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INTRODUCTION

General George S. Patton once observed that, next to war,
all other human endeavors pale into puny insignificance.
Leaving aside for a moment questions about the morality
or desirability of warfare, Patton’s statement rings with
simple, if chilling, truth. For what other human endeavor
is so costly in money, materials, effort, pain, and life, or so
tasks the heart and mind, or encompasses such a range of
undertakings, from squalid acts of darkest secrecy and
utter despair to grand mobilizations of entire nations and
peoples? The Swiss historian Jean-Jacques Babel has esti-
mated that the 5,500 or so years of recorded history have
witnessed a meager total of 292 years of peace, and few of
those were ever so storied as the years of conflict. From
such literary works as the Epic of Gilgamesh and Homer’s
Illiad to such movies as Birth of a Nation and Saving Private
Ryan, authors and filmmakers have celebrated, even as his-
torians have chronicled, the exploits of a band of warriors
or a vast army of professional soldiers bent on shaping or
reshaping their patch of earth or the entire world through
the clash of arms.

Touching on every aspect of personal, social, political,
and economic life, war is such a complex phenomenon
that it cannot even be adequately defined, much less
explained—though not from lack of trying. From Sun Tzu
to Herodotus to Carl von Clausewitz to John Keegan, his-
torians and military theorists have grappled with the
essential nature and conduct of war, without arriving at an
analysis sufficiently broad to cover all its philosophical,
psychological, technological, and legal implications. In
general, theories of war reflect their times and the circum-
stances, societies, and international systems in which they
are formulated.

Wars have always arisen, and arise today, from territo-
rial disputes, military rivalries, conflicts of ethnicity, and
strivings for commercial and economic advantage, and
they have always depended on, and depend on today,
pride, prejudice, coercion, envy, cupidity, competitiveness,
and a sense of injustice. But for much of the world before
the 17th century, these “reasons” for war were explained
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and justified, at least for the participants, by religion.
Then, around the middle of the 17th century, Europeans
began to conceive of war as a legitimate means of further-
ing the interests of individual sovereigns. Such wars, lim-
ited in their objectives and scope, gave rise to the kind of
notions that Clausewitz would codify in his On War, which
he began to write in 1819. Thus, war came to be viewed as
a rational but limited instrument of national policy, which
began with a declaration of intent, was conducted by rules
that did not destroy the civilizations of those conducting
the war, and ended with a victory on the battlefield for one
side or the other, followed by an appropriate treaty settling
for all time the issues under dispute.

By the time Clausewitz’s masterpiece on the purposes,
tactics, and strategy of war was published in the 1830s, it
was already out of date, for the French Revolution had
intervened to create conditions that would ultimately
undermine all his assurances. The revolution increased the
size of the armed forces for European states from small
professional outfits to huge conscript armies, whose citi-
zen-soldiers needed more than reasons of state to risk their
lives and fortunes for their rulers. The objectives of war-
fare were broadened from the conquest of this or that
sliver of a kingdom to the spread of revolutionary ideals,
and through this ideological back door something like the
fervor of religion slipped back into war along with the
mass of conscripts. Once again wars needed to be in some
sense “holy” or, in the more secular lexicon of the times,
“just.”

Clausewitz had discussed the concept of “total war,”
combat waged not just by one army against another but by
armies against armies and civilian or noncombatant popu-
lations. The American Civil War of 1861-65 gave horrific
body to that concept; it was a conflict fought by huge con-
scripted armies for what the North at least claimed was a
purely just cause—that is, to destroy the social institution
of slavery. As the chief practitioner of total war on Ameri-
can soil, William Tecumseh Sherman, Ulysses S. Grant’s
most important general, explained that the object of his



war had become not to defeat the enemy’s army but to
destroy the society that supported it. The Civil War was
thus a truly modern war in the sense that it consisted of
the mobilization of entire populations and economies for a
prolonged period of time. Sherman’s infamous March to
the Sea gave the world a foretaste of just how destructive
ideologically driven total warfare might become.

In America’s Civil War, too, the world saw an early
example of how the modern technology of combat could
outstrip its manpower. The massive casualties of the Civil
War battlefields were a harbinger of trench warfare in
World War 1. In that conflict mass mobilizations brought
soldiers to die by the millions on the tiny strips of territory
between trenches, “no man’s land” desperately defended
by machine guns and rapid-fire artillery no human army
could withstand. The notion of war as a rational instru-
ment of state policy vanished in the din of high explosives
and the lung-corroding coruscations of mustard gas.
Henceforth, in modern times war, if still considered an
instrument of state policy, could only be undertaken (or, at
least, sustained) if a nation were convinced (or terrified
into accepting) that its most vital interests, involving its
very survival, were at stake, which was, of course, pre-
cisely what happened in World War II.

There it was the rise of ideology to the level of reli-
gious fanaticism that sparked the conflict. The Allies billed
their efforts not so much as a war to protect their countries
against an expanding Germany, Japan, and Italy, but as a
war to end the evils of Nazism and fascism and the horrors
they visited upon the world. The technology developed in
World War II made “total war” a nightmare reality, one
that no rational nation would ever undertake merely to
expand its territory.

As in the days of religious war, only overarching ide-
ologies now justified conflict between nation-states and
combinations of nation-states. However, World War 11 was
ended with a weapon, the atomic bomb, clearly capable of
being developed into a means to end civilization itself. As
a result, after World War 11 those nations with the technol-
ogy to destroy one another avoided direct and total war—
World War I1I—fighting, instead, ideological wars full of
clandestine operations, sabotage, and “covert” actions,
breaking out into open conflict only among proxy states—
small, local, border conflicts, often interminable, often
held in check by the larger powers’ unwillingness to see
conflicts spread from their “clients” to themselves. For if
the battle came to them, thermonuclear retaliation loomed
as a universally self-defeating possibility.

By the end of the 20th century the cost of the sophisti-
cated technology needed to maintain the ideological cold
war between “communism” and “democracy” had helped
mightily to bankrupt the communist “bloc,” while the
technology itself had made many of the old definitions of
war somewhat more suspect. Early 21st-century warfare
has been almost exclusively ideological, that is to say, reli-
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gious, and almost always either clandestine or limited and
“asymmetrical.” When the United States went to war with
Muslim countries in the Middle East or Africa, it fought
with machines rather than men, suffering only minimal
conflict casualties, while the smaller states, lacking the
remote-controlled hardware, turned to “terror,” sneak
attacks, even suicidal attacks against enemy civilians in
order to claim any kind of victory at all.

There have always been conflicts that did not fit the
various definitions for wars between nation-states or coali-
tions of nation-states: civil wars between rival claimants
for sovereignty in a state; struggles by ethnic, religious, or
social enclaves for civil, political, or economic recognition
or power coups; insurrections, revolts, rebellions, and
uprisings that might, and sometimes did, lead to revolu-
tions. And there have always been conquests and inva-
sions, sieges and massacres, raids and riots with some of
the aspects of larger wars and revolutions. In the post—cold
war international scene, however, these took on added sig-
nificance because they represented the more common
kind of conflict, the kind with potential for spreading.
Most dangerous of all were those conflicts between well-
armed but middling powers—Iraq and Iran, Israel and the
Palestinians, India and Pakistan—whose technologies
were sophisticated enough to ignite a larger, perhaps even
a world-consuming, war.

Whatever horrors recent events have visited upon the
world—and, on September 11, 2001, upon the United
States of America—these events have wreaked havoc on
even the best attempts to define war. Modern historians
have often tried to avoid the narrow and legal definitions
prevalent in the 19th century, which limited the label of
war to those conflicts formally declared between states
(and thus, not altogether incidentally, turned a blind eye
to colonial expansions and the suppression of native pop-
ulations). These definitions frequently fail to include such
conflicts as insurrections, banditry, or piracy, which are
occasionally significant and often the only kinds of war
the colonized or the politically suppressed can conduct.
Most military historians also wish to understand war, even
when defined broadly, as embracing armed conflict on a
larger scale, and they typically exclude conflicts of fewer
than 50,000 combatants. But this would exclude, for
example, all the North American Indian wars with the
United States during the 19th century.

Clearly, war is and has always been as much and more
a social phenomenon as a military one. For this reason,
this encyclopedia focuses not only on details of the fight-
ing—discussions of causes of conflict, enumerations of
battles, summaries of the outcomes—but also on the social
and political contexts in which the wars occurred. Some-
times these are straightforward enough, sometimes they
are more complicated, so the length of an entry is not
always keyed to the size of the conflict or the number of
casualties. We have tried to look at conflicts as sometimes
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opening a window on a wider picture rather than always
viewing the broader history merely as a context for the
conflict. For wars are interesting to many not for what
they say about strictly military history but for what they
say about history in the broadest sense.

We do not ignore the formalities of war that are the
bone and sinew of much military history. Each entry
includes a handy summary, an at-a-glance look at the war
in question, which contains many of the basics usually
included in military histories: a list of the belligerents, a
statement of the causes of the war, the date of its declara-
tion (if any), the numbers (where known) of those under
arms and the casualties they suffered, a summary of the
outcome, and (where appropriate) the names and dates of
the treaties or documents ending the conflict. (Unless
otherwise noted, the numbers of personnel under arms
represent the maximum strength of forces at their peak
and are not cumulative numbers over time; casualty fig-
ures, however, represent cumulative totals for the duration
of the conflict, except where otherwise specifically noted.)
In each entry this summary is followed by a narrative dis-
cussion of the war, its social context, the major battles and
events of the war, and its wider significance.

No work, even one of this size, can cover every con-
flict, but we aim at least for a fully exemplary representa-
tion of war throughout history. For example, the reader will
find entries on classical and medieval times as well as on

the wars of modern Europe. Here are the Chinese dynastic
wars as well as the Napoleonic Wars, the wars of the British
colonial empire as well as the American Civil War, regional
conflicts and the world wars of the 20th century, small wars
and large, wars significant for their diplomacy and politics
as well as those significant for their tactics and strategy.
Given our imagined typical user—the American student of
war—we have placed a slightly greater emphasis on North
American conflicts. Some of the wars included are part of
larger conflicts or related to other wars, past or present, and
to emphasize these connections we have cross-referenced
other relevant entries with SMALL CAPITAL LETTERS. Some
wars are known by several different names. In these
instances, we have used the name we judge most common
and familiar and have included the alternates in parenthe-
ses after the title of each entry. If the alternate names are
themselves sufficiently well known, or if we have grouped
conflicts in a way different from more traditional texts, we
cite the name and direct the reader to the appropriate entry
or entries. Entries are followed by suggestions for further
reading, and both a bibliography of major texts on war and
a chronological list of the wars appear in the final volume
of the encyclopedia. Finally, we have tried to create a read-
able work, one that might be perused for pleasure as well as
consulted for specific information, one aimed at serving a
general public as well as one especially useful to students
and teachers of history at all levels.
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Abbasid Rebellion (Abu Muslim’s Revolt)
(747-750)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: The Muslim Arab Abbasids vs.
Persia’s ruling family, the Ummayyads

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Khorasan, Persia

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: At issue was who should
rule the Muslim empire; the Abbasids wanted the throne;
the Ummayyads sought to prevent them from taking it.
OUTCOME: The last Ummayyad caliph was deposed and
murdered; Abu al-Abbas became the first Abbasid caliph,
establishing a new dynasty.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

In 747 Muslim Arabs, claiming descent from Al-Abbas (d.
653), the uncle of the prophet Muhammad (570-632),
revolted in Persia against the Ummayyad dynasty, which
then ruled the Arab world (most of today’s Middle East,
the African coast of the Mediterranean, and the Iberian
Peninsula). These “Abbasids,” were led by Abu Muslim
(728-755), a man from obscure and lowly origins in Per-
sia. Befriending the Abbasid imam in Persia, he became
the agent of the family’s ascension to power. Under Abu
Muslim’s black banners, the Abbasids stormed the
Ummayyad city of Merv in the northeastern province of
Khorasan in 748. The Ummayyad caliph, Marwan III (d.
750) attempted to crush the Abbasids, only to see his
forces soundly defeated by them at the battles of Nishapur,
Jurjan, Nehawand, and Kerbela. The revolt quickly spread

from Persia to other areas of the Muslim empire. Marwan
rallied those faithful to him and led them personally to
battle but was defeated again, this time decisively, at Meso-
potamia’s Great Zab River in 750. The caliph fled to Egypt
and exile and, once there, was murdered. By then the gen-
eral uprising in Persia and Mesopotamia had permitted Abu
Muslim’s confederate, Abu al-Abbas as-Saffan (722-754), to
declare himself caliph at Kufa, a Mesopotamian city on the
Euphrates River. Abul Abbas thus became the first ruler in
Persia’s Abbasid dynasty.

Further reading: Mas'Udi, The Meadows of Gold: The
Abbasids (London: Kegan Paul, 1989); James E. Mont-
gomery, Abbasid Studies: Occasional Papers of the School of
Abbasid Studies, Cambridge, 6-10 July 2002 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003); M. Z. Shaban, The
Abbasid Revolution (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1979).

Abd el-Kader, First War of (1832-1834)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Muslim nationalists led by Amir
Abd el-Kader vs. French colonial forces

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Oran and Mostaganem, Algeria
DECLARATION: No formal declaration

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Independence from
French colonial rule

OUTCOME: The French conceded control of the interior of
Oran to Abd el-Kader.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
3,200 French legionnaires; number of Muslim nationals:
unknown

CASUALTIES: French casualties in Algeria from 1830 to
1847 were nearly 10,000 killed and 35,000 wounded.



4 Abd el-Kader, Second War of

Untold numbers of foreign legionnaires also died.
Algerian casualties were in the tens of thousands.
TREATIES: Desmichels Treaty, 1834

In 1827 the dey of Algiers accosted the French consul with
a fly-whisk, an act for which he refused to apologize,
thereby giving the French a pretext for invading the North
African country, which they did in 1830. Offering little
resistance, the dey went into exile, and a loosely organized
French colonial government was established. Lacking expe-
rience in ruling a Muslim society, the French were able to
exercise control only in the coastal areas around Algiers,
leaving considerable authority in the hands of provincial
leaders in the hinterlands.

Among those leaders was Abd el-Kader (1808-83), a
young Algerian nationalist who ruled Mascara. A brilliant
military strategist and devout Muslim, Abd el-Kader orga-
nized a relentless campaign of harassment against the
French that resulted in a 15-year series of wars.

The First War of Abd el-Kader lasted from 1832 to
1834 and was triggered by the violence with which the
French attempted to impose their policies on the Algerians
after King Louis-Philippe (1773-1850) created the French
Foreign Legion on March 10, 1831, to battle colonial insur-
gency. Some 3,000 legionnaires, 2,196 of them German
and 571 Italian, had arrived in Algeria by December 1,
1832. Abd el-Kader organized small bands of guerrillas to
attack French troops around Oran and Mostaganem. Rid-
ing the growing tide of nationalism in Algeria, he was able
to transform the guerrilla resistance movement into a full-
fledged struggle for independence. The French, poorly
organized, finally conceded to Abd el-Kader in 1834 by
signing the Desmichels Treaty, which not only gave him
the whole interior of Oran but also the title of Commander
of the Believers. More importantly, the Desmichels Treaty
secured Abd el-Kader’s position as champion of Arab Alge-
rian nationalism, a movement that would sweep aside the
fragile peace of Desmichels within less than a year.

See also ABD EL-KADER, SECOND WAR OF; ABD EL-KADER,
THIRD WAR OE

Further reading: Charles Henry Churchill, The Life of
Abdel Kader, Ex-Sultan of the Arabs of Algeria (London:
Chapman and Hall, 1867); Roland Oliver and Anthony
Atmore, Africa since 1800 (New York: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1994).

Abd el-Kader, Second War of (1835-1837)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Amir Abd el-Kader of Oran vs.
competing tribes and French colonial forces

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Chelir, Miliana, Media, and Macta,
Algeria

DECLARATION: No formal declaration

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Independence from
French colonial rule

OUTCOME: The Amir was made master of the entire
interior of Oran and the Titteri, reducing the French
colonial realm to a few seaports only.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
30,000 French; 45,000 Algerians

CASUALTIES: French casualties in Algeria from 1830

to 1847 were nearly 10,000 killed and 35,000 wounded.
Untold numbers of French legionnaires also died
(some 110,000 in all French adventures during the
19th century). Algerian casualties, while in the tens
of thousands, are not known.

TREATIES: Treaty of Tafna, 1837

The Treaty of Desmichels in 1834 between the French colo-
nial government and Muslim nationalist leader Abd el-Kader
(1808-83) gave the Algerian ruler control of the whole inte-
rior of Oran, where he organized an efficient government
headquartered in the capital city of Mascara, trained and
supplied an army of volunteers, and subsequently renewed
his war of harassment against the French colonials in 1835.
(See ABD EL-KADER, FIRST WAR OE) His first objective, how-
ever, was to spread Algerian nationalism to the desert tribes
around Mascara in order to unify his new territories. The
Second War of Abd el-Kader, which lasted from 1835 to
1837, served the dual purposes of unification and resistance.

During the war Abd el-Kader imposed his rule on all
the tribes of the Chelif into the Titteri. He then enlisted
the desert tribes into his militia and proceeded to occupy
the territory of Meliana and, eventually, Medea. At Macta
Abd el-Kader defeated the French in a decisive battle,
which forced the French commander, General Thomas-
Robert Bugeaud (1784-1849), into negotiations. This was
a humiliation for the French Foreign Legion, newly cre-
ated by King Louis-Philippe (1773-1850) to combat Abd-
el Kader and other rebels. The resulting Treaty of Tafna in
1837, signed by Bugeaud and Abd el-Kader, made the amir
master of the entire interior of Oran and the Titteri, reduc-
ing the French colonial realm to a few seaports only and
creating the basis for another war, the Third War of ABD
EL-KADER, which was destined to last seven years.

Further reading: Charles Henry Churchill, The Life of
Abdel Kader, Ex-Sultan of the Arabs of Algeria (London:
Chapman and Hall, 1867); Roland Oliver and Anthony
Atmore, Africa since 1800 (New York: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1994).

Abd el-Kader, Third War of (1840-1847)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Forces of Amir Abd el-Kader of
Algeria with some aid from Morocco vs. French colonial
forces



PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Algeria

DECLARATION: No formal declaration

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Algerian independence
from French colonial rule

OUTCOME: Abd el-Kader’s defeat and exile resulted in
France’s domination of Algeria.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
50,000 Algerians (Algerians and Moroccans); 100,000
French

CASUALTIES: French casualties in Algeria from 1830

to 1847 were nearly 10,000 killed and 35,000 wounded.
Untold numbers of foreign legionnaires also died.
Algerian casualties were in the tens of thousands.
TREATIES: Treaty of Tangier, September 10, 1844, ended
Moroccan involvement.

When French expeditionary forces successfully invaded
Algeria in July 1830, King Charles X (1757-1836) of
France mistakenly believed that a foreign conquest would
help silence the growing opposition at home to his
increasingly reactionary government. By the end of the
month, the agitation of Paris radicals had culminated in a
revolution that forced his abdication. The subsequent
transition from the absolute rule of Charles X to the con-
stitutional monarchy of the new king, Louis-Philippe
(1773-1850), left the “Algeria question” unresolved. In
the absence of a firm policy and adequate support, French
colonial forces were compelled to concede more and more
to the Muslim nationalist Amir Abd el-Kader (1808-83),
whose first two wars of harassment had confined the
French presence in the North African country to just a few
seaports. (See ABD EL-KADER, FIRST WAR OF; ABD EL-
KADER, SECOND WAR OE) By 1840 internal conditions in
France had stabilized, and the repeated requests of colonial
general Thomas-Robert Bugeaud (1784-1849) for support
were finally answered, thereby triggering the seven-year
conflict known as the Third War of Abd el-Kader.

The 1837 Treaty of Tafna between Abd el-Kader and
the French colonial regime allowed the amir to create an
efficient state around French holdings. He built a regular
army of more than 2,000 men, stockpiled weapons, and
sold surplus crops to the British to finance his regime.
More important, the amir spread his message of indepen-
dence and nationalism throughout Algeria, whose popula-
tion broadcast anticolonial sentiment across the region.
Therefore, when the French violated the terms of the
Tafna agreement by crossing the Iron Gates of Oran in the
late 1830s, Abd el-Kader was prepared for a long and
bloody struggle.

Full-scale war broke out in 1840, after Abd el-Kader’s
forces (numbering at most 2,000 regulars and volunteers
from desert tribes) had sacked the French settlement of
Mitidja. General Bugeaud, who had reinforcements from
the mainland, sent his mobile columns into the country-
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side to punish the Algerian’s followers. Using the uncon-
ventional tactic of surrounding individual villages, the
French general sought to starve the Algerians into submis-
sion one settlement at a time. For his part, Abd el-Kader
avoided large battles, preferring small-scale skirmishes
and employing his cavalry hit-and-run style.

In 1841 the French destroyed Abd el-Kader’s fortified
sites in Algeria, whereupon the amir fled to Oran on the
northwest coast. Another defeat at the northwestern town
of Tlemcen the following year seemed at last to have
crushed out the resistance movement, but Abd el-Kader
managed to escape to Morocco, where the sultan Abdur-
rahman aided him by sending troops to the Algerian bor-
der. General Bugeaud defeated the Moroccans soundly at
the Battle of Isly on August 14, opposing some 40,000
men of the two native leaders with his 8,000 infantrymen
and superior artillery. Sultan Abdurrahman concluded the
Treaty of Tangier on September 10, 1844, with the French,
effectively ending Moroccan support for Abd el-Kader.
Despite the setback, Abd el-Kader reentered Algeria and
continued his program of resistance from the interior of
the country, where he was able to evade the encroaching
French columns.

By July 1846 the French had virtually wiped out Alge-
rian resistance, and Abd el-Kader once again sought
refuge in Morocco. This time, however, the sultan viewed
Abd el-Kader as a liability and refused to admit him.
Denied this last refuge and weary after some 15 years of
resistance, Abd el-Kader surrendered in 1847 to Bugeaud’s
successor, Louis-Philippe’s son, General Christophe de
Lamoriciere (1806—65). Sent to France, where he was
imprisoned, Abd el-Kader was pardoned by Louis-Napo-
leon (1808-73) in 1852 and returned to Algeria a national
hero.

Further reading: Charles Henry Churchill, The Life of
Abdel Kader, Ex-Sultan of the Arabs of Algeria (London:
Chapman and Hall, 1867); Roland Oliver and Anthony
Atmore, Africa since 1800 (New York: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1994).

Abd el-Krim’s Revolt See RiF War (1919-1926).

Abenaki War, First (1675-1678)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Abenaki Indians vs. English
settlers

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Maine frontier

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Abenakis’ object
was to counter English incursion into their lands.
ouTCOME: Although the English settlers remained in
the region, colonial authorities promised annual tribute
payments.
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APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: Untitled treaty of 1678

The Abenaki (or Abnaki) Indians lived in the border
region between New England and New France and were
often staunch allies of the French against the English. The
Abenakis were not a single tribe, but a loosely confeder-
ated collection of Algonquian tribes (including the Penob-
scots, Kennebecs, Wawenocks, and Androscoggins of New
England’s eastern frontier; the Pigwackets, Ossipees, and
Winnipesaukes of the White Mountains; the Pennacooks
of the Merrimack Valley; the Sokokis and Cowasucks in
the upper Connecticut Valley; and the Missisquois and
other groups in Vermont) broadcast throughout the region
of present-day Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, and
southern Quebec. The English often referred to these
tribes collectively as “the Eastern Indians.”

While friendly relations were established with the
French at first contact by Samuel de Champlain during
1604-05, enmity between the Indians and the English
developed simultaneously after English colonists abducted
five Abenakis and shipped them to England. From this
time forward the Abenakis allied themselves with the
French and periodically fought against the English.

Although some historians treat the First Abenaki War
as part of KING PHILIP’'S WAR, its action was sufficiently
distant from the theater of that conflict to classify it sepa-
rately. As English colonists made increasingly deeper
incursions into Abenaki territory along the Maine border,
the Abenakis conducted guerrilla warfare against outlying
frontier settlements. In hit-and-run raids a number of set-
tlers were taken captive and were either adopted into the
tribe or sold to the French.

During the course of this conflict, the English defeated
King Philip (d. 1676) and his geographically adjacent allies
but failed to defeat the Abenakis. With outlying northern
settlements terrorized and devastated, colonial authorities
concluded a treaty with the Abenakis in 1678, pledging an
annual tribute in return for permission to retain frontier
settlements. The treaty brought no lasting peace, and the
Abenaki War proved to be a prelude to other conflicts
involving Abenaki warriors, who often fought under the
command of French officers.

See also ABENAKI WAR, THIRD; KING WILLIAM’S WAR;
QUEEN ANNE'S WAR.

Further reading: Alan Axelrod, Chronicle of the Indian
Wars: From Colonial Times to Wounded Knee (New York:
Prentice Hall General Reference, 1993); Colin G. Calloway,
The Western Abenakis of Vermont, 1600-1800 (Norman: Uni-
versity of Oklahoma Press, 1990); Alan Gallay, ed., Colonial;
Wars of North America 1512-1763 (New York: Garland,
1996); Mrs. Johnson, Narrative of the Captivity of Mrs. John-
son (New York: Garland, 1990).

Abenaki War, Second  See QUEEN ANNE'Ss WaR.

Abenaki War, Third (Dummers War) (1722-1727)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Abenaki Indians vs. English
settlers

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Maine frontier, New Hampshire
White Mountain region, and Vermont Green Mountain
region

DECLARATION: Declaration of Massachusetts Governor
Samuel Shute, 1722

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Abenakis’ object was
to counter increasing English incursion into their lands.
The English declaration of war was based on the
accusation that the Abenakis were “Robbers, Traitors and
Enemies to his Majesty King George.”

outcoME: Although the English settlers continued to
occupy many frontier lands, Dummer’s Treaty guaranteed
Abenaki rights to exclusive ownership of certain lands,
to maintain a priest of their religion (Catholicism), and
to hunt and fish on lands occupied by the English.
APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: Dummer’s Treaty, 1727

The Third Abenaki War is also known as Dummer’s War,
Grey Lock’s War, Father Rasles’s War, and Lovewell’s War.
Officially, warfare between the English and the Abenakis
had been ended by the Treaty of Portsmouth, which fol-
lowed the Treaty of Utrecht, ending QUEEN ANNE’Ss WAR in
1713. In fact, neither the Portsmouth nor Utrecht treaties
addressed the fundamental issues of the occupation of
land that had triggered an enduring conflict between the
Abenakis and the English (see ABENAKI WAR, FIRST). As
the English colonial population continued to grow, the
land issues only became more pressing and provocative.
Additional treaties were concluded between colonists and
Abenakis in 1717 and 1719, but the Indians continued to
suffer abuse at the hands of unscrupulous and rapacious
English traders and the incursion of settlers onto their
lands. Especially galling was the erection of well-gar-
risoned English forts along the Abenaki frontier.

In the face of an increasing number of violent con-
frontations between Abenakis and English settlers, Gover-
nor Samuel Shute (1662-1742) of Massachusetts (Maine
being then a part of that colony) formally declared war on
the Indians in 1722, calling them “Robbers, Traitors and
Enemies to his Majesty King George.”

Earlier major conflicts with the Abenakis had been
closely connected with international wars: KING WILLIAM’S
WAR, Queen Anne’s War, and KING PHILIP'S WAR. The
Third Abenaki War, however, was a local conflict, with
troops of Massachusetts and New Hampshire pitted against



the Abenakis. The New York colony and the powerful Iro-
quois Confederacy remained neutral observers of the action.

Most of the fighting was typical of white-Indian com-
bat, a vicious but small-scale guerrilla routine of raid and
counterraid. The English, however, also had a strategic
objective in targeting the French Jesuit missionary Sebas-
tian Rasles (1652-1724), who the English blamed for hav-
ing incited the Abenakis to continual warfare. Militia
captain Jeremiah Moulton assassinated Rasles in 1724,
then destroyed his missionary village at Norridgewock.
The killing of Rasles did demoralize the Abenakis, who
were also discouraged by the defeat of their allies, the Pig-
wackets, the following spring. Militia captain John
Lovewell (d. 1725) defeated Pigwacket warriors in the
White Mountains then burned the major Indian town at
Penobscot. Following the death of Rasles and the defeat of
the Pigwackets, many Abenakis fled to Canada seeking
refuge among the French missionaries there.

In the meantime, to the west, in the Green Mountains
of present-day Vermont, the English were not prevailing.
The war chief Grey Lock (fl. 1723-28) led his band of
Missisquoi Abenakis from the Champlain Valley in a series
of destructive raids along the Massachusetts frontier. To
counter these attacks, the English built Fort Dummer near
present-day Brattleboro, Vermont. This proved ineffective
at neutralizing Grey Lock, who continued to harass the
Vermont frontier even after the eastern Abenakis signed
Dummer’s Treaty of 1727, which officially ended the Third
Abenaki War. This treaty granted the Abenakis the right to
some lands they already had, the right to maintain a priest
of their religion (Catholicism), and the right to hunt and
fish even on English-occupied lands in the northern fron-
tier region. The treaty has been the legal basis for a num-
ber of 20th-century court cases involving the rights of
Maine Indians.

See also LOVEWELL'S WAR.

Further reading: Alan Axelrod, Chronicle of the Indian
Wars: From Colonial Times to Wounded Knee (New York:
Macmillan General Reference, 1993); Colin G. Calloway,
The Western Abenakis of Vermont, 1600-1800 (Norman:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1990); Alan Gallay, ed.,
Colonial; Wars of North America 1512-1763 (New York:
Garland, 1996); Mrs. Johnson, Narrative of the Captivity of
Mrs. Johnson (New York: Garland, 1990).

Abu Muslim’s Revolt See ABBasiD REBELLION.

Abushiri’s Revolt See BusHirrs UPRISING.

Achaean War (146 B.c.E.)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Rome vs. the Achaean League
PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): South-central Greece

Achinese Rebellion 7

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: For the Achaeans the
issue was the strength of the Achaean League, which
they hoped to force Sparta to join; for the Romans, the
object was to maintain their protectorate over Sparta.
OUTCOME: The Achaean League was dissolved, and Rome
gained hegemony over all of Greece.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

In the shaky political environment of Greece in the second
century B.C.E., many of the smaller city-states entered into
regional military-political alliances as a security measure
against the empires to the north, primarily Macedonia,
and the larger Greek city-states, especially Sparta.
Although Athens and Sparta stood alone because of their
size, they occasionally joined the Aetolian League in
northern Greece or the Achaean League—made up of city-
states from the Peloponnese—in temporary alliances. Both
leagues hoped to gain the two major powers as permanent
members, but Athens was strong enough on its own, and
Sparta was under Roman protection.

When Rome became preoccupied with the total
destruction of Carthage in the Third Punic WAR of
149-146 B.C.E., the Achaeans, although poorly organized
themselves, took advantage of Sparta’s vulnerability and
attacked, hoping to force the city-state to become a perma-
nent member of the league. The Roman Senate quickly
dispatched Consul Lucius Mummius Achaicus (fl. mid-
100s) to Greece. There he promptly defeated the Achaean
army, which mostly consisted of poorly trained slaves led
by Critolaus (d. before 111) near Corinth. Lucius then
sacked Corinth and burned it to the ground. The Achaean
League was dissolved, and Rome subjugated all of Greece,
ending the illusion of independence by rendering the
Greeks slaves. Officially, Macedonia and Greece, under the
collective name of Achaea, were annexed to Rome.

Further reading: Keith R. Bradley, Slavery and Rebel-
lion in the Roman World, 140 B.C.E.—70 B.C.E. (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1998).

Achaean-Spartan Wars See SPARTAN-ACHAEAN
WAR (228-226 B.C.E.); SPARTAN-ACHAEAN WAR (193-192
B.C.E.); SPARTAN-ACHAEAN WAR (189-188 B.C.E.).

Achinese Rebellion (1953-1959)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Acheh’s Muslim rebels vs. the
Republic of Indonesia

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Northern Sumatra
DECLARATION: None
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MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Indonesia, having finally
won independence from the Dutch, sought to consolidate
the republic by annexing Acheh; Acheh’s Muslim majority,
desiring a strict theocracy, fought to maintain autonomy
from the republic.

OUTCOME: Acheh lost its independence but maintained
autonomy in religious matters and over local customs
and law.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Very limited

TREATIES: None

In the fall of 1953 Achmed Sukarno (1901-70), first pres-
ident of the three-year-old Republic of Indonesia (see
INDONESIAN WAR OF INDEPENDENCE), announced his
plans to annex the small independent state of Acheh, or
Achin (now Atjeh), which lay in northeastern Sumatra.
Devoutly Muslim, the Achinese feared a loss of religious
autonomy because Sukarno, although Muslim himself,
was a strict secularist. Wanting to maintain a theocracy,
they vehemently opposed the annexation. Led by Acheh’s
military governor, Tengku Daud Beureuh (1906-87), the
fundamentalist Muslims rose in open revolt on September
20, 1953, attacking army bases and police stations in an
attempt to garner enough additional firepower to stage a
full-scale rebellion.

Failing to foment the general revolt they had planned,
the Achinese waged intermittent guerrilla warfare for the
next four years before a cease-fire was agreed to in March
1957. Sukarno declared Acheh a separate province, but
this concession provoked other provinces to rebel, hoping
for a similar limited sovereignty of their own (see INDONE-
SIAN WARS). Recognizing that the Indonesian forces were
now stretched thin, the Achinese rebels renewed hostili-
ties. Sukarno was forced to the bargaining table in 1959,
this time establishing Acheh as a “special district” of
Indonesia with full autonomy in matters of religion and
local law. This arrangement endured until 1989, when a
Free Acheh Movement was formed and turned militant.
For more than a decade, guerrilla violence was rampant,
resulting in an estimated death toll of some 5,000 on both
sides before the Acheh guerrillas concluded a cease-fire on
June 2, 2000.

Further reading: Bernard Dahm, Sukarno and the Strug-
gle for Indonesian Independence (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell Uni-
versity Press, 1983); C. L. M. Penders, The Life and Times of
Sukarno (New York: Oxford University Press, 1974).

