attack the capital gave the French
monarch, Henri I, time to organize the city’s defenses. In
October, Francois de Guise, returned from the Italian war
theater, was created lieutenant of the realm, and gathered to-
gether the French troops in northern France. Both sides were
desperately short of money, but while the Spanish king dis-
banded his troops for the winter, the French monarch boldly
planned a winter campaign.

In November, Henri determined to attack Calais to
avenge the humiliation of St. Quentin, and to seize an impor-
tant pledge for future peace negotiations. At the direct order
of Henri, de Guise agreed to lead the winter expedition, al-
though he was not convinced of its prudence. The English
had not the vaguest suspicion of the French plans until the
end of December 1557.

On 1 January, 2,500 unprepared English, spread among a
dozen forts and in Calais itself, faced the assault of 20,000—
22,000 French foot soldiers, 4,000 cavalry, and 30 artillery
pieces. Only one day later, the fort of Rysbank surrendered,
and from there the French bombarded the castle across the
harbor for two days. After a breach had been made, several
French companies seized the castle and held it against two
English counterattacks. On 8 January, the English com-
mander, Lord Thomas Wentworth, asked for terms. Five
hundred English troops along with some of the town’s in-
habitants were permitted to leave for the Flemish border. Af-
ter holding Calais for 220 years, England had lost its last ter-
ritory on the European continent.

Holger Th. Graef
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The Cambodian Incursion

(30 April-15 May 1970)

A U.S.-South Vietnamese incursion into Cambodia during
the Vietnam War. President Richard Nixon had a three-part
plan to end the interminable Vietnam conflict: American
troop withdrawal, an end to the draft, and Vietnamization of
the war effort. To help provide time for the government of
South Vietnam to prepare to defend itself, Nixon in March
1969 had authorized a secret and possibly illegal bombing
campaign across the border in neighboring Cambodia. The
bombing did not significantly reduce North Vietnamese
supply capacity, and it threatened the stability of the Cam-
bodian government itself as the Communists moved away
from the borders to avoid the bombing.

Therefore, the South Vietnamese and Americans engaged
in a limited crossing of the border into the so-called Parrot’s
Beak and Fishhook regions to destroy base areas. Commu-
nist forces abandoned their bases, and the allies captured a
vast amount of weapons and ammunition. In a smaller op-
eration, U.S. Army units crossed the border in the Central
Highlands also to attack base camps near the Laotian—-Cam-
bodian-South Vietnamese border.

In an immediate sense, the spoiling attacks were success-
ful, and the North Vietnamese had to wait two more years to
launch the Easter 1972 offensive. However, the U.S. Senate
repealed the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution and, combined with
the unrelated killings on the Kent State University campus,
the offensive strengthened the antiwar movement in the
United States, something carefully noted by Hanoi.

Charles M. Dobbs
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Cambodian Wars (1970-1990s)
Although an indigenous Communist (Khmer Rouge) insur-
gency fought the central government from rural bases in the



late 1960s, Cambodia remained on the fringes of the In-
dochina War until Prince Sihanouk was overthrown in an 18
March 1970 coup d’état. Both Communist and non-Commu-
nist forces had ignored Sihanouk’s policy of neutrality when
it suited them, but it was only with the establishment of a
new regime (proclaimed the Khmer Republic in October
1970) under Premier Lon Nol that the country became a ma-
jor Indochina battlefield.

Cambodia’s wars can be divided into three periods: (1)
1970-1975, when Cambodian and Vietnamese Communist
forces fought the Khmer Republic, which received massive
military and economic aid from the United States; (2)
1975-1978, when Democratic Kampuchea (DK), the revo-
lutionary regime headed by the Khmer Rouge leader, Pol
Pot, waged brutal class warfare, resulting in the deaths of
1-2 million Cambodians out of a total population of 7
million, and provoked a war with Vietnam; and (3)
1979-1990s, which opened with the January 1979 estab-
lishment of a pro-Hanoi regime in Phnom Penh, the Peo-
ple’s Republic of Kampuchea (PRK), and witnessed pro-
tracted fighting between the PRK and the Vietnamese army
on one side and the Khmer Rouge based along the country’s
western borders on the other (joined by Prince Sihanouk
and a rightist politician, Son Sann, in a largely symbolic
coalition government in 1982). This last phase, character-
ized by Vietnamese dry season offensives against mobile
Khmer Rouge guerrillas, continued until Hanoi agreed to
withdraw its forces in 1989, and the signing of the Paris
Peace Accords on 23 October 1991. But some observers date
its termination with the late 1990s internal collapse of the
Khmer Rouge and the apparent suicide of Pol Pot in April
1998.

After the coup d’état, Lon Nol's Khmer National Armed
Forces received new American equipment and expanded
rapidly in personnel, but lost control of the countryside to
the North Vietnamese army and a revitalized Khmer Rouge,
which gained wide popular support by promising to restore
the popular Prince Sihanouk to power. Two government of-
fensives in 1970-1971, Chenla I and II, attempted to recap-
ture the agriculturally rich northwestern region, but were
stopped by North Vietnamese regulars.

Washington launched a devastating air war against the
Communists, peaking in summer 1973 (Operation ARC-
LIGHT), in which the U.S. Air Force dropped, according to
some accounts, more tonnage of explosives on the small
country than on Japan during World War II. The bombing
shattered rural society, driving hundreds of thousands of
Cambodians into Phnom Penh and other towns (they also
fled Khmer Rouge atrocities), but failed to bolster Lon Nol or
stop the Communists. Most North Vietnamese troops with-
drew from Cambodia by 1972-1973, and the Khmer Rouge
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built up their forces to 50,000 soldiers and captured Phnom
Penh on 17 April 1975.

The Cambodia war was waged with untrammeled brutal-
ity. The worst perpetrators tended to be adolescent or pread-
olescent soldiers, the mainstay of Pol Pot’s army. Most older
soldiers had been killed off and the young Khmer Rouges,
cut off from their families, proved to be zealous instruments
of revolutionary terror, lacking the socialization in tradi-
tional Cambodian values that might have moderated their
behavior.

Democratic Kampuchea was no puppet of Hanoi. The DK
regime singled out Vietnamese living in the country for es-
pecially harsh treatment and murdered hundreds of Viet-
namese peasants in cross-border raids. Pro-Hanoi elements
in the Communist Party of Kampuchea were purged and ex-
ecuted, even before 1975. In May 1978, the commander of
the Eastern Region bordering Vietnam rebelled, but was de-
feated, and an estimated 100,000 people, labeled as having
“Khmer bodies but Vietnamese minds,” were sent into the
killing fields.

DK armed forces repeatedly provoked border clashes. Pol
Pot apparently harbored the ambition of conquering the
Mekong Delta, which before the seventeenth century had
been Cambodian territory. In late 1977, Vietnamese forces
counterattacked, occupying Cambodian territory, but with-
drew in January 1978 (another motive for the incursion was
DK’s alliance with China, seen by Hanoi as a provocation).

In November 1978, the Vietnamese carved a “liberated
area” out of Cambodian territory and proclaimed an anti-
Pol Pol government in exile, the Khmer United Front for
National Salvation (KUFNS). On Christmas Day, a 100,000-
man infantry and armored force consisting of Vietnamese
regulars and KUENS auxiliaries launched a blitzkrieg, cap-
turing Phnom Penh on 7 January 1979 and thrusting into
the western provinces of Siem Reap and Battambang. Pol Pot
and other DK leaders fled the capital just ahead of the Viet-
namese, and established a guerrilla resistance in the hilly,
thickly forested region around Cambodia’s border with
Thailand.

The third phase of the war (1979-1990s), like the 1970-
1975 phase, was in large measure a proxy war between the
great powers. Cold War geopolitics determined that the So-
viet Union would back their Vietnamese allies and Hanoi’s
client state, the People’s Republic of Kampuchea, while
China and the Western powers refused to recognize the lat-
ter, denying the PRK a seat in the United Nations and much-
needed economic aid. Beijing funneled military aid to Pol
Pot’s forces through a cooperative Thailand (this amounted
to an estimated U.S.$60-100 million a year in the 1980s). Al-
though the Paris Peace Accord of October 1991 opened the
way to United Nations—sponsored political and economic re-
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construction, Cambodia’s tragic quarter century of war
showed how big powers could take advantage of local con-
flicts, using small countries for their own ends, with scant
regard for the welfare of their populations.
Donald M. Seekins
See also: Vietnam Conflict
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Cambrai, Battle of

(20 November-8 December 1917)

British offensive of World War I, noted for the first signifi-
cant use of tanks. The Cambrai attack was planned to break
the Hindenburg Line. Timing was critical. The Allies hoped
to collapse the western front before arrival of troops released
by Germany’s victory over Russia.

Tanks had been used before, in small numbers. Because
bombardment always preceded attacks, giving the Germans
time to reinforce, the advantage of surprise was usually lost.
General Douglas Haig, the British commander, laid different
plans: no preparatory bombardment.

Haig gathered 476 tanks, placing most in the assault
columns. The staff perfected tactics to cross trenches with
armor, as infantry followed closely, providing protection and
holding ground. Cavalry poised to exploit any gaps.

The assault began on 20 November 1917 as the tank corps
plowed into German lines. After the first day, the British held
most objectives, driving the Germans four miles back along a
six-mile front. While they inflicted heavy casualties and took
thousands of prisoners, the infantry could not keep up with
the tanks. Communications failed; soon tanks and tankers
began to break down as fatigue grew. The Germans reacted
vigorously, stabilizing the front. Arrival of troops from the
eastern front proved decisive. On 28 November, Haig halted.
On 30 November, the Germans counterattacked; by 8 Decem-
ber they had captured half of the lost ground.

The results were mixed. Each side lost more than 40,000
men. Tanks demonstrated potential, but tactics were unsat-
isfactory. The Hindenburg Line was broken—and restored.
The British took ground, but exhausted their army. The Ger-
mans reassigned divisions along the front, shoring up de-
fenses and preparing for offensives in 1918.

Michael S. Casey

See also: Armored Fighting Vehicles
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Camden, Battle of (15 August 1780)

One of the most thoroughgoing military defeats in U.S. his-
tory. By 1780, five years after the outbreak of conflict, Great
Britain had devised a new strategy to win the American
Revolution. General Henry Clinton’s army would invade the
southern colonies/states, build on loyalist support, and re-
conquer each colony as it marched north. The invasion got
under way with the fall of Charleston, South Carolina, in May
1780. Clinton then returned to New York, leaving Lord
Charles Cornwallis in command.

The loss of Charleston and its army was a disaster for the
Americans unmatched until the surrender of the Philip-
pines in 1942, and General George Washington quickly dis-
patched reinforcements to the South under General Horatio
Gates. Marching south, Gates hoped quickly to retake the
area. Cornwallis had reached Camden, in central South Car-
olina, and was preparing to meet Gates. The armies marched
on the same road during the night of 15 August, and the ad-
vance parties collided around 2:30 a.M. Just a few miles
north of Camden both sides halted and waited for daylight.

Gates’s battlefield performance was poor: He did not re-
connoiter the ground, develop a plan for battle, or even know
how many men he had. At sunrise the armies faced each
other across an open field broken by tall pines. About 3,700
Americans faced 2,179 English, yet the British were pri-
marily regulars, while Gates commanded mostly militia.
While Cornwallis put his units into line, Gates decided to
send his militia to strike the British right. The English regu-
lars charged with bayonets, routing these green troops and
leaving the continentals on the American right unsupported.
Under General Johan DeKalb they fought well despite being
surrounded and outnumbered. Nonetheless, Gates fell back
with the retreating militia, and eventually retreated to Hills-
boro, North Carolina, supposedly setting some sort of record
for a long-distance mounted dash. For another hour the
Maryland and Delaware continentals fought until they were
overwhelmed, when they too broke and fled.

Gates probably lost more than 1,000 men, while Cornwal-
lis’s casualties numbered 324. The rout firmly established
British control over the colony, forcing American militia to
flee to North Carolina until the Patriot victory on Kings
Mountain in October began to turn the tide of battle.

Brian Dunkerly

See also: American Revolution; Marion, Francis
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Campbell, Colin (1792-1863)

Perhaps the greatest British tactician and field commander
of all time, noted especially for his deeds at Alma, Balaklava,
and in the Indian Mutiny. Born the son of carpenter John
M’Liver in Glasgow, Scotland, on 20 October 1792, Colin
M’Liver enlisted in the British army in 1808 under his
mother’s maiden name, Campbell. He saw his first action in
Portugal during the Peninsular War. From 1808 to 1813 he
fought at Rolica, Vimeiro, Salamanca, Corunna, Walcheren,
Gibraltar, Barossa, Tarifa, Vittoria, San Sebastian, San
Bartholome, and Bidassoa.

In North America from 1813 to 1815, he fought under Sir
Edward Pakenham in the British disasters at New Orleans on
8 January 1815. After serving in Gibraltar from 1816 to 1818,
Barbados from 1819 to 1821, and British Guiana from 1821
to 1826, he remained in England as a major until 1832 and as
alieutenant colonel until 1842, when he led reinforcements to
China for Sir Hugh Gough in the First Opium War. After
Gough returned to India in 1843, Campbell remained in
China, achieving the rank of brigadier general in 1844. Under
Gough in India from 1846 to 1852, he fought at Ramnuggur,
Chillianwallah, Gujerat, Kohat Pass, Panj Pao, and Iskakote.