Achinese Sackings of Johore (1613-1615)
PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Acheh vs. Johore

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Johore and Perak in southern
Malaysia

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Acheh sought to take
advantage of the Portuguese-Dutch colonial war in the
East Indies to grab the mineral-rich Perak region. They
thus hoped to preempt the Dutch from establishing an
entrépot at Johore, from whence they could both control
the Spice Islands trade and easily threaten nearby Acheh.
OUTCOME: Acheh sacked and razed Johore and became a
player in the Spice Islands trade; the Dutch set up Batavia
as their entrépot in Indonesia.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Possibly 100,000 Achinese troops; Johore forces,
unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

At the dawn of the 17th century, the Dutch and the Por-
tuguese both claimed supremacy in Indonesia and thus
over trading rights to the fecund Spice Islands of Malaysia.
The Dutch had begun to challenge Portugal’s naval superi-
ority as far back as 1579, almost immediately after the
Netherlands had wrung independence from Spain. Dutch
ships launched incursions into all of Portugal’s far-flung
colonies, and for more than a quarter century the two
European powers battled for control of trade routes in the
South China Sea, the Java Sea, and the Indian Ocean. As
Portuguese sea power waned and the Dutch navy suffered
growing pains, a power vacuum appeared in Indonesia.
As the Portuguese chased the Dutch out of Malacca
and the Dutch did the same to the Portuguese in east
Indonesia, the sultan of Acheh (or Achin)—an indepen-
dent province in northern Sumatra—rushed to fill the vac-
uum. Iskandar Shah (1583?-1636) quickly became leader
of the most powerful military force in the region and
expanded Achinese trade in the Spice Islands. Iskandar
knew that the Netherlands was looking for a central
entrépot at which to locate its trading capital, and he
guessed correctly that Johore, capital city of Perak (an area
of southern Malaysia rich in mineral deposits), was a prime
candidate. Iskandar’s strategy in sending the Achinese
army against Johore was twofold: He wanted first to estab-
lish his dominance over Perak before either the Dutch or
the Portuguese had a chance to stop him. Second, he
wanted to prevent a Dutch move into Achinese Sumatra,
his immediate sphere of influence. In the event, Johore was
no match for the powerful Achinese army, which merci-
lessly sacked the Perakian capital in 1613. Two years later
the Achinese returned and completely razed Johore.
Although the colonial PORTUGUESE-DUTCH WARS IN
THE EAsT INDIES, which had begun in 1601, would not end
until 1641, the Dutch actually began to exercise hege-
mony over the region as early as 1610. For the time being,
at least, Acheh had succeeded in keeping the Dutch out of
Johore. The Netherlands selected Batavia as the trading
center for the Dutch United East India Company, and the



Dutch onslaught would not truly vanquish Acheh for
nearly three centuries (see ACHINESE WAR.).

Further reading: Richard J. Wilkinson, History of the
Peninsular Malays, with Chapters on Perak and Selangor
(1923; reprint ed., New York: AMS Press, n.d.).

Achinese War (1873-1907)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: The Netherlands vs. Acheh
PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Northeastern Sumatra
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Dutch sought to
quell piracy in the East Indies, subjugate the Achinese
Muslims, and colonize all of Indonesia; the Achinese
sought to maintain their independence and continue
their lucrative raids against imperial trade.

OUTCOME: More than a quarter century of bitter guerrilla
warfare culminated in Dutch control of Acheh.
APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Dutch, 10,500; Achinese, unknown

CASUALTIES: Dutch, 2,317 killed; Achinese, 11,187 killed
TREATIES: Treaty of 1903

By the mid-19th century Indonesia had long been colo-
nized by both English and Dutch commercial interests,
drawn by the lucrative spice and tobacco trades. With the
advent of steam power and the opening of the Suez Canal
in 1869, the trade grew even more profitable, enhancing
the economic and political appeal of the Indonesian
colonies. For centuries pirates from Acheh, or Achin
(today called Atjeh), in northern Sumatra had raided both
English and Dutch trading vessels with near impunity.

Though a problem for both Britain and the Nether-
lands, Indonesian pirates embarrassed the Dutch more,
since they had for so long claimed that the Dutch East
India Company controlled the island chain as one big
colonial trading juggernaut. Such a claim had made them
traditionally responsible for security in the region. With
the opening of the Suez Canal, however, most of the East
Indian commercial traffic was rerouted for efficiency
through the Strait of Malacca, which was controlled by the
British. The two colonial powers reached a modus vivendi
in the East Indies: The British would allow the Dutch pas-
sage through the strait and turn a blind eye to their han-
dling of the Achinese problem—if, in return, the Dutch
abolished the higher rates they charged for non-Dutch
shipping and permitted British-held Singapore to continue
its trade with the regions of Sumatra that the Dutch had
recently subjugated.

After the British recognized the Dutch interest in
Acheh, the Netherlands in 1873 launched two armed
expeditionary forces to conquer the rebellious Achinese
Muslims, bring the pirate raids to an end, and establish
Dutch dominance throughout all of Sumatra. Dutch forces
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quickly seized the Achinese palace in the regional capital,
Kutaradja. However, an epidemic of cholera struck the
Dutch forces, and a long and ugly guerrilla war followed.
For 20 years the Dutch tried to root the Achinese guerril-
las out of the Sumatran jungles until the bitter war began
to absorb Dutch Indonesia’s annual trade surplus. With
profits falling, the Dutch in 1893 made a concerted effort
to win the hearts and minds of the natives who did not
openly support the rebels by enlisting the aid of a local
chief, to whom they offered a position of high rank in
their proposed colonial government. The plan backfired
two years later when the chief spurned the colonials and
took all his followers with him to the rebels.

It took another decade for the Dutch to gain the upper
hand. In 1903 Muhammad Daud, sultan of Acheh, sick of
the fighting, concluded a treaty with the Netherlands, rec-
ognizing Dutch sovereignty and relinquishing his throne.
Many of the Achinese rebels, however, refused to accept
Dutch rule and took to the jungles again, continuing to
wage guerrilla war. Caught in a quagmire in which they
had already invested too much, the Dutch embarked on a
“castle strategy,” systematically building garrisons and for-
tifications for Dutch troops across the island. In 1907, with
the Dutch treasury all but empty and the Dutch colonists
universally despised throughout Indonesia, the Nether-
lands finally managed to crush the Achinese resistance. At
long last, the Dutch ruled unchecked over the Spice
Islands and dominated the spice and tobacco trade.

Further reading: Frances Gouda, Dutch Culture Over-
seas: Colonial Practice in the Netherlands Indies, 1400—1942
(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 1996); M. C.
Ricklefs, A History of Modern Indonesia (Palo Alto, Calif.:
Stanford University Press, 2002).

Acoma Revolt (1599)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Acoma Indians vs. Spanish
Empire

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): American Southwest
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Acoma were resisting
Spanish conquest and enslavement; the Spanish wished
to make an example of the Acoma.

OUTCOME: The Acoma were defeated and brutally
punished.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Spain, 400; Indians, approximately 200-300
CASUALTIES: Spanish, fewer than 50 killed or wounded,
Indians, 100-150 killed or wounded, approximately 80
intentionally maimed

TREATIES: None

The history of Spain in the New World is deeply colored
by popular myth, and one of the most pervasive of those
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myths paints the Spanish as unceasingly avaricious and
aggressive in conquest. In truth, by the second half of the
16th century, Spain was so deeply embroiled in European
wars that it largely neglected its New World interests. In
1579 the English seafarer Sir Francis Drake (1540[?]-96)
entered a California bay and laid claim to a land he called
“New Albion.” Though nothing came of this singular act,
it was enough to prompt the Spanish viceroy in Mexico
City to warn the royal court in Madrid that the Spanish
colonies might soon be imperiled. Even then the Crown
did nothing to protect the northern frontier of its New
World holdings for almost two decades.

It was not until 1598 that an expedition was dis-
patched north from Mexico. On April 30 Don Juan de
Onate (1550-1630) reached present-day El Paso, Texas,
and laid claim to what he called “New Mexico,” a province
stretching from Texas to California. Onate brought with
him the seeds of a colony: 400 men, women, and children,
7,000 head of livestock, and some 80 wagons. With his
meager forces, Onate pressed farther north, aggressively
colonizing the pueblo country.

The Indians of the pueblos were not traditionally war-
riors, and, therefore, Oniate met no resistance—except at
Acoma, in western New Mexico. As he had in the case of
the other pueblos, Onate sent squads of conquistadores to
inform the Indians that they were now subjects of the
Spanish Crown and that they had to renounce their pagan
religion and abide by Spanish law. Whereas the other pueb-
los had meekly consented, the people of Acoma responded
by killing 13 soldiers of the advance party, including three
officers of noble blood. Onate could not let this resistance
go unpunished, but, situated atop a steep-walled mesa, the
Acoma pueblo was a very formidable objective. Neverthe-
less, in January 1599 Onate’s troops fought their way to the
top of the mesa, stormed the pueblo, and killed most of
Acoma’s warriors.

The conquistadores took captive 500 women and chil-
dren. About 80 noncombatant men over the age of 25 were
sentenced to amputation of one foot and enslavement for a
period of 20 years. Women as well as children over the age
of 12 were not maimed but were likewise sentenced to long
terms of slavery. Children under 12 were turned over to
priests to be raised as Catholics. Ofiate’s men also seized
two Hopis, basically innocent bystanders who had the mis-
fortune to be visiting Acoma during the siege, and ampu-
tated their right hands. He sent them to their home pueblo
in this condition as a warning about the consequences of
rebellion.

In and of itself, the Acoma Revolt was short lived, but
it had disproportionate historical consequences, creating a
precedent of chronic hostility between whites and Indians
in the Southwest. The Spanish Crown advanced much of
its colonization effort by granting individuals the author-
ity to possess and govern huge tracts of territory, provided
that they financed the necessary military and commercial
expeditions. Onate, moved by visions of New World gold

and silver, invested his personal fortune in the pueblo
country. Unfortunately for Onate, and even more so for
the Native Americans who fell under his jurisdiction, in
the months and years following the Acoma Revolt, the
country yielded neither gold nor silver, and it failed even
to produce sufficient food for the colonists. Ever more
desperate, Onate worked “his” Indians harder and with
greater cruelty. His brutal policies toward them were
finally too much even for colonial authorities, who, 15
years after he had first marched into the province, called
on him to face charges of brutality and poor governance.
He was assessed heavy fines.

Further reading: Alan Axelrod, Chronicle of the Indian
Wars: From Colonial Times to Wounded Knee (New York:
Prentice Hall General Reference, 1993); Alan Gallay, ed.,
Colonial; Wars of North America 1512-1763 (New York:
Garland, 1996); David J. Weber, The Spanish Frontier in
North American (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press,
1992).

Aethelbald’s Wars (733-750)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Mercia vs. Wessex and
Northumbria

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): England

DECLARATION: Not known; probably none

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Mercian king Aethel-
bald and his cousin-successor, Offa, invaded Wessex and
Northumbria with the purpose of establishing Mercian
dominance of Anglo-Saxon England, thereby effecting
the first real unification of England.

OUTCOME: Wessex was successfully invaded in 733

and Northumbria in 744, ultimately resulting in the
unification of much of England under Aethelbald and
his successor, Offa.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: No surviving documents

Aethelbald (r. 716-757) was king of Mercia, the richest
and most powerful kingdom of Anglo-Saxon England. He
set out to parlay this advantage into out-and-out political
supremacy among the kings and disparate kingdoms of
Britain. His first step, in 733, was to invade Wessex in the
south of England, seizing it from the Britons. He next
invaded Northumbria in 744 and again in 749, causing
great hardship and devastation in the region. During this
period he also asserted dominance over kings of the
regions bordering Wales by assisting them in defending
against Welsh border incursions.

By the end of the 740s Aethelbald’s conquests had
earned him the title “king of Britain,” and he was recog-
nized as an equal by no less a figure than Charlemagne



(c. 742-814). Historians generally concede that he effected
the first meaningful unification of England. Nevertheless,
his reign following the conquest of Wessex and Northum-
bria was marked by an intense civil war, and Aethelbald
himself was assassinated by his bodyguard in 757. His
cousin Offa (r. 757-796), who had participated in Aethel-
bald’s campaigns only to oppose him in the civil war, suc-
ceeded him to the Mercian throne.

See also OFFA'S WARs (771-796).

Further reading: Albany E Major, Early Wars of Wes-
sex (Poole, U.K.: Blandford Press, 1978); David A. E.
Peteret, ed., Anglo-Saxon History: Basic Readings (New
York: Garland, 2000).

Aethelfrith’s Wars (593-616)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Northumbria vs. (in succession)
the Dalriad Scots and the Britons

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Scotland, Wales, and Nottingham
DECLARATION: None recorded

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Struggle for dominance
among the Anglo-Saxon heptarchy (i.e., Kent, Sussex,
Wessex, Essex, Northumbria, East Anglia, and Mercia).
OUTCOME: Aethelfrith achieved dominance in the
heptarchy, only to be slain in battle by the ally of a rival.
APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None recorded

Although the 593-616 series of conflicts among the kings
of the Anglo-Saxon heptarchy is collectively called the
Aethelfrith’s Wars, their culmination put Edwin (r.
616-632) on the throne as the first Christian king of
Northumbria.

Aethelfrith (d. 616), king of the Anglian kingdom of
Bernicia, married the princess of neighboring Deira in 588
or 590, thereby uniting the kingdoms as Northumbria and
sending into exile Edwin, the heir apparent to the Deiran
throne. Beginning in 593, Northumbria warred sporadi-
cally with the Britons. In 603 Aethelfrith faced a new
threat from the north, but successfully defended his bor-
ders against the incursion of Scottish invaders from Dal
Riata (the Delriad Scots under King Aidan) and Britons of
Strathclyde, defeating both at the battle of Daegsaston.
This elevated Northumbria to preeminence among the
kingdoms of the Anglo-Saxon heptarchy, making it the
most formidable power below the Firth of Forth.

In about 616 Aethelfrith led his Northumbrians west-
ward as far as the Dee River at Chester. Here Aethelfrith’s
forces confronted Britons under Selyf Sarffgadau, or
Solomon (c. 586-616), king of the Welsh kingdom of
Powys. Some 1,250 monks from the monastery at Bangor
came to the fore to pray for Solomon’s success. Aethelfrith

Afghan Civil War (1928—1929) 11

ordered his army against the unarmed monks, all but 50 of
whom were slaughtered. This signaled the start of the gen-
eral battle, in which the Northumbrians routed the Britons,
killing Solomon in the course of battle. The Welsh penin-
sula was now completely cut off from the rest of Britain. In
the meantime, however, the exiled Edwin had concluded
an alliance with Raedwald, king of East Anglia. Raedwald
attacked Aethelfrith at the Battle of the Idle (616), near
modern Nottingham. He not only defeated the Northum-
brian king, but killed him as well, thereby enabling Edwin
to assume the Northumbrian throne as that region’s first
Christian king.

Edwin went on, later in 616, to defeat the Britons in
north Wales and Anglesea, thereby assuring the continued
supremacy of Northumbria. Edwin died in the Battle of
Hatfiled Chase (632) at the hands of Cadwallon, a north
Welsh king. Nevertheless, Northumbria’s dominance of
the heptarchy continued through 641 under Edwin’s suc-
cessor, Oswald.

Further reading: Albany E Major, Early Wars of Wes-
sex (Poole, U.K.: Blandford Press, 1978); David A. E.
Peteret, ed., Anglo-Saxon History: Basic Readings (New
York: Garland, 2000).

Afghan Civil War (1928-1929)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Initially, various Afghan tribes
vs. the government of Emir Amanullah Khan in Kabul,
then Pashtun rebels vs. the Tajik followers of the bandit
usurper Habibullah Ghazi

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Kabul, Afghanistan
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Initially, rebels sought to
reverse the emir’s modern reforms and protect their tribal
and Muslim traditions; outlaw leader Habibullah Ghazi
wanted to depose the emir and take his place as ruler
of Afghanistan; the Pashtuns wished to overthrow the
usurper and return the throne to a “legitimate” ruler
from the Musabihan clan.

oUTCcOME: Amanullah abdicated in favor of his brother,
who in turn abdicated under threat of attack from
Habibullah, who was in turn ousted and executed by
the Musabihans, placing Nadir Shah on the throne and,
with British help, reuniting the country.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Royal army, 15,000; rebel numbers unknown
CASUALTIES: Rebel casualties, 15,000 killed; royal
casualties unknown

TREATIES: None

When Amanullah Khan (1892-1960) became emir of
Afghanistan in 1919, he vowed to modernize his country
and destroy the influence of foreign powers over its inter-
nal affairs. As he went about professionalizing his army,
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streamlining the civil bureaucracy, and in general creating a
modern administrative system, he alienated and offended
many of those who had initially supported him. Then, on
November 12, 1928, Shinwari tribesmen rose in revolt in
Jalalabad because Amanullah’s reforms had begun to erode
traditional tribal life. Encouraged by religious leaders,
who were also offended by modern reforms that chal-
lenged venerable Muslim theology, the Shinwari marched
on the capital of Kabul. Amanullah was shocked to dis-
cover that his reforms lacked support even among his sol-
diers, the majority of whom, angered at the emir’s rigid
insistence on military professionalism, refused to answer
his call to arms. Realizing that his opponents had success-
fully managed a full-scale revolt, desperate to preserve
what he could of his progressive government, and anxious
to maintain his family’s rule of Afghanistan, Amanullah
abdicated in mid-January 1929 in favor of his weaker
older brother, Inyatollah, and fled to India.

The events in Kabul did not escape the notice of an
outlaw leader and Tajik tribesman named Bacha-i-Saqao
(d. 1929). Shrewdly assessing both the potential of the
Shinwari uprising and the timidity of the new emir, Bacha
led his strong band on his own march against the capital.
Inyatollah had been emir of Afghanistan for three days
when his fears of the Shinwari and Bacha’s Tajiks got the
better of him. He, too, abdicated, escaping to join his
brother in exile in India, while Bacha—former army
deserter, erstwhile bandit of the Khyber Pass—proclaimed
himself emir under the name of Habibullah Khan. Aman-
ullah, now desperate to reclaim his throne, returned to
Kandahar, where he assembled an army and marched on
Kabul in the spring of 1929. Habibullah attacked him en
route, and the defeated Amanullah Khan fled the country
for good.

Though Habibullah successfully defended his crown
from other claimants throughout the summer, the new
emir’s rule quickly deteriorated, and much of his support
vanished, not so much because of his checkered past as
because he was a Tajik, the first “outsider” to rule Afghani-
stan since before the coming of the Greeks. Most Afghans
were Pashtuns, a tribe that had initially supported Habibul-
lah but was the first to turn on him. They demanded, of
course, a Pashtun ruler. Among the Pashtuns the major
pretenders to the throne were the Musabihans, a clan
directly descended from the great 19th-century Afghan
ruler Dost Muhammad (1793-1863).

The eldest of the Musabihan brothers, General Muham-
mad Nadir Khan (1880-1933), was Amanullah’s cousin
and had served as his minister of defense before resigning
in protest over the former emir’s military reforms. Just
returned from Europe, Nadir Khan organized an army in
the late summer of 1929 with plans to retake Kabul. He
had originally hoped for direct support from the British,
but when he sought their help, they refused him, calculat-
ing that if they were to back Nadir Khan and the Musabi-

han coup were to fail, the English would then be personae
non grata in Kabul regardless of who sat on the throne.
Instead, London cautiously offered tacit assistance and set
up guidelines to follow in maintaining officially its neutral-
ity. The British did allow Nadir Khan (and others) in the
British-held North West Frontier Province (NWFP) to
cross the border freely into Afghanistan, though they
frowned on back and forth traffic and banned outright the
use of the NWFP as a sanctuary or a recruiting ground for
rebels. Since the British, however, made it fairly clear they
would do little, if anything, to enforce these restrictions,
Nadir Khan could safely ignore them.

At length, the Musabihans were able to gather enough
men, most of them from the NWFP, to march confidently
on Kabul. On October 10 Nadir Khan’s forces took the
city, and Habibullah fled. On October 16 Nadir Khan
assumed the throne, renaming himself Nadir Shah.
Scarcely a fortnight later Habibullah was captured and
executed in the town of Kohistan on November 3, 1929.
Once in power, Nadir Shah, with British help, instituted
reforms, restored order, and placated those who remained
loyal to his exiled cousin Amanullah. In 1932, a year
before his death, Nadir Shah established a constitutional
government in a unified Afghanistan.

Further reading: Michael Barthorp, Afghan Wars and
the North-West Frontier 1839-1947 (New York: Sterling,
2002); Edgar O'Ballance, Afghan Wars, 1839-1992 (New
York: Brassey’s, 1993).

Afghan Civil War (1979-1992)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: 1. Regime of Mohammed Daoud
vs. leftist Afghan army and air force units. 2. Muslim
mountain tribes vs. leftist government under Nur
Mohammed Taraki, with Soviet alliance. 3. Soviet-backed
government of Babrak Karmal, with Soviet alliance, vs.
mujahideen (Afghan Muslim army of rebellion).
PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Kabul, Afghanistan, and the
mountainous region along the Afghanistan-Pakistan
border

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The period of civil war
began with a leftist coup against President Mohammed
Daoud, then developed into a Muslim reaction against
the leftist government, which brought modern reforms
unwelcome to the Muslims. As the Soviet Union became
more deeply involved in the war, more Afghans joined the
rebellion against what they considered Soviet invaders. As
for the USSR, it sought to maintain Afghanistan as a
buffer state against Chinese-influenced Pakistan.
OUTCOME: The mujahideen waged a tenacious campaign
against the Soviet forces, ultimately driving them out;
once what had become the “common” enemy was gone,
however, the rebels failed to create a viable government,



and Afghanistan split into a multitude of factions ruled
by warlords.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
About 250,000 rebels, mainly mujahideen; Afghan army
in 1978, 105,000, many deserting to the rebel cause;
Soviet troops, 100,000

CASUALTIES: In the initial coup, some 3,000 were killed
on both sides. During 1979, before massive Soviet
intervention, 10,000 Afghan government troops were
killed, and perhaps 20,000 rebels died. During the long
period of Soviet intervention, 11,987 Soviet troops were
killed and 51,367 wounded; rebel deaths are unknown,
but it is estimated that land mines may have killed as
many as 200,000 Afghan civilians.

TREATIES: Troop withdrawal agreement, 1987

Mohammed Daoud (1909-78) became president of Afghan-
istan after a coup that ousted King Mohammed Zahir Shah
in 1973. On April 27, 1978, rebellious units of the Afghan
military, mainly armor and air force, attacked Daoud’s
presidential palace in Kabul, which was defended by 2,000
Republican Guards and two loyalist Afghan army divi-
sions. Nevertheless, after a 36-hour battle, the palace fell
to the rebels. Daoud, along with his wife, brother, three
sons, and several grandchildren, was killed. In his place
the rebels proclaimed a new prime minister as head of
state, Nur Mohammed Taraki (1917-79), leader of the
Marxist-Leninist Khalq Party, also known as the People’s
Faction Party.

No sooner was the Taraki government proclaimed
than opposition arose against it, primarily among the
Muslim mountain tribes, who formed an army of rebel-
lion, the mujahideen. The Soviet Union sent increasing
amounts of military aid to the Taraki regime, but in April
1979 the city of Herat fell to the mujahideen rebels.
Between 4,000 and 8,000 died in fighting in and around
Herat.

On February 14, 1979, in Kabul, Adolph Dubs, the
U.S. ambassador, was abducted and then killed in a
shootout between rebel and government forces. A bloody
guerrilla war developed, in which some 10,000 govern-
ment troops were killed and some 20,000 rebels were slain
during 1979. By the autumn of 1979 rebel forces con-
trolled 22 of Afghanistan’s 28 provinces.

In the meantime the Taraki government split into its
own warring Marxist factions, and in September 1979
Taraki was overthrown and killed in a coup staged by his
right-hand man, Hafizullah Amin (1929-79). A Marxist
zealot, Amin began promulgating anti-Soviet rhetoric, stir-
ring Afghanistan to the point of a Marxist revolution that
had more in common with Maoist doctrine than with
Soviet communism.

The Soviet Union invaded, the Kremlin ordering the
105th Guards Airborne Division from Tadzhik to the
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Bagram Airbase in Kabul. On December 20 a Soviet
armored division seized the Salang Tunnel, the major over-
land route between the Soviet Union and Afghanistan. On
Christmas Eve 1979 the Soviets began a massive airlift into
Kabul International Airport. Within 72 hours the Soviets
had landed the airborne division and more than 5,000 spe-
cial forces troops and seized strategic points in Kabul,
while four motorized rifle divisions rolled across Afghani-
stan’s northern border. In the early morning hours of
December 28 Darulaman Palace had been seized, and the
Soviets issued a communique stating that Amin had been
sentenced to death by a revolutionary tribunal. Other
sources believe he was killed in the initial palace battle.
Also killed in the fighting was Lieutenant General Paputin,
the Soviet Union’s deputy minister of the interior.

Having executed Amin and replaced him with a hand-
picked puppet, Babrak Karmal, long a foe of both Taraki
and Amin, Soviet air and land forces—more than 100,000
troops—sought to crush resistance in a single stroke.
What they encountered, however, was a widespread and
grimly determined national resistance spearheaded by the
mujahideen, who received aid from the United States as
well as Pakistan. Despite the assistance, the mujahideen
were poorly equipped, and yet they consistently prevailed
against the vast Soviet forces. In fact, the Soviet situation
in Afghanistan was repeatedly compared to that of the
United States in the long Vietnam War, in which the tech-
nologically advanced forces of a modern imperialist power
were stymied by comparatively primitive but absolutely
committed indigenous opposition.

In 1986, as the war ground on, the demoralized Sovi-
ets withdrew support from Karmal, who resigned and was
replaced by Sayid Mohammed Najibullah, former head of
Afghanistan’s much-feared secret police. In the meantime,
in January 1987 an international Islamic conference peti-
tioned the Soviet Union to withdraw its troops, and
Najibullah simultaneously announced plans for a cease-
fire. Seven mujahideen groups rejected the cease-fire,
demanding direct negotiation with the USSR rather than its
“puppet government.” Militarily, the Soviet position con-
tinued to deteriorate, and in November 1987 Najibullah
called a summit of tribal leaders, who approved a new con-
stitution and elected Najibullah president. In April 1988 an
international agreement was concluded for the withdrawal
of Soviet troops, and half were withdrawn by August 15,
1988, and the remainder by February 15, 1989. Even so,
many of the mujahideen continued to fight, and Najibullah
declared a state of emergency from February 1989 to May
1990, when the constitution was amended to allow the for-
mation of political parties. The reforms, however, did not
stop the fighting, and in April 1992 mujahideen forces
occupied Kabul, sending Najibullah into hiding and bring-
ing about his resignation.

See also TALIBAN CONQUEST OF AFGHANISTAN; UNITED
STATES’'S WAR ON TERRORISM.
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Further reading: Henry S. Bradsher, Afghan Commu-
nism and Soviet Intervention (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2001); Edgar O’Ballance, Afghan Wars, 1839-1992
(New York: Brassey’s, 1993); Russian General Staff, The
Soviet-Afghan War: How a Superpower Fought and Lost
(Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 2002).

Afghanistan, Taliban Conquest of
See TALIBAN CONQUEST OF AFGHANISTAN.

Afghan-Maratha War (1758-1761)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Afghani invaders of the Punjab
vs. the Marathas of west-central India

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): The Punjab, India

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Marathas waged war
to eject the Afghans from the Punjab.

OUTCOME: After initial Maratha victories, Ahmad Shah
Duranni, the Afghani leader, decisively defeated the
Marathas at the Battle of Panipat. Nevertheless, an
insurrection of Sikhs prompted Ahmad to withdraw

to Kabul.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
The largest Maratha force numbered 300,000 men; the
Afghani force was much smaller.

CASUALTIES: Total casualties are not known. However,
the Marathas are reported to have suffered 75,000 killed
and 30,000 captured at the culminating battle of
Panipat.

TREATIES: No formal treaty ended the war.

With the death of Nadir Shah in 1747, the Persian Empire
broke apart (see PERsIAN CiviL WAR [1747-1760]), and
Afghanistan became an independent state under Ahmad
Shah Duranni (c. 1722-73). Ahmad immediately sought
control of the Punjab and upper Ganges region (collec-
tively, western Hindustan). On March 11, 1748, he invaded
the Punjab, but was repelled at the Battle of Manupar. He
invaded again in 1751, and this time annexed the region.
During 1756-57 Ahmad invaded and sacked Delhi but
could not overthrow the Mogul emperor, Alamgir II (r.
1754-59), because he had to return to Kabul to put down a
growing insurrection there.

With Ahmad absent from the region, the vizier at Delhi
ordered Balaji Rao (also called Sedushao Rao Bhau, or, sim-
ply, Sadashiv) (r. 1740-61) to lead his people, the Marathas,
proud warriors of the Deccan, in a war against the Afghani
occupiers of the Punjab. Balaji Rao eagerly embraced his
mission, rapidly defeated the Afghans, and took Lahore. In
1759, however, Ahmad Shah Durrani returned to India,
recaptured Lahore, and once again occupied Delhi. Alamgir
1T was assassinated, presumably to prevent his supporting

Ahmad, but Ahmad refused the Mogul throne, choosing
instead to install Shah Alam II (1728-1806) as the new
Mogul emperor.

During December 1760 Ahmad’s large army faced off
against some 300,000 Marathas, with both armies hun-
kered down in fortified positions. Skirmishes occurred—
at least one that amounted to an atrocity, as some 5,000
Afghans slaughtered 20,000 unarmed Maratha camp fol-
lowers as they foraged for food.

At last, on January 14, 1761, the armies fought the
culminating Battle of Panipat. Rao Bhau was killed—
beheaded—and as many as 75,000 Marathas were slain
(some sources report 20,000). Large numbers, perhaps as
many as 30,000, were captured and subsequently ransomed.

Maratha expansion into northern India was halted;
however, Ahmad did not remain in occupation of the Pun-
jab. An insurrection among the Sikhs forced his with-
drawal to Kabul, creating a power vacuum that threw the
entire subcontinent into chaos and paved the way for
British colonial expansion in India.

Further reading: Sir Jaunath Sarkar, House of Hivaji:
Studies and Documents on Maratha History (Calcutta:
Longman, 1978).

Afghan-Pel‘sian Wars See PERSIAN-AFGHAN
WAR (1726-1738); PERSIAN-AFGHAN WAR (1798);
PERSIAN-AFGHAN WAR (1816); PERSIAN-AFGHAN WAR
(1836-1838); PERSIAN-AFGHAN WAR (1855-1857).

Afghan Rebellions (1709-1727)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Ghilzai and Abdali Afghans
(with Uzbek participation) vs. Safavid Persian rulers

of Afghanistan

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Afghanistan and Persia
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Afghan forces sought
independence from the Safavid Persians.

OUTCOME: An independent Afghan state was established,
but much of Afghanistan remained under Persian rule
until the PERSIAN-AFGHAN WAR (1726-1738).
APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown; at the important battle of Herat (1719) the
Persians fielded at least 30,000 men.

CASUALTIES: At Kandahar in 1709 the Persians lost
24,000; at Herat the Persians lost 10,000.

TREATIES: None

In 1709 the Ghilzai Afghans rebelled at Kandahar against
their Persian overlords after the Persians attempted to
impose Shiite religious doctrine on the mostly Sunni
Ghilzai. Kandahar quickly fell to the Ghizai, and all Per-
sian attempts to retake the city during 1709-10 failed.



In 1711 Khusru Khan (d. 1711) led a new expedition
against the city, setting up a siege. The Ghilzai defenders
were on the verge of surrender when Afghan raiders men-
aced the attackers. Seeing that the Persians were vulnerable,
the Ghilzai, led by Mir Vais (d. 1715) took the offensive,
sallying out from the city and killing Khusru Khan and
24,000 of his 25,000-man force. Mir Vais then declared
Afghanistan independent.

The example of the Ghilzai triumph at Kandahar
inspired another Afghan people, the Abdali of Herat, to
rise under the leadership of Asadullah Khan (fl. 1717-25)
in 1717. After liberating their city, the Abdali joined
forces with the Uzbeks and invaded the Persian province
of Khorasan.

The Persians responded in 1719 with a 30,000-man
army sent to retake Herat. Outnumbered two to one,
Asadullah nevertheless defeated the invaders, inflicting
some 10,000 casualties while suffering 3,000 killed and
wounded.

In 1720 the Ghilzai invaded Persia, taking the city of
Kurman. However, the invaders were driven back before
the end of the year. War between Afghanistan and Persia
settled into a series of border raids until January 1722,
when the Ghilzai again took Kerman. From there they
invaded Gulnabad, just 11 miles east of the Persian capital
of Isfahan. A Persian army of 50,000 was sent against the
invaders but was itself driven off, and the Ghilzai laid
siege to Isfahan for the next six months. The city’s garri-
son surrendered in October 1722, Shah Husain (1702—48)
abdicated, and Mahmud Khan (d. 1725), son of Mir Vais,
established an Afghan government in Isfahan.

As the Safavid Persian collapse became apparent, Rus-
sian and Turkish forces rushed into the country in an
attempt to seize power (see RUSSO-PERSIAN WAR [1722—
1723]). The Ghilzai Afghans, however, fought on, taking
Tehran in 1725, then defeating the forces of the Ottoman
Turks as well as the Russians. In the meantime, a new and
powerful leader, Nadir Khan (1688-1747), rose among
the Persians and delayed the final liberation of Afghani-
stan until mid-century.

Further reading: Mohammed Ali, A Short History of
Afghanistan (Kabul: N. Pub., 1970); Louis Dupree, Afghan-
istan (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1973).

Afghan Revolt (699-701)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Arabs vs. Afghans; then Arab
governor of the eastern provinces vs. rebels led by Ibn al-
Ash’ath

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Afghanistan and much of
Mesopotamia (Iraq)

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Afghans rebelled against
Arab rule, then an Arab general rebelled against the Muslim
governor of the eastern provinces of the Muslim caliphate.
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OUTCOME: Both the Afghan rebellion and that of Ibn al-
Ash’ath were put down.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

The famous Peacock Army of al-Hajjaj ibn Yusef (661-714),
the Muslim governor of the eastern provinces of the
caliphate, set out in 699 to regain control of what is today
southeast Afghanistan from Afghan rebels. Known for their
colorful military garb—hence the name “Peacock”—the
army under Kindah tribesman Ibn al-Ash’ath (d. 704)
defeated the rebels and was posted to the region for an
indefinite period of time. The Kindah military leader
refused to obey this posting order from al-Hajjaj and took
part of the army back to Mesopotamia. Having gathered
support along the march, he clashed with troops of al-Haj-
jaj in January 701 at Tustar and defeated them. Ibn al-
Ash’ath then set out for Basra and Kufa, where he won the
Battle of Dayr at-Jamajim. He occupied the important port
city of Basra. However, his run of successes on the battle-
field ended at the Battle of Maskin on the Dujail River in
701, where al-Hajjaj, reinforced by Syrian troops provided
by caliph Adb al-Malik (646/647-705), dealt a decisive
blow against Ibn’s rebel army. Basra returned to the control
of the caliphate, and the rebellion collapsed.

Further reading: Clifford Edmond Bosworth, The
Medieval History of Iran, Afghanistan, and Central Asia
(London: Variorum Reprints, 1977).

Afghan War, First (1839-1842)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Britain vs. Afghans under Dost
Muhammad

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Afghanistan and northern India
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Anxious to protect the
northern approaches to colonial India, the British sought
to check Russian influence in the region by replacing Dost
Muhammad, an Afghan emir sympathetic to the Russians,
with Shah Shuja, a ruler who favored the British.
OUTCOME: British losses were heavy, and although a punitive
expedition prevailed against the Afghans, British forces (and
commercial interests) withdrew from the country.
APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
The British fielded more than 30,000 men, including
6,000 Afghan levies; at Kandahar in 1842, Dost
Muhammad fielded 20,000 Afghan troops.

CASUALTIES: More than 5,000 British dead; total Afghan
losses are not known, but 1,500 were killed between
1839 and 1841.

TREATIES: None
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In an attempt to protect the northern approaches to colo-
nial India, the British sought to replace Dost Muhammad
(1793-1863), the Afghan emir whose friendly relations
with the Russians were perceived as a threat to British con-
trol, with former emir Shah Shuja (1780-1842), who was
sympathetic to British interests. An Anglo-Indian army of
21,000 under General Sir John Keane occupied Kandahar
in April 1839, successfully attacked Ghazni on July 21, and
took Kabul on August 7. Keane captured Dost Muhammad
and restored to power Shah Shuja. Leaving the superannu-
ated major general William G. K. Elphinstone (d. 1842)
with a 4,500-man garrison at Kabul to support two British
diplomats there (Sir William Macnaghten [1793-1841]
and Sir Alexander Burnes [1805-41]), Keane returned to
India with his main force.