As major general in command of the Highland Brigade
during the Crimean War, he compensated for the errors of
his superiors, almost single-handedly won at the Alma, pre-
vented disaster at Balaklava, and led the reserves against the
Redan in the siege of Sevastopol. Back in England, he be-
came lieutenant general in 1856 and was appointed com-
mander in chief of forces suppressing the Indian Mutiny in
1857. The tide turned after his arrival in Calcutta in August.
Recognizing his value at Lucknow and Cawnpore, Queen
Victoria created him First Baron Clyde of Clydesdale in
1858. He was promoted to field marshal in 1862, died on 14
August 1863 in Chatham, England, and is buried in West-
minster Abbey.

Ericv.d. Luft

See also: Alma; Balaklava; Chillianwallah; Corunna, Battle of;
Crimean War; Gujerat; Indian Mutiny; Napoleonic Wars; New
Orleans, Battle of; Sevastopol, Siege of; War of 1812
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Canadian Military

The military of Canada has been shaped throughout its his-
tory by the fact that the dominion is at one and the same
time indefensible (because of its small population) and in-
vincible (because of its vast landmass). It shares with Great
Britain and the United States a dislike for professional mili-
tary and has found it almost impossible to institute con-
scription even in time of war, let alone in peacetime. That
English-speaking Canada’s only experience of foreign inva-
sion was the tragicomic U.S. incursion in the War of 1812
has also led to a refusal to take the military and national de-
fense very seriously, except in time of war. In addition, the
English-French divide has made it difficult in the past for
the semiautonomous, officially French-speaking province of
Quebec to see the necessity to “fight England’s wars”

Yet Canadians themselves have long been interested in
things military. Canada’s military traditions are based on the
militia system, citizen soldiers who volunteered to defend
the nation in time of need. Loyalists during the American
Revolution raised some of the first Canadian militia units.
The militia later defended Canada from invasion by the
United States during the War of 1812. Once the danger had
passed, the militia became sedentary. In 1840 the Canadian
militia rolls still carried 426 local battalions with 235,000 of-
ficers and men. An active militia, maintained at government
expense, was authorized in the Militia Act of 1855. Succes-
sive parsimonious governments kept military appropria-
tions low, but public interest in the militia remained high.
The number of authorized units grew steadily throughout
the nineteenth century. When Great Britain went to war with
the South African Boer republics in 1898, public pressure
forced the Canadian government to offer a volunteer field
force as a symbol of imperial unity.

The South African war exposed weaknesses in the Cana-
dian militia. Administrative reforms established depart-
mental and service units, functions that were previously
supervised by British officers seconded to the Canadian
militia. Authorization for engineer and army service corps
companies came in 1901, quickly followed by the establish-
ment of ordnance, intelligence, signals, medical, and pay
branches. These units provided the Canadian militia with a
permanent support system to meet the needs of an inde-
pendent army.
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A large contingent of Canadian troops arriving in Great Britain on a transport ship, 1941. (Library of Congress)

In 1910, growing concern in Britain over the expansion of
the imperial German navy resulted in the calling back to
British home waters of a substantial portion of the Royal
Navy’s squadrons stationed in Canada. That, following the
withdrawal of all but a handful of British troops, signaled
the end of Britain’s primary role in the defense of Canada.

When the British Empire went to war in August 1914,
Canada had a permanent force of little more than 3,000 offi-
cers and men. On paper there was a reserve of more than
50,000 men, but most were poorly trained, poorly equipped,
and at least half were unfit or unable to serve. The govern-

ment was quickly inundated with volunteers. To compound
an already chaotic situation, the minister of militia and de-
fense scrapped the existing mobilization plans and created
an overseas army of 260 newly formed battalions with no re-
lation to existing regimental designation or organization.
Despite initial difficulties, the Canadian Expeditionary
Force became an effective overseas army, serving with dis-
tinction on the western front and winning the respect and
admiration of both allies and foes. Canadian troops even
served in the misbegotten Allied intervention in post-Revo-
lution Russia. During World War I the ranks of the Canadian



military grew to an incredible 628,000 men, giving a sense of
national unity. (One trooper, seeing entire Canadian divi-
sions in formation preparatory to the Vimy Ridge operation,
exclaimed that he had never seen so many Canadians to-
gether in any one place in his life, and didn’t even realize that
there were that many live Canadians.) But this sense of na-
tional unity was marred by the strong anticonscription sen-
timent and disorders in Quebec. In addition, the Royal Cana-
dian Navy had over 5,000 serving personnel, and Canada’s
contribution to the British air services was in excess of
24,000 men, all from a country with a population that had
just reached 8 million.

The end of the war signaled the return to the prewar regi-
mental system. For Canada, the 1920s and early 1930s were
described as a period of military economy but, more accu-
rately, it was a period of military neglect. The Canadian mili-
tia existed, to a large extent, only on paper, with no tanks, no
armored cars, no heavy or medium artillery, and no antiair-
craft guns. In 1922 there were only two ships in the Royal
Canadian Navy and few flightworthy aircraft in the Cana-
dian Air Force. Politicians maintained that Canada was in-
vulnerable to military conflicts, often comparing it to a “fire-
proof house” The government felt little need to concern
itself with defense. As one Canadian prime minister asked,
“Defense from whom?” (The Americans?) However, by the
mid-1930s it was clear that not even Canada was isolated
from disturbing events half a world away. Canadian defense
budgets doubled from 1935 to 1939.

The year 1936 saw a dramatic change in the structure of
the Canadian army. After an exhaustive review of Canada’s
military capabilities, resources, and shortcomings, major or-
ganizational changes were implemented: (1) the amalgama-
tion (or uniting) of regiments; (2) the disbandment of regi-
ments; and (3) the redesignation of regiments as artillery,
armored (tank), motorized, or machine gun units.

The reorganization of 1936 reflected the changes in the
way wars were fought. Before the reforms, the Canadian
army, like most Western armies, was still geared for fighting
World War I, and after 17 years of neglect was ill-prepared
for modern warfare, as was being displayed in Spain and
China. The reforms of 1936 and the increased military budg-
ets provided Canada with the groundwork for an effective
army and a command structure capable of putting that
army in the field. Aside from a small Canadian contingent
sacrificed at Hong Kong in the opening weeks of the war,and
the botched Dieppe operation, Canadian troops did not go
into action until 1943. But they fought their way up the
“boot” of Italy, swarmed ashore on D day, serving in both the
European and Pacific theaters of operation. By war’s end
more than 1,000,000 Canadian men and women were in
uniform. Again, however, the divisive conscription contro-
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versy flared, and Canadians were not conscripted until so
late in the war that none made it to a combat zone before
hostilities had ceased. (These Canada-bound conscripts
were known derisively as “zombies.”)

When World War II ended in 1945, a swift demobilization
was of prime concern to the government and service per-
sonnel alike. Canadians did not relish being a part of an oc-
cupation army. By December 1946 only a few hundred Cana-
dians were left in Europe. Wartime units were disbanded
and the remaining regiments were consolidated into a regu-
lar army. Canadian troops were dispatched to Korea in re-
sponse to a call from the United Nations, and again recruit-
ing offices were swamped; although some one-third had
second thoughts and deserted before leaving Canada, the re-
mainder gave a very good account of themselves.

The 1960s found Great Britain preoccupied with a rapidly
disintegrating empire. Canadians looked to the United States
as their chief ally and defense partner. The Canadian gov-
ernment launched a campaign to cut redundancies in the
military by forming a single unified service. By 1968 this
sweeping reorganization replaced the Royal Canadian Air
Force, Royal Canadian Navy, and Canadian army with spe-
cialist branches of the newly created Canadian Armed
Forces, much to the disgust of more traditionally minded
officers.

The Canadian forces assumed the role of peace keeper,
supervising the withdrawal of U.S. troops from the Vietnam
War and providing troops for numerous United Nations op-
erations. No nation has so large a proportion of its military
on peace-keeping duties. In 1975 the three services were
tentatively reconstituted, supplemented by a logistics branch
and communications command. With the end of the Cold
War, the Canadian government reduced its international
treaty commitments and has increasingly relied on Ameri-
can military assets for defense, leaving many Canadians to
question their future military needs. Canadian nationalists
have always been at some pains to differentiate their nation
from the colossus to the south, but it must be questioned as
to just how sovereign a country is that, by default, leaves its
defense primarily in the hands of another nation, however
friendly or benign that latter power might be.

Eric Smylie

See also: Dieppe; Korean War; Normandy Landings; Russia, Allied
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Cannae, Battle of (216 B.C.E.)

The Battle of Cannae was the third and last major defeat the
Carthaginian general Hannibal inflicted on the Romans, and
certainly the most terrible. The Romans had assembled an
army of 80,000 foot and 6,000 horse, roughly half of them
Italian allies. They greatly outnumbered Hannibal, who had
only about 40,000 foot and 10,000 horse at his disposal. The
Roman force was under the command of the consuls L.
Aemilius Paullus and G. Terentius Varro. It met Hannibal’s
army near the citadel of Cannae in Apulia.

Hannibal had encamped on the north bank of the river
Aufidius (Ofanto). The Romans set up camp about a mile
downstream and established a minor camp on the south
bank. When Hannibal challenged the Romans to fight in the
wide plain north of the river they refused, probably because
Hannibal could use his superior cavalry there to outflank the
Romans. However, the next day they engaged Hannibal on
the south bank. There the Roman left would be protected by
a range of hills, the right by the river.

As usual, the Romans deployed their own infantry in the
center and their allies on the wings. However, they assumed
a formation that was deeper and more closely packed than
they normally did. The formation was covered by a line of
skirmishers. The cavalry took positions on the flanks, pre-
pared to hold the line against the superior Carthaginian
horse.

Hannibal deployed his men carefully. Behind a light in-
fantry screen he positioned a convex crescent-shaped line of
Celtic and Spanish infantry. Their formation increased in
depth toward the middle of the line. This part would be
nearest to the enemy and would bear the brunt of the Ro-
man attack. The points of the crescent touched two deep
columns of crack African troops that were positioned be-
hind the cavalry positioned on the flanks.

At first the light infantry of both sides engaged. The Car-
thaginian horse on the right attacked the Roman cavalry
and quickly the latter were in sore straits. Immediately the
Roman infantry was ordered to attack. They had to break the
enemy center before the Roman cavalry would yield. The
Celts and Spanish were pushed back until the crescent line

changed from convex to concave. Under the personal com-
mand of Hannibal they gradually and purposefully gave
way, pulling their enemies into the crescent. If the Cartha-
ginian center would break, the battle would be lost, but Han-
nibal’s leadership prevented the gradual retreat from turn-
ing into a complete rout.

The Romans pushed themselves further and further into
the sac until they had passed the columns of Africans on the
wings. Then the latter attacked the Roman line in the flank
and, having defeated the Roman cavalry on the left, the Car-
thaginian horse turned upon the Roman rear. The Roman
army was completely encircled and a terrible slaughter en-
sued. The losses can be estimated at 50,000 men, almost
two-thirds of the Roman force, among whom were the
consul Paullus and some 80 senators. Hannibal’s losses
amounted to only some 7,000.

M. R. van der Werf

See also: Hannibal Barca; Punic Wars
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Cantigny (28-30 May 1918)
U.S. Army 1Ist Infantry Division attack in the Somme River
region of northern France. In the midst of a series of Ger-
man spring offensives designed to end the war, elements of
the German Eighteenth Army held the key town of Cantigny.
With the U.S. 28th Infantry Regiment in the lead, the divi-
sion attacked the town and captured it on the first day, net-
ting roughly 200 prisoners. The soldiers of the Big Red One
then endured a total of seven German counterattacks but
held fast. American artillery disrupted the first couple of
German attacks, but the following attacks were blunted by a
combination of artillery and infantry fire. The Americans
suffered 1,603 casualties, including 199 killed in the battle.
In the context of the overall situation on the western front,
the victory at Cantigny was small, but it boosted Allied
morale and served notice that American ground combat
manpower would have a significant impact on the outcome
of World War 1.

John C. McManus

See also: Meuse-Argonne; Pershing, John J.; World War I
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Cape-Xhosa Wars (1779-1878)

Nine wars between white colonists from the South African
Cape Colony and the Xhosa people of the eastern coastland,
leading eventually to the subjugation of “Xhosaland” by
British South Africa.

In the 1770s, land-hungry Dutch settlers from the Cape
Colony and the exploding Xhosa populations of the South
African coast converged and clashed in the frontier called
Zuurveld. Unlike other southern African peoples, the Xhosa
were more numerous, better organized, and no less adept at
commando-style combat than the trekboer Dutch. In 1779,
the first of the Cape-Xhosa wars erupted in a series of
reprisals between militias of both sides. After two years, the
hostilities sputtered out. This 1779-1781 conflict would be
the first of nine Cape-Xhosa wars spread over the next cen-
tury.

Throughout the next decade, Prince Ndhambe sought to
tighten control over the Zuurveld Xhosa. In 1793, Cape
Boers, fearing Ndhambe’s growing strength, tried to drive
the Xhosa out of the Fish River zone. Instead, the Xhosa re-
acted strongly and drove out the white settlers. Cape gover-
nor H. C. Maynier rescued the settlers from total rout, but his
1795 treaty left the Xhosa in virtual control of the Zuurveld
and let them keep plundered Boer farms and cattle. Infuri-
ated, the Boers chased Maynier out of Cape Town but, before
they could return to the Zuurveld, Great Britain seized and
occupied the Cape. Catching the colony in turmoil, the
Xhosa started the third war in 1799 and, by the truce of
1803, had proven their mettle to British forces. The Zuurveld
remained under Xhosa domination.

In 1806, however, the British reinforced their position in
the Cape. Among their goals was incorporation of the Zuur-
veld as an area for white settlement and the imposing of a
fixed frontier between the colony and Xhosaland.

The 1811-1812 Fourth Cape-Xhosa War consisted of a
direct invasion of the Zuurveld, driving Prince Ndhambe
and his people east across the Fish River. Xhosa Zuurveld
refugees packed into the overpopulated Xhosa lands, caus-
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ing a near civil war between Ndhambe and another ruler,
Ngqika. A religious visionary, Makana preached unity of the
Xhosa in a divinely inspired war to drive out the whites, and
his followers helped overthrow Ngqika, who had sought
Cape help against his rival. When the Cape attempted to sup-
port Ngqika in 1818, Ndhambe and Makana besieged Gra-
hamstown, the key Cape fort in Zuurveld. The attack turned
into disaster and the British drove the Xhosa further east-
ward from Fish River past the Keiskama River. At the end of
this Fifth War (1818-1819), Britain created an open buffer
zone between the colony and the Xhosa. However, the zone
itself became an arena of conflict among illegal British, Boer,
and African squatters.

In 1834-1835,land desperation drove the Xhosa to revolt
again, the Sixth Cape-Xhosa War. Impressed by Xhosa fight-
ing capabilities, the British at first pledged to contain white
infiltration. Nonetheless, colonists continued to settle in
Xhosa territory, causing new communal frictions. Finally,
British demands on Xhosa border communities set off the
1846-1847 War of the Axe, the Seventh War. Again victori-
ous, Cape authorities directly occupied Xhosaland, making
Xhosa chiefs agents of the crown in the new Kaffraria
colony. Heavy-handed magistrates, intrusive settlers, and
prohibitions against various Xhosa customs provoked a
massive uprising from 1850 to 1852. Drained by another de-
feat and by starvation, the exhausted Xhosa staged their last,
doomed uprising, the Ninth War, in 1877-1878.

Weston E Cook

See also: Anglo-Zulu War
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Caporetto (24 October-9 November 1917)
Austro-German World War I breakthrough that exposed the
demoralization of the Italian army and demonstrated the ef-
fectiveness of new assault tactics.

Having endured 11 Italian offensives along the Isonzo
River between June 1915 and September 1917, the Austrians
had enlisted German help in driving the Italians back be-
yond the Tagliamento River. To counter the 53 German and
Austrian divisions massed against his own 34, General Luigi
Cadorna, the Italian commander, concentrated his troops in
forward trenches, almost stripped intermediate lines, and
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positioned his reserves too far back for effective use. His
subordinate, General Luigi Capello, thinned his left wing
from eight battalions per mile of front to two battalions so as
to strengthen his right wing for a riposte on the flank of Aus-
trian attackers. Cadorna countermanded this disposition
and Capello’s army was in transit when the attack came.

At 2 A.M. on 24 October, the Germans and Austrians be-
gan an intense two-and-a-half-hour gas and heavy mortar
attack around Tolmino and Caporetto, horribly effective be-
cause of inadequate Italian gas masks and the crowding of
troops in frontline trenches. At 6:30 .M. the shelling re-
sumed, targeting Italian command and communications,
munitions, and artillery. Assault units jumped off at 7 A.m.,
bypassing strong points and infiltrating rear areas. German
and Austrian divisions streamed through the 15-mile hole
torn in the Italian defenses. Capello’s army was split and re-
treated in confusion. Officers abandoned their troops and
units surrendered en masse.

Cadorna improvised a defense on the Tagliamento, the
original objective of the attack, but the Germans and Austri-
ans, flushed with success, crossed the river on 2 November. A
week later, their attack reached the Piave River, only 20 miles
from Venice. In two weeks the Italians had lost 250,000 pris-
oners, 300,000 deserters, 40,000 killed and wounded, and
had been pushed back 80 miles. And the Germans had
gained valuable training and experience in breakthrough
tactics that they would put to good use the following spring
on the western front.

Joseph M. McCarthy

See also: World War I
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Carleton, Sir Guy (1724-1808)
British commander who laid the foundations of what even-
tually became the provinces of Upper and Lower Canada.

Guy Carleton was born at Strabane, Ireland, on 3 Septem-
ber 1724, and he joined the army in May 1742. In 1758 he
was present at the successful siege of Louisbourg under Jef-
frey Amherst, and the following year he fought under James
Wolfe at Quebec. In light of his excellent service, Carleton
gained appointment as governor of Quebec in 1766, and
over the next decade he successfully reconciled the Catholic,
French-speaking population with English rule.

When the American Revolution broke out in April 1775,
Carleton ordered most of his garrison south to Boston. Ten
months later he confronted and managed to defeat a much

larger American invasion force during Benedict Arnold’s as-
sault on Quebec, on 31 December 1775. Reinforced the fol-
lowing spring, Carleton slowly began pushing the invaders
back and built a fleet on Lake Champlain to invade New
York. His forces again defeated Arnold at Valcour’s Island in
October 1776, but the season was too advanced to continue.
Carleton was eventually superseded by General John Bur-
goyne, and after the war ended in 1783, he directed the evac-
uation of British forces in New York City. He spent the next
13 years ably administering Canadian affairs before dying in
Ireland on 10 November 1808.
John C. Fredriksen

See also: American Revolution; Quebec, Battle of
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Carlist Wars (1833-1876)

A struggle between absolutists and liberals but also a dynas-
tic conflict. The First Carlist War, 1833-1839, commenced at
King Ferdinand VII’s death in 1833. He had revoked the Salic
law prohibiting female inheritance of the Spanish throne so
his daughter Isabella IT (1830-1904) could become queen.
Maria Cristina, Ferdinand’s fourth wife and Isabella’s
mother, acted as regent and was supported by the Quadruple
Alliance of Spain, Portugal, Great Britain, and France of 22
April 1834. This infuriated the former heir, Ferdinand’s
brother, Don Carlos, Maria Isidero de Bourbdn (1788-1855),
an extremely conservative Sandhurst-educated traditional-
ist planning to revive absolutist monarchical traditions.
With secret support from the papacy, he was proclaimed
Charles V by the Catalans and the Basques, who envisioned
him as crusading for the faith but also as a useful tool in
their long struggle to maintain their ancient traditions and
rights.

Initial Carlists successes were due to the superb tactics of
General Tomas Zumalacarregui. But General Baldomerio Es-
partero defeated Carlists at Luchana in 1836 with foreign
aid. The 1837 Carlist offensive against Madrid failed, as did
frequent attempts to attack Bilboa. Without Don Carlos’s
permission, commander Rafael Maroto compromised by
signing the Convention of Vegara in 1839 in exchange for
amnesty and liberal recognition of Basque legal privileges.
No major city was won by the Carlists, despite brilliant guer-
rilla tactics led by Ramén Cabrera, who fought on until
1840. Executions, senseless reprisal killings, and unspeak-
able inhumanity characterized this civil war.



Don Carlos fled into exile in France and abdicated his
pretensions in 1845 in favor of his son, Carlos Luis de Bour-
bén, whose abortive 1860 insurrection yielded nothing. His
brother Juan became Carlist leader in 1867 but transferred
his rights to his son Don Carlos III, Duke of Madrid. After
inept and corrupt Isabella’s deposition during the Spanish
Revolution of 1868, Duke Amedeo of Aosta (1845-1890) be-
came king. He abdicated in 1873, however, renewing Carlist
military initiatives.

The Second Carlist War, 18731876, was a brutal conflict
in which the Carlists seized Alcoy, Cadiz, Bilbao, Cartagena,
Valencia, and Pamplona. By 1875 Carlists repeatedly lost
savagely fought battles.

In 1876 Isabella’s son Alfonso XII (1857-1885) became
king and the fighting ultimately led to the Basques losing
their independence. Don Carlos escaped to France and the
Carlists were banished from Spain.

Carlists could not revive their movement until the 1930s.
Then they slowly began to rebuild their organization be-
cause the church, their rallying point, was under great pres-
sure from the new Spanish Republic. Carlists, naturally,
joined the Nationalists Falange of General Francisco Franco,
and fought with distinction in the Spanish Civil War (1936-
1939). However, Franco made Bourbon prince Juan Carlos
his successor in 1969, and in 1975 he ascended the throne.
The Carlists, headed by Carlos Hugo, Duke of Bourbon-
Parma, then withdrew to France.

Annette Richardson
See also: Spanish Civil War
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Carnatic Wars (1744-1754)

In the middle decades of the eighteenth century, the Car-
natic, encompassing the southeastern extremity of India,
was ripe for conflict among a variety of interests. In 1638,
the English East India Company had founded a trading “fac-
tory” at Madras. A century later, France established its own
factory less than 200 kilometers to the south, at Pondicherry.
Yet, while the First Carnatic War (1744-1748) paralleled the
War of Austrian Succession (1740-1748), the conflict on the
subcontinent did not represent the expansion of the Euro-
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pean struggle into a global war. Indeed, when word arrived
of the outbreak of war in Europe, Joseph Dupleix, Governor
of Pondicherry, sought to maintain peace between the
French and British traders. Conflict proved inevitable, how-
ever, when Commodore Curtis Barnett’s squadron arrived to
prey on French shipping in 1745, a move countered by the
French in June 1746. In the battle of Negapatam, 25 July
1746, Count de la Bourdonnais’s squadron successfully drove
the British naval forces from the Indian coast, and, together
with land forces under the command of Dupleix, captured
Madras in September 1746.

In the meantime, the conflict had not been limited to Eu-
ropean combatants. Indeed, as primarily trading interests,
the French and the British companies needed Indian mili-
tary assistance. Both Madras and Pondicherry lay within the
province of Anwar-ud-din, the Nabob of Arcot, and with the
outbreak of hostilities between the Europeans the nabob al-
lied himself to the British. In the event, this was unfortunate
for the nabob and of little assistance to the citizens of
Madras. On 21 September 1746, 11 days after the fall of
Madras, the nabob’s relieving army of 10,000 cavalry was
defeated by a force of little more than 500 Frenchmen. De-
spite the capture of Madras and the defeat of Britain’s in-
digenous allies, the laurels of victory were not to be France’s
alone. In November 1746, Dupleix commenced the siege of
Fort St. David, south of Pondicherry at Cuddalore. Eighteen
months later, in April 1748, the French were forced to raise
their siege with the arrival of a British squadron under the
command of Admiral Edward Boscawen. Boscawen, with
land forces under the command of Major Stringer Lawrence,
moved against Pondicherry in August 1748. However, the
able defense of Dupleix and the onset of the monsoon sea-
son forced the British to raise their siege in October. At the
end of 1748 word of peace between Britain and France ar-
rived and, with unforeseen implications for the empires of
both countries, the exchange of the French fortress of Louis-
bourg, captured by American provincials in 1745, for
Madras.

If the First Carnatic War had seen indigenous forces com-
ing to the aid of Europeans, however ineffectively, the Sec-
ond witnessed the renewal of European conflict in India
through the vehicle of indigenous power struggles. It is both
fitting and ironic, therefore, that the dates of the Second Car-
natic War (1749-1754) lie between those of the War of Aus-
trian Succession and the Seven Years’ War (1755-1763). The
death in 1748 of Nizam ul-Mulk, the nabob of Hyderabad,
precipitated the Second Carnatic War. Taking advantage of
the confused political situation, Chanda Sahib moved
against the pro-British Nabob of Arcot, and with the aid of
French forces under the Marquis Charles de Bussy, easily
overthrew him. Chanda was then challenged by Mohammed
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Alj, the slain nabob’s son, who was in turn supported by the
British. Through 1749 and 1750, Ali was supported by Nasir
Jang, who had succeeded his father as nabob of Hyderabad.
For his part, Chanda received the aid of Muzaffar Jang,
Nasir’s son, who in 1750 succeeded as Nizam after the mur-
der of his father.