Kabul remained relatively quiet until November 1841,
when Sher Ali Akbar Khan (1825-79), son of Dost
Muhammad, led an uprising against the British presence
in the Afghan capital. The two British diplomats were
murdered, and Elphinstone’s garrison was besieged. On
January 6, 1842, Elphinstone surrendered to Akbar Khan
in exchange for a grant of safe passage to India for his
4,500-man command and some 12,000 civilian refugees.
On January 13, however, at the Khyber Pass, Akbar’s
troops violated the safe conduct and overwhelmed Elphin-
stone’s already demoralized troops. Most were massacred,
together with the civilian refugees. Of the small number
taken prisoner, few survived captivity. A small British gar-
rison at Ghazni also surrendered, but troops at Kandahar
and Jalalabad resisted and held out.

In April 1842 Akbar’s followers assassinated Shah
Shuja, and that same month Sir George Pollock led an
Anglo-Indian punitive expedition against the Khyber Pass.
Successfully breaching it, he broke the siege of Jalalabad
on April 16, then proceeded to Kabul. Here, on September
15, Pollock’s expedition rescued 95 prisoners, all that
remained of Elphinstone’s garrison and its civilian charges.

Pollock now ordered severe reprisals against the
Afghans, including the destruction of the citadel and great
bazaar of Kabul. With victory achieved, the British East
India Company, chief trading force in the region, decided
that it was both too dangerous and insufficiently profitable
to remain in Afghanistan. In December British forces and
civilians evacuated the country, and Dost Muhammad was
given British permission to resume his reign as emir. He
ruled until his death in 1863.

See also AFGHAN WAR, SECOND; AFGHAN WAR, THIRD.

Further reading: Edgar O'Ballance, Afghan Wars, 1839—
1992 (New York: Brassey’s, 1993).

Afghan War, Second (1878-1880)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Britain vs. Afghans under Sher
Ali Akbar Khan
PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Afghanistan

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The British invaded
Afghanistan in response to the pro-Russian stance of
Sher Ali Akbar Khan, Afghan emir, which threatened
the northern approaches to colonial India.

OUTCOME: Creation of a pro-British government under
Abdur Rahman

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
35,300 Anglo-Indian troops; as many as 100,000 Afghans
CASUALTIES: British, 1,850 killed in action, and 8,000
dead from disease; Afghans, 8,900 killed in action
TREATIES: May 20, 1879, treaty with Emir Yakub Khan

When Sher Ali Akbar Khan (1825-79) succeeded his
father, Dost Muhammad (1793-1863), as emir of Afghan-
istan, he made diplomatic overtures to the Russians yet
refused to receive a British delegation. This provoked a
British invasion on November 20, 1878. General Sir Fred-
erick Roberts led Anglo-Indian troops from India and
quickly took the frontier passes. Soon, 35,300 Anglo-
Indian troops were in the country. When Roberts defeated
an army under Sher Ali at Peiwar Kotal on December 2,
the emir fled and was replaced by his son Yakub Khan
(1849-?), who concluded a treaty of peace with Britain on
May 26, 1879. A British diplomat, Sir Louis Cavagnari,
was installed in Kabul.

On September 3, 1879, thousands of Afghans stormed
the British residency in Kabul, killing Cavagnari and oth-
ers. This provoked reprisal in the form of a force of 2,558
British regulars and 3,867 Sepoy troops, again under Sir
Frederick Roberts, which defeated an 8,000-man Afghan
army at the Battle of Charasia, southwest of Kabul, on
October 6, 1879. Six days later the British marched on and
occupied Kabul as well as its fortress, Bala Hissar, prompt-
ing the abdication of Yakub Khan; he sought British pro-
tection from insurgents who called for a holy war against
the British. An estimated 100,000 Afghans took up arms
against the occupiers of Kabul. Remarkably, however, the
vastly outnumbered Roberts broke through the Afghan
lines, outflanked the besiegers, and succeeded in dispers-
ing the army. Troops under Sir Donald Stewart conducted
mop-up operations that restored British control until June
1880, when Ayub Khan (1854-1914), brother of Yakub
Khan, laid claim to the Afghan throne. With 15,000 men,
Ayub marched on Kandahar. In response General G. R. S.
Burroughs led a force of 2,467 Anglo-Indians to block
Ayub Khan. The result was the Battle of Maiwand, fought
on July 27, 1880. Ayub dealt the outnumbered Anglo-
Indian force a severe blow, destroying half of it.

After defeating Burroughs, Ayub Khan continued his
march on Kandahar. On August 9, 1880, however, Sir Fred-
erick Roberts led 9,896 Anglo-Indian troops and a special
transport corps on a lightning advance to Kandahar, where
he planned to intercept Ayub Khan. Completing the 313-
mile journey, much of it in mountainous terrain, in just 22



days, Roberts’s force reached Kandahar on September 1 and
immediately launched an attack. Stunned, Ayub’s troops
were routed, and Ayub Khan fled to Herat.

The Battle of Kandahar ended the Second Afghan War
and brought about the establishment of a pro-British gov-
ernment under Amin Abdur Rhaman Khan (1. 1880-1901).
The following year, after the British forces again withdrew
from Afghanistan, Ayub Khan led a rebellion against Abdur
Rhaman, who, however, rapidly crushed the insurgent
movement. Ayub Khan fled to Persia, and Abdur Rhaman
established a stable government.

See also AFGHAN WAR, FIRST; AFGHAN WAR, THIRD.

Further reading: Edgar O’Ballance, Afghan Wars, 1839—
1992 (New York: Brassey’s, 1993).

Afghan War, Third (1919)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Afghanistan vs. Britain (Anglo-
Indian forces)

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): India (Bagh region) and
Afghanistan

DECLARATION: May 1919, proclamation of jihad (holy war)
MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Afghanistan sought
independence from all foreign domination.

OUTCOME: Armistice and British recognition of Afghan
independence

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Afghans, 10,000; Anglo-Indian forces, comparable
CASUALTIES: Afghan, unknown; Anglo-British, 236 killed,
615 wounded

TREATIES: Treaty of Rawalpindi, August 8, 1919

During WORLD WAR I Afghanistan successfully struggled
to remain neutral. However, throughout the period
1914-18 Germany and its ally Turkey provoked anti-
British religious agitation within the country. Britain tried
to quell anti-British sentiment within the government by
granting Afghanistan liberal subsidies. The funds were well
spent, in that Afghanistan remained neutral for the dura-
tion of the Great War. Shortly after the Armistice, however,
Amanullah Khan (1892-1960) ascended the Afghan
throne as the nation’s new emir following the assassination
of his father, Habibullah (1872-1919). Amanullah was
backed by the army and the radically nationalist Young
Afghan Party, which, in 1919, gave him a mandate to
declare independence, including freedom from all foreign
influence, especially that of Russia and Britain.

As in previous conflicts with the country, British offi-
cials were concerned that an independence movement in
Afghanistan would threaten Britain’s colonial hold on
India. Following British saber rattling, Amanullah pro-
claimed a jihad (holy war) against Britain and sent some
10,000 troops across the Indian border and into the
province of Bagh, which was occupied on May 3, 1919. In
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response, an Anglo-Indian force under General Reginald
Dyer (1864-1927) was dispatched through the Khyber
Pass to Landi Kotal and, from here, drove the invaders out
of Bagh by May 11. Punitive air raids against Afghan cities
were also ordered.

The Anglo-Indians then invaded Afghanistan as far as
Dakka. In the meantime, the British air raids on Jalalabad
and the Afghan capital city of Kabul were taking their toll.
Amanullah sued for peace, and an armistice was con-
cluded on May 31, followed by the Treaty of Rawalpindi
on August 8, whereby Britain acknowledged Afghan inde-
pendence in return for an Afghan pledge to cease harass-
ment of the Afghan-Indian border.

The peace proved nominal at best, as Afghan guer-
rillas sporadically continued to open fire along the border.
On November 22, 1921, the Treaty of Rawalpindi was
reaffirmed, and the British discontinued their practice of
subsidy payments.

See also AFGHAN WAR, FIRST; AFGHAN WAR, SECOND.

Further reading: Edgar O’Ballance, Afghan Wars, 1839—
1992 (New York: Brassey’s, 1993).

Afghan War between Ghur and Ghazna
(1148-1152)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Ghur (Ghor) vs. Ghazna
(modern Ghazni)

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Present-day Afghanistan and Iran
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Ghur fought for indepen-
dence from Ghazna, which it also sought to displace.
OUTCOME: Ghur gained ascendency over its former
master.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

Mahmud of Ghazna (971-1030) controlled Khorosan (in
Iran) and Afghanistan by 999 and raided northern India,
gaining wealth that financed his further conquests in
Afghanistan. His death in 1030, however, brought about
the gradual decline of once-powerful Ghazna (in east-cen-
tral Afghanistan) and, in consequence, a loosening of its
grip on the tributary state of Ghur, a mountain-enclosed
region of central Afghanistan. Saif ud-din Suir (r. 1146-49)
and Ala-ud-din (r. 1150-75) led a Ghurid uprising against
Ghazna beginning in 1148 and culminating in the siege
and sacking of the capital city of Ghazna (called Ghazna or
Ghazni). The siege was protracted into 1152, by which
time the last of the Ghaznavids had been driven into India.

Although sacked, the city of Ghazna was spared from
total destruction. It served later as a secondary capital in
the ascendent kingdom of Ghur.
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Further reading: Clifford Edmond Bosworth, The
Medieval History of Iran, Afghanistan, and Central Asia
(London: Variorum Reprints, 1977).

Agathocles’ War against Carthage
(c. 311-306 B.C.E.)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Syracuse vs. Carthage
PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Syracuse and northern Africa
DECLARATION: Unknown

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Carthage sought to block
Syracuse’s territorial ambitions.

OUTCOME: Although triumphant in the war, Carthage
limited its rule in Sicily to the region west of the Halycus
River.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: Treaty of 306 B.C.E. between Carthage and
Syracuse

By means of a coup the oligarchical party of Syracuse
established Agathocles (c. 360-289 B.C.E.) as tyrant of the
Sicilian province in 317 B.C.E. A champion of Hellenism
and an able military leader, Agathocles prosecuted a series
of wars against the other Sicilian Greeks from about 316
to 313. These expanded his realm, giving him control of
Messina and other Sicilian cities, but it also strained his
formerly friendly relations with Carthage. Tension erupted
into war in 311, when a group of Agathocles’ enemies per-
suaded Carthage that the tyrant was a threat to their Sicil-
ian holdings.

During the first months of the war, the Carthaginian
leader Hamilcar Barca (d. 229/228 B.C.E.), who had been
sent to Sicily with a large force, crushed Agathocles’ troops
at Economus and laid siege to the city of Syracuse itself.
Against seemingly insurmountable odds, Agathocles
staged a remarkable escape from the besiegers by breaking
through their blockade. He then carried the war into
Africa, where for two years he harassed outlying
Carthaginian possessions. At one point his forces threat-
ened Carthage itself. A revolt at home forced Agathocles to
return to Sicily, and he was unable to continue his African
offensive. Although Carthaginian forces finally defeated
him in 307, his earlier achievements in Africa led a cir-
cumspect Carthage to conclude a favorable peace with the
Syracusan tyrant in 306, which actually served to enhance
the security of Syracuse by restricting the Carthaginian
rule in Sicily to the region west of the Halycus River. In
about 304 Agathocles adopted the title of king of Sicily.

Further reading: Titus Livius Livy, War with Hannibal
(New York: Viking Press, 1965); Henry Tillyard, Agatho-
cles (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1908).

Alaric and Stilico, Wars between
See STILICHO’S WARS WITH THE VISIGOTHS; VISIGOTHIC
RAIDS ON THE ROMAN EMPIRE.

Alaric’s First Invasion of Italy Sec Visicorhic
RAIDS ON THE ROMAN EMPIRE: ALARIC’S FIRST INVASION OF
ITALY.

Alaric’s Second Invasion of Italy
See VISIGOTHIC RAIDS ON THE ROMAN EMPIRE: ALARIC’S
SECOND INVASION OF ITALY.

Alaungpaya’s Wars of Conquest (1752-1760)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Alaungpaya, a Burmese village
headman vs. the Mon people, various other competing
tribes, and French colonial interests

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Burma (Myanmar)
DECLARATION: No formal declaration

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The unification, under
Alaungpaya, of the Third Burmese Empire

OUTCOME: Unification of Burma under the Konbaung
dynasty

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: No formal treaty

Until 1751, the history of Burma (Myanmar) was a patch-
work quilt consisting of competing tribes, dynasties, and
colonial powers. During the mid-18th century Alaungpaya
(1714-60), a village headman from the upper Burmese
province of Moksobomyo, united these conflicting ele-
ments in a series of conquests, which, beginning in 1752,
forged the powerful dynasty known as the Third Empire.
The unification movement, which started almost acciden-
tally, thrust the provincial leader into the international
arena and elevated Alaungpaya to a symbol of Burmese
nationalism.

In 1751 Burma was essentially split in half. The mid-
dle and upper regions were ruled by the unpopular and
declining Toungoo dynasty headquartered in Ava. The
lower half was controlled chiefly by the Mons, based at
Pegu, a dynasty backed by French colonial interests who
had plans to invade the north. In 1752 the Mons, led by
King Binnya Dala (d. 1774), began to carry out the inva-
sion by taking Ava and capturing the Toungoo king,
entirely unresisted. Flushed with this easy victory, Dala
returned to Pegu in triumph, taking with him most of his
army and leaving behind nothing more than a skeleton
force and a military governor assigned the duty of obtain-



ing oaths of allegiance from the outlying provinces. Within
the provinces was Alaungpaya’s village of Moksobomyo.
Confronted with the decision of whether to become a vas-
sal of the Mons, Alaungpaya chose to organize a resistance
movement, and a few days later, when the Mon detach-
ment arrived at the village, he met them with bullets, not
obedience. Thus began a long and bloody series of wars.

Dalaban, the Mon military governor, sent two regi-
ments to take Moksobomyo in 1752, but by the end of the
year Alaungpaya had defeated both. These victories, rela-
tively minor in themselves, greatly fueled the resistance,
and Alaungpaya capitalized on his triumphs to enlist sup-
porters from all over the region. Invoking the spirit of
nationalism and Burmese self-rule, Alaungpaya declared
himself king of all Burma and renamed Moksobomyo
Shwebo, making it the new capital of the empire. Fully
aware that this and his earlier victories would result in a
much larger Mon invasion, Alaungpaya dug in and pre-
pared for their return.

It did not take long for Dalaban to receive reinforce-
ments from Pegu and proceed to Shwebo, where he sur-
rounded Alaungpaya’s city, attacking it from all sides. For
five days and nights the Mons bombarded the city, but
Alaungpaya’s forces held strong. Growing impatient, Dala-
ban selected 1,500 of his best men to storm the walls of
the city and open the gates, but before they could carry
out their orders, Alaungpaya’s men decimated the elite
force from their fortifications inside. After the battle Mon
troops withdrew toward the Irrawaddy River. In response
Alaungpaya unleased a massive offensive, forcing the
Mons to break rank and attempt to float down the river to
Pegu. Hundreds drowned, and Dalaban retreated to Ava.

By the end of 1752, Alaungpaya had gained control of
all of Upper Burma, including the Shan states, except for
Ava. The following year he laid siege to Ava itself. Surpris-
ingly, he was met with no resistance; the Mons had slipped
out during the night. Alaungpaya left Ava to raise more
support in the surrounding Shan provinces. On learning
of his absence, the Mons returned, routed the small Bur-
mese nationalist force left outside the gates, and laid siege
to Ava. Alaungpaya, however, had anticipated the Mons’
move and returned to Ava with a massive force. Trapped
between two Burmese armies, the Mons were defeated,
thus paving the way for Alaungpaya’s conquest of Lower
Burma.

Lower Burma posed many problems for the Burmese
leader. First among them was the growing French pres-
ence in the region, which included an informal alliance
between the local French military commander and the
Mons. Second, the British East India Company, which was
at odds with the French in India, had become a formidable
presence in the Burmese territory of Negrais.

In 1755 Alaungpaya attacked the Mons in Lower
Burma and forced them to retreat to the fortified cities of
Pegu and Syriam. He then captured the port of Dagon,
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renamed it Rangoon, and interned several French and
English ships in the harbor. Hoping to receive arms from
the ships’ captains in exchange for their release, Alaung-
paya was instead rebuffed by them. The colonial vessels
managed to sail away at nightfall. Ill-equipped to storm
Syriam and Pegu, Alaungpaya returned to Upper Burma to
regroup.

In 1756 he returned to Rangoon and moved on Syr-
iam. For eight months the Burmese laid siege to the forti-
fied city. Then, fearing the arrival of French reinforcements
from India, Alaungpaya decided it was time to attack.
Choosing a mere 93 of his best men—Iater called “The
Golden Company of Syriam”—Alaungpaya sent them to
scale the walls of Syriam and open the gates. In contrast to
Binnya Dala’s fiasco at Shwebo, Alaungpaya’s men suc-
ceeded in their mission, and the Burmese troops routed the
city, whereupon French military leaders, including one
Captain Bruno, who had concluded an alliance with the
Mons, were executed.

Alaungpaya next proceeded to Myanaung to prepare
for his conquest of Pegu. While there he concluded a treaty
with the East India Company, through which, in return for
acknowledging the British right to occupy Negrais, he
received much-needed weapons and ammunition. In 1757
he successfully laid siege to Pegu, bringing about the abdi-
cation of Binnya Dala. Alaungpaya, already in firm control
of Upper Burma, was now accepted as the ruler of Lower
Burma as well. By 1759 British indifference to their own
1757 treaty prompted Alaungpaya to reclaim Negrais.

The frontier with Siam still posed a threat, and in
1760 Alaungpaya laid siege to the Siamese capital of Ayut-
thaya. During the siege he was wounded, and he died
retreating to Burma. At age 46 Alaungpaya had just begun
to reshape the course of Burmese history. His abbreviated
reign brought unity to the fragmented empire and estab-
lished the Konbaung dynasty, which would rule into the
next century.

Further reading: Maung Htin Aung, The History of
Burma (New York: Columbia University Press, 1967).

Albanian-Turkish Wars (1443-1478)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Albania vs. the Ottoman Empire
PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Albania

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Ottomans sought to
expand their empire and the influence of Islam, Albania
to defend its sovereignty and protect the Christian faith
against the infidel Turks.

OUTCOME: The Albanians repulsed 13 Turkish invasions
before being defeated by Sultan Muhammad II, the
Conqueror.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown
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CASUALTIES: Unknown
TREATIES: Albanian-Turkish truce of 1461

Under Sultan Murad II (1403[?]-51) the Ottoman Empire
launched a series of brutal invasions into eastern Europe,
hoping to seize Hungary, Serbia, and Albania. Unfortu-
nately for Murad, in each region there appeared a talented
military hero to frustrate Ottoman rapaciousness. In Hun-
gary it was the legendary John Hunyadi (1387-1456) who
repulsed the Turks (see HUNGARIAN-TURKISH WAR,
[1441-1444]); in Serbia George Brankovitch (r. 1427-56)
kept the Ottoman army at bay. In Albania the challenge
fell to a far more unlikely prospect—George Castriota,
better known as Skanderbeg (1405-68).

The son of an Albanian vassal prince, Castriota had
been captured by the Ottomans at a young age and taken
to the sultan’s court, where he was raised and educated.
There he lived the comfortable life of a courtier, becoming
one of Murad’s favorites. Those at court addressed him
with the title bey, Persian for “lord,” and at length the
young hostage converted to Islam. Given the name Skan-
derbeg after serving in the Ottoman army, probably as a
janissary, he could easily have lost himself in the luxuries
and privileges of the Turkish harem. Instead, when Alba-
nia fell under the threat of attack by the Turks, he deserted
the Ottoman army and returned to defend his homeland,
renouncing Islam, reconverting to Christianity, and form-
ing a league of the traditionally disputatious Albanian
nobility.

In fact, it was the very quarrelsomeness of the Alba-
nian nobles, their internecine squabbling and disunity,
that had made their country an attractive target for Otto-
man aggression. United behind Skanderbeg, however, they
were able to seize the purportedly impregnable Ottoman-
held fortress of Krujé and launch, under Skanderbeg’s bril-
liant supervision, a successful military campaign against
the Turks in 1443. For two decades and more Albania
repulsed every Ottoman advance, some 13 invasions in all
between 1444 and 1466.

In hopes of ending the Turkish threat permanently as
well as shoring up Albanian sovereignty, Skanderbeg in
1448 joined forces with Hungary’s John Hunyadi in an
alliance that also included Serbia and Bosnia. It marked
the only time Skanderbeg took the offensive against the
Turks, but his quadruple alliance was swiftly defeated by
Murad in October 1448 at the Second Battle of Kosovo.
The defeat left Serbian and Bosnian independence in jeop-
ardy and devastated Hungary militarily, but Skanderbeg
became the hero of the entire Western world when he
broke Murad’s siege of the stronghold at Krugé in 1451.
Aid poured into Albania from every corner—Venice,
Naples, Hungary, and the Vatican’s Papal States.

That same year Murad died. He was succeeded by his
son Sultan Muhammad II (1429-81), who soon became
known as “Muhammad the Conqueror.” Muhammad did

not, however, conquer either Hunyadis Hungary or Skan-
derbeg’s Albania, though not for want of trying. Holding
the tenuous Albanian alliance together, often using guer-
rilla tactics, Skanderbeg met with success after success. In
1461 he won a major victory against Muhammad that
allowed him to impose a 10-year truce on the Porte, as the
Ottoman government was called, only to violate the peace
himself when the Pope, who called Skanderbeg “the
Champion of Christ,” asked him to launch a new crusade
in 1463. Skanderbegs troops raided Macedonia and
defeated the Turks in 1464 and again in 1465. In 1466 Sul-
tan Muhammad personally led an invasion of Albania, con-
ducting another heavy siege of Krujé and devastating the
country. The sultan’s destructive campaign cost Skander-
beg his foreign allies, who deserted him by 1467. George
Castriota, née Skanderbeg, aka Champion of Christ, died
the following year. The Albanian nobles immediately
resumed their bickering while conducting a desultory war
against the Ottomans. When Krujé finally fell in 1471,
Muhammad ordered all the inhabitants decapitated, a bru-
tal harbinger of what the Albanians could expect when the
Conqueror regained control of their country for the
Ottomans, which he succeeded in doing by 1478.

Further reading: Kristo Frashéri, The History of Alba-
nia: A Brief Survey (Tirana, Albania: N. Pub., 1964).

Albanian Uprising, First (1910-1912)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Albania vs. Ottoman Empire
PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Albania and Macedonia
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Albanians sought self-
government.

OUTCOME: The Ottomans crushed an Albanian bid for
independence.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Albanian rebels, 20,000; Ottoman army, 40,000
CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

Long oppressed by the corrupt Ottoman Empire, Albania
sought independence from Turkish domination. To this
end, the Albanian independence movement aided the
Young Turk movement in its effort to overthrow the old
Ottoman regime and radically reform Turkish govern-
ment. In return for this aid, the Albanians understood that
they would be granted a significant measure of self-gov-
ernment and relief from Ottoman taxation. After achieving
control of the Ottoman government in 1908, however, the
Young Turks reneged on the promise made to the Albani-
ans. Worse, the new Turkish government levied even more
burdensome taxes on Albania. This prompted an orga-
nized, militant rebellion on the part of some 8,000 north-
ern Albanians. Beginning in March 1910, the uprising



spread rapidly southward, to Korcé, Albania, and even
into parts of Macedonia.

The first revolt broke out north of the Kosovo
province in March 1910. Initially, the Turks could field no
more than 16,000 men against some 20,000 rebels. By
May 1910 reinforcements swelled the Turkish units to
40,000, and the rebellion was put down. Nevertheless,
emboldened by the growing independence movement,
Albanian leaders convened in Montenegro to draw up a
demand for self-government, which they submitted to the
Turks. In response the Turkish government dispatched a
large army force, which quickly and savagely put down
the rebellion during June 1910. The brutally established
peace was short lived. In March 1911 some 4,000 rebels
struck again in the north. Rebellion pushed southward
until the Turks restored peace by making modest conces-
sions to Albanian autonomy. The next year, however, more
than 3,000 Albanians staged an uprising in May. Before the
year was out rebel strength had reached about 20,000, and
the Albanians took the city of Pristina. At this point, how-
ever, the rebellion was swallowed up in the larger FirsT
BALKAN WAR.

Further reading: Kristo Frashéri, The History of Alba-
nia: A Brief Survey (Tirana, Albania: N. Pub., 1964).

Albanian Uprising, Second See Atsanian
UPRISINGS.

Albanian Uprising, Third See Atsanian
UPRISINGS.

Albanian Uprising, Fourth See Atsanian
UPRISINGS.

Albanian Uprisings (1932-1937)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: King Zog I vs. liberal and
Marxist Albanian rebels

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Albania

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The fascist-backed auto-
cratic Zog, who had seized power in the turmoil following
World War I and the collapse of the Hapsburg and
Ottoman Empires, was opposed to Albanian reformers.
OUTCOME: Beginning as a pawn in the post—World War I
diplomatic struggle between Italy and France, Zog ended
as a victim of the rising fascist takeover of pre~World
War II Europe. The weakness of his rule exposed by the
uprisings, he was deposed and forced into exile by Benito
Mussolini.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown
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CASUALTIES: Unknown
TREATIES: None

In the 1920s, before the rise of Nazi Germany, Benito Mus-
solini’s fascist Italy was the preeminent aggressive power
on the European continent. Italian foreign policy was a
mixture of bombast and caution, like its preening and
touchy leader. At the Lausanne Conference in the summer
of 1923, 11 Duce had dramatically stopped his train at a
distance to force French premier Raymond Poincaré and
Britain’s Lord Curzon to come to him. Under Benito Mus-
solini (1883-1945), Italy was the first Great Power to offer
a hand to the Bolsheviks with a trade agreement, and Mus-
solini was proud both of Italy’s role in the League of
Nations and as a guarantor of the Locarno Pact. Mus-
solini’s main sphere of activity, however, was the Balkans.

When an Italian general surveying a border of one of
Albania’s Greek-speaking provinces was killed in 1923,
Mussolini ordered his navy to bomb the Greek island of
Corfu—and the League of Nations awarded Italy, not
Greece, an indemnity for the incident. Italy annexed
Fiume in January 1924, even though Woodrow Wilson
(1856-1924) had insisted in 1919 at Versailles that Fiume
be granted free-city status. Given these and other actions,
Yugoslavia was suspicious of Italian ambitions, especially
in Albania, despite Rome’s attempts to regularize diplo-
matic relations with Belgrade. Later in 1924 the Yugoslavs
backed a coup d’état in Albania that elevated the Muslim
Ahmed Bey Zogu (1895-1961) to power. Once in control,
however, Zogu turned to Italy for aid and protection. First
Italy provided Albania economic relief in the Tirane Pact
of 1927, then Mussolini and Zogu joined in a military
alliance in 1927; ultimately, at a convention in July of
1928, 1l Duce declared Albania a virtual protectorate, and
Ahmed Zogu became King Zog I.

Thus, Zog came to power as part of the Italian diplo-
matic attempt to counter French influence in the successor
states of the old Austro-Hungarian Empire, when Mus-
solini was first beginning to flex his foreign policy muscle
and place Italy in the center of the interwar turmoil that
plagued Europe. Zog, a dictator who ruled as autocratically
as any leader in Europe, proved himself worthy of his fas-
cist sponsor, and by the early 1930s he was facing strong
opposition from liberal reformers and Marxist-oriented
Muslim radicals who appealed directly to the country’s
Islamic majority. Insurrections occurred in 1932, 1935,
and 1937, but they were relatively small, poorly planned
affairs that Zog easily suppressed. Zog’s hold on power,
however, remained tenuous enough that his punishment of
the rebels was surprisingly lenient—he executed only a few
ringleaders—and he felt compelled to undertake minor
social and administrative reforms as a show of good faith.

Meanwhile, the diplomatic brinkmanship of Adolf
Hitler (1889-1945) had gained him control over much of
Europe without a shot being fired by the Great Powers,
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who were bent on appeasement of the saber-rattling Nazis.
Benito Mussolini had been closely and enviously following
Hitler’s succession of brilliant diplomatic coups against
what was quite evidently the enfeebled democracies of the
West. In his rise from obscurity to absolute power in Ger-
many, Hitler had admired Mussolini as a model fascist
leader, and Mussolini liked to consider the German ftithrer
his younger protégé. Mussolini understood that Italy tradi-
tionally fared best when playing Germany off against
France, and he feared Hitler’s expansion into the Danube
River basin. Moreover, when the Nazis had arranged for
the murder of Austrian chancellor Engelbert Dollfuss
(1892-1934)—whom Mussolini had supported on condi-
tion he establish an Italian-style fascist regime—Mussolini
responded with the threat of force. In London and Paris the
appeasers were beginning to see Il Duce as the one leader
with the will to stand up to Hitler. As Hitler placed pres-
sure on the coal- and iron-rich Saarland, Britain, France,
and Italy met in the spring of 1935 at a conference in Stresa
to reaffirm their joint opposition to German expansion.

However, Mussolini then decided to imitate his pro-
tégé and simply take the independent African empire of
Abyssinia (Ethiopia) from Haile Selassie (1892-1975).
France and Britain felt they could not merely wink at
Mussolini’s Ethiopian adventure, so they pushed mild eco-
nomic sanctions against Italy through the League of
Nations. However, the sanctions included neither an
embargo on oil, which would have grounded Mussolini’s
air force, nor closure of the Suez Canal, which would have
cut his supply line. Germany, no longer in the league,
ignored the sanctions, thus healing the rift between the
two dictators. In May of 1936 Italian troops entered Addis
Ababa and completed the conquest of Abyssinia, smashing
the Stresa Front and transforming the League of Nations,
according to historian A. J. P. Taylor, in a single day from a
powerful body imposing sanctions, seemingly more effec-
tive than ever before, to an empty sham. In June Mussolini
appointed his son-in-law, Galeazzo Ciano, foreign minis-
ter, and in July Ciano acquiesced in Germany’s annexation
of Austria. In November came the announcement of a
vague Rome-Berlin Axis, and a year later, in December of
1937, Italy, too, quit the League of Nations.

By 1939, however, Hitler was clearly the leader of the
Axis, and he sometimes treated the preening Il Duce as the
junior partner he in fact had become in fascist Europe.
Increasingly, Mussolini felt he had something to prove in
the face of Hitler's aggressive foreign diplomacy. Thus, on
April 7 Ttaly annexed Albania and removed its erstwhile
client King Zog. Now Mussolini was again a figure worthy
of alliance with Hitler. It was ultimately Mussolini’s depos-
ing of Zog and annexing of Albania that persuaded Hitler
to sign the 1939 “Pact of Steel” with Italy, turning the Ital-
ian-German “axis” into a true military alliance. Tellingly,
the treaty began by acknowledging Italy’s hegemony over
Ethiopia and Albania, referring to Victor Emanuel I1I, titu-

lar head of the Italian government, as “King of Italy and
Albania, Emperor of Ethiopia.” Meanwhile, the former
“king” of Albania was forced to flee into exile (see WORLD
WAR II: THE BALKANS).

See also WORLD WAR I; WORLD WAR II.

Further reading: Kristo Frashéri, The History of Alba-
nia: A Brief Survey (Tirana, Albania: N. Pub., 1964).

Albigensian Crusade (1209-1229)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Roman Catholic Church vs. the
Albigensian heretics

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Southern France

DECLARATION: 1208, by Pope Innocent I11

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Albigensian opposition to
the Roman Catholic Church

OUTCOME: Nobles of southern France accepted Catholic
French rule

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: Treaty of Meaux, 1229

The Albigensians were Christian heretics (mainly Cathar-
ists) concentrated in southern France (Languedoc) who
formed an antisectoral party opposing the Roman church.
Influenced by the multicultural makeup of the shipping
ports in the region, the Albigensians were exposed to and
adopted Catharism, a dualistic variation on more orthodox
Christian belief that stressed eternal conflict between the
forces of good and evil, and that held the material world to
be evil. In 1208, after repeated attempts at the pacific con-
version of the heretics, Pope Innocent III (1161-1216)
declared a military crusade against them, offering papal
fiefdoms in Toulouse to anyone who would participate.
Catholic nobles from all over the north of France raced
into action.

The crusade pitted the Catholic nobles of northern
France, led by Simon IV de Montfort (c. 1160-1218),
against the Catharist nobles of the south, commanded by
the count of Toulouse, Raymond IV (1156-1222). A major
battle at Muret in 1213 proved to be the turning point of
the crusade. Albigensian forces, aided by Pedro II of
Aragon (1174-1213), besieged Montfort’s headquarters at
Muret and appeared to have bottled him up there. How-
ever, Montfort managed to escape the tightening grip of
the southern forces, redirect his troops, and accomplish
the rout of the unsuspecting Albigensians in a bloody
ambush. Pedro II was killed, a significant loss because his
death completed the split between Aquitaine and Aragon.
By this time, clearly, the conflict had became a political
rather than a religious war; obviously, Pedro II had had no
intention of defending heresy.



Montfort proceeded to Toulouse and in 1215 declared
himself count of the former Albigensian stronghold. In
1218 Montfort was killed, but the inquisition he instituted
against the heretics had already taken a heavy toll. The
population was systematically persecuted and the country-
side sacked and pillaged. The doors of southern France
had been forcibly opened to Catholic France, and con-
struction of churches and monasteries had already begun
on a large scale. By 1229 the magnificent Provencal civi-
lization created by the Albigensians was largely in ruins.
That same year the crusade formally ended with the sign-
ing of the Treaty of Meaux, by which the independent
kingdoms of the south accepted Catholic French rule.
Thus, the French Crown emerged from the bitter “cru-
sades” as the only real victor, having gained control over
Languedoc. As for Catharism, it slowly eroded along with
its social base.

Further reading: Aubrey Burl, Gods Heretics: The
Albigensian Crusade (London: Sutton Publishing, 2002);
Joseph R. Strayer, The Albigensian Crusades (New York:
Dial Press, 1971); Jonathan Sumption, The Albigensian
Crusade (London: Faber and Faber, 2000).

Alemannic Invasion of Gaul (298)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Roman Gaul vs. the Alemannic
tribes

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Gaul (modern-day France)
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Alemanni sought
plunder and hegemony over Gaul; the Romans fought to
defend Gaul and expel the Alemanni beyond its frontier
OUTCOME: The Alemanni were routed and Gaul remained
free of barbarian incursions

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: Unknown

Gaul, a province of the Roman Empire for centuries, lay
undefended from time to time, depending on the strength
of the western emperor, and its occasional vulnerability
encouraged raids by neighboring marauding tribes. In
298 the barbarian Alemanni, a nomadic people from the
north, who first became known to history when the
Romans attacked them in 213 and who, by 260, occupied
the Agri Decumates, swept into Gaul and began ravaging
the countryside.