As the bloodshed within the palaces seemed to settle,
matters came to a climax on the battlefield. In September
1751, Chanda laid siege to Ali at Trichinopoly, supported by
1800 Frenchmen under de Bussy. It was clear that if Ali fell,
British interest in the region went with him. Yet it was
equally clear that the British lacked the resources to break
the siege. Ali therefore urged that what forces were available
be used to attack Chanda’s capital at Arcot, thus forcing him
to lift the siege on Trichinopoly. On 22 August 1751, 200 Eu-
ropeans, 300 sepoys, and three cannon, under the command
of Robert Clive, set out from Madras. Arriving on 1 Septem-
ber, they found Arcot deserted by its garrison. It was not un-
til 22 September that Chanda’s son, Raza Sahib, arrived with
4,000 men, plus 150 Frenchmen, and opened a 50-day siege
that failed to drive Clive from the citadel.

The loss of his capital inflicted great damage to the pres-
tige of Chanda and his French allies. It likewise encouraged
the British to go on the offensive. On 3 December, Clive, com-
manding a force of European and native troops, defeated su-
perior numbers under Raza at the hard-fought battle of
Arni. Chanda’s forces were not entirely broken, however, and
in February 1752 Raza besieged Madras. Though the British
succeeded in holding the city, at Kaveripak (28 February)
Clive only narrowly averted annihilation when his forces
were ambushed by Raza. Despite this, it was only a matter of
time before Chanda’s forces were forced to withdraw from
Trichinopoly, and his French allies were forced to surrender
to the British at Srirangam (4 June 1752).

Defeat at Srirangam meant the end for Chanda Sahib.
Captured shortly after the battle, Chanda was summarily
strangled and beheaded. Though fighting would continue
intermittently for the next year, with the recall of Dupleix to
France in August 1754 both companies quickly agreed to
end the war. Although with the end of the Carnatic Wars the
British had secured their candidate as nabob of Arcot, and
thus secured their position within the region, death for their
protégé did not mean defeat for French interests in India.
Thanks largely to the efforts of de Bussy, the French had se-
cured their candidate (Muzaffar Jang) for the superior
nabob of Hyderabad. While both European powers thus
profited greatly from the conclusion of the Carnatic Wars,
given the stakes involved, future conflict between them was
inevitable.

Adam Norman Lynde
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Carnot, Lazare-Nicholas (1753-1823)

French soldier, engineer, scientist, and politician. Carnot,
born in the French town of Nolay, entered the French army
and the Royal Engineering School at Mézieres in 1771. Upon
completion of the course in 1773, he entered service as an
engineer, and was posted to garrison towns in northeastern
France. While on garrison duty, Carnot had ample opportu-
nity for study, and also made the acquaintance of a rising
lawyer, Maximilien Robespierre. Carnot wrote treatises on
fortification and the motion of machines in this period.

The French Revolution of 1789 allowed him to become
involved in politics. He was elected to the Legislative Assem-
bly in 1791 and to the Convention in 1792. He voted for the
execution of Louis XVI. In August 1793, he was brought on
to the Committee of Public Safety by Robespierre to assist
with military matters. He promoted talented officers, includ-
ing Jourdan, Hoche, and Bonaparte, and set about reorganiz-
ing the French military, which had been greatly disordered
by the Revolution. His scheme of reorganization included
mass conscription, the amalgamation of untrained levies
with former royal units, the introduction of systematic for-
aging into the army, and the development of permanent
brigade, divisional, and corps structures. He also organized
the creation of 14 armies to defend all parts of France. In
1796, he appointed Napoleon Bonaparte commander of the
Army of Italy. Upon the fall of Robespierre, he was made a
member of the Directory, and served until forced to flee to
Switzerland as a result of the coup of the 18th Thermidor.
Carnot remained in exile until Bonaparte’s coup in 1799,
when he was allowed to return.

Upon assuming power, Bonaparte made Carnot minister
of war; Carnot resigned in 1800 after completing the organi-
zational work for the Second Italian Campaign. As a dedi-
cated antimonarchist, Carnot took no active part in the gov-
ernment of the French Empire. In 1814 he was appointed by
Bonaparte as military governor of Antwerp and made gén-
éral de division. He conducted an aggressive defense of the
city, and surrendered it only after the Second Abdication of
1814 and the accession of Louis XVIII were confirmed.

During the Hundred Days, Carnot served as Bonaparte’s
minister of the interior, but had no time to bring an ambi-



tious plan for public education to fruition. Having voted for
the death of Louis XV, he was obliged to go into exile upon
the restoration of Louis XVIII in 1815. He spent his remain-
ing years studying and writing on physics and mechanical
engineering, and died at Magdeburg, Germany, in 1823.
Joseph M. Isenberg
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Carolingian Empire

The zenith of the Frankish Empire. Charles (742-814), who
became known as Charlemagne, gradually extended Frank-
ish power in western Europe. After the occupation of practi-
cally all of Gaul he succeeded in pushing back the Muslims
well behind the Pyrenees. In eastern Europe he defeated the
Bohemians, Avars, Serbs, and Croats. To secure his southern
flank Charles attacked and defeated the Langobards in
northern Italy, which gave him access to Rome. There, on
Christmas Day 800, he was crowned emperor of the restored
Roman Empire by the pope. Through this act the Holy Ro-
man Empire, which dominated the history of central Europe
until 1806, was born.

Charlemagne concentrated the largest territory under a
single ruler in Europe since the fall of the Roman Empire.
However, the Carolingian Empire still was largely a conglom-
eration of Gauls and Germanic and Slavic tribes in which
the local dukes held the balance of power. Charles tried to
overcome the traditional social structures. Standardized ed-
ucation, the codification of tribal laws, and the creation of a
common language were some components of a universal
and Christian empire in which the Frankish king as emperor
was the unifying force. Even more important, however, was
the introduction of a completely new territorial constitution
based on counties instead of tribal duchies. The counts
would be installed as imperial officials and accountable ex-
clusively to the emperor. The counties were the basic mili-
tary territorial and organizational units and the most im-
portant judicial structures. The counties situated in the
endangered border territories had wider military compe-
tences. Unfortunately this administrative reorganization was
never completed. Instead of replacing the old tribal struc-
tures it was co-opted by local dukes when they added the
count’s titles and perquisites to their own as a feudal right.

With Charlemagne’s death the empire broke apart,
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demonstrating just how much it was dependent on one
strong man. With the Treaty of Verdun (843) Charles’s heirs
divided the empire into three independent kingdoms: the
west to Charles II the Bald, the east to Louis II the German,
and the central part to Lothair. Later this central part was
shared out between the western and the eastern kingdoms,
which eventually evolved into France and Germany respec-
tively.

After the division, Frankish power withered away until in
887 Charles III the Fat was deposed as the last Frankish king.
The concept of the Holy Roman Empire continued, however,
taken over by Germanic Austrian kings and emperors.

Marcus Hanke
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Carrhae, Battle of (53 B.C.E.)

Parthians inflict a disastrous defeat on the attempted Ro-
man invasion of Parthia headed by Crassus. Crassus com-
manded a force of seven legions: 28,000 heavy infantry,
4,000 cavalry, 1,000 Gallic auxiliary archers, and 4,000
peltasts (light infantry). He struck directly across the ex-
posed arid plain of Mesopotamia, planning to reach Seleu-
ciaon on the Tigris, by staging through Roman garrisons
along the way.

Crassus was surprised by a force of 10,000 Parthian
horsemen under Suren, chief general of the Parthian king
Hyrodes. Crassus redeployed his force from the extended
line to a heavy infantry square, allocating his inadequate
cavalry and light infantry components equally among the
four sides. Suren’s Parthian cavalry archers, capitalizing on
their excellent marksmanship with the powerful compound
bow, incessantly inflicted casualties through coordinated
high trajectory and direct fire.

In an effort to pin the elusive Parthians long enough for
his heavy foot to engage, Crassus rested his men near the
Balissus stream and sent his son Publius ahead with a com-
bined force of 6,000 legionnaires, cavalry, and Gallic bow-
men to where the enemy was thickest. A section of Parthian
horse feigned retreat long enough to separate Publius from
the main body. An attack of heavy lancers caused Publius to
concentrate his men to receive cavalry, making a more com-
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pact target for the mounted archers, who decimated the Ro-
mans, killing Publius.

Crassus’s calculation that the Parthians were nearly out of
arrows was dashed when he observed a camel supply train
regularly replenishing the Parthian quivers. Crassus at-
tempted an orderly nighttime withdrawal to the garrison at
Carrhae. When his broken remnant reached the town walls,
they learned that supplies were inadequate to withstand a
lengthy siege. While attempting to negotiate with Suren,
Crassus was murdered. Crassus lost 24,000 killed and some
10,000 prisoners.

Jim Bloom
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Carus (Marcus Aurelius Carus)
(r.283-284)

Soldier emperor who marched on Ctesiphon. Carus was
from Gaul and served as Praetorian prefect for Probus
(276-282). Elevated by the troops after Probus’s murder,
Carus announced to the Senate that he was filling the vacant
throne.

Leaving his eldest son, Carinus, as caesar in the west,
Carus led troops against Persia with Numerianus. The
Sasanid king, Varanes, was considered weak. Factions within
his court were vying for power. When Persian ambassadors
came to the Roman camp, they found Carus seated on the
ground enjoying the same rations as his soldiers. Carus
curtly told them that unless Varanes acknowledged Rome as
his master, Carus’s army would render Persia as bare of trees
as the emperor’s own bald head.

True to his threat, Carus took Ctesiphon, and then pene-
trated beyond the Tigris. There he died suddenly and myste-
riously, allegedly struck by lightning. An ancient prophecy
had declared the Tigris the eastern frontier of the empire.
Roman conquest was to go no further. Apparently filled with
superstition, the army pressured the new emperor, the
young Numerianus, to march out of Persia with victory al-
most within his grasp.

Nic Fields
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Cassino, Battle of (17 January-18 May 1944)
One of the most bitter and costly battles fought in Italy dur-
ing World War II. The town of Cassino and Monte Cassino,
site of the monastery founded in the sixth century by St.
Benedict, anchored the German defensive Gustav Line that
barred the Allied advance on Rome. German forces defend-
ing Cassino were under the command of General von Senger
und Etterlin. In the first battle of Cassino the U.S. 34th Divi-
sion fought bravely, only to be beaten back from the monas-
tery walls. The Free French Expeditionary Corps, mostly
colonial troops from North Africa, made some limited gains,
at equally heavy cost. In the second battle, 15-18 February, it
was hoped that the New Zealand Corps (2d New Zealand Di-
vision and 4th Indian Division) would be able to burst
through the last few hundred yards. Its commander, General
Bernard Freyberg, supported the requests of his divisional
commanders to have Monte Cassino bombed, since all the
troops were convinced that the Germans used the monas-
tery as an observation post.

No event of the war caused more heated and lingering
controversy than the Allied bombing of Monte Cassino on 15
February 1944. Critics have condemned the bombing as “a
tactical mistake;,” “a criminal act;,” and “inexcusable” How-
ever, General von Senger himself had ordered that German
defensive positions were to be made right up to the
monastery walls if necessary. After the bombing, the elite 1st
Parachute Division held the monastery ruins for three more
months.

In May 1944 the Allies launched one of the great set-piece
battles of the war that broke through the Gustav Line. Polish
troops captured Monte Cassino on 18 May after taking al-
most 4,000 casualties. On 4 June the Allies liberated Rome.

Colin E Baxter
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Cassius (Gaius Cassius Longinus) (d. 42 B.C.E.)

Roman politician and soldier who participated in the con-
spiracy against Julius Caesar. Born into an illustrious senato-
rial family in the first half of the last century B.c.E., Cassius
moved through the traditional cursus honorum of offices,



serving as quaestor in 54 B.C.E., tribune in 49, legate for Cae-
sar in 47, and praetor in 44 B.C.E. He served on Crassus’s
command staft during his disastrous campaign against the
Parthians, surviving the massacre at Carrhae in 53 and suc-
cessfully organizing the defense of Syria.

Fighting for Pompey during the civil war, Cassius held a
naval command, submitting to Caesar only after Pompey’s
death in 48 B.c.E. However, privately he remained opposed to
Caesar and, with his brother-in-law Brutus, assassinated
him in 44. Although initially supported by the Senate and
awarded imperial authority, the conspirators were declared
outlaws in 43 and pursued by their adversaries Antony and
Octavian (Augustus). Cassius and Brutus obtained the loy-
alty of most Roman troops in the eastern provinces and
moved their armies into Greece, where they were routed at
Philippi and committed suicide in 42 B.C.E.

lan Janssen
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Castro Ruz, Fidel (1926- )

Cuban dictator. Born Fidel Castro Ruz on 13 August 1926 at
the family plantation in Oriente province. Though his father
was a Spanish immigrant from Galicia, he had amassed
enough wealth to send Castro to the best Jesuit schools in
Oriente and Havana. By 1945, Castro had enrolled in law
school at the University of Havana. There he participated in
the usual student activism, as well as gangsterism. The one
political group with whom Castro associated was known as
the Unién Insurreccional Revolucionaria. He was defeated in
several student elections, but became known as a fine orator.
In 1948, Castro became associated with and participated
with those who made the Colombian Bogotazo. The Bogo-
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Cuban president Fidel Castro speaking to the people of Camaguey, three days before taking action against the forces of dictator Fulgencio Batista, 4 January
1959. (Hulton/Archive)
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tazo were a series of bloody riots in Bogota, ignited by the
assassination of Liberal Party leader Jorge E. Gaitdn. Though
pursued by Colombian police, Castro escaped to the Cuban
Embassy, whence he was able to effect his escape. Returning
to the university, he became a follower of Eduardo Chibds,
leader of the Partido Ortodoxo. The party’s agenda was one
that Castro favored—social justice, end to corruption, and
economic independence. Castro was a candidate for the
Cuban congress in 1952, when General Fulgencio Batista
took power. Due to this coup, elections were never held.
Castro organized a group of his followers and on 26 July
1953 they abortively attacked the Moncada Barracks in San-
tiago de Cuba. For this he was sent to jail after uttering in his
own defense that though he might be condemned here, “his-
tory will absolve me”” Given amnesty by the Cuban Congress
in 1955, he traveled to Mexico to organize an expeditionary
force to overthrow Batista. On 2 December 1956 he em-
barked for Cuba aboard the yacht Granma with about 80
men. After landing, they took to the Sierra Maestra moun-
tains, which offered good shelter, and commenced guerrilla
warfare against the inept Cuban government and army. By
December 1958, the Batista regime was on its way out. Fi-
nally, on New Year’s Eve Batista fled and Castro took power
the next day. Castro never held elections, although he
claimed that the vast majority of the Cuban people sup-
ported him, and embarked on a program of socialization of
the island. Lavish Soviet subsidies, the equivalent of $1 mil-
lion per day, somewhat covered the numerous failures of the
economy, as lines for everyday goods and food staples as
well as rationing persisted. As in the Soviet Union, a privi-
leged political class had access to those necessities either ra-
tioned or in very short supply to the bulk of the population.
The collapse of the Soviet Union vastly exacerbated socialist
Cuba’s problems. In 1953, according to UN figures, Cuba had
one of the highest per capita incomes in Latin America; after
four decades of socialism, it had one of the lowest. Castro, of
course, blamed these failures on the U.S. embargo clamped
on the country since the early days of Castro’s dictatorship.
The aging dictator managed to retain some measure of pop-
ular support (as in the Bay of Pigs invasion early in his
regime) by championing Cuban nationalism against the
“bully to the north,” and by constantly warning of an inva-
sion at any moment by the yanquis. But, far from being “ab-
solved by history;” by the opening of the twenty-first century,
history seems to have passed Castro’s Cuba by.
Peter Carr
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Castro-Cuban Revolution (1959- )

The result of public frustration with the failures of Cuba’s
first 60 years of independence. Sugar was the major compo-
nent of Cuba’s economy, and, with the development of the is-
land’s railway network, big landowners and mill owners
gradually came to dominate the industry. This trend acceler-
ated with increased American investment in sugar growing.
Cuba’s small independent farmers were gradually reduced to
a marginal existence. Because of diminished public pur-
chasing power, other industries failed to develop. From the
1920s on, income from sugar exports generally declined ow-
ing to growing foreign competition, despite some years of
record production. Public disillusionment was compounded
during several dictatorships led by Gerardo Machado
(1925-1933) and Sergeant, later Colonel, Fulgencio Batista
(1933-1944 and 1952-1958), which alternated with demo-
cratically elected but often corrupt political regimes.

American diplomatic meddling often complicated lead-
ership struggles. Fidel Castro Ruz (born 1926), son of a
wealthy farmer in northwestern Cuba, studied law at the
University of Havana. From his midtwenties, he was involved
in revolutionary activities against the Batista regime. He ad-
vocated land and educational reform, an end to government
corruption and excessive arms expenditures, and a return to
constitutional government, while hoping to avoid the mis-
takes made by previous administrations. His failed attack on
the Santiago army barracks (July 1953) led to an 18-month
prison term, during which publication of History Will Ab-
solve Me, the speech Castro had given at his trial, brought
him national recognition.

Freed in a general amnesty (1955), Castro landed in Ori-
ente province in November 1956 with a small group of fol-
lowers, some of whom were Communists. His supporters in-
cluded Castro’s brother Raul and Ernesto “Che” Guevara
(1928-1967), an Argentinian-born physician and revolu-
tionary. Although the operation was betrayed, the Castro
brothers, Guevara, and a few others escaped to the Sierra
Maestra mountains. There Castro’s political strength grew,
helped by a series of favorable New York Times articles by
Herbert Matthews. Batista’s increasingly brutal military re-
pression brought Castro’s guerrilla movement increased
public support. By late 1958, Batista’s unprofessional, poorly
led, and unmotivated army was no match for Castro’s much
smaller force, led by Guevara. The United States ended its
arms supply to Batista in March 1958. Lacking American



support, Batista failed in an attempt to put a puppet presi-
dent in place using preprinted ballots. With Castro’s barbu-
dos (bearded ones) in the city’s outskirts, Batista and some
cronies fled the Cuban capital on 1 January 1959. Castro’s
forces entered Havana two days later.

Keir B. Sterling
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Casualties, War in the Twentieth Century

War in the twentieth century has been characterized by ap-
palling suffering and death, brought about by the weapons
of mass destruction and the demands of “total war” One
would have to go back to the seventeenth century’s Wars of
Religion to see parallels to the racial and ethnic hatreds that
led to the wars of the twentieth century, and back even fur-
ther to the times of the Mongol conquests to find compara-
ble death totals.

The murderous ideologies of the twentieth century have
made it fairly certain that the century will be remembered as
the century of megadeath. The Nazi Holocaust claimed some
6 million Jews, as is well-known. But millions of Slavs, Gyp-
sies, Poles, and other “subhumans” also died in German con-
centration camps during World War II. At the same time, Al-
lied bombers killed hundreds of thousands of civilians in
German and Japanese cities. (Some have calculated that a
broad-based pyramid 100 feet high could have been con-
structed of the dead children alone immolated in the great
Tokyo fire raid of March 1945.) The Japanese themselves
slaughtered literally millions in their invasion of China be-
tween 1937 and 1945.

Yet many of the worst killings of the twentieth century
were actually not the direct result of any wars or conflicts.
The man-made famines in Ukraine in the early 1930s,
China’s 1960s’ aberrant “Great Leap Forward,” and the
Ethiopian famines of the 1970s and 1980s were actually con-
ducted in peacetime, to test academic agrarian reform theo-
ries. The theories did not work, and millions died. Stalin’s in-
comprehensible blood purges are supposed to have cost
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several million Soviet lives in the 1930s and 1940s. But tiny
Cambodia has the dubious distinction of having suffered,
per capita, more violent deaths than any other nation or
people in the violent twentieth century; some 1 million of a
population of a little more than 4 million, inflicted by the
Marxist Khmer Rouge after the close of the second Viet-
namese War. The danger is that humanity in general will
grow callous to megadeath, the legacy of the twentieth cen-
tury. In the words of one who practiced megamurder, Joseph
Stalin, “One person’s death is a tragedy, a thousand is a sta-
tistic”

Totals:

Russo-Japanese War 1904-1905
Japanese: Killed in action (KIA) 47,152; Died of wounds
(DoW) 11,424 (total 58,576); Disease 21,802 (total of
these 80,378)
Russians: KIA 34,000; DoW 52,623; Disease 9,300;
Missing in action/Prisoner of war (MIA/POW)
39,500; Wounded in action (WIA) 141,800

World War I

Russians: KIA 626,440; DoW 17,174; WIA 2,754,202
(total 3,397,816; POW 2,417,000

France: KIA 1,089,700; MIA 265,300; POW 477,800

UK and Empire: KIA 908,371 (Army 658,704);
WIA 2,090,212; Civilians 30,633

Empire troops: Australia: KIA 54,431; WIA 156,173;
POW/MIA 3,494 (total 214,098)

Canada: KIA 50,334; WIA 152,779: POW/MIA 8,245
(total 211,358)

India: KIA 21,642; WIA 46,969 (total 68,611)

New Zealand: KIA 15,000

South Africa: KIA 5,000

Italy: KIA 462,391 (incl. 98,000 WIA/DoW and 45,000
died as POW); WIA 953,886

Rumania: KIA 335,706; WIA 120,000; Civilians
¢. 275,000

USA: KIA 53,513 (or 36,931 + 13,673 DoW = 50,604);
Other deaths 63,195 (or 62,668 — 23,583 abroad =
39,085 in USA); WIA 204,002 (or accident 4,503;
WIA 189,059) (total 306,834)

Germany: KIA 1,611,104; WIA 3,683,143; MIA 772,522
(total 6,066,769)

Austria-Hungary: KIA 922,500; WIA 3,620,000;
Civilians 300,000 (incl. 200,000 Poles)

Turkey: KIA 325,000; WIA 400,000; Civilians
¢. 2.5 million

Bulgaria: KIA 75,844; Disease, etc. 25,500; WIA 152,390;
Civilians 275,000
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Russian Civil War 1917-1920
No figures (est. 2,000,000)

Spanish Civil War 1936-1938
Spanish: KIA c. 285,000: Franco’s troops 110,000;
Spanish Republic 175,000; Civilians: all 125,000
(due to war direct causes) + 200,000 disease/
starvation
Foreigners: KIA 2,725; WIA 10,558; MIA 222

Italian-Ethiopian War 1935-1936
Italians: KIA 4,539 (2,313 Italians, others allied)
Ethiopians: c. 275,000

Sino-Japanese War 1937-1945
Chinese: KIA 1,319,000; WIA 1,761,000; MIA 130,000;
Civilians c. 3,000,000
Japanese: uncertain, but thought to be c. 500,000 KIA
and died of wounds/disease

World War IT
France: KIA 213,324; WIA 390,000; Civilians 390,000
Greece: KIA 17,024; WIA 47,290; Civilians 325,000
Belgium: KIA 8,460; WIA 55,513; Civilians 76,000
Norway: KIA 1,598; WIA 7,000; Civilians 364
Netherlands: KIA 6,344; WIA 2,860; Civilians 200,000
Denmark: KIA 1,800; WIA 2,000; Civilians unknown
Czechoslovakia (as ally): KIA 6,683; WIA 8,017;

Civilians 215,000

Brazil: KIA 943; WIA 4,222; Civilians 972

Philippines: KIA 27,258; WIA: unknown; Civilians 91,000

Germany: KIA 2,850,000; WIA 7,250,000;
Civilians 780,000; POW 3,400,000

Japan: KIA 1,506,000; WIA 326,000; Civilians 672,000;
POW 810,000

Italy: KIA 110,823; WIA 225,000; Civilians 152,941;
POW 350,000

Rumania: KIA 169,882; WIA unknown;
Civilians 200,000; POW 100,000

Hungary: 147,435; WIA 89,313; Civilians 200,000;
POW 170,000

Austria: WIA 350,117; other figures unknown

(Allies)

Russia: KIA 6,115,000; WIA 14,012,000;
Civilians 14-20 million

China (1937-1945): KIA 1,319,958; WIA 1,761,335;
Civilians 2,000,000; POW 124,470

Yugoslavia: KIA unknown; WIA 425,000; Civilians
1,200,000

Poland: KIA 123,178; WIA 236,606; Civilians 5,675,000
(plus at least 53,000 partisans); POW 420,760

UK: KIA 264,443; WIA 329,267; Civilians 92,673;
POW 213,919

Australia: KIA 23,365; WIA 39,803; POW 32,393

Canada: KIA 37,476; WIA 53,174; POW 10,888

India: KIA 24,338; WIA 64,354; POW 12,430

New Zealand: KIA 10,033; WIA 19,314; POW 10,582

South Africa: KIA 6,840; WIA 14,363; POW 16,430

British Colonies: KIA 6,877; WIA 697; POW 22,323

USA: KIA 292,131; WIA 671,801; POW 139,709

French/Indochina War 1946-1954
French: KIA 75,867; WIA 65,125
Indochinese on the French side: KIA 18,714 (incl. MIA);
WIA 13,002
Vietminh estimate: KIA 175,000; WIA 300,000;
Civilians many 100s of thousands

Chinese Civil War 1945-1949
PLA: KIA and WIA 1,522,500
Nationalists: KIA 571,610; POW 6.8 million+;
Defected to PLA 1,773,490

Israeli War of Independence 1947-1949
Egypt: KIA 1,500-2,000; WIA 4,231
Syria: KIA 1,000 plus 1,000 Arab legionnaires
Iraq: KIA 500
Lebanon: KIA 500
Saudi, Yemen, and Sudan: a few hundred KIA
Israel: military KIA 4,074; Civilians more than 2,000

Korean War 1950-1953
UK: KIA 710; WIA 2,278; MIA/POW 2,029
Turkey: KIA 717; WIA 2,246; MIA/POW 386
Canada: KIA 291; WIA 1,072 MIA/POW 33
Australia: KIA 291; WIA 1,240; MIA/POW 60
France: KIA 288; WIA 818; MIA/POW 29
Greece: KIA 169; WIA 543; MIA/POW 3
Thailand: KIA 114; WIA 794; MIA/POW 5
Ethiopia: KIA 120; WIA 536; MIA/POW 0
Colombia: KIA 140; WIA 452; MIA/POW 94
Belgium: KIA 97; WIA 350; MIA/POW 6
Philippines: KIA 92; WIA 299; MIA/POW 97
Netherlands: KIA 111, WIA 589; MIA/POW 4
New Zealand: KIA 34; WIA 80; MIA/POW 1
South Africa: KIA 20; WIA unknown; MIA/POW 22
USA: KIA 33,629; WIA 103,284; MIA/POW 10,218;

noncombat dead 20,617

Vietnam 1965-1975
USA: battle dead 47,072; nonbattle dead 10,435;
WIA 155,419 (plus nonhospitalized personnel total =
303,704); MIA/POW 932