In response to the invasion, the Roman Senate dis-
patched Flavius Valerius Constantius (c. 250-306), “Cae-
sar” of the Western Roman Empire and commander of its
armies. By the time Constantius was able to deploy his
legions in the field, the Alemanni already controlled much
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of Gaul and had destroyed a good portion of the country-
side. Almost immediately Constantius met the Alemanni at
the battle of Lingones, a small town in northeastern Gaul,
which would prove a spectacular victory for the Romans.
Beaten back earlier in the day, then trapped by the invaders
against the walls of the city, Constantius called on his
reserve to lower ropes down the city walls. A good portion
of the army scrambled up to safety. That same day Constan-
tius was able to call for reinforcements, and when he led his
legions back into the field, he defeated and routed the Ale-
manni, who scattered into the scorched countryside.

The Alemanni regrouped at the town of Vindonissa
and turned to meet Constantius’s pursuit. The Roman
general engaged in battle, without halting to rest his
troops, but Roman discipline held and the Alemanni were
totally defeated and driven from Gaul. Vindonissa brought
an end to the barbarian incursions for the time being, at
least while Constantius ruled Gaul with a firm hand.

Further reading: J. B. Bury, Invasion of Europe by the
Barbarians (New York: W. W. Norton, 2000); Anthony
King, Roman Gaul and Germany (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1990).

Alexander’s Advance into Central Asia
(329-328 B.C.E.)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Alexander’s Macedonian forces
vs. remnants of the Persian army, Bactrian forces under
Bessus, and the Scythians of Sogdiana

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Central Asia

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Conquest of Persia and its
allies

OUTCOME: The region was conquered, and Alexander
used it as a springboard for his conquest of India.
APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

In pursuit of Darius III (d. 330 B.C.E.), king of Persia, who
he had defeated, Alexander the Great (356-323 B.C.E.),
emperor of Macedon, approached Babylon. He ran Darius
to ground, but about 60 Persian nobles, led by Bessus (d.
¢. 329 B.C.E.), satrap of Bactria, murdered Darius to keep
him out of Alexander’s hands. Alexander pursued the flee-
ing remnants of the Persian army. He struck such terror
into the hearts of the enemy troops that Babylon fell to
him without a fight in 331. From here, he rooted out
rebels in the mountains, then destroyed Persepolis, the
ancient capital of Persia, and pressed on in pursuit of the
murderers of Darius. As he did this, he penetrated Central
Asia and continually consolidated his conquests en route.
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Alexander advanced relentlessly eastward through
Parthia and into Bactria. Here he captured Bessus, who he
executed, then turned north and crossed the Oxus, pene-
trating Sogdiana in Central Asia.

In Sogdiana his forces were repeatedly set upon by
savage Scythian tribesmen, especially as his troops tra-
versed the mountain passes south and west of the
Jaxartes River. In more than one exchange, Alexander,
always in the vanguard of his army, was wounded, once
gravely. However, he effected a masterly crossing of the
Jaxartes by improvising rafts made of tents stuffed with
hay. As the masses of infantry crossed in this manner,
other infantrymen covered their comrades, defending
against the onslaught of Scythian bowmen along the river
bank. Once landed on the opposite shore, Alexander’s
forces trounced the Scythians. After these tribesmen were
neutralized, Alexander led his forces back to Sogdiana to
crush a revolt led by Spitamenes (d. 328 B.C.E.), the
deposed satrap of the province. The campaign against Spita-
menes’s rebels consumed nearly a year, but by 328, Sogdi-
ana was firmly within the Macedonian fold, and Alexander
launched out into India.

Further reading: Flavius Arrianus, The Campaigns of
Alexander (New York: Viking, 1976); Peter Green, Alexan-
der of Macedon, 356323 B.C.E.: A Historical Biography
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992).

Alexander’s Army, July Mutiny of
(326 B.C.E.)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Mutiny of Alexander III the
Great’s Macedonian army

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): The mutiny took place in India.
DECLARATION: Appeal of the soldiers, July 326 B.C.E.
MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The army, exhausted by
ceaseless and far-ranging campaigning, wanted to return
to Macedonia.

ouTcOME: Without violence, the troops prevailed, and
Alexander broke off his Indian conquest.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Alexander’s forces, 50,000-60,000 men at this time
CASUALTIES: None

TREATIES: None

ALEXANDER’S INVASION OF INDIA (328-326 B.C.E.) was
ended not by opposition from the enemy, but by the fail-
ure of his soldiers to match the passion and endurance of
their leader. By July of 326 B.C.E., Alexander had pene-
trated India as far as the Beas (Hyphasis) River. Here he
paused, and his army staged one of the greatest military
mutinies of ancient times. Although massive, the mutiny
was essentially nonviolent and even respectful. Alexander
Il the Great understood that the force behind his con-
quests was the morale of his troops. Violence was not nec-

essary to persuade him to accede to their demand to break
off the Indian campaign and return to Macedonia. He rec-
ognized that, as a force, they were spent. Alexander began
the long march home.

Further reading: Peter Green, Alexander of Macedon,
356-323 B.C.E.: A Historical Biography (Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California Press, 1992).

Alexander’s Campaigns of Consolidation
(335 B.C.E.)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Alexander the Great vs. rebels in
Thrace and Greece, and the tribes of Illyria

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Greece and lands along the
Danube River and the Adriatic Sea

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: After the assassination
of Philip of Macedonia, the system of conquests and
alliances he had pieced together threatened to unravel.
OUTCOME: Ascending the throne upon his father’s death,
Alexander the Great put down a rebellion in Thrace,
conquered new lands in Illyria, and destroyed his rivals
in Greece itself.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: In Thebes: 6,000 rebels killed, 20,000 sold
into slavery

TREATIES: None

At the dawn of the 4th century B.C.E., 50 years before the
birth of Alexander the Great (356-323 B.C.E.), the Aegean
world was in disarray as a result of the Peloponnese War
(see PELEPONNESE WAR, FIRST; PELOPENNESE WAR, SEC-
OND). Sparta, which had emerged the victor in a conflict
that had pitted Greek against Greek, scourged cities, top-
pled governments, and devastated Greek economic life,
would enjoy only a brief and bloody hegemony before its
neighbors—Corinth, Thebes, Argos, and Athens—banded
together to fight the Spartans in the CORINTHIAN WAR from
395 to 387 B.C.E. More than a decade of fighting saw Athens
rise again as a power, backed by the confederacy called the
Athenian League. Thebes, too, having invented a new kind
of battle formation called the phalanx, was able to rout a
full-scale Spartan attack in 371, only to turn in the eyes of
the other Greek city-states from a champion of liberty into
an alarming threat. In the coming years alliances would
fracture, partners switch sides, and new wars rage from one
end of Greece to the other. Athens, campaigning on several
fronts, ultimately met with a string of reversals; Thebes
again conquered Sparta; new treaties would be signed; but
nothing was really solved, and exhaustion alone ended
many of the hostilities.

Little wonder, then, that a number of post-Socratic
Greek thinkers—Plato, Aristotle, Isocrates—would be pre-



occupied with a better way of governing or that the idea of
a confederacy held together by a powerful leader would
begin to gain currency. Few of those discussing such mat-
ters, however, would have recognized such a paragon in the
young Philip IT of Macedonia (382-336 B.C.E.), who was
then gathering his strength in his backward, mountainous
kingdom of rude and dour peasants and brawling, heavy-
drinking landowning warriors, despite the claims of his
house to be descended from Heracles. Even so, the Macedo-
nian conquered Greece, established the Corinthian League,
built a formidable army, and launched an invasion of Per-
sia (see PHILIP OF MACEDONIA'S NORTHERN CONQUESTS).
Philip was deprived of his victory in Persia when assassi-
nated in a plot by his wife and jealous nobles, but the Greek
expedition was carried to success by his son, Alexander.
Alexander the Great would come as close as anyone could
to being the kind of king the philosophers imagined might
rule the ancient world.

Born in Pella, Macedonia, in 356, Alexander, a stu-
dent of Aristotle, was by 18 commanding a wing of cavalry
after Philip used an incident at Delphi as an excuse to
invade central Greece (see SACRED WAR, THIRD). He was
there when his father called an assembly of states at
Corinth and announced the rules by which Greece would
henceforth be governed. Philip had married Alexander’s
mother, Olympia, who was the sister of the king of Epirus,
at least in part for political reasons. She was determined
that her son should succeed Philip, and, after she had
engineered Philip’s death in 336 B.C.E., Alexander, then 20
years old, became king of Macedonia.

First he had to attend to matters of security at home,
liquidate his rivals, and consolidate his political power. No
sooner had Philip died than the fabric of conquests and
alliances he had carefully woven together showed signs of
unravelling. A revolt broke out in Thrace, and Alexander
marched north to quell it. Since he was there, he led his
phalanxes against the wild tribes of Illyria as well, extend-
ing Macedonia’s empire to the Danube and west to the Adri-
atic. Meanwhile, rumors had begun spreading in Greece
that Alexander had been killed in battle, and several mem-
bers of the Corinthian League, led by Thebes, rose in rebel-
lion against Macedonia. Alexander spun around and swept
back into Greece, marching the 300 miles from Illyria in 12
days. Standing before the gates of Thebes, he demanded its
surrender and, when the rebels refused, razed the city. A
total of 6,000 Thebans were slaughtered outright, and
20,000 were sold into slavery. So draconian had been
Thebes’s punishment that Alexander was, perhaps for the
first time in his life, troubled by conscience. After ascend-
ing to the throne he made a pilgrimage to Delphi to expiate
his guilt, then visited Corinth to revive the Corinthian
League and enlist support for the Asian crusade his father
had been planning at his death (see ALEXANDER'S ADVANCE
INTO CENTRAL ASIA).

Further reading: Flavius Arrianus, The Campaigns of
Alexander (New York: Viking, 1976); Peter Green, Alexander
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of Macedon, 356-323 B.C.E.: A Historical Biography (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1992).

Alexander’s Invasion of India (327-3258.c.E)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Macedonian Greeks under
Alexander the Great vs. various Indian peoples

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): India

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Conquest of India
OUTCOME: Alexander conquered India as far as the
Punjab.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Alexander’s forces, 90,000; at the Battle of the Hydaspes
(326 B.C.E.), Alexander had 20,000 men, Porus (of India),
35,000.

CASUALTIES: At the Battle of the Hydaspes, the Macedonia
Greeks lost 1,000, Porus’s army lost 12,000; 9,000 were
taken prisoner, including Porus.

TREATIES: None

The forces of Alexander the Great (356-323 B.C.E.) invaded
India from their winter camp in the Hindu Kush (the
mountainous borderlands of modern Afghanistan and
Pakistan), marching south to the Indus River, which they
reached in the summer of 327. At the Khyber Pass, near
Aornos, Alexander was resisted by rebel highland tribal
warriors. They took up positions on a forbidding plateau
reaching some 7,000 feet. These refuges seemed impreg-
nable and certainly were to any conventional siege.
Alexander quietly had an 800-foot-deep ravine filled,
mounted his catapults on the fill, and also used it to access
the north face of the plateau. By night, leading 30 men,
Alexander scaled the cliff. He then stepped aside to give
the men the “honor” of being the first to assault the rebel
position. The rebels, however, killed all 30 men by show-
ering them with boulders. Alexander let another night
pass and then, when he heard the rebels’ victory drums on
the third night, he knew that the rebels assumed they had
defeated him. He chose this moment to make a surprise
attack, which was overwhelming. This victory achieved,
Alexander continued down the Indus valley.

His next adversary was a powerful Punjab raja, Porus
(fl. fourth century B.C.E.) with some 35,000 men. Alexan-
der met him in battle at the Hydaspes River in May 326
B.C.E. Once again the natural obstacles seemed insur-
mountable. The river was in flood, raging, and Porus com-
manded some 200 fierce elephants. Alexander set up his
camp defiantly across the river but in full view of the raja.
He established a camp routine and deliberately avoided
any signs of readying an attack. After some days Porus and
his forces were lulled into lowering their guard. Alexander
left most of his army in camp and slipped out with just
11,000 of his 20,000 men. He boldly crossed the flooding
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river and in a spectacular two-pronged attack defeated
Porus’s chariots, then attacked the elephants with infantry,
who wielded axes against the beasts. In defeat Porus so
admired Alexander’s skill that he became a friend and ally,
willingly serving as his guide down the rest of the Indus.

After the battle, Alexander turned down the Beas
River, a tributary of the Indus in northwestern India, eager
to press on with his campaign of conquest. His army, how-
ever, long away from home, yearned to return to Greece
and staged a mutiny in July (see ALEXANDER'S ARMY, THE
JuLy MuTINY OE Alexander backtracked and on his way
home subdued and conquered the Malli people.

Further reading: Flavius Arrianus, The Campaigns of
Alexander (New York: Viking, 1976); Peter Green, Alexan-
der of Macedon, 356-323 B.C.E.: A Historical Biography
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992).

Alexander’s Occupation of Egypt
(332-331 B.C.E.)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Macedonian forces of Alexander
III the Great vs. Egypt

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Egypt

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Conquest

OUTCOME: Alexander took and occupied Egypt with
virtually no resistance.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Minimal

TREATIES: None, save for the recognition of the priests of
the Temple of Zeus Ammon

After taking Tyre, Syria, and Palestine, pausing signifi-
cantly only at the conquest of Gaza (see ALEXANDER’S
SIEGE OF GAzA), Alexander III the Great entered Egypt. In
the face of his overwhelming power, the Egyptians offered
little opposition, and he quickly occupied the vast country
during December 332 to March 331.

Warfare here was chiefly administrative. He estab-
lished strong military garrisons in every major Egyptian
city, then founded one of his own: Alexandria. It was des-
tined to become the greatest city of the many that bore his
name.

To secure sanction of his conquest of Egypt and hege-
mony over it, Alexander made a long and arduous journey
to the Temple of Zeus Amon, at the oasis of Siwa, deep in
the Libyan desert. There he was recognized and hailed by
the priests as nothing less than the son of Zeus Amon.

Further reading: Flavius Arrianus, The Campaigns of
Alexander (New York: Viking, 1976); Peter Green, Alexan-
der of Macedon, 356-323 B.C.E.: A Historical Biography
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992).

Alexander’s Persian Campaign
(334-330 B.C.E.)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Greece vs. Persia

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Eastern Mediterranean and

Asia Minor

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: After consolidating the
Greek mainland, Alexander the Great launched an
invasion of Persia to recapture Greek cities lost in

past wars.

OUTCOME: Early victories against Persian emperor Darius
I1I led Alexander to set as his goal the conquest of the
entire Persian Empire; by the time of Darius’s assassination,
Alexander had taken control of roughly half the empire’s
dominions and styled himself the new “King of Kings,”
that is, the new emperor.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
300,000-plus Persians; initially 35,000 Macedonians
CASUALTIES: At the Battle of Issus Alexander lost 450, the
Persians approximately 50,000; at Arbolla Alexander lost
500, the Persians, again, some 50,000.

TREATIES: None

Alexander the Great (356-323 B.C.E.) succeeded to the
Macedonian throne in 336 B.C.E. after liquidating many of
his rivals and consolidating his political power (see
ALEXANDER'S CAMPAIGNS OF CONSOLIDATION) in the wake
of his father’s assassination. Once he had the rebellious
Greeks under his control, he immediately turned to the
Asian crusade that his father, Philip II (382-336 B.C.E.),
had been planning almost from the moment Macedonia
became the ruling house of the Hellenes.

The idea for an Asian campaign went back at least to
the rhetorician Isocrates (436-338 B.C.E.), Plato’s great
philosophical rival, who had argued that not only should
the Greek cities quit quarrelling among themselves and
unite under a strong leader, but that they should also turn
their combined energies to recapturing Greek cities lost in
war to the Persians. Philip had recognized the value of
such an expedition, and Alexander, as his son and a pupil
of Aristotle, was just as keen on the advantages: punishing
the Persians—as was his father’s wish—for the Greco-
PERSIAN WARs from 500 to 448 B.C.E. and the Corinthian
SociaL WAR OF 357 to 355 B.C.E. and uniting Greece
against a common enemy, not to mention replenishing
Macedonia’s bare coffers.

Thus, in the spring of 334 Alexander began the military
expeditions that would occupy the rest of his life. Deter-
mined to liberate the Greek cities in Asia, he marched out
of Pella with 30,000 foot soldiers and 5,000 cavalry,
a tiny force with which to assail a continent, but the
supremely confident Alexander put his faith in speed and
daring. At the Hellespont he left the crossing to his generals



while he steered a course for Troy, there to place a wreath
on the grave of Achilles and to take away an ancient Home-
ric shield, which he bore as a talisman of his prowess.

At the first true battle, in 334 B.C.E., he threw his cav-
alry against a Persian force equal to his own at the river
Granicus, and the momentum of the charge carried the
day. Alexander led the charge, and in the hand-to-hand
combat that followed an enemy spear clanged against his
breastplate and a battle-ax split his plumed helmet. How-
ever, he never suffered a cut, and the Persians fled, terri-
fied by the sheer fury of the Macedonians. Alexander
marched down the Ionian coast, becoming the liberator
for whom its Greek-speaking population had prayed. City
after city threw open its gates. Several, heavily garrisoned
by the Persians, required more force. Miletus, a major Per-
sian naval base, fell after a surprise attack and siege in 334
B.C.E.; Halicarnassus, an important port, also surrendered
after a brief siege in 334 B.C.E.

As Alexander pushed east into Asia Minor, the Persian
defenders of the narrow pass at the Tarsus Mountains fled
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at the news of his approach. Alexander followed them out
onto the Mediterranean coastal plain above Syria. The Per-
sian emperor, Darius III (d. 330 B.C.E.)—at last aware
there was a new threat coming from the west—had mobi-
lized an army of perhaps as many as 300,000, including a
number of Greek mercenaries, to check the 35,000 Mace-
donian troops.

At the Battle of Issus (333 B.C.E.) the Persians encoun-
tered a disciplined army that this time relied on superior
tactics instead of the speed and boldness Alexander had
employed at Granicus. Led by Darius himself, the Persians
anchored their defense between the mountains and the
sea, a cramped position that left little room for Darius to
maneuver his superior numbers. In contrast, Alexander
deployed his army to maximum effect, its flanks covered
by his quick-moving cavalry and its center secured by its
strong Greek phalanxes. As the armies engaged, Alexan-
der spied a weak spot in Darius’s line and lanced through
it. Watching the battle from the rear in an ornate chariot,
Darius saw his line waver, fall back, and then disintegrate.
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Battle of Gaugamela (Arbela), 331 B.C.E.

With growing horror the Persian tyrant spied the Macedo-
nian warrior-king astride his legendary horse, Bucephalus,
galloping straight for him. Darius fled the field.
Alexander marched south down the coast, taking one
Persian stronghold after another. For seven months he
besieged the massively fortified city of Tyre, located on an
island just offshore (see TYRE, SIEGE OF), finally storming
the citadel in July 332. He occupied Palestine and Phoeni-
cia (see ALEXANDER'S SIEGE OF Gaza), before turning
toward Egypt, which he subdued between 332 and 331.
There, he was declared a son of Amon, the Egyptians’
supreme deity. He founded Alexandria (according to leg-
end at a site based on a description from Homer) but did
not linger in Egypt (see ALEXANDER'S OCCUPATION OF
EGYPT). Returning to Tyre in 331, he then followed the arc
of the fertile triangle eastward into Mesopotamia. Darius
had seen enough and sent an envoy to sue for peace, offer-
ing his daughter in marriage, 10,000 gold talents, and a

third of his empire. Alexander, whose ambition had grown
mightily since crossing the Hellespont, refused. His goal
now was nothing less than the conquest of the entire Per-
sian Empire, with its marvelous vistas of new lands, new
cultures, and new riches.

Preparing to meet the Macedonian firebrand at a point
east of the Tigris in 331 B.C.E., Darius once more mobilized
a massive army, outnumbering Alexander’s army perhaps
five to one, though the Macedonian had swelled his own
army with newly hired mercenaries. This time Darius
chose his battle site more carefully. The plain at Gaugamela
offered enough open ground to give full range to his
greater numbers, and Darius improved the field by plowing
it flat. He planned not only to avoid the bottleneck he had
suffered at Issus but to use 50 highly mobile chariots spe-
cially designed with scythe blades attached to their wheels
to grind up and scatter the Greek phalanx. When Alexan-
der arrived at the site his generals urged a surprise night



attack to improve the odds. But their commander refused
to “steal” a victory and retired to his tent for the night,
there to plan a special assault that relied on the superior
speed and discipline of his own men while also taking into
account what he had come to learn about Darius’s temper-
ament.

As the battle commenced on the following morning,
Alexander deployed his cavalry obliquely to the right in
an effort to throw the enemy line off balance. The maneu-
ver worked: Taken in by the ruse, Darius ordered his
troops to follow. Many soon found themselves stumbling
about in the rough terrain just beyond Darius’s carefully
prepared battlefield. Meanwhile, Darius had ordered his
chariots forward against the Macedonian phalanxes
advancing in the center. Suddenly, however, the flood of
the Greek advance parted. The scythed chariots shot
through the opening ranks of the phalanxes, thundering
harmlessly to the Greek rear, where Alexander’s waiting
cavalry dealt with them. As the Greek historian Plutarch
(46-after 119) described it, scarcely a Macedonian was
killed or injured. Instead, Alexander, waiting for the
moment he knew would come, charged through the Per-
sian line when it momentarily thinned. Once again
Alexander led the charge; once again he aimed directly for
Darius’s imperial chariot; once again Darius’s nerve failed
him; and—as at Issus—he turned tail and ran.

The utterly humiliated Darius retreated to Medina,
his empire crumbling behind him, as Alexander drove
forward from one Persian city to the next, meeting at best
only scattered resistance. Babylon not only threw open its
golden gates to him in 331, but staged a month-long festi-
val in honor of the conqueror. Susa quickly capitulated
the same year. When a local satrap attempted to hold his
ground near Persepolis, Alexander not only overran the
Persian troops but allowed his own soldiers a rare bout of
pillaging. When Alexander captured Persepolis in 330
B.C.E. he took possession of the main treasury of the Per-
sian Empire as well as its spiritual heart, the ceremonial
seat where vassal lords assembled annually to pay tribute
to the Basileus, the King of Kings. As he had with Troy at
the Hellespont, Alexander paid tribute to Persia’s great
warrior tradition by visiting the tomb of Cyrus the Great
(590/580—c. 529), founder of the empire, at Pasargade.

As Alexander remained some months in Persepolis,
resting his troops and attending to state business, he began
showing signs of Persian influence in his dress and leader-
ship. His growing “orientalism” disturbed his troops, used
to a close camaraderie with their commander and already
upset with the mercenaries Alexander had hired, who the
Macedonians felt were diluting the army’s character.
Alexander, on the other hand, was trying to put on the
mantle of a great ruler of a world empire. By now he had
been in Asia Minor for some four years, and at 26 he had
conquered roughly half the Persian Empire. It would take
him eight years to subdue the vast eastern expanses that
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made up the rest (see ALEXANDER'S ADVANCE INTO CENTRAL
Asia. For now he concentrated on running Darius to
ground, nearly capturing him by the Caspian Sea. But
when Darius was murdered in 330 by Bessus, a rebel-
lious Persian satrap and cousin of Darius, Alexander
draped Darius’s corpse with his own robe and ordered a
royal funeral. A year later he would capture Bessus and
crucify him. Meanwhile—much to the chagrin of his fel-
low Greeks—Alexander had himself declared King of
Kings before going to winter quarters near the Hindu
Kush.

Further reading: Flavius Arrianus, The Campaigns of
Alexander (New York: Viking, 1976); Peter Green, Alexan-
der of Macedon, 356-323 B.C.E.: A Historical Biography
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992); Peter
Green, The Greco-Persian Wars (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1998).

Alexander’s Siege of Gaza (332s.cE.)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Alexander III the Great vs. forces
under Bah’s, the Persian governor of Gaza

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Gaza, Palestine

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Conquest

OUTCOME: Alexander conquered Gaza by means of titanic
military engineering.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

In 332 B.C.E. Alexander III the Great laid siege to the
Phoenician seaport of Tyre. While he apportioned his
main force to this work, he sent a lesser army to seize the
rest of Syria and Palestine. So overawed were the peoples
of these regions that they capitulated without resistance—
except in the case of Gaza.

In the face of fierce resistance at Gaza, Alexander per-
sonally led his main force there and began a new siege. The
brief war against Gaza was marked by the construction of
one of the greatest military siege projects of all time.
Alexander transformed the landscape by raising a spectac-
ular earthen mound 250 feet high with a circumference of
a quarter mile at its base. On this artificial hill he mounted
his ballistae and catapults. Thus, he did not attain the high
ground, he made it, and within two months Gaza, under
ceaseless bombardment, fell. His troops stormed the
breached walls of Gaza and ruthlessly sacked it.

Further reading: Flavius Arrianus, The Campaigns of
Alexander (New York: Viking, 1976); Peter Green, Alexan-
der of Macedon, 356-323 B.C.E.: A Historical Biography
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992).
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Alexander’s Spartan Revolt See Spartan RevoLT.

Alexandrian Revolt See ByzZANTINE-MUSLIM WAR
(645-656).

Alexandrian Succession, War of the
See DIADOCHI, WARS OF THE.

Algerian-French Wars Sece Asp EL-KADER, WARS OF

Algerian-Moroccan War (1963-1964)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Algeria vs. Morocco

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Algerian and Moroccan border
regions in the Atlas Mountains and Sahara Desert
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: In a dispute over borders,
both countries sought control over the regions in question.
OUTCOME: The disputed areas were divided by treaty.
APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Algeria, 300 killed; Morocco, 200 killed
TREATIES: Organization of African States cease-fire, 1964

France pulled out of Morocco in 1956 and Algeria in 1962
(see ALGERIAN WAR OF INDEPENDENCE), leaving its two for-
mer colonies to contend with the problems of self-govern-
ment and modernization in the 20th century. In the first
flush of freedom both countries proclaimed a bond of unity,
steeped in the ancient history of their Muslim pasts, in their
common heritage as desert border kingdoms, and in their
bloodsoaked struggles for independence from France. But
because France had controlled the region for so long the
700 or so miles of uninhabited Maghrib Desert running
southwest of Bechar all the way to Tindouf that served as a
frontier between the two countries proved to be more a
source of friction than of bonding. As master of both
colonies, France never bothered to map accurately the des-
olate borderlands nor to appropriate it for one country or
the other. In the separation from Algeria, France established
the border between its former colonies without consulting
either, and neither was happy with the result.

Almost immediately following independence in 1962,
Algeria’s president Ahmed Ben Bella (b. c. 1918) demanded
the border be adjusted. Morocco ignored the demand and
sent military forces to the disputed area to protect its
claims. Algeria soon followed suit, and when its troops
reached the Maghrib the vaunted North African unity dis-
appeared. In its stead lay a vast ideological expanse
between the conservative historical monarchy in Morocco

and the revolutionary socialists in Algeria. By the summer
of 1963 the Moroccan government was accusing Algeria of
engaging in a series of acts undiplomatic at best and at
worst seriously provocative. The most serious of the
charges imputed that Ben Bella’s government had aided and
abetted an attempted coup d’état against the monarchy.
The botched coup was real enough, Algeria’s role in it less
certain. Ben Bella scoffed at the accusations, and Algeria
prepared for war.

Hostilities broke out on October 13, 1963, sparking a
bitter border war along the disputed frontier in the Atlas
Mountains—Sahara Desert region. It remains unclear who
fired the first shot or what overt act precipitated the fight-
ing, but the war saw several sharp battles in the desert in
which hundreds were killed. The war was a rather one-
sided affair, with the Moroccans dominating the fighting
at Hassi-Beida, Tindouf, and Figuig, although they were
unable to seize and hold a clear advantage. Alarmed at the
severity of the combat and the hatred with which the two
countries were proceeding, the nascent Organization of
African Unity (OAU), led by Ethiopian emperor Haile
Selassie (1891-1975) and Mali’s president Modibo Keita
(1915-77), attempted to broker a peace settlement.

A cease-fire was arranged in February 1964, but the
dispute was hardly settled, and a deep-seated enmity
developed between the two countries. Not surprisingly,
the border war flared again in 1967. When Spain pulled
out of the Spanish Sahara in 1976 (see SPANISH SAHARAN
WAaR), both Morocco and Algeria developed designs on
the newly independent state of Western Sahara, though
neither seemed willing to fight especially hard for control
of the desert nation. The decidedly low-key military dis-
pute proved no more conclusive than the earlier border
skirmishes, and both countries eventually abandoned
their attempts to incorporate Western Sahara, at length
agreeing to a treaty that divided the formerly disputed
border regions between them.

Further reading: Hugh Roberts, The Battlefield: Algeria
1988-2002, Studies in a Broken Polity (London and New
York: Verso Books, 2003); Martin Stone, The Agony of Alge-
ria (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997); Benjamin
Stora, Algeria, 1830-2000: A Short History (Ithaca, N.Y.:
Cornell University Press, 2001).

Algerian War of Independence (1954-1962)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: France vs. Algerian nationalists
PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Algeria

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Algerian rebels sought
independence from France, which fought to defend its
colonial hegemony.

OUTCOME: Algeria won independence, and many French
military leaders, especially in the army, were discredited.



APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
France, 500,000; Algeria, 40,000 troops, plus at least
21,000 guerrillas and terrorists

CASUALTIES: Approximately 1,000,000 total, including
civilians

TREATIES: Treaty of Evian, March 18, 1962 (France
and National Liberation Front) and cease-fire of

May 19, 1962

A French colony since 1847 (see ABD EL-KADER, THIRD
WAR OF) Algeria renewed its efforts toward independence
as soon as World War II ended in 1945. By 1949 the
demand turned violent, and in a skirmish between nation-
alists and French colonial troops at Oran more than 1,000
Algerians and 88 French were killed. Afterward, the Alge-
rian nationalists splintered into factions, which organized
political arms and sought to attract revolutionary leaders.
One of the more charismatic and powerful of those leaders
was Ahmed Ben Bella (b. c. 1918).

Ben Bella’s underground revolutionary activities gar-
nered him the attention of the French authorities, and he
was forced to flee to Cairo in 1952. From there, and with
the tacit support of Egyptian president Gamal Abdul
Nasser (1918-70), Ben Bella formed the Revolutionary
Committee of Unity and Action (CRUA), which immedi-
ately began preparing for armed insurrection in Algeria.
Between March and October of 1954, it created an effec-
tive military organization by dividing the country into six
military regions, which allowed CRUA to make better use
of localized forces and gave a semblance of order and dis-
cipline that helped when seeking foreign support and mil-
itary aid. In October CRUA changed its name to the
National Liberation Front (FLN) and that of its military
arm to the National Liberation Army (ALN). While the
FLN, under the influence of Ben Bella and others, ran the
revolutionary struggle politically from Cairo, the ALN
fought the revolution on the ground in Algeria.

At dawn on November 1, 1954, FLN guerrillas raided
French military installations, police stations, communica-
tions facilities, and public utilities throughout the country.
From Cairo the FLN broadcast a message to the people of
Algeria demanding a unified struggle against the French
colonials. They sought, said the FLN, to restore the Alge-
rian state to the social democratic framework of its past.
The French response was swift and decisive. Minister of
the Interior (later French prime minister) Francois Mitter-
rand (1916-96) declared “the only possible negotiation is
war.” The French had not learned the painful lessons of
Indochina, where they had suffered one of the worst mili-
tary defeats in history at Dien Bien Phu (Dienbienphu)
almost a year to the day before the Algerian uprising (see
FRENCH INDOCHINA WAR [1946-1954]).

Within Algeria the FLN was now the predominant
rebel faction, and as its power became more obvious almost
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all the other revolutionary and nationalist groups courted
its leaders and offered their support. The one exception was
the National Algerian Movement (MNA), which opposed
the FLN at every step, seeking to gain control of Algeria
through its own campaign of violent revolutionary activity.
The more experienced revolutionaries of the FLN quickly
tracked down and destroyed the MNA guerrillas, which
would have effectively closed down the MNA organization
had it not gained a sizable following among Algerian work-
ers in France. The Union of Algerian Workers became a
potent terrorist arm of the MNA in France. To combat the
MNAs growing influence over the Algerian struggle, the
FLN organized its own Paris-based organization, resulting
in the so-called cafe wars, during which the two factions
battled each other on the streets of Paris.

In 1956, with the FLN now firmly in control of the rev-
olution, its leadership began a violent liquidation of all
those it considered potential traitors, which meant in effect
any Algerian deemed acceptable to the French community.
The escalation in terror caused French loyalists, known as
“colons,” to form vigilante groups. With the passive coop-
eration of the local police, colon vigilantes launched opera-
tions in the countryside against suspected FLN strongholds.
They demanded the declaration of a state of emergency from
Paris and the imposition of capital punishment for politi-
cally motivated crimes. In 1956 the colons pressured the
French government to replace Algeria’s governor general,
and Paris succumbed, bringing in Robert Lacoste (1898—
1989). Lacoste attempted to rule by decree, granting the
army exceedingly broad police powers, stepping up military
action, and giving commanders an increasingly free hand, all
measures not only of dubious legality but also ones that had
failed to work in Indochina. What upset the colons, how-
ever, was Lacoste’s proposed measures to limit Algeria’s
autonomy, which called for dividing the country into five
districts, each governed by an elected territorial assembly.
Although Algeria as a whole would remain a French colony
controlled from Paris, the colons objected to what they
judged a dangerous level of home role.

France, meanwhile, began to take a hard line toward
those outside Algeria supporting the FLN, particularly in
Egypt. France joined Great Britain in the Suez Canal cam-
paign of November 1956, aimed at deposing Nasser.
Although the Anglo-French campaign failed, the intent
was clear enough, and relations between France and Egypt
were severely damaged by the exploit. A month earlier, in
September, there had been yet another indication of the
new French hard line and its effectiveness. Ben Bella and
the other hard-core leaders of the FLN boarded a plane for
Morocco where they would meet with Sultan Mohammed
V and Tunisian premier Habib Bourguiba to solicit support
for the FLN. En route the pilot turned the plane around
and landed instead in Algiers, where it was surrounded by
French troops. The FLN leaders were imprisoned for the
rest of the war.
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By 1957 the ALN had evolved from a small, ill-
equipped, undermanned force into a disciplined, orga-
nized, strong army of about 40,000 troops. In 1956 and
1957 the ALN perfected the classic tactics of guerrilla war-
fare, striking small targets at night in ambushes or surprise
raids. FLN terrorists also exercised a ruthless revenge on
civilians suspected of collaborating with the French or
those in the revolutionary movement whose zeal was
insufficient or whose consciences were too strong to allow
them to execute ritual killings and mutilations when so
ordered. During the first two years of the war, more than
7,000 civilians were murdered. Although the majority of
Algerians certainly feared the FLN, that fear did not
always translate into support, even within the Muslim
community, which was thoroughly committed to indepen-
dence by whatever means necessary.

In an effort to take the fighting directly to the French
merchants and the French-controlled government, the
FLN began a systematic campaign of urban terrorism
within Algeria that hit almost every large city in the coun-
try but was specifically aimed at the capital of Algiers. The
so-called Battle of Algiers commenced in the summer of
1956 and continued for several months, averaging more
than 800 terrorist attacks a month. While the Battle of
Algiers raged, the FLN staged general strikes within the
Muslim workforce to coincide with debates on Algeria in
the United Nations General Assembly. To save Algerian
cities from complete paralysis, the French launched a ruth-
less and indiscriminate crackdown, and their brutal meth-
ods brought many more Muslims into the FLN fold. At the
same time they also caused French citizens at home to
question their government’s continued role in North
Africa.