South Vietnam: KIA 196,863; WIA 502,383

NVA-VC (est. 1961-1973): KIA 927,124 (or 731,000 by
body count system, discounted by 30% to allow for
many mistakes and murders)

Russians: KIA 13

6-Day War 1967
Israelis: KIA 983; WIA 4,517; MIA/POW 15
Arab forces: KIA 4,296; WIA 6,121; MIA/POW 7,550

Yom Kippur War 1973
Israelis: KIA 2,838; WIA 8,860; MIA 508; POW 301
Egypt: KIA 7,700; WIA 12,000; POW 8,031
Cubans: KIA 180; WIA 250
Plus other Arab casualties: KIA 8,258; WIA 19,459

Iran-Iraq War 1980-1988
Estimates only
Iran: KIA 450,000 (incl. 25,000 by gas) up to 750,000;
WIA more than 1.2 million; POW 45,000
Iraq: KIA 150,000 to 340,000; WIA 400,000 to 700,000;
POW 70,000

Gulf War 1990-1991

USA: KIA 148 (of which 35 friendly fire); WIA 467
(incl. 72 friendly fire); POW 21; Accidents 118

Saudis: KIA 44

UK: KIA 24 (incl. 11 blue on blue/friendly fire); WIA 43

Egypt: KIA 14; WIA 120

France: KIA 2; WIA 25

Iraq: uncertain but suggested KIA 100,000-200,000
(most likely UK estimate 40,000); 5,000-15,000
civilians in bombing; 4,000-16,000 civilians
starvation; 15,000-30,000 Kurds during Iraqi
occupation and war; 2,000-5,000 Kuwaitis

Afghanistan Civil War and Soviet Intervention 1979-1990
Afghanistan: c. 1.3 million due to war
Russians: KIA 13,310; WIA 35,478; MIA 311

Falkland Islands War 1982
UK: KIA 218; Other causes 37; WIA 777
Argentina: KIA 746 ( incl. 368 on Belgrano)

David Westwood
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Catapults

The artillery of ancient and medieval warfare. Catapults
were among the earliest mechanically powered weapons.
Based to some extent on the simple principle of a bow and
arrow, initial examples were relatively straightforward at-
tempts to increase the range and penetrating power of mis-
siles by strengthening the bow and the stock that propelled
them. The early gastraphetes of the Greek times, powered by
the arm and stomach muscles of the warrior (hence the
name), were in time replaced by the more powerful torsion
catapults—the euthytonon (an arrow-shooting machine)
and the palintonon (a stone-thrower). These made it possi-
ble to use larger and more lethal missiles over longer dis-
tances, aspects that were crucial to military expeditions, es-
pecially when cities were well fortified, and consisted of
multiple sets of walls and moats.

The popular use of catapults by the Greeks and Romans
is verified through the accounts of glorious war victories, in-
cluding several by Alexander the Great, who employed these
war machines even in his far-flung eastern expeditions. The
art of building catapults survived through the Middle Ages,
and was used efficiently at the Vikings, by Genghis Khan’s
massive Mongol armies, the crusader forces, and finally
Tamerlane, who flung diseased carcasses of animals into
fortified cities spreading death and destruction. By the six-
teenth century the trebuchet, a modified catapult with a sin-
gle pivoted arm, but with considerable force and a high tra-
jectory, was the warring world’s precursor to advanced
gunpowder and ballistics.

Manu P.Sobti
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Cavalry
The noble arm of battle.

The traditional horse-borne arm of mobility and shock
from 2000 B.C.E., when chariots began to be used in orga-
nized warfare, till rapid-fire weaponry and mechanization
swept the horse from the battlefield. While chariots were
dominant in Bronze Age militaries across Eurasia, men rid-
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A cavalry troop of the Red Army thundering to an attack on the German infantry on the eastern front, 1941. (Library of Congress)

ing directly on horses supplanted the inflexible chariot, be-
ginning with the Assyrians in the seventh century B.c.t. This
process reached its pinnacle in the army that Alexander the
Great took to war. Integrating infantry and cavalry, using
both missile weapons and shock action, to coordinated ef-
fect, this army remains a model for combined arms.

The tactical equation is that disciplined infantry can usu-
ally withstand cavalry seeking to break their ranks by main
force and personal weapons (“shock action”),and Rome cer-
tainly epitomized this, despite the challenge of cavalry-
dominated forces such as the Hellenistic armies of Hannibal
and Pyrrhus or the Parthians. Due to many factors, though,
Rome was overrun when its military machine broke down
and it faced the challenge of the steppe horseman, starting
with the Goths but epitomized by the Huns.

The Huns were not the first nomadic horsemen to make
their mark on Western history, but they represented a factor
that the Eurasian world would be contending with into the
1400s. With tough steppe-bred horses, the invention of the

stirrup, and recurved compound bows, all the hordes
needed were leaders capable of pulling together disciplined
armies capable of defeating more sedentary societies.

While the medieval period was the epoch of the hordes,
the armored horseman was also coming into his own. In an-
other creation of the Near East, the Romans attempted to de-
ploy heavy cavalry as early as the time of Hadrian. This be-
gan a trend by which the Roman army became a force of
cavalry regiments, as opposed to infantry legions, as a pre-
mium was placed on mobility. This process eventually led to
the creation of the feudal knight and a whole new social
order.

Both forms of horseman, the knight and the steppe no-
mad, remained dominant into the thirteenth century, when
a number of forces began to erode their predominance, such
as the return of disciplined infantry and improved missile
weapons, though this only brought a certain balance back to
the battlefield. Further, the mounted man-at-arms was as
likely to fight afoot as a heavy infantryman, where his



weaponry and skill could bolster a battle line, despite the ro-
mantic image of the knight in single combat. It took the ar-
rival of firearms simple enough to be used on horseback and
capable of piercing all but the best armor to end the reign of
the armored horseman. Once pistol-armed riders were capa-
ble of outmaneuvering the man-at-arms, the use of armor
rapidly dwindled to near irrelevance by the end of the seven-
teenth century.

While firearms slowly eroded the cavalry’s value as a
shock arm on the battlefield worldwide, there was a com-
pensatory trend in the creation of the dragoon in the seven-
teenth century, bodies of men capable of fighting as infantry
or cavalry and useful for scouting, raiding, and “screening”
purposes. Diverging over time into general-purpose cavalry
and mounted infantry, such troops remained relevant into
World War II, wherever terrain prevented the use of heavy
forces and allowed freedom of maneuver. In fact, mounted
troops have been used in antipartisan operations as late as
the 1970s in Rhodesia and Portuguese Africa.

Having emphasized tactical considerations, it should
never be forgotten that cavalry, be it the knight, the samurai,
cavaliers, or sipahis, was the prestige arm of most armies.
The expense of horses and the difficulty of mounted fighting
generally reserved the role of cavalry for social elites, leaving
a cachet that sustained that arm into the twentieth century.
Even the tank was originally designed to break through
trench positions—and allow the cavalry to get in among the
enemy. Though now mounted in armored vehicles and heli-
copters, U.S. cavalry officers still wear spurs as part of their
dress uniform.

George R. Shaner
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CEDAR FALLS, Operation (January 1967)
A major allied offensive in the Vietnam conflict. The Ameri-
can strategy for the Vietnam conflict was to kill, wound, cap-
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ture, or cause to desert more enemy than the enemy could
reasonably replace. At the point the attrition rate went nega-
tive, so the reasoning in Washington went, the enemy would
end its aggression. Thus, the U.S. command favored so-
called search-and-destroy missions, in which U.S., South
Vietnamese, and/or allied forces typically would land to es-
tablish a strong point or anvil, and then strike forces would
land and drive—or hammer—the enemy to the anvil and
destroy it and its base/resources.

A classic example was Operation CEDAR FALLS, which
sought to clear out a long-standing Vietcong base area
known as the “Iron Triangle,” northwest of Saigon. The oper-
ation began on 8 January 1967 with the anvil forces (several
U.S. and Vietnamese divisions) moving into position; then
the so-called hammer (more U.S. troops) began to descend
on January 9.

Unexpectedly, the Vietcong main force units, the object of
the operation, eluded the hammer group and escaped into
the jungle. Nineteen days later the operation ended, and the
U.S. claimed to have seized large quantities of arms and
equipment and to have destroyed the base area, including an
extensive and amazing tunnel complex. In fact, the base area
was not destroyed, and the Vietcong returned to launch at-
tacks on Saigon. The operation illustrated the problems with
a strategy that conceded the strategic initiative—that is,
whether to fight or not—to the enemy and then to abandon
territory that was seized after hard fighting.

Charles M. Dobbs
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Celts
The name applied by Greco-Roman writers (Keltai/Celtae,
Galatai/Galatae, and Galli) generally to peoples occupying
lands north of the Mediterranean, not all of whom actually
spoke languages now identified as Celtic, and were thus cul-
turally Celtic.

Greece and Rome mostly knew the Celts as invaders with
a fearsome reputation for aggressiveness and, in the words
of Strabo, “madly fond of war, high spirited, and quick to
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battle” There is no doubt that warfare played a central role
in Celtic society. For the nobles, raiding offered an opportu-
nity for wealth and prestige. Their retinues could only be
maintained by actual fighting, and formed the nucleus for a
tribal army primarily composed of all free tribesmen able to
equip themselves. War bands based on clan, familiar, and
settlement groupings made a man’s relatives witnesses to
his behavior.

Body armor was rare. The combination of shield, long
slashing-sword, and spear(s) formed the equipment of most
warriors. The appearance of the individual, his size, expres-
sions, and war cries, added to the din of clashing weapons
and of the war trumpet (carnyx), was clearly intended to in-
timidate any opposition. If an enemy could be persuaded
that he was going to lose, then a Celtic charge would drive all
before it. As was common in tribal armies, Celtic warriors
were poorly disciplined, and had no training above the level
of the individual.

The highest-quality troops were the cavalry. Recruited
from the wealthier nobles and their retinues, equipment was
of good quality. It consisted of a shield, spear, sword, and of-
ten a helmet and mail armor. Added to this was the four-
horned saddle, later adopted by the Romans, which provided
a secure seat. The morale of these horsemen was usually
very high, but discipline was normally poor.

In early encounters between Celt and Roman, it was the
two-horse war chariot that drew the latter’s interest the
most. The main use of the chariot was psychological, to
cause panic. Charioteers would drive their vehicles in a rush
against the enemy lines, the warriors throwing javelins.
This, coupled with the speed and noise of the chariots,
would be enough to unsettle the opposition. Once these pre-
liminaries were finished, the warriors dismounted from
their chariots and fought on foot, while the charioteers kept
their chariots at the ready for a speedy retreat. Some 1,000
chariots took part in the battle of Sentinum (295 B.C.E.). At
Telamon (225 B.C.E.), the chariots were stationed on the
wings of the Gallic army. As the prowess and agility of their
horsemen increased, the Gauls gradually gave up their char-
iots. They were no longer in fashion in the time of Caesar.
He was surprised to find them still in use in Britain. Later,
Tacitus mentions chariots in the Caledonian army at Mons
Graupius.

Nic Fields
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Central American Federation Civil Wars
(1826-1840)

Series of civil wars that led to the dissolution of the Central
American Federation. The United Provinces of Central
America, consisting of the present-day nations of Guate-
mala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica,
gained independence from Mexico on 1 July 1823. From the
very beginning, the fledgling nation suffered from a lack of
cohesiveness and from deep economic, political, and social
divisions, which resulted in various periods of civil war
leading to the eventual dissolution of the federation.

In 1826 hostilities broke out between the Conservatives,
led by President Manuel José Arce of El Salvador, and the
Liberals, whose most prominent early leader was the Hon-
duran Francisco Morazdn. Morazén led his army to victory
over federal forces in Honduras and El Salvador in 1828 and
pacified Guatemala in early 1829. When Morazadn became
president in 1830, he initiated a reform program that was
particularly harsh on the Catholic Church. In Guatemala, the
Liberal governor Mariano Gélvez, with the encouragement
of the federal government, confiscated church property,
ended some religious feast days, and legitimized divorce.
When the Liberal Guatemalan government instituted the
Livingston Codes on 1 January 1837, a peasant revolt quickly
ensued. The popular uprising soon found a leader in José
Rafael Carrera, who organized the peasants and issued a
manifesto demanding abolition of the Livingston Codes, the
restoration of religious orders, reinstatement of the arch-
bishop, end of the head tax, and recognition of his authority.
Gélvez resigned his position and Carrera’s insurgents
stormed into Guatemala City on 31 January 1838.