By 1956 the French could no longer credibly claim
they were engaged in a campaign of pacification. France
had deployed more than 400,000 troops—army, navy, and
air force—to the region, and both the rest of the world
and, more importantly, the French public saw the Algerian
conflict as a full-scale colonial war. With the defeat of fas-
cism in World War II and the subsequent breakup of the
traditional European empires, colonialism had gone out of
favor with the general public and was increasingly looked
upon by average citizens as greedy and unconscionable.
Now, more than a decade after fighting a war in Indochina
that resulted in its having to be rescued by its powerful
allies, France remained the only European power attempt-
ing to hold on to its imperial past. Worse yet, it was doing
a frighteningly poor job of it.

Refusing to grant Algerian independence, Paris became
determined to crush the revolution in any way possible.
The French command, now led by General Raoul Salan
(1899-1984), hoped to bring the FLN to its knees in the
outlying areas, thereby robbing it of both political and
material support. Late in 1957 Salan developed the system
of quadrillage, whereby the country was divided into four

quadrants with large permanent garrisons stationed in each
to keep track of FLN and ALN activity. The move was suc-
cessful in dramatically suppressing rebel terrorism, but it
tied up a significant portion of the army, so that many
troops were now unavailable to pursue and destroy the
rebels moving about the country out of range of the perma-
nent garrisons. In addition, the French began their own
program of coercion and harrassment in the Algerian vil-
lages, brutally enforcing collective security in areas they
believed friendly to the rebels. Those Algerians, mostly
peasants, who failed to comply with the security arrange-
ments were punished either by execution or by saturation
bombing. France also instituted a program of relocation in
instances in which the coercion and harassment were
unsuccessful. From 1957 to 1960 more than 2 million
Algerians were relocated by the French and hundreds of
villages destroyed. It was all a grim harbinger of the United
States’s involvement in Vietnam (see VIETNAM WAR) in the
following decades—and the parallels would continue.

The system of quadrillage obviously failing, Salan was
replaced in the fall of 1958 by General Maurice Challe
(1905-79). Challe’s tactical plan was one of search and
destroy; he would worry about the village people later.
Though Challe appeared, at least initially, to be enjoying
some success, others in the military had plans of their own.
Many within the military hierarchy dreaded what might
well become the fourth military disaster for the French
army in the past half century—the others being the French
military’s performance against German invasions in WORLD
WaR I and WORLD WAR II and against the communists in
Vietnam. Wary that a precipitate troop pullout from the
quadrants would only endanger the remaining forces, as at
Dien Bien Phu, as well as sacrifice the already heavily dam-
aged French honor and its sense of élan, the military hier-
archy decided it would take matters into its own hands. On
the night of May 13, 1958, the military staged a coup in
Algeria and deposed the civil government, instituting the
Committee on Public Safety (CPS) led by General Jacques
Massu (1908-2002) and Salan. The CPS demanded that
Charles de Gaulle (1890-1970) return to power in Paris
and that he prevent the abandonment of Algeria.

In Paris, Premier Pierre Pflimlin (1907-2000)
demanded that aid be cut to the military, but the National
Assembly refused to act. The French people seemed
enthralled with this show of patriotic nationalism, bring-
ing back memories of what was popularly regarded as a
more glorious past. De Gaulle was appointed president on
June 1 and given carte blanche powers to deal with Alge-
ria. He called on the FLN leadership to agree to a cease-
fire so representatives could be elected to discuss Algeria’s
future. The FLN quickly rejected de Gaulle’s offer, and for
good reason. While Challe’s new search and destroy poli-
cies may have allowed the French army to turn the mili-
tary momentum against the insurgents, everyone realized
that only a protracted and costly effort could completely



root out the guerrillas. And a long war was something that
the French electorate would not tolerate and that France’s
elected officials could not afford.

External pressures were also beginning to mount
against France, including demands from the United
Nations for a resolution of the conflict. NATO allies
resented having to assume France’s NATO duties, because
its military was committed to Algeria. In September 1959
de Gaulle abandoned his previous position and announced
that he would give consideration to Algerian self-determi-
nation. However, it was not until January 1961 that de
Gaulle called for a referendum to give him a free hand in
dealing with the FLN. The referendum passed, but before
official communication could open between de Gaulle and
the FLN, a directorate of generals, led by Salan, Challe, and
Edmond Jouhaud (1905-95), staged an insurrection in
April known as “the General’s Putsch.”

The putsch brought to public attention the existence
of the well-armed Secret Army Organization (OAS), run
by a cadre of army officers intent on hanging onto Algeria
at any cost and who had been secretly coordinating colon
activity. As rumors spread throughout France of a military
takeover of the homeland itself, perhaps even a return to
the monarchy, the French people and the government
panicked. De Gaulle called up reservists and surrounded
the National Assembly with tanks to defend it against an
OAS attack. The fear was exaggerated, at least as far as
France was concerned. Both the air force and the navy
refused to cooperate with the OAS, and loyal French
forces seized Salan in Algeria. The putsch failed, and
within four days Challe was captured and sentenced to a
lengthy prison term but escaped and continued to direct
the OAS terrorist activities. As the French-OAS war con-
tinued, the Algerian rebel leaders and French officials sat
down in May for talks that resulted in a French promise to
end all offensive operations within Algeria. Eventually, the
two sides agreed to a cease-fire set for March 19, 1962,
and to a referendum for all Algerians to vote on indepen-
dence. Before the referendum could take place, the OAS
renewed its terrorist activities. Literally hundreds of
bombings took place daily in Algiers, and thousands were
killed in perhaps the most brutal chapter of the war.
Challe and Jouhaud were finally captured, and the OAS
ended operations in mid-June.

On July 1, 1962, more than 92 percent of the Algerian
people voted in the referendum, and they voted over-
whelmingly for independence. Two days later Charles de
Gaulle proclaimed Algeria an independent country. The
war had cost nearly a million lives, and almost a million
and a half colons—having lost their citizenship—fled
Algeria for France. Only a few of the colons had been born
in the mother country and most had never even seen it.

Further reading: Mouloud Feraoun, Journal, 1955—
1962: Reflections on the French-Algerian War (Lincoln: Uni-
versity of Nebraska Press, 2000); Hugh Roberts, The Bat-
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tlefield: Algeria 1988-2002, Studies in a Broken Polity (Lon-
don and New York: Verso Books, 2003); Martin Stone, The
Agony of Algeria (New York: Columbia University Press,
1997); Benjamin Stora, Algeria, 1830-2000: A Short His-
tory (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2001); Martin
Windrow, The Algerian War, 1954-1962 (London: Osprey,
1998).

Algerine War (1815)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: United States vs. Algerian
corsairs (pirates)

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Barbary Coast of Algiers
DECLARATION: Dey of Algiers declared war because he
was not receiving enough tribute money from U.S.
shipping interests.

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Piracy against U.S.
shipping vessels in the Mediterranean

OUTCOME: The U.S. capture of an Algerian flagship forced
Algerians to agree to release American prisoners,
establish a neutral zone for shipping, and compensate
U.S. shipping interests for losses incurred.
APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
U.S. sent 10 vessels

CASUALTIES: American, 4 killed, 10 wounded; Algerian
corsairs, 53 killed, 500 taken prisoner

TREATIES: Treaty of Algiers, June 30, 1815

American trade in the Mediterranean in the 19th century
was dependent on safe passage through the waters of Bar-
bary states of Algiers, Morocco, Tripoli, and Tunis. Piracy
against U.S. shipping had been a problem since President
Thomas Jefferson’s (1743-1826) TRIPOLITAN WAR, fought,
in part, over the seizure of the American warship Philadel-
phia in 1804. That dispute was formally settled in 1805,
but lingering anti-American sentiment remained, and in
1815 another war broke out between Algerian pirates and
the United States.

The WAR OF 1812 monopolized the resources of the
U.S. Navy, forcing merchant ships to sail the hostile Bar-
bary seas without protection. Piracy and impressment
escalated during the period of the war, and the navy, its
hands full, was unable to respond. Immediately after the
War of 1812, President James Madison (1751-1836) dis-
patched Commodore Stephen Decatur (1779-1820) with
10 vessels to the Barbary Coast for the purpose of once
again securing safe passage for American vessels. In 1815
Decatur captured the Algerian flagship Machuda, which
forced the Algerians to the bargaining table. A treaty was
concluded that guaranteed the release of all American
prisoners and established a neutral zone for shipping. The
Algerians also agreed to compensation for losses incurred
and to bring to an end the practice of collecting tribute.
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Further reading: Donald Barr Chidsey, The Wars in
Barbary: Arab Piracy and the United States Navy (New York:
Crown, 1971); James Tertius de Kay, A Rage for Glory: The
Life of Commodore Stephen Decatur, USN (New York: Free
Press, 2004).

Algonquian-Dutch War (1641-1645)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Dutch New Amsterdam vs.
Algonquian (Mahican, Raritan, Wappinger) Indians of
the northern Atlantic seacoast

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Vicinity of present-day New York,
Staten Island, and Hackensack, New Jersey
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Dutch sought to tax,
that is, demand tribute, from the Indian tribes living in the
vicinity of their growing settlement of New Amsterdam,
which the Indians refused to pay.

OUTCOME: An atrocity-filled four years ended with a
Dutch-imposed peace.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS: In
1644 Indian strength was estimated at 1,500; Dutch
numbers unknown.

CASUALTIES: In 1645 Indian casualties reached approxi-
mately 1,600 killed; Dutch losses were fewer than 100.
TREATIES: Treaty of August 1645

The Indian policy of Dutch colonists in America vacillated
between aggression and cruelty on the one hand and timid
defensiveness on the other. Henry Hudson (c. 1565-
1611), an Englishman sailing for the Dutch, discovered the
river that bears his name in 1609. Five years later Fort Nas-
sau, a trading post, was built on Castle Island near Albany,
the country of the Mahican Indians, with whom the Dutch
struck a trade agreement in 1618. Fort Nassau was flooded
out and abandoned in 1617, but the Dutch West Indies
Company, formed in 1621, built Fort Orange on the site of
Albany in 1624. From here the Dutch conducted trade
with the various Indian tribes in the region for decades,
encouraging rivalries that spawned intertribal warfare,
often made one-sided by the possession of Dutch firearms
(see BEAVER WARS; MOHAWK-MAHICAN WAR). Despite the
mutually profitable relations between them, the Dutch did
not treat any of the Indian tribes well. In 1660, for exam-
ple, Mohawk chiefs petitioned Fort Orange magistrates “to
forbid the Dutch to molest the Indians as heretofore by
kicking, beating, and assaulting them, in order that we may
not break the old friendship which we have enjoyed for
more than thirty years.” Even so, Indian relations with the
Dutch were generally more peaceful than were those with
the Spanish and English.

More serious crises developed whenever greater num-
bers of Dutch colonists began to turn from trade to farm-

ing as the stock of beaver, the Indians’ principal trade
commodity, became depleted along the coast. Farming
required the acquisition of Indian land, and by 1639,
when Willem Kieft (1597-1647) replaced Wouter Van
Twiller (fl. 1632-40) as governor of New Netherland,
annexing territory became a high priority for the colony.
Kieft imposed heavy taxes, which amounted to tribute, on
the Algonquian tribes in the vicinity of New Amsterdam
(Manhattan) and Long Island. Indian resentment was
already high by 1641, when Dutch livestock destroyed Rar-
itan Indian cornfields on Staten Island. The Raritans retali-
ated with raids, and Governor Kieft, in turn, offered a
bounty on Raritan scalps.

The next year a wheelwright named Claes Rademaker
was murdered by an Indian in revenge for the killing of
the Indian’s uncle, who settlers had robbed of his pelts.
Reacting to the killing, Kieft marched a small army
through the villages near New Amsterdam, hoping that
the show of force would intimidate the Indians. This mis-
sion failed because, marching at night, the small force
soon lost its way.

Kieft, however, remained eager for action. His own
council of patroons advised against engaging in hostilities
because the colony was not large enough to carry on a war.
Ignoring the council’s advice, Kieft determined to teach the
Indians a lesson. In February 1643 the Mohawks—armed
by their still active trading partners, the Dutch—terrorized
the Wappinger Indians in an effort to extort tribute from
them. The Wappingers fled to Pavonia (present-day Jersey
City, New Jersey) and New Amsterdam. They pleaded with
Kieft to grant them protection. Not only did the governor
refuse to protect the Wappingers, he deliberately turned
the Mohawks loose on them. Warriors killed some 70
Wappingers and enslaved others.

There was more to come. On February 24 Kieft
announced that he intended “to wipe the mouths of the
Indians.” During the night of February 25-26 the governor
dispatched Dutch soldiers to Pavonia to finish off the Wap-
pinger refugees, mostly women and children, who even the
legendarily fierce Mohawks had refused to harm. The night
of murder and atrocity that ensued would become infa-
mous as the “Slaughter of the Innocents.” Troops returned
to New Amsterdam bearing the severed heads of 80 Indi-
ans, which soldiers and citizens kicked, football-fashion,
through the village streets. Also, 30 prisoners who were
taken alive were publicly tortured to death.

The massive Indian retaliations that followed the mas-
sacre came as no surprise to anyone except Kieft. Outlying
farms were hardest hit, but New Amsterdam was attacked
as well, prompting Kieft to order the town’s northern
boundary fortified with the wall from which Wall Street
takes its name. In March 1643 a panic-stricken Kieft
parleyed with the Indians, offering them presents, which
were indignantly refused. On October 1, 1643, nine Indi-
ans came to a small fort at Pavonia, where three or four



soldiers were stationed to protect a local farmer. Pretend-
ing to be friendly, the Indians gained entry into the fort,
then killed the soldiers and the farmer, taking the farmer’s
stepson as a captive. They next burned all the houses of
Pavonia.

As the fires spread through Pavonia, so the general
uprising spread to Indian tribes from Delaware Bay to the
Connecticut River. Settlers fled from the outlying settle-
ments of New Netherland to New Amsterdam, which
effectively lay under siege for more than a year. Only the
Mohawks, still hoping to enjoy trade, refrained from par-
ticipating in the war.

Dutch authorities hired the English soldier John
Underhill (d. 1672), who had distinguished himself in
New England’s PEQUOT WAR, to lead retaliatory raids
against Indian villages. The combat degenerated into a
war of attrition, and by 1644 the Indians had had enough.
The siege of New Amsterdam was lifted, and the Dutch
imposed a peace in August 1645.

Further reading: Alan Axelrod, Chronicle of the Indian
Wars: From Colonial Times to Wounded Knee (New York:
Prentice Hall General Reference, 1993); Alan Gallay, ed.,
Colonial; Wars of North America 1512-1763 (New York: Gar-
land, 1996); David J. Weber, The Spanish Frontier in North
American (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1992).

Allies, Wars of the See Sociar War (357-355
B.C.E.); SOCIAL WAR (219-217 B.C.E.); SOCIAL WAR
(91-88 B.C.E.).

Almohad Conquest of Muslim Spain
(1146-1172)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Almohad Muslims vs. Almoravid
Muslims

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Southern Spain

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Almohads sought to
achieve control of Muslim Spain.

OUTCOME: The Almohads defeated and displaced the
powerful Almoravids.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

Before the 11th century, northwest Africa was ruled by a
wide variety of Berber chieftains. By mid-century, how-
ever, the Almoravid (also called the Murabit) sect of Mus-
lim Berbers rose up in a campaign of conquest, seizing
control of Morocco and much of Algeria, then proceeding
north to conquer Muslim Spain as well as parts of central
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Spain, which had been recently Christianized (see
A1LMORAVID CONQUEST OF MUSLIM SPAIN). In the mean-
time, in northwestern Africa a rival sect, the Almohads,
increased in power, establishing a strong and highly mili-
tant religious confederation by 1125. Today, the Almohads
might be described as a “fundamentalist” sect. They advo-
cated a return to strict observance of the articles of the
Muslim faith, a position that appealed to many Spanish
Muslims, who felt that their Almoravid overlords had
strayed from the true faith. Accordingly, the Almohads
found strong support for their invasion of southern Spain
in May 1146.

In quick succession Tarifa and Algeciras fell to the
Almohads. From here Abd al-Mumin (c. 1094-1163) led
the Almohads farther north and proclaimed himself ruler
of Muslim Spain in 1146. He forced the Almoravids out of
Seville in January 1147, then compelled the surrender of
Cordoba and Jaén.

As Almohad influence grew stronger, Almohad Span-
ish forces were augmented by troops from Africa, and in
1153 Mailaga fell to the Almohads, followed by Granada in
1154. Almeria, to which Abd al-Mumin laid siege, also
capitulated.

Throughout the 1150s Mohammad ibn-Mardanish
(1147-72), who ruled Moorish Murcia, a kingdom of
southern Spain, led resistance against the Almohad con-
querors. Abd al-Mumin was compelled to attend to upris-
ings and rebellion in northern Africa in 1158-59 and left
the continued subjugation of Spain to his sons, one of
whom, Abu Yaqub Yusuf (r. 1163-1184), was destined to
succeed his father. It was not until 1162 that they finally
defeated ibn-Mardanish at Granada and, in 1165, near
Murcia. These defeats compelled ibn-Mardanish’s followers
to sue for peace with the Almohads. When he died in 1172
ibn-Mardanish himself told his followers to accept Almo-
had rule. This signaled the successful conclusion of the
Almohad conquest of Muslim Spain, modern Andalusia.

Further reading: Roger Le Tourneau, The Almohad
Movement in North Africa in the Twelfth and Thirteenth Cen-
turies (Princeton, NJ.: Princeton University Press, 1969).

Almoravid Conquest of Muslim Spain
(1086-1094)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Almoravid Muslims (originally
allied with the emirs of Seville, Granada, Badajoz, and
Malaga) vs. Castile and Léon

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Spain

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Originally an alliance to
oppose Castile and Léon, the action evolved into an
Almoravid war of conquest.

OUTCOME: Southern Iberia fell under Almoravid
domination.
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APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

As Alfonso VI (1030-1109), king of Castile and Léon,
grew strong in the late 11th century, the emirs of Seville,
Granada, Malaga, and Badajoz forged an alliance with the
Almoravids, a Muslim Berber sect based in North Africa.
The alliance was a gamble, because it put the Almoravids
in a position from which they might dominate their allies,
but the emirs believed that the threat posed by Alfonso
was even greater.

In June 1086 Almoravid forces under the leadership
of Yusuf ibn-Tashfin (d. 1106) landed at Algeciras, Spain,
where they rendezvoused with armies from Seville,
Granada, and Mdlaga. From Algeciras the combined forces
marched north toward Badajoz. At Zallaga, near Badajoz,
Alfonso (allied with Aragonese troops) engaged the
Almoravid forces and their allies on October 23, 1088.
The battle was one-sided because much-needed Aragonese
reinforcements were delayed. For the moment, then, the
Almoravids had triumphed, and Yusuf ibn-Tashfin,
Almoravid leader, returned in triumph to North Africa.

Soon after this victory, however, the great military leader
of Spanish Christians, El Cid (c. 1043-1099), successfully
counterattacked the Muslim positions. Yusuf ibn-Tashfin
returned to Spain in June 1089, but he was soon forced to
retreat to Morocco. After regrouping and refitting his forces
there, he returned again to Spain and scored victories in
Malaga and Granada by 1091, this time against the emirs, his
former allies. When Yusuf attacked Seville, the emirs called
on their former enemy, Alfonso, for aid. He responded but
failed to prevent the fall of Seville to the Almoravids in
November 1091. Three years later Badajoz was conquered as
well. Except for Valencia, where El Cid was triumphant, the
Almoravids held all of southern Spain by 1094.

See also CiD’s CONQUEST OF VALENCIA, THE.

Further reading: Olivia Remie Constable, ed., Medi-
eval Iberia: Readings from Christian, Muslim, and Jewish
Sources (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
1997); Bernard E Reilly, The Medieval Spains (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1993).

Almoravid Conquest of West Africa
(1054-1076)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Almoravids vs. West African
peoples

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): West Africa

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Almoravids sought to
conquer West Africa.

OUTCOME: The Almoravids overran West Africa and
controlled it through the early 1100s; in the Ghana
Empire, Almoravid control was clearly less than absolute.
APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

During 1054-1056, the Tuaregs, a Berber people of the
Sahara, under the leadership of Yana ibn Omar (fl. 1050-
1076), conquered most of the oases of the western Sahara.
From this basis Omar established the Almoravid confeder-
ation of Berber tribes, including the Lamttinan, Gudalah,
and Massufah. They were united in their militant adher-
ence to Islam and a desire for stringent religious reform.

While best known for their conquest of Morocco and
western Algeria, beginning in 1054 the Almoravids also
invaded West Africa, subjugating one tribal group after
another. The culminating conquest was the invasion,
occupation, and sacking of Kumbi Saleh, the capital of the
Ghana Empire, in 1076. Although Omar forced the con-
version of the West African rulers to Islam during the
period of his conquests, the Almoravids either never tried
or never fully succeeded in totally subjugating the people
of Ghana, who continued to worship their ancestors and
traditional agricultural spirits. By 1076 the Almoravids
controlled most of northwestern Africa and, apparently,
even arrived at a modus vivendi with Ghana. However,
Almoravid influence over Ghana waned during the early
years of the 12th century. This was not accompanied by a
rise in Ghanian power, however, and, indeed, the Ghanian
influence throughout West Africa also began to diminish
by the early 1100s.

Further reading: Olivia Remie Constable, ed., Medi-
eval Iberia: Readings from Christian, Muslim, and Jewish
Sources (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
1997); Bernard E Reilly, The Medieval Spains (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1993).

American Civil War See UniTED STaTES CIVIL WAR.

American-French Quasi-War (1798-1800)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: United States vs. France
PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Atlantic waters off New Jersey
coast and the Caribbean

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The United States sought
to defend its rights as a neutral in the war between
France and Britain.

OUTCOME: Franco-American amity restored; U.S. freedom
of navigation ensured



APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
U.S. Navy, about 1,000; U.S. privateers, about 7,000;
French strength unknown.

CcASUALTIES: Official U.S. losses, 22 killed, 36 wounded,;
French, 113 killed, 169 wounded.

TREATIES: Convention between the French Republic and
the United States of America, September 30, 1800

Friction between France and the United States, close allies
during the AMERICAN REVOLUTION (1775-83), developed
during the course of the peace negotiations ending the
Revolution, as it became clear that France was more inter-
ested in opposing Britain and furthering the North Ameri-
can territorial ambitions of its ally Spain than in truly
upholding the cause of U.S. independence. With the fall of
the Bourbon monarchy in the FRENCH REVOLUTION and
renewed warfare between France and Britain in 1793, rela-
tions deteriorated further as U.S. policy was perceived to
favor the British over the French. In particular, the French
now regarded Jay’s Treaty of 1794, between the United
States and Britain, as an outright betrayal of the 1778
treaty of alliance between the United States and France.
Seeking to heal the growing rift, President John Adams
(1735-1826) sent a special mission to Paris in 1797.
French prime minister Talleyrand (1754-1838) responded
by demanding a bribe before he would even grant the
American commissioners an audience. It was an outrage
that came to light as the infamous XYZ Affair and nearly
brought France and the United States to outright war.

Already, French naval operations against the British in
the West Indies had begun to interfere with American ship-
ping, as French warships intercepted and turned back U.S.
merchantmen. In response, Congress authorized the rapid
completion of three great frigates, the United States, Con-
stellation, and Constitution, as well as the arming and train-
ing of some 80,000 militiamen. Furthermore, Congress
commissioned 1,000 privateers to capture or repel French
vessels, George Washington (1732-99) was recalled to
command the army, and, on May 3, 1798, a U.S. Navy
department was created.

In July 1798 Stephen Decatur (1774-1820) on the
sloop Delaware captured the French schooner Croyable off
the New Jersey coast. Renamed the Retaliation, it was
retaken by the French in November 1798 off Guadaloupe.
On February 9, 1799, the brand-new USS Constellation cap-
tured the French frigate Insurgente. Additional exchanges
took place sporadically through 1800, mainly in the
Caribbean. Of 10 important engagements, the French re-
capture of Croyable / Retaliation was the only American loss.

Despite the aggressiveness of the fledgling U.S. Navy
and American support for the newly begun anti-French
Haitian independence movement led by former slave
Toussaint Louverture (1743-1803; see HAITIAN-FRENCH
WAR), war between France and the United States was
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never declared. When Napoleon Bonaparte (1769-1821)
assumed the leadership of the French government by his
coup d’état of November 9, 1799, he caused word to be
sent that France sought reconciliation. The truth was that
Napoleon needed the support of neutral Denmark and
Sweden to lend legitimacy to his new government, and he
was therefore eager to be seen as a supporter of the rights
of neutrals. The result of the change in French attitude
was the Convention between the French Republic and the
United States of America of 1800, which officially brought
an end to what had been an unofficial war. The treaty not
only restored amity between the two former allies but
secured France’s guarantee to respect the rights of a neu-
tral United States to sail the high seas.

Further reading: Michael A. Palmer, Stodderts War:
Naval Operations during the Quasi War with France, 1798—
1801 (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1987);
Joseph Wheelan, Jeffersons War: America’s First War on Ter-
ror 1801-1805 (New York: Carroll and Graf, 2003).

American Revolution: Overview (1775-1783)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: United States (Britain’s North
American colonies, aided by small numbers of Indians)
and France vs. Britain (aided by German mercenary
troops), American Loyalists (“Tories”), and substantial
numbers of Indians. Indian combatants included the
following U.S. allies: Oneida, Mahican, Tuscarora
(factions), and Catawba. British-allied Indians included:
Mohawk, Seneca, Cayuga, Onondaga, Algonquian,
Abenaki, Ottawa, Shawnee, Wyandot, Mingo, Delaware,
Miami, Kickapoo, Piankashaw, Huron, Tawa, Tuscarora
(factions), Chippewa, Potawatomi, Menomini, Sac, Fox,
Winnebago, Sioux, Cherokee, Creek, Choctaw, and
Chickasaw.

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): United States and Canada, with
naval action on the coastal Atlantic, Caribbean, and off
Scotland and Ireland

DECLARATION: Britain against the colonies, 1775

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Britain’s North American
colonies below Canada sought independence.
OUTCOME: Independence was achieved.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
United States Continental army, 231,771 men over eight
years; 164,087 militiamen during the same period,;
probably no more than 20,000 men served at any one
time. Britain, 42,000 troops available, somewhat more
than half this number served at any one time; German
mercenaries (“Hessians”), 29,875 over eight years;
American Loyalists (“Tories”), about 50,000 over eight
years; British-allied Indians numbered in the thousands.
CASUALTIES: United States, 4,435 battle deaths, 6,188
wounded; no British figures are available, but it can be
safely assumed that they were similar to U.S. casualties.
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TREATIES: Treaty of Alliance (U.S.-France), February 6,
1778; Treaty of Amity and Commerce (U.S.-France),
February 6, 1778; Act Separate and Secret (U.S.-France),
February 6, 1778—allowed for eventual entry of Spain
into the war; Declaration for Suspension of Arms and
Cessation of Hostilities (U.S.-Britain), January 20, 1783—
armistice; Treaty of Paris (U.S.-Britain)—formal
recognition of U.S. independence and end to the war.

In addition, the United States concluded a number of
treaties with Indian tribes that had been allied with the
British, the most important of which were the Delaware
Indian Treaty (September 17, 1778); Treaty of Fort
Stanwix (with the Iroquois Confederation—Mohawk,
Oneida, Onondaga, Cayuga, Seneca, and Tuscarora
tribes—October 22, 1784); Treaty of Fort McIntosh (with
the Wyandot, Chippewa, and Ottawa tribes, January 21,
1785); Treaty with Cherokee (November 28, 1785);
Treaty with Choctaw (January 3, 1786); Treaty of
Hopewell (with the Chickasaw, January 10, 1786);

and Treaty with the Shawnee (January 21, 1786).

This entry discusses background of the American Revolu-
tion and provides a very brief overview of the war. Detailed
discussion is provided in AMERICAN REVOLUTION: COASTAL
THEATER and AMERICAN REVOLUTION: FRONTIER THEATER.

ORIGINS OF THE
AMERICAN REVOLUTION

King George III (1738-1820) assumed the British throne
in 1760, after his grandfather, George II (1683-1760),
died. In 1764 George III approved the enforcement of a
series of Navigation Acts (the first of which had been on
the books since the mid-17th century), which restricted
some colonial trade to dealing exclusively with the mother
country and, in all other cases, ensured that the mother
country would get a disproportionate share of trade prof-
its. George III decided to use the acts as the basis for new
taxes to help defray the costs of the recently ended
FRENCH AND INDIAN WAR. While the colonists had always
acknowledged that the mother country had the right to
regulate trade, they objected that the British government
was now attempting to do what no such government had
done before: to tax Americans, even though they were not
represented in Parliament.

While members of George’s government disputed the
justice of the new taxes, PONTIAC'S REBELLION (1763-66),
coming hard on the heels of the French and Indian War,
multiplied Britain’s costs of governing its empire. Lord
Grenville (1712-70), now prime minister, pushed through
Parliament heavy import and export duties known as the
Grenville Acts. This crystallized colonial discontent around
the battle cry of “no taxation without representation.”

The first colonial protest in response to the Grenville
Acts was peaceful, a 1764 Non-Importation Agreement,

pledging to boycott a wide variety of English goods.
Instead of yielding to the boycott, Grenville ushered the
Stamp Act through Parliament, which was put into force
on March 22, 1765. The Stamp Act taxed all kinds of
printed matter, including newspapers, legal documents,
and even dice and playing cards. Response to the Stamp
Act was swift. Samuel Adams (1722-1803) of Boston
organized one of the first of many colonial secret societies
opposed to the Stamp Act. Adams’s group, like the others
that would quickly follow, called itself the Sons of Liberty,
and members acted to intimidate the stamp agents, all of
whom, under threat, resigned. In the meantime, in Vir-
ginia, passage of the Stamp Act motivated Patrick Henry
(1736-99), member of that colony’s House of Burgesses,
to introduce the seven resolutions that became known as
the Virginia Resolves of 1765. The most important of the
resolves asserted that Virginia’s colonial legislature had the
sole right to tax Virginians and to legislate on purely Vir-
ginian issues, although it conceded that Parliament had
the right to legislate on issues that concerned the empire
as a whole. The resolves were passed on May 30, 1765.

At the same time the Stamp Act was legislated, Parlia-
ment passed the Mutiny Act of 1765, which included a
provision for quartering troops in private houses. This was
modified by the Quartering Act, which eliminated the pro-
vision requiring private homeowners to billet soldiers but
required colonial authorities to furnish barracks and sup-
plies for British troops—at the colony’s expense. Colonial
legislatures resisted the new acts by refusing to allocate
funds for the support of troops. Most important, each
protest brought the colonies another step closer to union,
culminating in the Stamp Act Congress, convened at New
York City from October 7 through October 25, 1765. Par-
tially in response to the Stamp Act Congress, Parliament
repealed the Stamp Act (March 18, 1766) but simultane-
ously passed the Declaratory Act, which asserted Parlia-
ments authority to make laws binding on the American
colonies.

In August 1766 Charles Townshend (1725-67)
accepted the post of chancellor of the exchequer (the
British secretary of the treasury) under Prime Minister
William Pitt (1759-1806). When Pitt suffered a mental
breakdown, Townshend took control of the cabinet and
pushed through the so-called Townshend Acts, which
imposed new taxes and usurped much legislative author-
ity from the colonies. In response nonimportation was
revived, bringing about a boycott of British goods so effec-
tive that the Townshend duties were repealed on April 12,
1770—save for the duty on tea. The Townshend Acts
moved the Massachusetts General Court not only to
oppose the acts, but to issue The Massachusetts Circular
Letter; which called on the other colonies to prepare plans
for united resistance.

Minor acts of rebellion were staged in frontier North
Carolina (see REGULATORS’ REVOLT) and in New York City,



but the most famous incident occurred in Boston. On
March 5, 1770, with Boston in the throes of a depression
and many colonists out of work, an off-duty British soldier
sought work at Grey’s Rope Walk. This touched off a riot,
which soon spread. British officers attempted to calm the
crowd and gain control of their own men, but the con-
frontation turned violent, a soldier fired into the crowd,
and one Samuel Gray was mortally wounded. Another
shot hit Crispus Attucks, a 40-year-old runaway slave
from Framingham, Massachusetts. Attucks was the first
man killed outright in the Boston Massacre. Traditionally,
he has been viewed as the first Patriot to fall in the Ameri-
can Revolution. Before the Boston Massacre was over two
more citizens were killed, and another fell with a wound
that would prove mortal.

Despite the propagandizing of such radicals as
Samuel Adams and Paul Revere (1735-1818), the Boston
Massacre did not trigger a full-scale rebellion, but a new
crisis ensued in June 1772, when the Royal Navy dis-
patched the schooner Gaspée, commanded by Lieutenant
William Dudingston, to put an end to smuggling in Nar-
ragansett Bay off Rhode Island. This led to a confronta-
tion between the local sheriff Abraham Whipple (1733-
1819) and Dudingston. On June 9, after the Gaspée ran
aground on a sandbar near Providence, Sheriff Whipple led
a flotilla of small boats to surround the Gaspée, boarded
the vessel, removed the skipper (who was wounded in
the fray) and his crew, then put the vessel to the torch.
The incident, a direct attack on an instrument essential to
the enforcement of a hated tax, thrilled the colonies.
Crown officials threatened to transport Whipple and oth-
ers to London for trial on charges of the capital crime of
piracy. In response Samuel Adams organized the first
Committee of Correspondence, essentially a new incarna-
tion of the Sons of Liberty, to disseminate information
and coordinate action.

In the face of all these incidents, Parliament repealed
most of the taxes on import commodities. The king stub-
bornly insisted, however, on retaining a tax on tea, less
with the purpose of raising revenue than to assert and pre-
serve Parliament’s authority to tax the colonies. This led to
the protest known as the Boston Tea Party.

When three tea ships landed at Boston Harbor, the
Sons of Liberty prevented their being unloaded. But Mas-
sachusetts’ royal governor, Thomas Hutchinson (1711-80),
refused to issue permits to allow the ships to leave the har-
bor and return to London. It was a standoff. On December
16, 1773, 150 colonists, their faces painted to resemble
Mohawks, climbed into boats and rowed out to the three
tea ships tied up at Griffin's Wharf. They jettisoned into
Boston Harbor 342 tea chests.

George IIT and Parliament reacted to the Boston Tea
Party with unprecedented harshness. Parliament passed a
series of Coercive Acts, which colonial activists dubbed
the Intolerable Acts. The acts closed the port of Boston,
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greatly curtailed Massachusetts colonial government, and
provided that most local officials would be appointed by
the royal governor. The acts outlawed most town meet-
ings, the very heart of representative self-government in
the colonies. The jurisdiction of colonial courts was like-
wise greatly abridged, with all capital cases to be sent for
trial to England or to another colony. Finally, the hated
Quartering Act was extended, making it possible that
British troops would be permanently quartered in Boston.
George III appointed General Thomas Gage (1719?-87)
both commander in chief of British forces in America and
royal governor of Massachusetts in April 1774. On June 1
Gage swiftly implemented the most odious of the Intolera-
ble Acts, the Port Act, which closed Boston to overseas
traffic as well as to seaborne shipments from other
colonies. When the Massachusetts General Assembly defi-
antly convened in Salem, having been banished from
Boston, Gage dissolved this body, but the delegates barred
the doors against Gage’s messenger. During this period the
exiled and outlawed assembly voted a proposal to convene
a Continental Congress, with delegates from all the
colonies. Further exacerbating the incendiary situation,
on June 22, 1774, George 111 signed into law the Quebec
Act, by which the old borders of the Canadian province of
Quebec were restored. Once again, as under French rule,
the borders stretched down into the Ohio Valley and the
Illinois country—the very West in which many Anglo-
American colonists hoped to settle.

A total of 56 delegates from all of the colonies except
Georgia heeded the call of the exiled Massachusetts
Assembly for a Continental Congress, which convened at
Carpenter’s Hall, Philadelphia, on September 5, 1774.
The congress endorsed the Suffolk Resolves, which pro-
nounced the Intolerable Acts unconstitutional, urged
Massachusetts to form an independent government and
withhold taxes from the Crown until the acts were
repealed, advised citizens to arm themselves, and recom-
mended a general boycott of English goods. A Continental
Association was created to organize a renewed boycott of
trade with Great Britain.

COURSE OF THE WAR

As relations between the colonies and mother country
grew increasingly strained, the colonies became both
increasingly militant and increasingly unified—despite
the fact that a large minority of colonists remained loyal to
the Crown and would in the coming war play an impor-
tant role in support of the English. The prospects for
American success in fighting what was the most powerful
empire in the world, with a large professional army and a
navy second to none, were, on the face of it, poor. How-
ever, colonial leaders understood that their task would not
be to defeat the British, but merely to maintain a state of
rebellion that would persuade king and Parliament that the
colonies were not worth holding on to. The only deviation
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from an essentially defensive American strategy was the
invasion of Canada early in the war, an operation that
proved disastrous.

Some historians see the war as having been fought in
two theaters, the North and the South. However, for
study, a more useful division is between the eastern, or
coastal, region and the frontier. Near the coast the war
was largely conventional, characterized by important “set”
battles between formally constituted armies. (Off the
coast, at sea, warfare was less formal, the United States
making extensive use of privateers [mercenary civilian
raiders] to harass British shipping. Most Royal Navy
operations were in support of troop landings and supply
and to effect a blockade of colonial ports.) Inland, in the
frontier regions, both sides made use of Indian allies and
auxiliaries. The British had far more such allies than the
Americans. On the frontier the American Revolution was
a very different war than in the coastal regions. Formal
battles were few. Indian raids followed by settler retalia-
tion were the characteristic pattern. These took a terrible
toll on the colonists. When formal British armies did ven-
ture into the frontier, however, they were generally at a
disadvantage.

As the best American strategists had predicted, it was
cost and war weariness that finally persuaded the British
to conclude a favorable peace in 1783. While the Ameri-
cans had scored some important victories, neutralizing
two major British armies—at Saratoga (September—Octo-
ber 1777) and at Yorktown (October 1781)—they did not
so much defeat the British army and navy as deny them
victory. That was sufficient to empower the liberal wing of
the British government, which favored American indepen-
dence, to promote and carry its point of view.

Further reading: Mark Boatner, Encyclopedia of the
American Revolution (New York: McKay, 1966, 1974);
Robert Leckie, George Washington’s War: The Saga of the
American Revolution (New York: HarperPerennial, 1992);
Charles Royster, A Revolutionary People at War (New York:
W. W. Norton, 1979); Page Smith, A New Age Now Begins:
A People’s History of the American Revolution, 2 vols. (New
York: Penguin, 1976); James L. Stokesbury, A Short History
of the American Revolution (New York: William Morrow,
1991).

American Revolution: Coastal Theater
(1775-1783)

For combatant and statistical information, see AMERICAN
REVOLUTION: OVERVIEW.

Amid the deteriorating relations between the British
Crown and its American colonies outlined in AMERICAN
REVOLUTION: OVERVIEW, the colonies became both increas-
ingly united and increasingly militant. But while the
colonies’ newly formed Continental Congress was forging
a union among historically disparate colonies, General

Gage was gathering and consolidating his troops. On
September 1, 1774, one of his Boston-based detachments
seized cannons and powder from arsenals in nearby Cam-
bridge and Charles Town. Defiantly, the Salem-based
Provincial Congress appropriated £15,627 to buy new mil-
itary supplies. It also authorized John Hancock to head a
Committee of Safety and call out the militia, whose mem-
bers were dubbed “minutemen,” because these citizen-sol-
diers pledged themselves to be armed, assembled, and
prepared for battle on a minute’s notice.

PATRIOT MOBILIZATION

On December 14, 1774, Paul Revere, the silversmith who
served as courier to the Boston Sons of Liberty, rode out to
warn the Patriot commander John Sullivan (1740-95) of
Gage’s plan to seize munitions stored at Fort William and
Mary guarding Portsmouth Harbor, New Hampshire. Sul-
livan led a band of volunteers to the fort and so stunned
the British guards that they surrendered without a fight.
Sullivan carried off the guns and powder that had been
stored at the fort. This incident might be counted the first
Patriot victory in a war that had yet to be declared.

Events now unfolded with a speed that apparently
befuddled Gage, whose troops were set upon by Patriot
saboteurs as acts of rebellion broke out all over New
England.

In the meantime, responding to the petitions sent
them by the First Continental Congress, King George and
Parliament proposed the Plan of Reconciliation, whereby
Parliament would refrain from taxing the colonies if their
assemblies voluntarily contributed toward some of the
costs of imperial defense. Yet, even while offering this con-
cession, the Crown continued to punish New England,
this time by passing the Fishery Act, which restricted the
trade of New England to Britain, Ireland, and the West
Indies and banned the colony from fishing in Newfound-
land’s rich waters. After passage of this act, Massachusetts
revived the Provincial Congress, which promptly set about
transforming the colony into an armed camp. Gage
responded to these developments by imposing martial law
on April 12, and summarily declaring all the residents of
Massachusetts to be “in treason.”

On the night of April 18 Gage dispatched 600 to 800
troops under the command of Lieutenant Colonel Francis
Smith (1723-91), assisted by Major John Pitcairn
(1722-75) of the Royal Marines to seize a Patriot arms
cache at Concord, Massachusetts. Paul Revere (1735-
1818) and another Sons of Liberty courier, William
Dawes, set out from Boston to alert the countryside. They
were joined en route by another rider, Dr. Samuel Prescott
(1751—c. 77).

BATTLE OF LEXINGTON

The village of Lexington lay in the line of march between
Boston and Concord. There, on Lexington’s green, militia



captain Jonas Parker (1729-75) formed up the ranks of
about 70 minutemen. Approaching the minutemen, Pit-
cairn ordered his troops to form their line of battle, then
called to the militia to lay down arms and disperse.
Parker ordered his men neither to surrender nor attack,
but to disband, taking their weapons with them. At this,
Pitcairn repeated his demand that they lay their weapons
down. Shots were exchanged. Eight minutemen, includ-
ing Parker, lay dead on Lexington green, with 10 more
wounded. A single British soldier was slightly hurt. The
Battle of Lexington, which most historians consider the
true opening battle of the American Revolution, was over.

BATTLE OF CONCORD

From Lexington the British continued their march to Con-
cord. Into this town militia companies came from the sur-
rounding communities. Estimates of American strength at
Concord run as high as 20,000, but the most reliable fig-
ure is 3,763. Probably no more than half this number was
involved in the battle at any one time.

Entering Concord unopposed, the British comman-
der, Lieutenant Colonel Francis Smith (1723-91), dined
at a local tavern with his staff officers while the grenadiers
began searching the town. Patriot Colonel James Barrett
ordered the militia to march to the defense of Concord. A
captain of British light infantry ordered his men to form
the standard line of battle, but the maneuver miscarried,
and the first British shots fell short. The Americans
returned fire in a volley Ralph Waldo Emerson (“Hymn
Sung at the Completion of the Concord Monument, April
19, 1836”) would dub “the shot heard round the world.”
In the volley three British regular soldiers died, and nine
more lay wounded. The redcoats retreated back into the
town, and Barrett failed to give chase. At about 10 A.m.
Smith collected his wounded and prepared to leave Con-
cord to return to Boston. All the way back the British were
harassed by Patriot fire. From the attacks 73 redcoats were
confirmed dead, and another 26, missing, were presumed
dead; 174 British solders were wounded. On the American
side, 49 had died, 5 were reported missing, and 41 lay
wounded.

BATTLE OF FORT TICONDEROGA

By 10 A.M. on April 19, just after the first American fell at
Lexington, Committee of Safety couriers were riding for
all points north and south. Within hours news of the bat-
tle had reached New York, Philadelphia, and most points
in between. Within days it had traveled to Virginia and the
rest of the South.

Connecticut authorities responded to the news of
Lexington and Concord by sending Benedict Arnold
(1741-1801) and Ethan Allen (1738-89) to capture Fort
Ticonderoga, which controlled the main route connecting
Canada and the upper Hudson Valley. On May 10, the pair
led just 83 men in a stealthy attack that took the fort with-
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out a shot. The Patriots thus gained a gateway to Canada
and a base from which Allen launched a successful expe-
dition against the nearby post of Crown Point. Together,
the forts yielded 78 precious artillery pieces and ammuni-
tion, along with other materiel. The artillery would be put
to effective use in the siege of Boston.

On the very day that Ethan Allen and Benedict Arnold
took Fort Ticonderoga, the Second Continental Congress
convened in Philadelphia and commenced creation of a
Continental army, with George Washington (1732-99) in
overall command. It also called on local militia forces
throughout New England to march to Boston, with the
intention of besieging the British forces headquartered
there. By the end of 1775 Congress had 27,500 Continen-
tal soldiers on its payroll from all the colonies.

BATTLE OF BUNKER HILL

By the end of May 1775 some 10,000 colonial troops sur-
rounded Boston and the troops of General Gage. In the
meantime, on May 25 HMS Cerberus sailed into Boston
Harbor bearing three major generals to assist Thomas
Gage in crushing the rebellion: William Howe (1729-
1814), the senior officer, John Burgoyne (1722-92), and
Henry Clinton (1730-95). Gage lost no time in assigning
Howe to crush the American army in a single blow. Howe
decided on an amphibious landing at Dorchester Point, to
the east of Cambridge, in coordination with Clinton’s
landing at Willis Creek, to the west. This would secure the
high ground at Charlestown, a place called Bunker’s or
Bunker Hill. Covering these operations would be the big
guns of the men o’ war riding at anchor in Boston Harbor.
Once Bunker Hill was secured, the forces of Howe and
Clinton could crush the American flanks in a pincers
movement converging on Cambridge.

The Patriot network of spies quickly discovered what
the British were about, and Boston’s Committee of Safety
directed General Artemus Ward (1727-1800) to seize,
occupy, and fortify Bunker Hill before Gage could attain it.
Instead, Ward ordered General Israel Putnam (1718-90)
to concentrate not on Bunker Hill, but on nearby Breed’s
Hill, which was closer to Boston. Putnam and militia com-
mander William Prescott (1726-95) would put some men
in a fortified position on Bunker Hill to cover any retreat.
Ward’s decision was a serious tactical error. Higher,
steeper, and farther from the ships of the Royal Navy,
Bunker Hill could have been made virtually impregnable,
whereas Breed’s Hill, lower and less steep, was actually
more exposed and vulnerable.

Nevertheless, Gage and Howe had to attack the Patriot
positions three times before the American lines finally gave
way. In the retreat the Americans suffered their heaviest
casualties, about 450, with 140 killed. Although the British
won the day, they had taken the heaviest losses. Of 2,400
redcoats actually engaged in combat, 1,054 had been shot,
of whom 226 died.
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THE AMERICANS’ CANADIAN CAMPAIGN

At the start of the Revolution many Patriots believed that
Canada would eagerly join in the rebellion, and the Conti-
nental Congress created a commission to invite Canada’s
alliance. When the Canadians rebuffed the overture,
Congress on June 27, 1775, authorized an invasion to be
led by Major General Philip Schuyler (1733-1804) with
Richard Montgomery (1738-75), a former British regular
in the French and Indian War, as his second in command.

The invasion did not get under way until September,
by which time George Washington had authorized Gen-
eral Benedict Arnold to lead a simultaneous operation.
The plan was for Arnold to take Quebec while Schuyler
attacked Montreal. In the meantime Montgomery learned
that a British expedition was preparing to recapture Fort
Ticonderoga and Crown Point and, on his own initiative,
marched out of Fort Ticonderoga and headed for Canada.

On September 4 General Schuyler caught up with
Montgomery, and the two led the assault on St. Johns, the
site of a British fort and barracks defended by about 200
regulars and a contingent of Indians. A siege was called
for, during which Schuyler and about half the American
troops fell ill. Montgomery, commanding the American
forces in the absence of the ailing Schuyler, sent Ethan
Allen to recruit rebellious Canadians. During this mission
Allen, judging that Montreal was weakly defended, impul-
sively decided to use his new recruits to invade the town.
But as quickly as the recruits had joined Allen, they
drifted off, and Allen was forced to turn away from Mon-
treal. After joining forces with another militia officer, John
Brown (1744-80), Allen returned to Montreal with about
300 men. During the night of September 24-25 the assault
failed, and Allen was captured with 20 of his men. (He
was shipped back to England, where he narrowly avoided
trial for treason. Returned to North America, he was
paroled in New York City in October 1776.)

While Allen and Brown were attacking Montreal,
Montgomery captured Chambly near St. Johns on October
18 and the fort at St. Johns on November 2, 1775. Despite
this success, however, the invasion was bogging down as
Montgomery’s troops went hungry and lacked for supplies
and warm clothing. Montgomery now marched into Mon-
treal, where he awaited word from Benedict Arnold on his
progress against Quebec.

Arnold had left with 1,100 volunteers from Cambridge,
Massachusetts, on September 12. Catastrophe came when
his fleet of bateaux, hastily built of green (uncured) wood,
fell apart in the icy water of the Kennebec River. Arnold
and his men were forced to wade in the frigid river for
some 180 miles. Food was in short supply, and many men
deserted. By November 9 only 600 of the original 1,100
reached the south bank of the St. Lawrence River. Even so,
Arnold was confident that he could take the fortress town
of Quebec. Delays allowed the British to reinforce the
town, however, and Arnold was forced to retreat. On
December 2 he joined forces with Montgomery and
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attacked the town on December 31, during a blizzard.
More than half the American invasion force ended as casu-
alties: 48 dead, 34 wounded, 372 made captive. Although
painfully wounded himself, Arnold refused to give up. For
five months, from January to May 1776, he and his com-
mand lingered on the outskirts of Quebec. Reinforcements
arrived but were inadequate, and the invasion of Canada
collapsed.

Now the British began preparing a counteroffensive
invasion from Canada. It was critical to gain control of the
waterway straddling Canada and America, Lake Cham-
plain, and both sides scrambled to cobble together shal-
low-draft fleets. Arnold left Crown Point with 10 craft on
August 24, 1776, and anchored the boats off rocky Valcour
Island. By the time of the battle, which began on October
11, Arnold was in command of 15 vessels. When he saw
the size of the approaching British fleet—20 gunboats, 30
longboats, and several larger vessels—he hurriedly pulled
back all his boats. But it was too late, and, over the next
three days the two makeshift fleets slugged it out, with the
outnumbered and outgunned American vessels getting the
worst of it. By the morning of the 13th Arnold had two
large vessels left, the Congress and the Washington, in
which he made his escape, keeping up a running fight with
the pursuing British fleet all the way to Buttonmould Bay
on the Vermont shore of Lake Champlain. There he
beached and burned the wrecks of his two ships and trav-
eled overland to Crown Point. Realizing that he could not
hold this position, he burned the buildings of Crown Point
and retreated to Fort Ticonderoga, back to the point from
which the Canadian venture had begun two years earlier.

The American losses at Valcour Island were impres-
sive: 11 of the 15 vessels in Arnold’s command and about
80 of 750 men killed or wounded. Of 17 to 20 British gun-
boats engaged and the two larger vessels, the Carleton and
the Inflexible, none was even damaged. Yet this defeat
gained something for the Americans and cost something
for the British. By keeping British general Guy Carleton
(1724-1808) occupied, Arnold took the momentum out
of the British advance, and the approaching winter put an
end to plans for Carleton’s forces to invade the lower
colonies and link up with William Howe. Such a move
would have cut the colonies in two, severing the north
from the south and quite possibly crushing the Revolu-
tion. By enduring a tactical defeat, Arnold had effectively
achieved a strategic victory.

SIEGE OF BOSTON

The Battle of Bunker Hill on June 17 left General Thomas
Gage dazed, demoralized, and intimidated. Had he acted
quickly after the battle, costly as it was, he could have bro-
ken the American siege lines around Boston before they
reformed. But he hesitated, and the Patriot siege that had
begun on April 19, 1775, was reinforced following the bat-
tle. By June 1775 some 15,000 provincial troops were
positioned just outside Boston, under the command of
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General Artemus Ward. Gage’s army, now bottled up in
the city, numbered 6,500. On July 2, 1775, George Wash-
ington took over command of the so-called Boston Army
and set about transforming it into a unified and disci-
plined Continental army. In the meantime General Henry
Knox (1750-18006) transported the artillery captured at
Fort Ticonderoga more than 300 miles to Cambridge, with
the purpose of bombarding Boston in preparation for an
attack on the British garrison.

Throughout the fall and winter the two armies stared
at each other across Boston Neck and the Charlestown
peninsula. On October 10, 1775, General William Howe
replaced Thomas Gage, who returned to England. On Jan-
uary 27, 1776, Admiral Samuel Graves (1713-87), a lack-
adaisical officer, was replaced by the far more dynamic
Admiral Richard Howe (1726-99), brother of the new
commander in chief of the British army. By this time, too,
reinforcements had swelled the Boston garrison between
7,000 and 8,000 men.

In a spectacular feat of military engineering, Washing-
ton’s forces quietly fortified Dorchester Heights during
February 1776, then placed there the guns Knox had
brought from Fort Ti. Surrounded and outnumbered, Gen-
eral Howe abandoned Boston. From March 7 to March 17
the British ships were loaded with some 11,000 soldiers
and sailors, in addition to a thousand Tories. The evacua-
tion flotilla sailed all the way to Halifax, Nova Scotia.

COMMON SENSE AND
THE DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE

On January 9, 1776, Thomas Paine (1737-1809), an
English immigrant (he settled in Philadelphia in Novem-
ber 1774), published Common Sense, a 47-page pamphlet
that made the argument for independence more simply,
thoroughly, and persuasively than any document that had
come before it. Swept by a wave of popular support for
independence largely engendered by Common Sense, the
Continental Congress on February 18 authorized priva-
teers—merchant ships given permission to raid and cap-
ture British vessels. On February 26 it embargoed exports
to Britain and the British West Indies. On March 3
Congress sent Silas Deane (1737-89) to France to negoti-
ate for aid. On March 14 Congress moved against the
Tories (loyalists), ordering that they be disarmed. On
April 6 it opened all American ports to the trade of all
nations save Britain. Now, one after the other, in some
cases after intense but compact debate, all the colonies
voted for independence, and a Declaration of Indepen-
dence was adopted on July 4, 1776.

During this period the British revised their strategy.
Rather than attempt now to attack the bastion of the revo-
lution, Boston and New England, British military com-
manders shifted their focus to those places where the
spirit of revolution was weakest and Tories outnumbered
Patriots. Accordingly, after evacuating Boston and remov-

ing to headquarters in Halifax, the British command now
turned its attention to two places where Tories abounded:
New York and South Carolina.

ACTION IN NEW YORK

New York City was a strategically critical prize. Its harbor
offered the anchorage the great British fleet required, and
whoever controlled the city and its harbor also controlled
the Hudson River, principal avenue into the American
interior. Seize the Hudson, and the colonies, which had
proved so surprisingly adept at communication and coor-
dination of action, would be completely divided. Thus iso-
lated, even staunchly rebellious New England could be
defeated. With that, the rebellion would surely collapse.

The new British plan called for General Howe, cur-
rently in Halifax, to sail southward with a large army to
take and occupy New York City. From this base he would
spread his control of the Hudson River north to Albany,
thereby isolating New England from the other colonies.
From Canada a British force led by General Guy Carleton
would join Howe at Albany. Together, the two were to
defeat the remnants of rebellion in detail.

In January 1776 Washington detached from Boston
siege duty the colorful, irascible, and ultimately unreliable
Charles Lee (1731-82) to set up the defense of New York.
Lee proposed to put 4,000 to 5,000 troops on Long Island,
taking care to fortify Brooklyn Heights, which overlooked
lower Manhattan. Uptown on the island of Manhattan he
would place troops for the defense of Kings Bridge, which
connected Manhattan with the Bronx on the mainland.
Lee reasoned that given the naval superiority of the
British, he could not hope to hold Manhattan as a fortress,
but, from the surrounding high ground, he could effec-
tively attack a British invasion force. It was a workable
plan, but when Washington arrived to establish his head-
quarters in the city on April 13, he was shocked to dis-
cover that Lee had done nothing to put it into action.
Washington himself set the army to the furious labor of
digging up the island, throwing up great earthen works.
Fortunately for the Americans, the British moved slowly,
as usual, and it would be almost September before they
were ready to attack Manhattan. Despite Lee’s inaction,
the 19,000 Continentals and militiamen gathered for the
defense of the island had five months to dig and to build.

It was June 25, 1776, when William Howe landed off
Sandy Hook, a spit of land projecting from New Jersey
into Raritan Bay, opposite Staten Island. He had three
ships, the vanguard of 130 vessels that would arrive on the
29th, carrying 9,300 troops. On July 12 Lord Richard
Howe, William’s admiral brother, arrived with 150 more
ships and reinforcements from England. Soon, additional
British troops and German mercenary forces followed, and
on August 12 yet more soldiers arrived from the failed
expedition against Charleston, South Carolina (covered
later in this entry). By the last week of August, Howe had



mustered 31,625 troops, of whom 24,464 were fit for duty,
to oppose some 20,000 Americans—the bulk of the Amer-
ican forces at the time. Lose them, and all would be lost.
Admiral Howe was prepared to support the land forces
with 30 combat ships, including 10 ships of the line and
20 frigates, together representing a total of perhaps 1,200
guns. Against these enormous forces, Washington had
6,500 troops on Long Island, many of which were concen-
trated on fortified Brooklyn Heights.

The British began to land on Long Island on the night
of August 26, sending 10,000 troops in a broad movement
to the northeast, so that the attack, when it was launched
on the morning of the 27th, rushed in on General Sulli-
van’s left flank. The attack came from exactly the opposite
side from which it had been expected. While Generals
Clinton, Charles Cornwallis (1738-1805), and Percy
attacked from the northeast, 5,000 Hessians (German
mercenary troops in the British service) pressed in due
north from the Flatlands, and 7,000 Highlanders attacked
from the west. The effect of an attack from three sides
with 22,000 men overwhelmed the 3,100 Americans posi-
tioned before the Brooklyn Heights fortifications, who
retreated behind the heavily fortified works. Instead of
exploiting his current advantage, however, General Howe
decided to dig in so that he could take his time in the
assault on the Brooklyn Heights fortress.

Washington remained confident at first that Brooklyn
could be held, and so he brought some of his Manhattan
units into the fortifications at Brooklyn Heights. This was
a tactical error, and by the 28th Washington realized that
his position on Brooklyn was untenable. He now ordered
preparations for evacuation to Manhattan, which Wash-
ington accomplished with great skill during the stormy
and foggy night of August 29-30. He had saved the army.

Washington’s army, now deployed solely in Manhat-
tan, was poorly supplied and subject to the impending
expiration of militia enlistments. The onset of fall weather
was miserable, and perhaps a fourth of the 20,000 defend-
ers lay ill. Brigadier General Nathanael Greene (1742-86),
dashingly youthful Continental brigadier, advised Wash-
ington to burn and abandon New York, but Congress
barred this. On September 15 the British fleet sailed up the
Hudson and East Rivers, flanking Manhattan Island.
British guns were now trained on Manhattan all along its
length. Transport barges landed at Kip’s Bay, where 34th
Street today ends at FDR Drive. At 11 A.M. a brief naval
barrage was ordered, and then troops were landed, unop-
posed, in 85 flatboats. Foolishly, the British proceeded at a
leisurely pace, setting up headquarters in the Murray
house (owned by a prominent Tory) in the neighborhood
known today as Murray Hill. The bulk of the American
army occupied the heights of Harlem, from which the
troops could see, on September 15, a line of British soldiers
advancing northward along the eastern road. By nightfall,
Howe had established forward posts from McGowan’s Pass
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(at the northeast corner of Central Park today) southwest
to the Hudson River (at about the location of 105th Street).
Before dawn of the 16th Lieutenant Colonel Thomas
Knowlton (1740-76) led 100 elite Connecticut Rangers
down the so-called Hollow Way, a steep descent from the
heights of Harlem to the Hudson. He ran into elements of
the famed Black Watch Highland troops and engaged them
fiercely but was forced to retreat as more Highlanders
arrived. The British misinterpreted the retreat as the begin-
ning of a general flight, and the advance elements of Howe’s
invading force now attacked in anticipation of triggering a
rout. Instead, they got a full-scale fight that sent the High-
landers retreating across a buckwheat field fronting the
Hudson (on the site of today’s Barnard College).

To the American defenders this small victory was
greatly heartening. To Howe, it was discouraging out of all
proportion. With thousands of well-equipped troops and a
mighty naval fleet at his disposal, he could have struck
Washington’s position from the flanks or the rear. Instead,
he did nothing. By the middle of October Howe still had
not moved against Fort Washington and Harlem Heights.

BATTLE OF WHITE PLAINS

Howe was not entirely idle during this period. Washing-
ton observed that Howe’s barges were probing for Hudson
landings in Westchester, preparing an encirclement. In
view of this, Washington decided on October 16, to evacu-
ate Manhattan. Slowly his troops crept northward to
White Plains, in Westchester County. There Washington
deployed his troops poorly, neglecting to fortify Chatter-
ton Hill—the highest and therefore most important of the
three hills on which his army encamped. Howe focused
his attack against this weak position, sending the Ameri-
cans into withdrawal farther north.

FORT WASHINGTON FALLS
AND WASHINGTON RETREATS

Early in November, seeing that Howe had stopped moving
north in pursuit of his main force and had turned back
toward Manhattan, Washington concluded incorrectly
that Howe’s intention was now to invade New Jersey.
When he had evacuated Manhattan, Washington had left a
garrison of 2,000 men to hold Fort Washington. Rein-
forcements had raised this number to nearly 3,000. Howe
took Fort Washington on November 16, and 2,818 Amer-
ican officers and men became prisoners of war. Four days
later Fort Lee, across the Hudson in New Jersey, also fell.
These losses were added to the fact that all of Manhattan
and a substantial swath along the New Jersey bank of the
Hudson were now in British hands. The American army
was split into three branches. Charles Lee was in North
Castle, Westchester County; General William Heath
(1737-1814) was at Peekskill, up the Hudson from Man-
hattan; and Washington took the main body of troops on a
long retreat by land through New Jersey.
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WASHINGTON’S RETREAT

Casualties, the expiration of enlistment, and capture had
reduced Washington’s army to about 16,400 troops,
divided and dispersed. Despite all the advantages he
enjoyed, General Howe chose not to conduct a winter cam-
paign and instead set up winter quarters at Amboy, New
Brunswick, and Princeton on the eastern front and in Bor-
dentown and at Trenton (the main post), on the Delaware
River. He also dispatched General Henry Clinton from
New York with some 6,000 men to occupy Newport,
Rhode Island, preparatory to a spring campaign against
New England. General Charles Cornwallis was sent to
harass Washington and chase him beyond New Bruns-
wick, just to give the British elbow room for their winter
hibernation.

Cornwallis decided to interpret his assignment more
broadly. Boasting that he would bag Washington as a
hunter bags a fox, he drove his troops swiftly and unspar-
ingly. He was closing in on Newark by November 29.
Washington and his headquarters force of 4,000 fled to
New Brunswick just steps ahead of Hessian advance
guards. Leaving Alexander at Princeton to delay the British
advance, Washington reached Trenton with his main force
on December 3. His best hope was that Charles Lee would
meet him there, but Lee was days distant. Washington,
who had already prepared for an evacuation across the
Delaware River into Pennsylvania, sent his troops across
on December 7 and deployed them along some 25 miles of
Pennsylvania riverfront. As a precaution he also sent
troops to find and destroy every boat of any size for 75
miles up and down the lower Delaware. He meant to make
it very difficult for the British to give chase. Cornwallis
gave up. He secured permission from Howe to halt at the
Delaware and to wait for spring, when he and Howe might
finish off the American army at leisure.

BATTLE OF TRENTON

By the Christmas season Washington had available no
more than 6,000 troops fit for duty. Nevertheless, he
boldly decided on a counteroffensive.

For the British and Hessian troops lodged at Trenton,
the approach of Christmas was welcomed with food and
drink “liberated” from the citizens of New Jersey. On
Christmas night the river roiled high, great sheets of bro-
ken ice whirling in the swift current. Nevertheless, Wash-
ington loaded 2,400 veteran troops and 18 cannons into
the stout Durham boats he had hoarded to keep out of
British hands, and, in the stormy night, crossed to New
Jersey.

The Americans descended on Trenton at 7:30 on the
morning of December 26. Washington’s units closed in
from the northwest, the north, the northeast, the south,
and the southeast. Totally surprised, the elite Hessians
encamped at Trenton were quickly forced to surrender;
918 Hessian prisoners as well as a wealth of equipment
and stores fell to the Americans. Washington’s forces had

suffered no more than four wounded. Some authorities
believe no American soldier was killed, while others
report two killed in action and two frozen to death. Of the
1,200 Hessians engaged, 106 were killed or wounded, 918
captured, and the remainder were unaccounted for (most
likely they fled as deserters).

Washington now withdrew across the Delaware back
into Pennsylvania. The triumph at Trenton was sufficient
to lift American morale and persuade thousands of men to
extend their enlistments by six weeks. Washington crossed
his army into New Jersey once again on December 30,
1776, taking up a position at hard-won Trenton. Cornwal-
lis rushed almost 8,000 fresh troops from Princeton to
Trenton. Washington sent a covering force under General
Edward Hand (1744-1802), who, with help from some
miserable weather, managed to delay Cornwallis’s advance.

BATTLE OF PRINCETON

Washington hurriedly erected defensive works along the
Assumpink Creek just south of Trenton and left a small
force of 400 there with orders to make noise and keep the
fires lighted to decoy Cornwallis. Cornwallis reached Tren-
ton on January 2. Although his officers urged an immediate
attack, Cornwallis, convinced the din of men digging
trenches and the flicker of campfires were in preparation
for the arrival of Washington’s entire army, decided to wait.
In the meantime the main body of Washington’s army
slipped silently toward Princeton and New Brunswick. The
Battle of Princeton was fought on January 3.

At first the American militiamen panicked, unable to
load faster than the British could thrust with bayonets.
Washington personally rallied the troops long enough to
allow Henry Knox to position and fire his artillery into the
British attackers. This sent the redcoats into full retreat.

Washington resisted the impulse to pursue the fleeing
attackers, for he knew they would lead him straight to the
superior numbers of Cornwallis’s main army. Instead,
Washington advanced into Princeton and engaged the few
British soldiers remaining there. He quickly took Prince-
ton but could not afford to occupy it, knowing that Corn-
wallis would counterattack soon. However, he understood
that the victories at Trenton and Princeton had saved the
revolution, and he took his army to Morristown to make
winter camp.

BURGOYNE’S CAMPAIGN

Early spring 1777 brought the American cause an influx
of fresh troops and a willingness among many veterans to
extend their enlistments. In Paris Benjamin Franklin and
Silas Deane, congressional emissaries, were gradually per-
suading the French government to conclude a formal
alliance with the United States. In June the marquis de
Lafayette (1757-1834) arrived with a party of idealistic
adventurers (including the baron de Kalb [1721-80])
eager to impart European military expertise to the officers
and men of the Continental army.



Spring also brought fresh energy and resolve to the
British. General John Burgoyne perfected the plan General
Guy Carleton had attempted and failed to execute the pre-
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vious year: the division of the state of New York along the
Hudson, the consequent isolation of New England, and
the effective decapitation of the Revolution. A principal
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force would advance south from Canada, down Lake
Champlain and the upper Hudson. Simultaneously a
smaller force would operate through the New York fron-
tier country, from Oswego through the Mohawk Valley.
These two operations would be coordinated with Howe,
who would send another major force up the Hudson,
meeting Burgoyne’s principal force at Albany, thereby
effecting a pincers movement that would amputate New
England from the rest of the colonies.

King George III enthusiastically endorsed the plan
and George Sackville, lord Germain (1716-58), secretary
of state for the American colonies, authorized Burgoyne
to carry it out. Yet Germain simultaneously approved
General Howe’s plan for attacking Philadelphia, thereby

rendering Howe unavailable for Burgoyne’s operation
The inept Germain had approved two mutually exclusive

plans.

Burgoyne began his move south on June 17, 1777. He
commanded a force of 7,000 infantrymen, British regulars
as well as German mercenaries, in addition to a small force
of English and German artillerists, 400 Indian auxiliaries,
and a few Canadian and Tory adventurers. The approach

of this force promped the Americans to abandon Fort
Ticonderoga, and Burgoyne advanced past this to Albany,
where he intended to link up with General Barry St. Leger
(1737-89) and Howe in order to deliver a crushing blow
to the rebels. On August 3, while camped near Fort
Edward, however, waiting for his full forces to assemble,
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Burgoyne received a dispatch from Howe informing him
of his intention to march on Philadelphia. Now it was
unmistakably clear that Howe would not meet Burgoyne
in Albany.

BATTLE OF ORISKANY

On August 4, 1777, General Barry St. Leger commenced
artillery bombardment of Fort Stanwix, New York. The
bombardment resulted in the death of only one man and
the wounding of six and was far less effective than the
work of Indian snipers, who calmly picked off soldiers as
they desperately worked to cover the fort’s interior roofs
and parapets with sod.

On August 6 three messengers from Patriot militia
General Nicholas Herkimer (1728-77) managed to pene-
trate the Indian lines surrounding the fort. Herkimer was
at the Indian town of Oriskany, 10 miles southwest of Fort
Stanwix, with 800 troops. He asked Colonel Peter Gan-
sevoort (1749-1812) to join him in a combined assault on
St. Leger’s lines. The result was a desperate battle between
militia and a combination of British regulars, Tory militia-
men, and British-allied Indians. Herkimer himself was
severely wounded, his leg shattered by a musket ball. Nev-
ertheless, propped up against a saddle, he continued to
direct the fight. Although one entire American regiment
broke and ran, most of the Patriots fought fiercely, suffer-
ing as well as inflicting heavy casualties. A sudden thun-
derstorm brought a temporary halt to the battle, providing
time for the forces to regroup on higher ground. The
British-allied Indians, disheartened by their heavy losses,
suddenly retreated when the battle resumed. With their
desertion the Tories withdrew as well. The American
forces were in no condition to give chase. Indeed, the Bat-
tle of Oriskany was a grim disaster for all concerned. Half
the American forces were killed, wounded, or captured.
The able militia commander Herkimer died of his
wounds. The British lost 33, with 41 wounded, and the
Indian losses were the heaviest of all: 17 Senecas killed,
including their chief warriors, and 16 wounded with 60 to
80 Indians from other tribes also killed or wounded. A
total of 23 war chiefs were killed or wounded.