When Carrera’s movement joined forces with the Conser-
vatives, Morazdn was determined to crush the insurgent
movement and restore federal control of Guatemala. In addi-
tion, there were conservative movements against the federal
government in the other four provinces. The battle lines
were clearly demarcated in 1838. Carrera and the Conserva-
tives stood for autonomy; Morazdn and the Liberals wanted
to preserve the federation. In 1839 Morazdn gained the up-
per hand and briefly reestablished federal power in much of
Guatemala. However, Carrera renewed his campaign to de-
feat Morazdn and to rid Central America of the Liberals. He
adroitly formed alliances with conservative groups in Hon-
duras and Nicaragua. He drove the liberal army from Guate-
mala, El Salvador, and Honduras and subdued the rebellious
area of Los Altos. The final blow was delivered in March
1840 when Carrera defeated Morazdn’s army at Guatemala
City. Morazdn evaded capture and fled to David in Panama.
The United Provinces of Central America was dissolved and
the five nations soon became independent republics. In 1842



Morazdn made one last attempt to regain power with a re-
volt in El Salvador followed by an invasion of Costa Rica. His
movement lacked popular support and he was captured,
tried, and, on 15 September 1842, executed by firing squad.
Carrera dominated politics in Guatemala, first holding the
presidential chair from 1844 to 1848 and in 1854 declaring
himself president for life. He died in 1865.
George M. Lauderbaugh
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Central Intelligence Agency

Principal intelligence and counterintelligence agency of the
U.S. government, founded 18 September 1947. The Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA) grew out of America’s wartime ex-
perience with the Office of Strategic Services (0SS) and the
need to centralize the collection and dissemination of strate-
gic intelligence.

In 1947, Congress passed the National Security Act, creat-
ing the National Security Council (NSC) and, under its di-
rection, the CIA, which was to advise the NSC on intelligence
matters pertaining to national security. During the time of
the CIA’s creation, the idea of a single intelligence service
had given way to the concept of an “intelligence community”
comprising the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), State De-
partment Intelligence, National Security Agency (NSA), and
others, with the CIA as overall coordinator.

The CIA has come to perform three major assignments:
(1) foreign intelligence collection, evaluation, and commu-
nication; (2) counterintelligence operations overseas; and
(3) secret political intervention, psychological warfare, and
paramilitary operations in foreign areas.

It is the third area of responsibility where the CIA has
earned not only its greatest successes and failures, but also
an aura of controversy. In Italy, the CIA’ financial and tech-
nical assistance was successful in aiding the Christian Dem-
ocrats in defeating communist parties in the 1948 parlia-
mentary elections. Another major covert operation was the
toppling of Mohammad Mosaddeq as premier and the
restoration of the shah of Iran in 1953.

Among the failures of the CIA was the 1961 Bay of Pigs
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invasion of Cuba by CIA-supported anti-Castro dissidents.
Finally, the CIA played a major role in the Kennedy adminis-
tration’s successful management of the Cuban Missile Crisis.
More recent years have given up convincing evidence of
CIA law-breaking in the surveillance and manipulation of
and experiments upon unwitting American citizens and the
infiltration of dissident but legal domestic organizations.
Because of these illegal activities and the failures noted
above, the CIA has come under increasing scrutiny and con-
trol by the federal executive and Congress to the extent that
some authorities now question its effectiveness.
Craig T. Cobane
See also: Bay of Pigs Invasion; Intelligence, Military; National
Security Agency/Central Security Service
References and further reading:
Breckinridge, Scott D. The CIA and the U.S. Intelligence System.
Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1986.

Richelson, Jeffrey T. The U.S. Intelligence Community. Boulder, CO:
Westview Press, 1995.

Cerisolles, Battle of (11 April 1544)

Tactical lesson of the Italian wars. By 1544, the Italian wars
had turned into a generalized European conflict. France had
to fight in Italy, but at the same time against the imperialist
army on its eastern borders and along its northern coast to
prevent English incursions. In Italy, war raged for more than
40 years without decisive result. During the new campaign
along the Po, the French main army, commanded by the 24-
year-old Duke d’Enghien, faced a veteran army of Spanish
and German soldiers led by the Marquise Del Guasto.

Strategic planning by Henry VIII and Charles V assigned
an important role to Charles’s army in Italy: It was to cross
the Alps and take Lyon; while it did this Charles would in-
vade Champagne, and Henry VIII, Picardy.

To prevent an attack on the French southern borders,
d’Enghien decided to besiege Carignano with 14,000 sol-
diers. In order for Del Guasto to relieve the besieged town
with 20,000 infantry, he had to cross the Po using a bridge
held by the French. D’Enghien chose to face the imperialists
with his back to the river, making retreat all but impossible.

At dawn on 11 April 1544, the French deployed their
troops in three “battles,” mainly infantry. On their right were
800 skirmishers led by Blaise de Montluc, positioned to slow
any imperialist advance. At 7 A.M., sporadic fire erupted into
a continuous fight as the imperialists encountered Mont-
luc’s men. Skirmishing lasted for four hours with no winner,
but by noon the imperialists were unsteady and retiring
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slowly. Noting this fact, Del Guasto launched his main force
of 10,000 Landsknechten against the French center. With the
help of artillery, the German mercenaries advanced without
fear against their Swiss opponents, but the huge German
column was taken in the flank by French fire and stalled.
D’Enghien, unaware of the success of his left, ordered re-
peated charges against the Spanish, led personally by Del
Guasto. Del Guasto then stopped the attack on the right,
thereby leaving the left flank of the Germans unprotected.
The French cavalry charged at once and routed the Lands-
knechten. The Spanish, alone now, held the French at bay as
long as they had powders for their guns and then
surrendered.

Imperialist casualties in the battle amounted to 12,000,
with 3,000 prisoners, but the victory was without political
consequence for France, which was still invaded in Septem-
ber, as previously agreed upon. But the invading forces had
to face the victorious troops returning from Italy. The battle
of Cerisolles foreshadowed the weakness of blocks of pikes
and underscored the importance of flanking movement.

Gilles Boué
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Cerro Gordo, Battle of
(Mexican War, 17-18 April 1847)

A significant battle in the Mexican-American War that
opened the way to an assault on Mexico City itself. Hoping to
stop American general Winfield Scott as he passed through a
long and narrow defile of the National Road, the Mexican
commander, General Antonio Lépez de Santa Anna, care-
fully placed artillery batteries and infantry to make the de-
file impassable, and assumed that no route around his posi-
tion existed. Santa Anna established his strong defensive
position at Cerro Gordo about three days’ march inland from
Veracruz.

Scott ordered a complete reconnaissance of the area, and
several junior officers found a mule path, a mere trail, around
and behind the Mexican left. Scott ordered the path widened
to permit a large force to outflank the Mexican defenses.

The attack, beginning on 17 April, on the Mexican left
and El Telegrafo hill was difficult. Scott had wanted a

demonstration straight up the National Road to fix the at-
tention of the defenders while he sent a strong column
around the widened mule path, but the demonstration be-
gan rather late. In the meantime, American troops had to
drag heavy artillery up steep hills, cross various barriers,
and fight against brave troops defending the key position on
the left, the hill of El Telegrafo. But by the next day the hill
was seized, and the Americans surged down at the remain-
ing Mexican defenders, who engaged in a general retreat.
The Americans thereupon continued on to Jalapa and
rested at Puebla as Scott wrestled with issues of terms of en-
listment, troop numbers, and supplies, and as Santa Anna
prepared the defenses of Mexico City for the expected attack.
Charles M. Dobbs
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Chaco War (1932-1935)

War between Bolivia and Paraguay for possession of a vast
but desolate area, the Chaco Boreal, which both had claimed
since gaining independence and saw as an important area
for future development. Bolivia was also interested in gain-
ing an outlet to the Atlantic by establishing ports on the
Paraguay River. Both sides were ill-prepared and underesti-
mated the formidable terrain where they had to wage war.
The Paraguayans were able to mobilize faster and expanded
their army from 3,000 to 60,000 men. Paraguay also found a
competent leader in General José Estigarribia, who won the
full backing of his government. Bolivia, on the other hand,
failed to declare a general mobilization and the military
command and civilian leadership bickered over strategy.
Nevertheless, Bolivia advanced and quickly overran several
small Paraguayan outposts. Estigarribia mounted a counter-
attack on Fort Boquerdn on 29 September 1932 and drove
the Bolivians back, but both sides sustained more than 3,000
casualties.

The Paraguayan victory sent shock waves throughout Bo-
livia and resulted in the recall of General Hans Kundt, for-
mer head of the German military mission to Bolivia, who
had helped modernize the army before World War I. Kundt
ordered a general offensive against a string of Paraguayan
forts starting in December. Kundt’s yearlong offensive failed
to dislodge the Paraguayan defenders and yielded only



heavy causalities, resulting in his being relieved of com-
mand. Having blunted Bolivia’s attack, Estigarribia launched
an offensive and gradually drove the Bolivians from many of
their Chaco fortifications. By the summer of 1934, part of
the Paraguayan army had driven into Bolivia proper. Esti-
garribia feared that his forces were overextended and or-
dered a gradual retreat. Bolivia pursued his army deep into
the Chaco but in December 1934, a reinforced Paraguayan
army encircled the Bolivians and took 6,000 prisoners. By
early 1935, Paraguay controlled most of the disputed terri-
tory; however, Bolivia rallied and finally declared a general
mobilization. The war had drained the national treasuries
and manpower of both countries, and on 12 June 1935 a
cease-fire was signed. In 1938 Bolivia and Paraguay signed
the Treaty of Buenos Aires, formally ending hostilities.
Paraguay gained three-fourths of the disputed territory, and
Bolivia was granted access to the Paraguay River for use as
an outlet to the Atlantic Ocean. The human toll was high: Bo-
livia lost 57,000 dead and Paraguay nearly 36,000.
George M. Lauderbaugh
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Chadian Civil Wars (1960s-1984)

Chad, the fifth largest state in Africa, neglected by the French
in colonial times, wedded an Arabic-speaking desert north
to a French-speaking south, dependent on subsistence agri-
culture. In the 1960s, rebellions in the north left the ineffi-
cient national government, dominated by southerners, hold-
ing only four garrison towns in the north. A national
liberation front, FROLINART, emerged to organize the rebel-
lion. With French military and administrative assistance, the
government stabilized the situation without improving it. A
military coup in 1975 brought Félix Malloum to power. Un-
able to cope adequately with economic and social problems,
he foolishly demanded the withdrawal of French troops even
as FROLINART was growing more daring and powerful.
With weapons and logistical support from Libya, the rebels
were able to seize one of the northern garrison towns in
1977. Malloum took advantage of a split between rival
FROLINART commanders, Goukouni Ouedeye and Hissene
Habré, to create a National Union Government with himself
as president and Habré as prime minister. Goukouni’s forces
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advanced on the capital, N'Djamena, until stopped just short
of their goal by French troops fighting alongside govern-
ment forces.

The National Union Government collapsed early in 1979,
with forces loyal to Habré seizing the capital and welcoming
Goukouni’s troops. The Lagos Accord on 21 August led to the
establishment in November of a new government that in-
cluded all linguistic, tribal, geographic, and ideological fac-
tions. By 1980 the two northerners, Goukouni and Habré,
were fighting for control of the capital and government, with
the south sitting on the fence. Libyan military intervention
consolidated Goukouni’s power, but an unwise announce-
ment that Chad and Libya were working toward unity
brought a demand by the Organization of African Unity that
Libya withdraw. As soon as the Libyans left in November
1981, Habré returned to the attack and seized power on 7
June 1982. He was dictator by 1984.

Joseph M. McCarthy
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Chaeronea, Battle of (86 B.C.E.)

Roman legion use of field fortifications to defeat a numeri-
cally superior Greek force. Mithridates VI of Pontus, who
had been steadily expanding his kingdom in Asia Minor, in-
vaded the Roman client state of Bithynia in 89 b.c.E. He then
overran the Roman provinces in Asia Minor and ignited a
Greek revolt against Rome.

Rome dispatched Lucius Cornelius Sulla with an army of
30,000 to restore the situation. Delayed by the Roman Civil
War (88-82 B.C.E.), Sulla’s army did not arrive in Greece until
87 B.C.E. The Greek armies retreated into Athens, which Sulla
invested and captured the following year. Sulla then marched
his army north to seek battle with a new Greek army, re-
cently reinforced by Mithridates.

Archelaus, who had escaped from Athens, had built this
army in northern Greece to possibly 100,000 men, though
many of them lacked significant military training or experi-
ence. Archelaus marched south, and the two armies met in
Boeotia on the plain of Chaeronea. Faced with a force sub-
stantially larger than his own, Sulla had his troops erect pal-
isades fronted by entrenchments to cover his flanks and
awaited attack.
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Archelaus began the battle with a cavalry charge, which
Sulla’s disciplined legions threw back in disorder from their
secure position. Archelaus then launched his chariots at the
Romans, and these fared even worse. Some of the chariots
fled back through the Greek phalanx, throwing it into disor-
der. Sulla seized this opportunity and launched a counter-
attack that shattered the Greek phalanx and drove it from
the field.