Neither side could claim victory, but Oriskany did
stop Herkimer’s attempt to reinforce Fort Stanwix, and St.
Leger again demanded the fort’s surrender, threatening to
turn loose his Indian warriors against the garrison as well
as the women and children sheltered in the fort. Colonel
Gansevoort once again indignantly refused to yield.

In the meantime General Philip Schuyler, encamped
at Fort Dayton, 50 miles from Fort Stanwix, dispatched
General Ebenezer Learned (1728-1801) and a Mas-
sachusetts brigade to the relief of the fort. En route, the
Americans deceived British spies into believing their force
was much larger than it really was; as a result, perhaps as
many as 600 Indian warriors promptly deserted St. Leger,
and the British general, himself alarmed by the fabulously
inflated report of Patriot strength, hastily lifted the siege of
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Fort Stanwix on August 22. While the Battle of Oriskany,
then, was a bloody draw, its aftermath put the British
forces at a distinct disadvantage.

BATTLE OF BENNINGTON

In addition to British regulars, Tory militia forces, and
Indian auxiliaries, the British Crown employed some
30,000 mercenary troops against the Americans. They
were men from various German states, misleadingly
lumped together under the name of “Hessians.” In the
summer of 1777, Burgoyne detailed Hessian troops under
Lieutenant Colonel Frederick Baum (d. 1782?) to take
Bennington, Vermont. There, however, General John Stark
(1728-1822), who had distinguished himself at the Battle
of Bunker Hill, was gathering reinforcements. Hearing that
Baum’s Indian auxiliaries were looting and terrorizing the
countryside, Stark dispatched 200 militiamen to drive the
Indians off. However, the militiamen first encountered
Baum’s main column and were sent running. Battle was
delayed by a rainstorm on August 15, a fortunate respite
that gave Stark time to receive 400 reinforcements, the
Vermont militia, led by Seth Warner (1743-84). Baum’s
men, in the meantime, were ordered to dig in.

On the 16th Stark and Warner waited for the rain to
stop, then moved in for a preemptive attack, with an
enveloping movement from the front, rear, and flanks.
Baum saw the attackers, but because they were dressed in
civilian clothing, he assumed they were local Tories. With
all the Americans in place, the attack began. In the shock
of the initial assault, the Indians, Tories, and Canadians
panicked and fled. The Germans and the British, dug in on
a hilltop, held their ground and were joined by some of
their fleeing comrades. For two hours Stark and Warner
kept up the pressure. With ammunition dwindling, Baum’s
troops finally began to flee, except for his faithful dra-
goons. Baum, determined to save the day, ordered his men
to draw sabers and charge into the Americans. It was a ges-
ture both futile and fatal. When Baum fell, mortally
wounded, his dispirited men surrendered.

In the meantime, however, more German mercenaries
arrived, led by Lieutenant Colonel Heinrich von Brey-
mann (1723/4-?). They were met at the outskirts of Ben-
nington by Stark’s troops and by additional arrivals from
the contingent of Vermont militiamen. Together, these
troops counterattacked Breymann’s forces. In the end, of
the combined British and German forces, 207 lay dead and
another 700 were taken prisoner. A total of 30 Americans
fell in battle, and perhaps 40 more were wounded. It was a
great Patriot victory. For Burgoyne the loss at Bennington
spelled the end of his grand strategy for crushing the Rev-
olution by splitting the American colonies in two.

HOWE’S PHILADELPHIA CAMPAIGN
As the home of the Continental Congress, Philadelphia
was effectively the capital of the rebellion and, moreover,
the leading metropolis of the North American continent,
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center of colonial wealth and culture. Philadelphia was
also a stronghold of Toryism. As General Howe saw it, tak-
ing Philadelphia might well deal a decapitating blow to
the Revolution. Howe also concluded that Washington
would sacrifice much for the defense of Philadelphia.
Howe transported 15,000 troops from New York on an in-
ordinately slow passage to Philadelphia. The long delays
gave Washington plenty of time to assemble and move his
army. On August 24 he paraded 11,000 Continental army
troops through Philadelphia, marching southward to meet
Howe, Cornwallis, and Wilhelm, baron von Knyphausen
(1716-1800), the new commander in chief of the German
mercenaries.

On September 11, early in the morning, British troops
were sighted near Kennett Square, Pennsylvania. Wash-
ington dispatched his main forces to meet them, only to
discover that they were merely a diversionary force. Wash-
ington had left many of the upstream fords across Brandy-
wine Creek undefended, and across these fords Howe’s
main force now advanced, poised for a surprise attack
against the Americans from the right rear. All along the
placid Brandywine, the thin American line gave way. In
great disarray by nightfall, Washington’s army withdrew to
Chester, Pennsylvania, where it regrouped and was still
interposed between Howe and Philadelphia. Of some
11,000 American troops engaged at Brandywine, 1,200 to
1,300 were casualties, perhaps 400 of this number taken as
prisoners, and 11 precious artillery pieces were captured.
Howe, in overall command of 12,500 men, lost 577 killed
and wounded, all but 40 of whom were British regulars.

From Chester, after resting the night, Washington fell
back toward Philadelphia. Howe marched into Chester
and occupied it. The British army was just 15 miles out-
side the revolutionary capital, and on September 18 the
Continental Congress evacuated to Lancaster, Pennsylva-
nia, and then to York. On September 16, at White Horse
Tavern and at Malvern Hill—both west of Philadelphia—
Washington briefly engaged Howe’s Hessians, then dis-
patched forces under Generals Anthony Wayne and
William Maxwell to fight in earnest, but a torrential storm
soaked the combatants, bringing the battle to an abrupt
halt. The Americans, whose ammunition was stored in
jerry-built cartridge boxes, found that their powder had
been drenched and was useless. The troops trudged
through the mud to Reading Furnace, where they could be
resupplied. But a detachment of Von Knyphausen’s troops,
foraging along the Schuylkill River just west of Philadel-
phia discovered Valley Forge on September 18, a com-
pletely unguarded Patriot supply depot. A large quantity
of flour, horseshoes, tools, and other supplies were cap-
tured, and Howe established a post there.

Washington sent Wayne with 1,500 men and four can-
nons to Warren’s Tavern, near the town of Paoli, to harass
the British rear guard. British Major General Charles Grey
(1729-1807) was sent to surprise Wayne’s camp during the

night of September 20-21 using a silent, swift, and terrible
bayonet attack. Howe claimed 500 killed, but Wayne
counted 150 bodies so mangled by British bayonets that
local residents dubbed the encounter the Paoli Massacre.

After the Paoli disaster Washington moved his troops
to Pott’s Grove (present-day Pottstown), Pennsylvania,
whereupon Howe, changing direction, started his main
body of troops across the Schuylkill River. On September
23 General Charles Cornwallis marched four British and
two Hessian units into Philadelphia unopposed. After tak-
ing possession of the city, he bedded down his forces in
Germantown, just north of the city.

Audaciously, Washington decided to counterattack
precisely the position at which the British were strongest,
Germantown, today a Philadelphia neighborhood, but in
the 18th century a village just north of the city. Washing-
ton struck Howe’s advance units at dawn on October 4
with a force of 8,000 Continentals and 3,000 militiamen
against 9,000 British troops. The British advance troops,
the 40th Regiment, retreated to the large house of Ben-
jamin Chew, a formidable stone structure. From the cover
it provided the British poured fire on General Sullivan’s
troops. Hearing the artillery, Continental general Adam
Stephen rushed his men into the battle but, confused by
the morning fog, ended up firing on and colliding with the
rear of Anthony Wayne’s column. The result was paralysis
and panic, and Washington had no choice but to order all
forces to withdraw.

From a military point of view, Germantown was a
fiasco, with 152 American soldiers dead, 521 wounded,
and 400 captured (Howe’s casualties were 535 killed and
wounded), but from a political and psychological point of
view, Germantown was hardly a catastrophe. French
observers were impressed by the fact that Washington,
having lost Philadelphia, nevertheless made bold to attack.
What they saw moved their government a step closer to
outright alliance with the Patriots.

BATTLE OF FREEMAN’S FARM

As Washington was being battered in Pennsylvania, Bur-
goyne reeled from one blow after another in upstate New
York and Vermont. The Hessians had been beaten at Ben-
nington, Barry St. Leger had failed to take Fort Stanwix,
and General Howe was too busy in Philadelphia to join
him in Albany. Yet Burgoyne saw no alternative to march-
ing into Albany. Along the way, on September 19, Burgoyne
reached Freeman’s Farm, little more than an unharvested
wheat field along the Hudson. In his eagerness to provoke
a battle, Burgoyne blundered by dividing his forces, assign-
ing General Simon Fraser to lead 2,200 men along a path
that led to Freeman’s western fields while he took 1,100
men south and then west to meet up with Fraser on Free-
man’s Farm. He assigned the east column, another 1,100
men in three Brunswick regiments commanded by Baron
von Riedesel, to move south down the river road. The
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divided army, three columns, were out of sight of one
another, their movements all but impossible to coordinate.

The American commander, Horatio Gates (1728-
1806), observed all of this but failed to act. At last his sub-
ordinate, the boldly impetuous Benedict Arnold (1741-
1801), succeeded in urging Gates to action. Gates ordered
riflemen under the wily frontiersman Daniel Morgan
(1736-1802) and light infantry led by Henry Dearborn
(1751-1829) to make contact. Morgan fired from ambush,
cutting down every British officer in the advance line. The
riflemen then charged into Burgoyne’s advance line, caus-
ing it to stampede in panic. Suddenly, however, Morgan’s
men collided with the main body of the British center col-
umn. Now the pursuers became the pursued, retreating to

the woods in complete disarray. Morgan rapidly re-formed
his troops. As for the British, the encounter had so shaken
and stunned them that as the advance-line survivors ran
back toward the main body, many in the main body
opened fire indiscriminately, wounding and killing their
own men. Seeing the frenzied action, Burgoyne decided
not to wait for a signal from Fraser’s column but fired his
own signal gun and moved the main body of his troops
onto Freeman’s Farm, forming battle lines along its north-
ern edge.

As for the American response, the evidence is that
Benedict Arnold, not Horatio Gates, effectively assumed
command of the next phase of the battle. With Burgoyne’s
ranks neatly formed, European style, in the clearing,
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Morgan and Dearborn took positions along the southern
edge of the clearing, and seven more American regiments
were sent down from Bemis Heights, just south of the
farm. For the next three or four hours a firefight pitted
American wilderness tactics against the formal tactics of
European soldiers. Firing from cover, the Americans cut
through the ranks of the three British regiments standing
shoulder to shoulder. The British suffered severe losses,
but they retained their discipline and were able to return
effective fire, augmented by artillery. Each time the Ameri-
cans attempted to charge out of cover to take the battle to
a conclusion, the British drove them back.

Burgoyne’s objective was to hold out until Riedesel
and Fraser arrived with reinforcements. The Americans

wanted to destroy the British forces in detail before the
arrival of those fresh troops. At last, however, Riedesel
broke through from the east and opened up on the Ameri-
cans with cannons. Arnold had returned to Bemis Heights
to get more troops and so was absent from the field when
the Germans arrived. Simon Fraser did not reach the
vicinity of the battle until it was nearly over. His men
exchanged fire with an American brigade but contributed
little. Essentially leaderless, therefore, the Americans held
their ground for a time but fell back as darkness settled
over Freeman’s Farm.

By day’s end Burgoyne had lost some 600 men. Of the
800 troops in the three regiments that absorbed the brunt
of the combat, 350 had been killed, wounded, or cap-
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tured—a calamitous 44 percent casualty rate. American
losses totaled 319, including 65 killed, 208 wounded, and
36 missing. For all this, Burgoyne could still claim a tech-
nical victory; he was in possession of Freeman’s Farm.

BATTLE OF SARATOGA

The fighting next moved from Freeman’s Farm to Bemis
Heights. Gates had been reinforced by the arrival of troops
under General Benjamin Lincoln (1733-1810). Some of
Lincoln’s forces were already harassing Burgoyne’s rear
positions. Burgoyne was now outnumbered 11,000 to
5,000. On October 7, feeling that he could no longer wait
for reinforcements, Burgoyne decided to send a reconnais-
sance force of 1,650 men to determine just what he was
facing. Gates dispatched Daniel Morgan to attack the right
flank of the reconnaissance force and General Enoch Poor
(1736-80) to attack the left. Morgan’s men rushed wide
around Burgoyne’s troops to take up positions in the
woods, from which they could fire on both flank and rear.
Officially barred from headquarters by order of the irasci-
ble General Gates, Benedict Arnold nevertheless gathered
up a detachment to attack the breastworks behind which
some of Burgoyne’s men had taken shelter. Next, seeing
Continental troops under General Ebenezer Learned
marching toward the British right, Arnold galloped
directly across the line of fire to lead them away from the
right and instead into a frontal assault against “Breymann’s
redoubt,” an enforced position occupied by Hessians.
Arnold’s horse was shot from under him, and then he took
a bullet in the leg. Unable to continue, he had to be car-
ried from the field. On the British side, however, the offi-
cer corps fared far worse. Among the casualties was
General Simon Fraser, one of the British army’s most dash-
ing and capable commanders, who fell mortally wounded
while trying to cover the redcoat’s retreat.

Without Arnold to lead it, the American charge
quickly petered out, but the damage to Burgoyne’s army
had already been done. The British suffered 600 killed or
wounded, whereas American casualties were fewer than
150. Burgoyne fell back on Saratoga with his survivors as
Gates continually harassed him in pursuit. On October 12
Gates maneuvered around Burgoyne, cutting off all access
to the Hudson and, therefore, any hope of withdrawal
north to safety. The next day Burgoyne surrendered. The
British and Hessian troops were permitted to avoid becom-
ing prisoners of war by returning to England “on condition
of not serving again in North America during the present
contest.”

BATTLES FOR THE DELAWARE RIVER FORTS

Having taken Philadelphia, Howe needed to secure a sup-
ply route to the occupied city. Without it he would find
himself in the same position as Gage had been in in
Boston, vulnerable to siege. The threat to Howe came from
two Patriot forts on the Delaware River, Fort Mifflin on
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the Pennsylvania side of the river and Fort Mercer on the
Jersey side, which effectively prevented English ships from
reaching Philadelphia. In costly assaults, the forts were
captured by November 21.

THE FRENCH ALLIANCE IS FORMALIZED

The end of 1777 was a critical time for Washington and
his army. Historical myth portrays the winter of 1777-78
as especially harsh. This was not true, but Washington
had gone into winter quarters late, and there was a race
against the elements to build adequate huts at winter
quarters in Valley Forge, Pennsylvania. The troops’ spirits
were warmed as well by the news that on December 17,
1777, the French government of Louis XVI had declared
its decision to recognize, openly and officially, American
independence. Treaties of alliance were concluded, which
were ratified by the Continental Congress on May 4, 1778.
Nevertheless 2,500 men died of disease and exposure dur-
ing the six months in camp at Valley Forge.

In February 1778 William Howe asked to be relieved
of his duties as commander in chief, and on March 7 Sir
Henry Clinton was chosen to replace him. The alliance
between the Americans and the French suddenly shifted
the focus of the war to France, and Germain ordered Clin-
ton to send 5,000 men to the island of St. Lucia in the
West Indies and another 3,000 to reinforce St. Augustine
and Pensacola, Florida. The men in Philadelphia were to
be transferred to New York City, and Philadelphia, so hard
won, would be relinquished to the rebels.

BATTLE OF MONMOUTH COURTHOUSE

Before dawn on June 16, 1778, Clinton began removing
artillery from the redoubts around Philadelphia. Noting
this, Washington concluded that the British were preparing
for some operation in New Jersey. By June 18 10,000
British regulars and 3,000 local Tories had left Philadelphia
and moving toward Haddonfield, New Jersey. On June 28
an advance unit of New Jersey militiamen engaged some of
Clinton’s best regiments and was in desperate need of assis-
tance. When the always troublesome General Charles Lee
failed to respond, Washington ordered him to attack at
once. The attack failed, and Lee ordered a retreat. Wash-
ington rode into the mass of Lee’s retreating men, relieved
Lee, assumed personal command, and, as Lafayette later
remarked, stopped the retreat by his mere presence. But
Lee’s failures had caused the Americans to lose the initia-
tive, and the two sides fought near Monmouth Courthouse
in severe midsummer heat until both the Americans and
the British withdrew, exhausted. The battle was a draw:
356 Americans were killed, wounded, or missing, and 358
British were killed or wounded (some historians believe
that British losses were much higher). While the Ameri-
cans held the field, the British kept their army intact and
were able to complete the evacuation from Philadelphia.
Court-martialed, Charles Lee was removed from service.
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RHODE ISLAND OPERATIONS

After Monmouth Washington fruitlessly continued to pur-
sue Clinton. As part of this effort, a Franco-American
amphibious operation was launched against Newport,
Rhode Island, spearheaded by Admiral Charles Hector
Théodot, the comte d’Estaing (1729-94). Having sailed
from Toulon on April 13, 1778, d’Estaing made a very
slow crossing of 87 days, so that his arrival was too late to
bottle up the British fleet in the Chesapeake. Subsequent
attacks failed, and some 10,000 Americans under John
Sullivan were stranded in Rhode Island at the end of July
1778. This force was saved from destruction by an
African-American unit, which fought so fiercely in an
August battle that Sullivan was able to withdraw.

BATTLE OF STONY POINT

Although the performance of America’s French allies was
hitherto disappointing, the entry of France had already
produced a profound impact. Sir Henry Clinton’s forces
were greatly weakened not by Patriot action, but by Lon-
don, which felt it necessary to meet the French threat in
the West Indies. No longer possessing a great force to
mount an invasion from Canada, Clinton decided to make
use of the assets that remained in New York. On May 30,
1779, he moved about 6,000 troops in 70 sailing craft and
150 flatbottom boats up the Hudson. His objective was to
seize West Point, by which control of the lower Hudson
could be achieved, thereby cutting off the flow of men and
material to and from New England. Washington responded
by getting a spy inside the newly constructed British works
at Stony Point. The spy furnished intelligence that allowed
Anthony Wayne to capture Stony Point. Deciding after its
capture that he could not spare the men to hold Stony
Point, Washington tore down the fort and abandoned it.

BATTLE OF PAULUS HOOK

Allen McLane, the spy of Stony Point, next scouted
Paulus Hook, a strategic British fortification located in
present-day Jersey City, New Jersey, and determined that
the British garrison there numbered a mere 200 men. On
August 18, 1779, McLane guided General Henry “Light-
horse Harry” Lee (1734-97) and his detachment of 400
troops to the fort. Paulus Hook fell within 30 minutes on
the 19th.

THE SOUTHERN COASTAL THEATER
Early Phases

As noted earlier in this entry, during the early years of the
Revolution fighting in the South constituted virtually a
separate war from the struggle in the North. At first there
was very little attempt on either side to coordinate the two
theaters. As the British saw it, the South, in contrast to
New England, harbored a large Tory population, and after
the fall of Boston to the Patriots British military strategists
turned to parts of the South where loyalism ran high.

First Assault on Charleston

British command soon determined that loyalism was
stronger in South Carolina than in Virginia, so it was
decided to attempt an early capture of the key port of
Charleston. On June 4, 1776, 10 British warships and 30
troop transports dropped anchor off Charleston Bar. Gen-
eral Henry Clinton’s plan was to close in on Sullivan’s
Island and bombard the Patriot fort there, which had been
built of stout palmetto logs. During this bombardment the
troop transports would unload onto Long Island (now Isle
of Palms), a short distance from Sullivan’s Island. The
infantry would then march onto Sullivan’s Island and take
the fort. Once that was done, invading Charleston itself
would be a simple matter. But Clinton made two errors.
He failed, first, to understand the true sentiment in
Charleston. Charlestonians resolved to resist invasion.
Second, the body of water separating Long Island from
Sullivan’s Island, which at first looked inconsiderable,
proved to be unfordable. Men were picked off one by one
as they tried to cross.

In addition, the waterborne arm of the assault did not
go as planned. In the treacherous shallows around the
island British ships ran aground, and their cannon fire was
largely ineffective against the palmetto walls of the fort,
the tough wood, like some great sponge, simply absorbing
the cannonball blows. From behind the palmetto stockade
the Americans returned fire with devastating effect. The
British ships, trying to navigate difficult waters, were com-
pletely vulnerable. Abandoning one frigate, which had run
aground, Admiral Sir Peter Parker (1721-1811) withdrew
his remaining ships, all of them badly damaged, although
he had 100 guns versus only 21 in the fort. A total of 64
Royal Navy sailors died, and 131 were wounded, while
American losses in the forts numbered 17 dead and 20
wounded. The invasion was cancelled, and years would
pass before Charleston was attacked again.

Fall of Savannah

The disappointment at Charleston prompted the British
largely to neglect the South for the next two years, but
after the Franco-American alliance was concluded in 1778
British strategy once again changed. From the end of 1778
the South became a principal focus of the British war
effort. Savannah was the first target in the renewed south-
ern campaign.

On December 23, 1778, Lieutenant Colonel Archibald
Campbell (1739-91) anchored off Tybee Island at the
mouth of the Savannah River with 3,500 British troops.
Defending Savannah were 900 Continental soldiers and a
militia force of perhaps 150, all commanded by General
Robert Howe (1732-96, no relation to the British Howe
brothers). Worse for the Americans, General Augustine
Prevost (1723-86) was marching north from Florida with
his contingent of British troops to cooperate with Camp-
bell in the capture of Savannah, but Campbell decided not



to wait for Prevost. He landed his men at Girardeau’s Plan-
tation, about two miles south of the town. Waiting for him
in defensive positions just a half mile south of Savannah
were 700 of Robert Howe’s Continentals plus the 150 mili-
tiamen. Campbell proved equal to the challenge in the
December 29 battle. Before his advance, the American
units fell back in good order, and Campbell marched into
Savannah.

On October 9, 1779, French admiral d’Estaing
attempted to retake Savannah, but failed. Patriot general
Benjamin Lincoln, in overall command of the American
forces in the theater, wanted to give the attack a second try,
but d’Estaing feared bad weather as well as the fleet of the
enemy. He withdrew to Martinique in the Indies, and the
British occupation of Savannah endured through July 1782.

Second Assault on Charleston
On March 19, 1779, General Henry Clinton laid siege to
Charleston, which fell on May 12, 1780. Approximately
5,000 American soldiers instantly became prisoners of
war, and 400 precious artillery pieces and some 6,000
muskets also fell to the enemy. All of South Carolina was
thrown open to the British.

THE WAR AT SEA

Britain possessed the most powerful navy in the world. In
1775 it included 131 ships of the line, each mounting at
least 64 guns and some more than 100, and 139 major
craft of other classes, many of them highly maneuverable
frigates. By the end of the Revolution, in 1783, the total
number of vessels stood at 468. Against this, at the start of
the war the United States had no navy at all. The first ves-
sels acquired were a fleet of small craft brought together
from various private sources during the siege of Boston.
Congress authorized construction of 13 frigates, and by
the end of the war the U.S. Navy had 53 ships. The “offi-
cial” fleet was variously augmented by state navies and by
privateers, armed commercial vessels authorized to prey
upon enemy shipping.

On March 3-4, 1776, the newly created Continental
navy carried out its first—and only—planned major naval
operation in the war. Esek Hopkins (1718-1802), a Rhode
Island farm boy turned sailor, was put in command of the
first squadron of the new navy. He surprised British forces
on Nassau (then called Providence or New Providence),
Bahamas, by landing a force of U.S. Marines in their first
action of the war, an assault on Fort Montagu. The raid
not only took the fort but netted 100 cannons, a mortar,
and the governor of the island, Monfort Browne (fl.
1774-80), who was taken captive. (Browne was later
exchanged for an American officer and went on to com-
mand a unit of Tories.) Among the junior officers serving
in Esek Hopkins’s small fleet (eight vessels, the largest of
which were two merchant ships converted into small
frigates of 24 and 20 guns) was a young Scottish immi-

American Revolution: Coastal Theater 55

grant named John Paul Jones (1747-92), who would
emerge from the Revolution as its greatest naval hero.

On April 10, 1778, Jones sailed from Brest, France,
and, on April 27-28, 1778, raided Whitehaven on the Sol-
way Firth in Scotland, spiking the guns of two forts and
burning three British ships. He then crossed the Irish Sea
to Carrickfergus, where he captured the British sloop
Drake in a short, sharp action.

In the summer of 1779 the French, having now
entered the war, prepared five naval vessels and two priva-
teers for Jones to lead, using a refitted East Indiaman
called the Duras, which Jones renamed Bonhomme Richard,
in tribute to Benjamin Franklin’s Poor Richard’s Almanac.
With this vessel, sailing clockwise around the British Isles,
Jones captured 17 British ships.

On September 23, 1779, off Flamborough Head, along
the York coast in the North Sea, Jones sighted two warships
convoying 40 British merchant vessels. The warships were
the 44-gun Serapis and the 20-gun Countess of Scarborough.
Jones pursued Serapis while his three other vessels,
Vengeance, Pallas, and Alliance, chased the Countess. In the
opening moments of this moonlit battle, two of Jones’s
largest cannons exploded, so that he was critically out-
gunned, but Jones nevertheless outmaneuvered Serapis and
rammed her stern. This put Bonhomme Richard in a position
from which none of her guns could be brought to bear.
When the captain of the Serapis called out: “Has your ship
struck?”—meaning “struck colors” or surrendered—Jones
replied with perhaps the single most famous utterance in
American military history: “I have not yet begun to fight.”

At this the vessels separated, and Serapis now collided
with Bonhomme Richard. Jones lashed on, tying the British
vessel to his, then pounding it at point-blank range with
his cannons that were still functioning. After two hours of
this beating, it was Serapis that struck colors.

VIRGINIA CULMINATION

After the British withdrawal from North Carolina (see
AMERICAN REVOLUTION: FRONTIER THEATER), the focus of
the southern theater shifted north to Virginia. Benedict
Arnold, who had turned traitor in May 1779, offering to
the British a scheme to surrender West Point, led a British
raid into Virginia in December 1780. Departing from New
York on the 20th with 1,600 men, including John Graves
Simcoe (1752-1806) and his band of Tory Rangers, he
arrived at Hampton Roads on December 30, his numbers
having been reduced to 1,200. Encountering little resis-
tance, Arnold captured American ships, sailed up the
James, took the battery at Hood’s Point (January 3, 1781),
and then entered Richmond on January 5. Arnold burned
as much of Richmond as he could, then traveled downriver.

General Friedrich Wilhelm von Steuben (1730-94), a
German officer who had done so much to train the Conti-
nental army at Valley Forge, now commanded Patriot
forces in Virginia. He attempted to ambush Arnold en
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route to Westover but was deftly outmaneuvered. Arnold
turned on Steuben’s forces and neatly routed them. Arnold
then encamped at Portsmouth for the winter.

Washington had dispatched Lafayette early in 1781 to
fight Arnold in Virginia. Lafayette took three light infantry
regiments from the ranks of New England and New Jersey
Continental troops to rendezvous with a French fleet.
Because of a British blockade of Newport, Rhode Island,
however, the French fleet was delayed and overtaken by a
British fleet under Admiral Marriot Arbuthnot. The Battle
of Chesapeake Bay on March 16, 1781, was a narrow
French victory, but it nevertheless prompted French admi-
ral Charles René-Dominique Destouches (d. 1804) to
abandon the plan to join the Virginia expedition. In the
meantime the British commander in chief, Henry Clinton,
was able to ship 2,000 reinforcements to Benedict Arnold,
along with Arnold’s command replacement, William
Phillips (c. 1731-81).

The abortive failure of yet another Franco-American
amphibious operation put the Patriot cause in grave peril.
Steuben had only a handful of Continentals and a miscel-
lany of militia troops to defend Virginia against the
onslaught of 3,000 British regulars and Tory auxiliaries.
Lafayette was at Head of Elk, on the Chesapeake, 150
miles from Richmond. As for Washington, he was facing
the very real prospect of watching his main army disband
for want of food. In the meantime Phillips and Arnold
conducted a series of destructive raids throughout Vir-
ginia, and on April 30 Phillips and Arnold, with 2,500
men, were on the James River, poised to attack Richmond
again. What stopped them was the arrival of Lafayette and
1,200 Continentals. With the failure of his countryman to
meet him with the fleet, the young Frenchman had made a
forced march to reach Richmond, prompting Phillips and
Arnold to withdraw to Petersburg to join up with Corn-
wallis. Cornwallis was determined to destroy Lafayette
and his small army. He consolidated a force of 7,200 men
by late spring of 1781 and decided to throw all of these
against whatever Continentals and militia troops Lafayette
could muster—about 3,000 in all. At this time in Peters-
burg, General William Phillips suddenly succumbed to
typhoid fever, and Cornwallis assumed direct command of
all British and Tory forces in Virginia. Recognizing that he
greatly outnumbered Lafayette, Cornwallis ordered an
advance out of Petersburg and pursued Lafayette north-
ward. The Frenchman repeatedly eluded the British com-
mander, who finally gave up the chase.

Safe for the moment from Cornwallis, Lafayette
received reinforcements: three Pennsylvania regiments
under no less a commander than Anthony Wayne. With a
total now of 4,500 men, Lafayette felt ready to make a
decisive move. He turned upon Cornwallis’s army, which
was traveling down Virginia’s York Peninsula. Cornwallis’s
main body encamped around Williamsburg, where the
British commander pondered his next move. Suddenly,
however, Henry Clinton sent an order to Cornwallis to

send 3,000 troops to him in New York. Instead of detach-
ing the requisite number of troops, Cornwallis moved his
entire army out of Williamsburg and to the north bank of
the James River and the Jamestown Ford, the place at
which the 3,000 troops demanded by his superior would
have to cross in order to reach Portsmouth, from which
ships would take them to New York. Cornwallis decided
to make it appear as if he were, in fact, totally evacuating
Virginia. He guessed that Lafayette and Wayne would
attack when they believed he was most vulnerable, with
his army in the process of crossing the James and therefore
divided on either side of the river. Thus, having used part
of his contingent to lure his prey, Cornwallis would attack
from ambush and destroy the smaller American force.

On July 6, 1781, it did appear that both the 23-year-
old Frenchman and the older, more seasoned Wayne had
swallowed the bait. Wayne’s men advanced on what they
took to be Cornwallis’s rearguard, not realizing that the
great bulk of the British force was still lying in wait on the
north bank. Had Cornwallis acted immediately, he could
have swiftly crushed Wayne’s 500-man attacking force.
But he decided to wait for them before committing all his
troops. Watching the action at the ford, Lafayette was
about to commit the rest of his troops to the action, but
then he became suspicious. Instead of sending in the
entire army, he committed only a detachment to reinforce
Wayne. This was enough to persuade Cornwallis that
Lafayette was marching boldly into his trap. He ordered
his massed troops to come out of hiding and move against
what was now 900 Americans. Wayne, although outnum-
bered, ordered a counterattack. The boldness of this
action unnerved the British, but they soon regained their
lost momentum. At least Wayne had bought the time nec-
essary to ensure an orderly retreat. It was a defeat for the
Americans, but certainly not the decisive victory Cornwal-
lis had counted on. Lafayette had preserved his army, and
Wayne had saved his.

YORKTOWN CAMPAIGN

Cornwallis chose not to pursue the Americans. Instead, he
pressed on to Portsmouth, apparently intending to follow
Clinton’s orders to send troops to New York, but in the
interim Clinton changed Cornwallis’s orders: He was to
occupy and hold a position in Virginia. Cornwallis
marched to Yorktown, a sleepy tobacco port on the York
River. Yorktown gave Cornwallis access to support from
the Royal Navy, but it also made him vulnerable to being
cut off by an enemy naval force.

With General Jean Baptiste Donatien de Vimeur,
comte de Rochambeau (1725-1807), Washington planned
to reinforce Lafayette and Wayne against Cornwallis while
French admiral de Grasse would cut off the British com-
mander’s seaborne sources of reinforcement, communica-
tion, and supply. De Grasse would also land three West
Indian regiments for use in the campaign against Corn-
wallis. By August 21 the march to Virginia was on.
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Campaign and siege of Yorktown, October 6-19, 1781

On September 1 British admirals Samuel Graves a French supporting fleet under Admiral Jacques-Melchior
(1725?-1802) and Samuel Hood (1724-1816) set out Saint-Laurent, comte de Barras (c. 1719-93), which had left
from New York to intercept de Grasse’s West Indian fleet and Newport, Rhode Island. For the first time in its North
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American campaigns, the French fleet operated with bril-
liant efficiency. De Grasse beat the British to the Chesa-
peake, and French cruisers assumed positions in the James
River to block Cornwallis, preventing his escape to the
south. More French vessels blockaded the mouth of the
York River, while the rest of de Grasse’s fleet waited for the
approach of the Royal Navy at the mouth of the Chesapeake.

For the present Cornwallis was bottled up at York-
town and could only await the onslaught of Washington
and Rochambeau. However, if Admiral Graves acted
boldly he could still smash the French fleet and free Corn-
wallis. The two navies made contact on September 5,
1781, in Chesapeake Bay at the Battle of the Capes. After a
mere two hours, Admirals Graves and Hood withdrew
from the Chesapeake and returned to New York, leaving
Cornwallis stranded at Yorktown.

By September 9 de Barras’s fleet arrived to join de
Grasse in Chesapeake Bay. With complete control of the
bay now secured, de Grasse was able to land additional
troops, so that when the allied forces were all assembled at
Williamsburg, Virginia, they numbered 16,000 men.
Cornwallis had some 6,000 troops: Tarleton’s Legion was
posted at Gloucester, while the main force was bottled up
within the fortifications of Yorktown.

On September 17 Washington and Rochambeau met
aboard the Ville de Paris to plan the investment of York-
town. The plan was simple: While de Grasse maintained
control of the sea, the allies would encircle Yorktown and
bombard it using guns landed by de Grasse’s ships. While
this went on, allied engineers would dig trenches by which
to approach the fortifications. With such an advantage of
numbers, it was almost certain that the siege of Yorktown
would succeed if the allies made no gross blunders.

On September 30, 1781, Cornwallis ordered the outer
works of Yorktown to be abandoned. Determined to wait
for relief from the sea, he wanted to conserve his resources.
The allies advanced to occupy the abandoned works, plac-
ing artillery on them. Beginning on October 1, 1781,
American batteries started pounding Yorktown from these
fortifications. On October 6 Washington, with an unchar-
acteristically ceremonial flourish, personally broke ground
for the first approach trench. Within three days more
artillery was brought forward, and, again in the spirit of rit-
ual, Washington fired the first shot. French and American
artillery drove the last two remaining British frigates out of
the river.