Mithridates sent Archelaus more reinforcements and the
war continued. It took another defeat and another Roman
army to force Mithridates to make peace.

Stephen Stein
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Chaeronea, Battle of (August 338 B.C.E.)

Battle in which the Macedonian king Philip II decisively de-
feated an alliance of Greek city-states, of whom the most im-
portant were Athens and Thebes.

When Philip had marched into central Greece to defeat
the allies, the Greeks decided to fight on the defensive. They
deployed their forces near the town of Chaeronea, the left
flank protected by a range of hills, the right by the marshy
bank of a stream. Their army, probably numbering between
30,000 and 35,000 men, consisted largely of heavy infantry
(hoplites). The Athenian contingent was positioned on the
left, the Theban on the right, and those of the minor allies in
the center.

Philip’s army consisted of 30,000 foot and 2,000 horse.
Deploying his infantry in line and himself taking command
over the guard infantry on the advanced right flank, he or-
dered his son Alexander (later called “the Great”) to com-
mand the cavalry on the retarded left.

The Macedonians advanced in oblique order. Having ap-
proached the Greek right, Philip ordered his guard to fall
back, feigning retreat. As the inexperienced Athenians en-
thusiastically pursued the Macedonians, the Greek line was
disrupted and a gap appeared. Unhesitatingly Alexander
charged ferociously at the head of the cavalry into the gap,
rupturing the Greek line. Thereupon he turned upon the
Greek right. In the meantime Philip halted the retreat of the
guard and attacked the Greek left. Soon the allies broke and

fled, the Athenians leaving 1,000 dead on the field of battle,
2,000 being taken prisoner. Theban dead numbered at least
300, all members of the Theban elite unit called the Sacred
Band. They fell where they stood. Macedonian casualties
were probably few. This victory earned Philip control over
the whole of Greece, with the exception of Sparta in the Pelo-
ponnesus.
Maarten van der Werf

See also: Alexander the Great; Philip IT of Macedon
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Chalons, Battle of (Gaul, 20 June 451)
Coalition of Romans, Alans, and Visigoths under Aetius
fought Attila’s equally diverse army of Huns, Ostrogoths, and
Gepids to a standstill. During his invasion of the western
empire, Attila secured the Rhine, and then moved quickly
into central Gaul. He laid siege to Aureliani (Orleans sur
Loire), and had he prevailed would have been in a strong po-
sition to subdue the Visigoths of Aquitania Secunda, but
Aetius had assembled a formidable coalition against him.
The Visigoths and Alans, traditional foes of the Romans,
joined Aetius’s army out of common hatred for the Huns. At-
tila also had his friends, including the Vandal king Gaiseric,
who had urged him to attack the Visigoths. The Visigoths, in
turn, hated the Vandals. A generation earlier Gaiseric’s son
had married the daughter of Visigothic king Theodoric I, but
in 442 the Roman emperor, Valentinian III, had agreed to a
marriage between Gaiseric’s son and his own daughter. The
Visigoth princess was returned to her people, but with her
nose and ears inhumanly mutilated. When Attila crossed the
Rhine, the Visigoths joined Aetius. The Vandals stood aside.

Attila had not expected such vigorous action on the part
of the Romans. Unwilling to allow his army to be trapped
beneath the walls of Aureliani, he lifted the siege and with-
drew north, to open country better suited to Hun horsemen.

The imperial army was drawn up with Romans on the
left flank, and the Visigoths, under Theodoric I, on the right.
The Alans, whose loyalty Aetius doubted, occupied the cen-
ter. Attila stationed the bulk of his Germanic allies on the
right wing of the Hun army, but the Ostrogoths took up a po-
sition opposite the Visigoths. The Huns themselves, the best
of Attila’s army, were positioned in the center.

The battlefield was a flat, open plain somewhere in what
is now Champagne, northern France (perhaps closer to



Troyes than to Chalons). A large level area of some 300 acres,
cut by a stream, rose sharply to a ridge. Precise details are
lacking. The only surviving account is that of Romano-
Gothic historian Jordanes. The battle apparently began when
Theodoric dispatched his son Thorismund to occupy high
ground overlooking the Hun left flank. Attila sent troops to
drive away Thorismund, but these failed to gain the ridge,
and were easily routed.

Attila then launched the rest of his forces straight at the
imperial army, without first softening up the opposition
with missile fire, the usual Hun tactic. According to Jor-
danes, Attila said the following to his men: “The Romans are
poor soldiers, keeping together in rank and file. They are
contemptible, the only worthy enemies are the Alans and the
Visigoths”

The battle was hard fought. It lasted for most of the day
with heavy casualties on both sides. Theodoric himself was
among the slain. By nightfall the Romans were in possession
of the field. Attila withdrew his exhausted and battered
forces into a wagon laager, preparing for a fight to the death
on the following day, but Aetius allowed him to withdraw
unmolested. The Roman commander feared his Visigoth al-
lies as much as the Huns, and was unwilling to remove a
possible counterpoise to their power.

This battle has been reckoned as one of the most decisive
in the world’s history, but, even considering its violence, it
decided very little. Attila retreated to his wooden capital in
Pannonia. The next year he launched a major offensive into
Italy.

Nic Fields
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Champlain, Samuel de (c. 1567-1635)

Established France as a power in North America, and
founder of France’s first permanent colony in Canada.
Champlain was born around 1567, and saw service in the
French Wars of Religion under Henry IV.In 1598, Champlain
accompanied mercenary Spanish soldiers back to Spain, and
unusually, served as a geographer on a Spanish voyage to
Mexico, Havana, and Cartagena. Henry IV, his patron, had
encouraged several trading settlements in France, but they
had failed because of poor planning. In 1603, Champlain
went to Canada under Grave du Pont and established a base
at Tadoussac, taking care to establish friendly relations with
the local tribes. Subsequent voyages explored the southern
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coast of Nova Scotia and established Port Royal, where
Champlain spent three years from 1605 to 1608.

In 1608, Champlain returned with a concession to found a
permanent settlement and selected Quebec, insisting on full
storage cellars and defensive fortifications. Champlain ven-
tured out to meet the Hurons, Algonquins, and Montagnais,
promising them aid against the Iroquois, although he was
disdainful of their lack of military discipline. In 1609 and
again in 1610, Champlain personally led them against the
Iroquois armed with muskets, at Ticonderoga and Soul, and
although disgusted by the torture he witnessed, arranged an
exchange program whereby he took one of the Huron braves
to Paris, while his men lived amongst the tribes.

The problems of the new settlement required Cham-
plain’s utmost skill as an administrator. The Jesuit mission-
aries quarreled with the Recollets (strict Franciscan
monks), traders challenged agricultural settlers, and the
search for a northwest passage petered out after exaggerated
native reports proved false. Champlain faced a major disap-
pointment in 1615, when the Huron, fortified in a palisaded
compound at Syracuse, could not be defeated by Hurons
with muskets because they would not obey Champlain’s or-
ders for organization. This conflict, made deadly serious by
the introduction of muskets, later led to the Iroquois’s exter-
mination of the Huron and their allies.

Champlain died after a stroke in December 1635, not be-
fore establishing French power in North America, buttressed
by Native American allies, and providing the government
with detailed maps allowing further colonization of New
France.

Margaret Sankey

See also: American Indian Wars
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Chan Chan, Battle of (Inca Empire, 1468)
Crowning Inca conquest of the most powerful coastal state,
Chimu. As the Inca Empire developed and expanded under
the 33-year reign of Emperor Pachacutec Yupanqui, it transi-
tioned from highland conquests to the hot, coastal deserts.
The Inca collided here with the powerful Chimu state on the
north coast of modern Peru.

Pachacutec developed the tactic of cycling in 20,000-man
armies every two months in the hotter realms. This allowed
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his troops to remain fresh and to mount constant pressure
on the enemy. This tactic won over the Pachacamac region
and then was used by Pachacutec’s son Tupac to defeat the
“Great Chimu” and capture the Chimu capital of Chan Chan
after 1468.

The Inca defeated the superior metallurgical civilization
of the Chimu by constant pressure, cutting off water supplies
to the desert coast and removing tribute populations from
the Chimu sphere of influence. Although the Inca never
broke into the huge city of Chan Chan, they did manage to
wear down the Chimu and cut off all resources. Eventually
the Chimu leader was forced to surrender not because of
battle losses but due to a lack of resource base, which had
been denuded by the Inca strategy.

This use of economic warfare became the hallmark of
Inca conquests as they used superior logistics to overcome
military superiority by their enemies. The victory also
marked the completion of the Inca transition from seasonal
military systems under a single commander to a compre-
hensive grand strategy approach to empire with permanent
armies, multiple campaigns, and numerous generals.

Christopher Howell

See also: Cuzco, Battles of; Inca Empire Imperial Wars; Pachacutec
Yupanqui

Robert E. Lee with his soldiers in battle at Chancellorsville. (Library of Congress)
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Chancellorsville, Battle of

(30 April-6 May 1863)

One of the Confederacy’s most brilliant, but costly, victories.
In late April 1863, General Joseph Hooker conceived a bril-
liant idea for the newly revamped Army of the Potomac. Still
facing Robert E. Lee and the Army of Northern Virginia at
Fredericksburg, Hooker envisioned a gigantic turning move-
ment: While John Sedgwick remained with up to 40,000
troops to occupy Lee, Hooker would take the bulk of the
army north, cross the Rapidan and Rappahannock Rivers 40
miles upstream, and move behind Lee, threatening to cut his
supply line and to trap him between two large Union forces.
Either way, Lee would have to fight, retreat, or risk being
trapped. At first, Hooker seized the initiative, moved out,
crossed and secured several fords, and then proceeded east




and south past Chancellorsville. Then, for reasons not en-
tirely clear, Hooker seemingly lost his nerve and ordered his
men to retreat to Chancellorsville.

At the same time, Hooker’s advance clearly brought out
the fighter in Lee. He divided his smaller command (he had
about 60,000 compared to 125,000 for Hooker), leaving
some 15,000 under Jubal Early at Fredericksburg, he moved
some 45,000 to find Hooker. On the night of May 1-2,
“Stonewall” Jackson proposed an audacious plan—to divide
Lee’s army yet again before a superior foe, and for Jackson to
march around Hooker and attack his hanging flank from the
rear. Lee agreed, and Jackson swung left with some 28,000
while Lee faced 75,000 Union troops with only 17,000 men.

Jackson’s men were finally in position in late afternoon,
and around 5:20 P.M., accompanied by a thunderous Rebel
yell and noise from the startled wildlife, Jackson’s men fell
upon the Union rear guard commanded by General O. O.
Howard. That night, while looking over the positions, Jack-
son was shot by his own men, and died the next day. Jeb Stu-
art assumed command and tried to continue the attack, and
forced the Union position into a big bow, but superior Union
numbers and artillery limited the Confederate victory. The
cost was high to Lee—many casualties including his great
right-hand man, Stonewall Jackson.

Charles M. Dobbs
See also: American Civil War; Hooker, Joseph; Jackson, Thomas
“Stonewall”; Lee, Robert Edward
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Chandragupta Maurya (r. c. 321-c. 298 B.C.E.)

Founder of the Gupta Dynasty. In the aftermath of Alexan-
der the Great’s invasion of northern India, Chandragupta
Maurya, a regional landowner, about whose family and
background little is known except that he came from a vil-
lage of peacock tamers, began a war of “liberation” against
the Greek rulers left behind to rule the farthest reaches of
Alexander’s conquest. Between 321 and 317 B.C.E., aided by
Chanakya, the “Indian Machiavelli” and author of the politi-
cal handbook Arthsastra, Chandragupta Maurya ousted the
satraps of Punjab and Sindh and established himself as the
founder of a new dynasty. To organize his empire, he created
an elaborate centralized bureaucracy, including a state coun-
cil, census takers, treasury department, and secret police
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force to administer the areas he ruled directly and indirectly
through local rulers. Large public works projects improved
the empire’s agriculture, and also provided militarily strate-
gic highways, hospitals, and dams. The empire was in diplo-
matic contact with the Alexandrian successor states, as well
as its Indian neighbors. The state revenues supported an
enormous army and navy of 650,000, including elephant
cavalry, a logistical branch, chariots, and riverboats.

In 305 B.C.E., Seluceus I Nicator invaded the Gupta Em-
pire, hoping to regain territory, but was defeated so badly by
Chandragupta that he abandoned plans for further recon-
quest and gave up most of modern Afghanistan, including
its capital, Kabul. His daughter was married to Chan-
dragupta to seal the treaty. In exchange, Seluceus received
500 war elephants and safe passage home. With a solid
northern frontier and a wealthy empire, Chandragupta re-
tired from power and ended his life as a Jain monk, and
probably starved himself to death in religious devotions,
leaving his empire to his son Bindusara, father of perhaps
the greatest Gupta emperor, Ashoka Maurya.

Margaret Sankey

See also: Alexander’s Wars of Conquest
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Chaplaincy, Military

Military officers who tend to the spiritual, moral, and physi-
cal needs of troops. The military chaplaincy has a tradition