On October 14, Washington’s aide de camp, Alexan-
der Hamilton (1757-1804), and a French officer led a
furious nighttime bayonet attack against defenders of two
redoubts near the York River. These objectives secured,
the approach trenches were now extended all the way to
the river, completely cutting Cornwallis off. The British
commander seized on a last hope: a nighttime breakout
across the York River to Gloucester Point and then a
forced march northward all the way to New York. A sud-

den storm, however, put an end to this. There would be no
escape, and on October 17, 1781, Cornwallis asked for
terms. The formal surrender took place the next day.
Cornwallis’s surrender did not immediately end the fight-
ing in the Carolinas or in the West, but Yorktown did
bring the British to the peace table. On October 1, 1782,
United States envoys Benjamin Franklin (1706-90) and
John Jay (1745-1829) began formal negotiations with
Richard Oswald (1705-84), the designated British nego-
tiator. By the 5th an agreement had been hammered out
specifying United States boundaries, a program for the
evacuation of British troops, access to the Newfoundland
fisheries, and free trade and navigation of the Mississippi.
In the meantime John Adams, having concluded a treaty
of commerce and amity with the Netherlands (October 8),
arrived in Paris (October 26) and concurred with Jay and
Franklin that the treaty with the British should move
ahead without the French. By November 5 all the commis-
sioners—Henry Laurens (1724-92) having just arrived—
reached agreement on a final draft of the articles of peace.
On November 30, 1782, Franklin, Jay, Adams, and Lau-
rens signed a provisional treaty, pending ratification by the
governments. On September 3, 1783, the Treaty of Paris,
having been duly ratified, was definitively signed. It recog-
nized the independence of the United States and acknowl-
edged its boundaries as excluding Canada but extending
westward through the Great Lakes to the Mississippi,
southward to the 31st parallel, and east to the Atlantic
Ocean. In addition, Americans would have the right to
fish off the banks of Newfoundland and Nova Scotia; legal
debts would be honored by each country; no further
penalties would be enacted against citizens of any country
involved in the hostilities; all remaining British troops
would evacuate; and the Mississippi River would be open
to navigation by the United States as well as Britain.

American Revolution: Frontier Theater
(1775-1783)

For combatant and statistical information, see AMERICAN
REVOLUTION: OVERVIEW.

Along the Atlantic seaboard, the American Revolution
was fought largely by conventional armies in a series of
traditional, or “set,” battles (see AMERICAN REVOLUTION:
CoASTAL THEATER). Inland, however, the war was very dif-
ferent, both in tactics—Ilargely those of guerrilla warfare—
and in combatants: Patriot militia rather than “regular”
(Continental army) forces vs. Loyalist militias (with Royal
Army supervision), and with Indian allies and antagonists
on both the Patriot and the Loyalist sides. From the point
of view of the Indian combatants, the frontier war may
even be regarded as something of an extension of the
FRENCH AND INDIAN WAR.

In fighting the American Revolution, both the British
and the Americans courted Indian allies. Most sided with



the British, because they saw a British victory as their only
hope for containing white settlement.

THE NORTHERN FRONTIER

In October 1775, the British Crown’s Indian Superintendent
Guy Johnson (c. 1740-88) commissioned Loyalist militia
colonel John Butler (1725-96) to recruit allies among the
Senecas and other Indians of the lower Great Lakes while
he himself went to Montreal to gather additional Indian
allies. All told, by the late fall of 1775, the Crown had accu-
mulated an auxiliary army of 3,280 warriors.

The pro-British Mohawk war chief Joseph Brant
(1742-1807) had not waited for the gathering of these
forces. On September 5, 1775, he led 100 Mohawks,
together with a small body of soldiers under Captain
Gilbert Tice, in an attack on the American army of Major
General Philip Schuyler (1733-1804) near the Richelieu
River as it was advancing on Montreal, Canada. Eight
Americans were killed and another eight were wounded.
Under bombardment from nearby Fort St. Johns, Schuyler
was forced to retreat. Another assault on Montreal, led by
Colonel Ethan Allen (1738-89) on October 24-25, 1775,
also failed due to desertions and the botched coordination
of forces. A detachment of 40 regulars and 200 Canadians
and Indians under Brant captured Allen and his men just
outside the stockaded city’s gate.

By September 1776 the frontier populace of Pennsyl-
vania and New York was in a state of panic. Throughout
New York’s Mohawk Valley various Tories, dispossessed by
the rebels of houses and lands, disguised themselves as
Indians and raided settlers. In Pennsylvania’s Wyoming
Valley the Continental Congress had authorized raising
two companies of militia, each with 82 men. However,
both companies were almost immediately summoned to
fight elsewhere, leaving the valley more vulnerable than
ever. This was also the case in the Cherry Valley of New
York, 12 miles south of the Mohawk River, where troops
were raised and then sent elsewhere. These frontier areas
would endure repeated hit-and-run Indian raids.

Burgoyne’s Plan
By June 1777 Joseph Brant and his followers were partici-
pating in Major General John Burgoyne’s (1722-92) grand
plan (as Burgoyne worded it) “for conducting the war
from the side of Canada.” The strategy called for splitting
the rebel forces in two. After assembling his army at Mon-
treal, Burgoyne would proceed up the Richelieu River and
Lake Champlain, take Crown Point, Ticonderoga, and
Skenesborough, then continue by boat down the Hudson
River, pushing General Philip Schuyler’s Northern Depart-
ment of the rebel army before it. The final objective was
Albany. Simultaneously, General Sir William Howe
(1724-1814), supreme commander of the British forces in
North America, would move up the Hudson from the
south in order to catch Schuyler’s force in a pincers. A
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smaller third force under French and Indian War veteran
Lieutenant Colonel Barry St. Leger (1737-89), was given a
diversionary mission to the frontier. St. Leger would leave
Montreal, proceed up the Saint Lawrence River to Lake
Ontario and Fort Oswego. From the fort the force would
move up the Oswego River to the headwaters of the
Mohawk River, then progress down that river in order to
destroy the forts of the Mohawk Valley before meeting up
with Burgoyne at Albany.

Unfortunately for Burgoyne’s plan, Howe felt that he
had insufficient numbers of troops to allow him to detach
an army for service up the Hudson. He suggested, how-
ever, that Loyalist sentiment would prove strong enough
in upstate New York to supply aid and reinforcement to
Burgoyne. In fact, as the details of Burgoyne‘s plan were
leaked and then highly publicized, Loyalist residents of
the Mohawk Valley, fearing peremptory attack from their
rebel neighbors, defected to Canada. Officials in Tryon
County, New York, issued orders for the arrest of Joseph
Brant and Loyalist leaders. Even worse, the Canadians
proved difficult to recruit; about 1,000 volunteers had
been expected, but only 150 were finally mustered. In
Burgoyne’s force, the Indian “auxiliaries”—about 400 war-
riors—outnumbered the combined Canadians and Ameri-
can Loyalists (a complement of about 250). In addition,
Burgoyne mustered 3,700 British regulars, 3,000 Hessians
and Brunswickers, and 470 regular artillerymen. Addi-
tional Indian warriors were picked up on the shores of
Lake Champlain. There Burgoyne met with chiefs and
principal warriors of the Algonquian, Iroquois, Abenaki,
and Ottawa tribes, inviting them to attack the Americans.

New York Frontier

In the meantime St. Leger had mustered 675 regulars and
700 to 900 Indians for his diversionary expedition into the
frontier. As Loyalists were deserting the Mohawk Valley,
potential Patriot settlers were leaving settlements in and
around Oquaga, Unadilla, and Cherry Valley, along the
Susquehanna, and seeking refuge to the north in the
Mohawk Valley. Late in February 1777 New York militia
colonel John Harper, commanding the fort at Schoharie,
was directed by the New York Congress to investigate the
activities of Joseph Brant. Harper interrogated Indians at
Oquaga, accusing them of planning an invasion. They
denied this, but on his way back from Oquaga Harper
encountered 15 warriors who, Harper believed, were on
their way to attack Johnstown. With 14 militiamen Harper
sneaked up on the Indians as they lay sleeping in camp; he
disarmed them and marched them off to Albany as prison-
ers. In response Brant led 80 warriors to Unadilla, a settle-
ment of perhaps 20 or 30 houses, and complained that not
only had 15 warriors been imprisoned without just cause,
but the Rebels had appropriated provisions rightfully
belonging to the Mohawks. Brant warned the settlers that
Unadilla was now a dangerous place for anyone disloyal to
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the king. His threat was sufficient to send two-thirds of
the population packing for the Mohawk Valley.

Indian Combat in Cherry Valley
and Wyoming Valley

Early in 1777 the Tory governor of New York, William
Tryon (1729-88), urged the British ministry to use Indians
to terrorize his colony’s frontier, and by the end of 1777
hit-and-run raids were increasing in frequency throughout
the New York as well as the Pennsylvania frontier, particu-
larly in New York’s Cherry Valley and Mohawk Valley and
the Wyoming Valley of Pennsylvania. In March 1778 Gen-
eral Philip Schuyler warned Congress that the western
frontiers were about to erupt, and by April 1778 a major
buildup of Tory and Indian forces was well underway along
the upper Susquehanna.

Colonel John Butler, commanding 400 Rangers and
Tories, was joined at the Indian town of Tioga by some
900 Senecas and Cayugas, all led by two important Seneca
war chiefs, Gu-cinge and Kayingwaurto. Their objective
was the Wyoming Valley of northern Pennsylvania. While
Butler and his Indian allies constructed boats for the trip
down the Susquehanna, Gu-cinge took 400 warriors in
advance to attack settlements on the West Branch of the
river. In the meantime Joseph Brant, with 450 Indians and
Tories, was planning an attack on New York’s Cherry Val-
ley at the headwaters of the Susquehanna.

While Cherry Valley had been suffering raids since
1776 and anticipated even more massive assaults, fortifica-
tions were crude and the militia garrison weak. Brant raided
the region in the spring of 1778. Shortly after these raids,
on June 28, 1778, Butler’s Rangers—400 of them disguised
as Indians—and 800 to 900 Delawares and Senecas
descended on Wyoming Valley, burning a mill and captur-
ing—and subsequently torturing to death—three prisoners.

The Wyoming Valley did have a collection of wilder-
ness “forts”—nothing more, really, than fortified houses—
including Wintermoots (or Wintermot’s), Forty Fort,
Jenkins’ Fort, Wilkes-Barre Fort, and Pittston Fort. The
Wintermoots were Tory sympathizers who readily “sur-
rendered” their fort to Butler and provisioned his men.
The weakly defended Jenkins’ Fort fell to the Tory—Indian
force on July 2. The next day, under a flag of truce, John
Butler proceeded to Forty Fort, garrisoned by 450 Conti-
nental troops and militiamen (including boys and old
men) commanded by Colonel Zebulon Butler (1731-95;
no relation to John), a Continental army officer, and
Nathan Denison (c. 1740-1809), a colonel of militia. John
Butler demanded the fort’s surrender, but Denison and
Zebulon Butler refused. The Tory commander decided on
a ruse to lure the defenders out into the open. At five in
the afternoon of July 3, he burned down Wintermoot’s
Fort in order to give the impression that he and his raiders
were retreating. Zebulon Butler argued with Denison and
the other militiamen in an attempt to dissuade them from

leaving the fort in pursuit of the apparently retreating
enemy, but at last he was overruled. The entire garrison
sallied forth and was promptly ambushed.

It would be immediately dubbed the Wyoming Valley
Massacre. Of the 450 Americans involved, 300 died or
were wounded. Of the 1,200 Tories and Indians, only 11
were lost.

To the northeast Joseph Brant again turned his atten-
tion to the Cherry Valley. He began on July 18 by raiding
Andrustown, seven miles west of Cherry Valley. With 50
Indian warriors and a few Tories, he captured 14 settlers
and killed 11 before burning the town. On September 12
Brant, commanding a much larger party of Indians,
attacked German Flats on the Mohawk River. Most of the
town’s inhabitants had fled to refuge in nearby forts, so
Brant destroyed a virtually deserted village. This, indeed,
was the kind of fighting he preferred. Unlike his more
bloodthirsty Indian brethren, and, for that matter, Tory
counterparts, he concentrated his efforts on destroying
property and hitting military objectives rather than mur-
dering noncombatants. There are many stories of his
efforts to spare women and children.

In September and October 1778 while Brant and some
600 warriors were attacking settlements in the valleys of the
Neversink and Mamakating Rivers, Delaware tributaries in
the area where New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania
meet, the militias of New York and Pennsylvania—quite
independently of one another—retaliated against principal
Indian towns.

Pennsylvania’s Colonel Thomas Hartley (who was
subsequently joined by Colonel Zebulon Butler) set out
on September 21 with 217 men and in the space of two
weeks moved up the Susquehanna, destroying She-
shaquin, the village of the Seneca chief Eghobund, and
Queen Esther’s Town and Tioga, Seneca settlements that
served as the so-called southern door of the Iroquois
League and that also served Brant and John Butler as a
staging area for their raids. The expedition continued up
the Chemung River to the Indian village of Chemung, but
it was stoutly resisted there and turned back. Neverthe-
less, the campaign had been successful: in the course of a
300-mile march, Hartley’s force had recovered 50 head of
cattle taken in raids, appropriated 28 canoes and other
items of Indian property, killed 11 Indians, took 15 pris-
oners, and burned three major Indian towns. Hartley lost
two men killed and two wounded.

Colonel William Butler (d. 1789) of New York (not to
be confused with the Tory Butlers, to whom he was not
related) left Fort Defiance at Schoharie with 260 men on
October 2. They made a circuit up the Schoharie River,
then to the west branch of the Delaware, then overland to
the Susquehanna River and downstream to Joseph Brant’s
headquarters town of Oquaga, where they burned 40
wooden houses. They also destroyed five other small
Indian towns nearby before burning a Tory village called



Scotch Settlement and a large Indian town, Conihunto.
Then they burned the major Indian settlement of Unadilla.
Only one of their party was wounded.

Doubtless, the sight of so much destruction when
Brant and his party returned to their villages later in Octo-
ber stirred them to a particularly fierce retaliation against
Cherry Valley, which was virtually destroyed on Novem-
ber 11, 1778, with every building outside the stockaded
fort ablaze. The death toll reached 74, including 42 mili-
tary men and 32 civilians.

Sullivan’s Campaign

General George Washington (1732-99), commander in
chief of the Continental army, responded to the Cherry
Valley Massacre by authorizing a massive campaign of
retaliation—even extermination—against the tribes of the
Iroquois League. It was June 18, 1779, before Major Gen-
eral John Sullivan (1740-95), an officer notorious for his
excessive caution, got his force of 2,500 men—three
brigades, the New Jersey, New York, and New Hampshire—
under way out of their rendezvous at Easton, Pennsylva-
nia, and marching to the Susquehanna. Washington had
laid out a three-pronged strategy: Sullivan would cut a
swath through the valley of the Susquehanna up to the
southern border of New York; General James Clinton
(1733-1812), commanding 1,500 troops, would move
through the Mohawk Valley to Lake Ostego and then pro-
ceed down the Susquehanna; and Colonel Daniel Brod-
head (1736-1809) would lead 600 men from Fort Pitt
(present-day Pittsburgh) up the Allegheny. At Tioga,
Pennsylvania, Sullivan and Clinton would join forces,
move north to Niagara, and meet Brodhead at Genesee.

Progress was slow, especially for Sullivan. Indeed,
before Sullivan even got under way, Clinton had launched
a six-day raid from his base of operations at Canajoharie
on the Mohawk River. A total of 558 of Clinton’s com-
mand, under Colonel Goose Van Schaik (1736-89), com-
bined with 60 Oneidas led by Chief Hanyerry (d. 1779),
left Fort Stanwix to attack Onondaga, the traditional capi-
tal of the Iroquois Confederacy. On April 21 12 Onondaga
were killed, 34 captured, 50 houses destroyed, and food
and supplies plundered. The longhouse, in which repre-
sentatives of the six Iroquois nations met to debate the
confederation’s policy, was burned. The significance of the
raid extended beyond the immediate destruction. A raid
on an Iroquois place by an Iroquois tribe, it signalled the
dissolution of the Iroquois League.

In the meantime, on July 22, 1779, Joseph Brant hit
the Mohawk Valley town of Minisink, about 20 miles
above the juncture of New York, New Jersey, and Pennsyl-
vania. A few settlers were killed or taken prisoner but the
attack spurred Colonel John Hathorn and Lieutenant
Colonel Benjamin Tusten (or Tustin) to launch a retalia-
tory militia assault from nearby Goshen. Tusten mustered
149 men, and Hathorn joined him with an additional
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detachment. Hathorn assumed command of the combined
force and attempted to ambush Brant at the confluence of
the Delaware and Lackawaxen Rivers, cutting off his line
of retreat. Brant, however, perceived Hathorn’s intention
and maneuvered his force behind Hathorn, springing an
ambush on him before he could ambush Brant. Out of 170
Americans, only 30 survived the attack by a combined
Indian-Tory force of 87. Subsequently, 300 Indians and
Tory Rangers led by Gu-cinge and Captain Robert McDon-
ald attacked Forts Freeland and Sunbury on the West
Branch of the Susquehanna. The 37-man garrison of Fort
Freeland surrendered after a brief fight. Colonel Thaddeus
Cook, commanding Fort Sunbury, dispatched Captain
Hawkins Boon (d. 1779) with 80 men to the aid of Free-
land. His force, however, was surrounded and over-
whelmed, with the loss of 40 men, including Boon.

At last, on August 7 Sullivan’s column entered Indian
country. On the 9th he reached Newtychanning, a
deserted Seneca village, and put its 28 buildings to the
torch. Newtychanning was the first in a long line of towns
Sullivan and Clinton destroyed. Clinton burned Otego on
August 11; Unadilla on August 12; Conihunto and its
cornfields on the 13th; Chemung on the 15th; the Tus-
carora town of Shawhiangto on the 17th; Ingaren and the
crops in its adjacent fields on the 18th; Otsiningo, with 20
hewn log houses, on the same day; two villages named
Cohoconut on the 19th; and Owego on the evening of the
same day. From all of these towns, as from the others that
would fall, the occupants had fled.

Throughout September 1779 Sullivan devastated
almost completely deserted Indian towns: Catherinetown,
Kendaia, Canadasaga—capital of the Senecas—and Canan-
daigua. The main body of Sullivan’s army proceeded to
Gothsegwarohare on September 14, destroying it and
Chenussio on the 15th. Next came Genesee, a town of 128
houses, ample fields, and large orchards, all of which the
army destroyed. At the end of September the expedition was
concluded. Destroyed were 50 Indian towns comprising
some 1,200 houses, each of which sheltered two or three
inhabitants, vast amounts of corn, 200,000 bushels of grain,
and 10,000 fruit trees. Yet the Indians continued to raid.

Indian Raids Continue

Patriot settlers in upstate New York learned the bitter les-
son that General Sullivan’s massive campaign of destruc-
tion had served only to make the Indians desperate.
Raiding was general throughout the spring and summer of
1780, and on May 21, 1780, Sir John Johnson (1742-1830)
organized a massive assault on the forts and strong houses
of the Mohawk Valley. With 400 Tories and 200 Indians,
he burned Johnstown on May 23 while Joseph Brant hit
Caughnawaga, killing five officers and 36 men and captur-
ing 48 men and 12 officers out of a Patriot militia of 100.
American fortunes were at low ebb in New York
when Colonel Marinus Willett (1740-1830) was assigned
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command of the region. By this time only 2,000 settlers
remained in and about the Mohawk Valley. Willett had at
his disposal a mere 130 Continental troops and a vastly
diminished pool of militia recruits. Willett made the most
of his resources; where other commanders concentrated
their men in one or two forts, he circulated them through-
out the countryside. Shortly after Willett took up his new
command, his scouts reported fires near Corey’s Town.
The commander dispatched men to investigate and extin-
guish the blazes while he mustered as large a militia as he
could, about 170 men. With this force Willett attacked a
combined detachment of 200 Indians and Tories under
Donald McDonald (d. c. 1783), killing at least 40 of them
while sustaining losses of only 5 killed and 9 wounded.
This effectively quelled raiding in western New York for
the balance of the summer of 1781. Willett pressed the
attack in the fall, never defeating the Indians and Tories but
greatly reducing the frequency and severity of the raids.

FRONTIER WARFARE IN THE OLD NORTHWEST
AND KENTUCKY

While war raged in the borderlands of Pennsylvania and
New York, terror also visited the thinly settled “Old
Northwest”—the Ohio country—and Kentucky. By fall
1775 Shawnees began raiding Kentucky settlements, and
by the end of January 1777 Indian depredations had
driven large numbers of settlers from the country, so that
only Harrodsburg and Boonesboro could muster a body of
men, 103 of them, to oppose the Shawnee Chief Black
Fish. The chief moved against Harrodsburg on March 18,
1777, but had to withdraw because of a severe snow, ice,
and rain storm. After 10 days of inclement weather he
returned on the 28th, just as the temperature began to
plummet, again making an attack impossible. On April 24,
however, Black Fish laid siege to Boonesboro, which was
more thinly manned than Harrodsburg. During a four-day
siege one settler was killed and seven wounded, including
Daniel Boone (1734-1820). Yet the settlement endured,
and Black Fish withdrew, though his warriors remained in
the area through much of May, occasionally ambushing
hunting and foraging parties. On May 23 he attacked the
settlement yet again, broke off the engagement at night-
fall, resumed the next day, and then withdrew from the
vicinity of Boonesboro on May 25. Black Fish turned next
against St. Asaph, weakest of the Kentucky forts in that it
was held by only 11 men. On May 30 the Indians attacked
a milking party of three women and four men, killing all.
Nevertheless, the remaining settlers held out for two days
until Black Fish finally withdrew.

At about this time, having persuaded Virginia author-
ities to make Kentucky a county of that state, and having
been commissioned to raise and command a Kentucky
militia, George Rogers Clark (1752-1818) laid out his
plan to attack the British western forts—at Kaskaskia,
Cahokia, and Vincennes, all deep in Ohio country—with
the object finally of taking Detroit.

While Clark was formulating his plans and assem-
bling his force, the Shawnees, in concert with Wyandots,
Mingoes, and Cherokees, raided the area of Wheeling,
West Virginia, during midsummer 1777. This moved
Congress to dispatch General Edward Hand (1744-1802)
to recruit Pennsylvanians, Virginians, and Kentuckians for
an attack on a British-Indian supply depot on the Cuya-
hoga River, near present-day Cleveland. Hearing of this
plan, Cornstalk, under a flag of truce, went to Fort Ran-
dolph at Point Pleasant to warn the Americans that if
Hand attacked, all the Shawnees and allied nations would
retaliate. Despite the truce, Cornstalk, his son, and
another warrior were taken hostage. On November 10,
1777, a party of white hunters, having heard that the chief
was being held under light guard, decided to take
vengeance on Cornstalk for depredations suffered. They
shot, killed, and mutilated all three Shawnees.

The death of Cornstalk drove the Shawnee openly
into the British camp. In February 1778 Hand, with 500
militiamen, began to march against the Cuyahoga supply
depot but, ignorant of the country, failed to find the Cuya-
hoga and engaged no warriors. Hand’s troops killed a
small boy, two women, and one old man, and they cap-
tured two women before returning to Fort Pitt. For this
reason Hand’s campaign was christened the “Squaw War,”
and the general resigned as western commander to return
to more conventional combat in the East.

While Hand was thrashing about in the wilderness,
Black Fish, Black Hoof, and Blue Jacket, all Shawnee
chiefs, were raiding the frontier. On February 8, 1778,
Blue Jacket (d. c. 1804), with 102 warriors, captured a
salt-making party of 27 at Blue Licks, Kentucky. Among
the captives was Daniel Boone, who was adopted by Black
Fish and who did not escape—or choose to leave—the
Shawnee until May. He made it back to Boonesboro in
time, however, to warn of an impending raid on the settle-
ment and prepare for it. (That would come on September
8, 1778, when 444 warriors under Black Fish laid siege to
the settlement for almost two weeks before finally giving
up and returning to Chillicothe.) In May, too, Black Fish
and 400 warriors laid siege to Fort Randolph, where Corn-
stalk had been imprisoned and killed. Both the siege of
Boonesboro and Fort Randolph proved unsuccessful.
Black Fish withdrew and divided his forces for scattered
raids along the Kanawha River, east into Virginia, and into
the Shenandoah Valley.

The Clark Expedition
By the end of May 1778 George Rogers Clark had man-
aged to recruit only 175 men, rather than the 350 he had
hoped for, to march against Kaskaskia and Cahokia. On
June 26, 1778, Clark embarked from Corn Island in flat-
boats, shot the rapids, and reached the mouth of the Ten-
nessee River in four days. Reaching Fort Massac, he and
his men proceeded overland to Kaskaskia. With great
stealth Clark captured a farm near the Kaskaskia River,



collected boats, and ferried his troops across the river.
Dividing his band in two in order to give the impression
of greater numbers, he surrounded and surprised the fort,
which surrendered without a shot. From this new base
Clark easily took Cahokia, also without combat.

Vincennes would be more difficult. But Clark realized
that Lieutenant Colonel Henry Hamilton (d. 1796), the
British commandant, would soon retaliate and easily over-
whelm his diminutive army if he did not take the initiative
and attack first. On February 5, 1779, Clark began the
150-mile march to Vincennes through a hostile wilderness
in the dead of winter. He and his men reached Vincennes
on February 23 and took a few prisoners in the settlement,
from whom they learned that Fort Sackville (the British
outpost at Vincennes) was now defended by only a few
hundred men, Hamilton having released most of his
Indian allies. Clark sent one of his prisoners back into
town with a letter announcing his intention to take and
occupy Vincennes and inviting those loyal to the king to
repair to the fort, as no mercy would be shown them. To
give the impression of greater numbers, Clark signed the
letter with the names of several officers who were not, of
course, present. He also paraded some of his men in the
fading light with counterfeit regimental colors and gener-
ally deployed his troops to make it look as if there were far
more of them. As soon as the attack began, many of the
remaining British-allied Indians deserted Vincennes, and
the Kickapoo and Piankashaw Indians, who had
remained, ventured out to help Clark. With bluff confi-
dence Clark pressed unconditional surrender terms on
Hamilton, who, after a brief resistance, capitulated.

The fall of the British forts of the Old Northwest did,
indeed, make life harder for the raiding Indians. At least
one important Delaware clan, the Rabbits, led by Chief
Running Fox, withdrew entirely from the Ohio country.
The Shawnee nation split over the new incursion of Amer-
icans into their country. Like the Rabbit Delaware, some
moved west; others remained to fight ever more desper-
ately. Hostilities were far from over, and the early spring of
1780 was marked by frequent hit-and-run raids, especially
in the vicinity of Lexington, a new and weak settlement.

In response to the Kentucky raids, Clark tabled his
planned assault on Detroit and secured a militia of 1,000
mounted men, which he assembled at the mouth of the
Licking River for an attack on local loyalists and their
Indian allies, especially the Shawnees. On August 8,
1780, a combined force of Shawnees, Mingoes, Wyandots,
and Delawares took a stand at Piqua Town, Ohio. The
battle was hotly contested at first, but Rogers’s men suc-
ceeded in outflanking the Indians, concentrating them,
and pinning them down where he could bombard them
with artillery. By the battle’s end, 14 Americans had been
killed and 13 wounded; Indian losses were about three
times that number.

In view of his largely successful campaign against the
Shawnees, Congress commissioned George Rogers Clark a
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brigadier general and officially sent him on an expedition
west of the Ohio and, ultimately, to Detroit. It was August
1781 before he had finally gathered 400 regulars and vol-
unteers (he had hoped to muster 2,000 men) and started
down the Ohio. The new brigadier was diverted from his
objective, however, by a need to strengthen Vincennes and
the surrounding frontier against an impending British
attack. Indeed, bolstered by British claims that they were
planning a grand offensive, the Shawnees had rebuilt Old
Chillicothe and Piqua Town and began raiding Kentucky
again. Virginia, its treasury strained, could no longer sup-
port the Kentucky militia. Militiamen deserted their fron-
tier posts. By the time Patriot military discipline had
utterly disintegrated, however, General Cornwallis had
surrendered to General Washington at Yorktown, and the
Revolution was headed toward its end.

War in the Ohio Country: Final Phase
The breakdown of military discipline among the Patriots
in the western theater of the war contributed to the inten-
sification of the war in the Ohio country. The most incen-
diary incident was the Gnaddenhutten Massacre.

On October 19, 1781, Joseph Brant, representing the
Mohawks, and Pimoacan and Pipe, chiefs of the Delawares,
met with Abraham, chief of the Moravian Indians—
Delawares who had been christianized by Moravian mis-
sionaries. Brant and the others tried to persuade Abraham
to unite with them in attacking the settlers of western Penn-
sylvania, but Abraham refused, arguing that the Americans
would surely leave peaceful Christian Indians alone. Cap-
tain Matthew Elliott, in charge of British forces at Detroit,
then ordered the Moravian Indians to leave western Penn-
sylvania “for their own safety.” Accordingly, they set out for
the banks of the Sandusky River in Ohio country. By early
1782, however, a harsh winter famine compelled the Mora-
vian Indians to seek permission to move back temporarily
to their western Pennsylvania mission towns on the Tus-
carawas River. They arrived just after the Mohawks and
Delawares had conducted a series of particularly brutal
raids in the area. In February General Daniel Brodhead dis-
patched Colonel David Williamson to “punish” the hos-
tiles. Tragically, Williamson’s campaign coincided with the
Moravian Indians’ return. On March 8, 1782, Williamson
and 100 men marched into Gnaddenhutten, where he
announced to Abraham and the 48 men, women, and boys
gathered there that he had been sent to take them back to
the neighborhood of Fort Pitt, where they would be pro-
tected from all harm. At Williamson’s request, Abraham
sent runners to a neighboring missionary—Indian town,
Salem, to fetch the Indians there and bring them back to
Gnaddenhutten. No sooner was this done than Williamson
had the wrists of each Indian bound behind him; when the
50 or so people from Salem arrived, he had them likewise
bound. And so they were all confined until morning, when
Williamson announced that they would be put to death as
punishment for the depredations of the Delaware. During
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the night each of the captives—96 men, women, and chil-
dren—was killed by a mallet blow to the back of the head.
Two boys managed to escape to tell the grisly tale.

Although the Gnaddenhutten Massacre was roundly
condemned, even by the Pennsylvania legislature, William-
son was not punished. And when the massacre triggered
acts of vengeance from the Delaware Indians, Colonel
William Crawford (1732-82) was sent on May 25 to under-
take what was called the Second Moravian Campaign—the
destruction of the Moravian Indian, Delaware, and Wyan-
dot towns along the Upper Sandusky River, including the
principal village of Sandusky.

On June 5 near Sandusky, Shawnee and Delaware
Indians encircled Crawford and his militiamen. At least 40
or 50 militiamen were killed or captured, and 28 were
wounded. Among the captives was Colonel Crawford,
who was slowly tortured to death.

Crawford’s defeat touched off a new spate of Indian
raids along the upper Ohio, and with the looming possi-
bility of having to abandon the Kentucky frontier, General
William Irvine (1741-1804) assembled 1,200 Continental
soldiers and militiamen for an assault on Sandusky to
burn the Shawnee, Wyandot, and Delaware towns there.
George Rogers Clark in November 1782 assembled 1,050
Kentuckians on the Ohio shore opposite the mouth of the
Licking River. His objectives were the rebuilt towns of
Chillicothe and Piqua. Clark was on the move well before
Irvine, but, as had been the case with Sullivan’s campaign
in western New York, the Indians eluded him. He burned
Chillicothe and other Shawnee towns, and he destroyed
10,000 bushels of corn but killed only 10 Indians and cap-
tured another 10. This was at least sufficient to stave off
additional Indian raids. In any case, by mid-April the pre-
liminary articles of peace between the United States and
Great Britain had been signed in Paris, and the British
ceded the Old Northwest to the new nation. This hardly
brought an end to Indian—white warfare in the area, but,
for the time being, Clark was recalled—and Irvine never
did get under way.

THE SOUTHERN FRONTIER

At the outbreak of the Revolution, Cherokees, acting on
the encouragement of the Shawnees, launched a series of
devastating raids on the frontiers of Georgia and South
Carolina. In August 1776 General Andrew Williamson (c.
1730-86) led 1,800 troops, guided by Catawba scouts,
against the Cherokees, wreaking havoc on their villages
and cornfields. The next month Williamson was joined by
North Carolina’s general Griffith Rutherford (c. 1731—c.
1800) commanding 2,500 militiamen. Together they drove
the Indians southeastward, toward Florida. An additional
2,000 Virginia and North Carolina militiamen under
Colonel William Christian attacked from the Holston
River. Overwhelmed and receiving no aid from the British
or from their Creek allies, the Cherokees sued for peace

and from May to July 1777 ceded vast lands east of the
Blue Ridge Mountains and north of the Nolichucky River.

The Creeks, initially reluctant to war against the
Americans, were recruited to the British cause late in 1778
by John Stuart (d. 1779?), the Indian superintendent
installed at Pensacola. Stuart’s plan had been to use the
Indians to support a British invasion of the South, but lack
of coordination between him and the commander of the
fleet that landed redcoats at Savannah rendered the
alliance ineffective. Still, many of the Creeks were actively
hostile toward Americans and, with a Cherokee splinter
group that had moved to Chickamauga Creek, they con-
ducted hit-and-run raids throughout the Revolution.
Later, additional Cherokees joined their Chickamauga and
Creek brethren in more extensive combat until October 7,
1780, when John Sevier and Andrew Pickens, having
defeated the Tories at Kings Mountain, North Carolina,
once again devastated the Indians’ settlements.

Generally, the British badly mishandled their potential
Indian “assets” in the South. The Cherokees, Creeks,
Choctaws, and Chickasaws could have fielded some
10,000 warriors, by far the largest body of Indian allies on
either side, who might well have turned the tide of the
war. But, poorly paid and poorly supplied, they could not
be relied upon. Nevertheless, 1780 also brought new
Patriot defeats in the South. Lieutenant Colonel Banastre
Tarleton (1754-1833) led British and Tory troops to vic-
tory at Monck’s Corner, South Carolina (April 14, 1780)
against General Isaac Huger (1743-97), who lost substan-
tial numbers of men and supplies. Next came the Battle of
Lenud’s Ferry, South Carolina, on May 6, an action against
survivors of the Monck’s Corner battle and some fresh
troops. A total of five American officers and 36 men were
killed or wounded, and seven officers and 60 dragoons
were captured.

The 3rd Virginia Continentals, about 300 men, were
marching to reinforce Charleston during British general
Henry Clinton’s siege of that city (see AMERICAN REVOLU-
TION: COASTAL THEATER). The city fell before the Continen-
tals reached it. Tarleton pursued the unit, attacking it at
Waxhaw Creek on May 29. Tarleton then executed the
men who had surrendered; 113 of Buford’s men were killed
in the bloodiest atrocity of the war in the South. Tarleton’s
action put South Carolina firmly in British hands.

General Horatio Gates (1728-1806) was given com-
mand of Patriot forces in the South late in 1779. In July
1780 he marched against Camden, South Carolina, held
by 2,200 troops under the personal command of Lord
Cornwallis. Along the way Gates acquired militia rein-
forcements to augment his Continentals, amassing a force
of 4,100, which Gates overestimated at 7,000. Moreover,
he ignored reports that so many men were sick with
swamp-borne diseases that only about 2,000 were fit and
ready to fight. Gates inadvertently exacerbated the illness
rampant in his camp by distributing to his men a molasses



ration as a substitute for the rum ration that 18th-century
officers believed indispensable to the smooth functioning
of an army. This induced an urgent epidemic of dysentery
among the ranks, so that by nightfall of August 15, 1780,
Gates’s men were (in the words of one officer) “much
debilitated.” Nevertheless, the general ordered a nighttime
march to Camden. By coincidence, Cornwallis had
ordered his troops out of that town to search for the Amer-
icans. The two armies met at about 2:30 on the morning
of August 16, and the Patriots were routed. As many as
1,900 Americans died in the battle, and nearly 1,000 were
taken prisoner. British losses, by comparison, were light:
68 killed, 350 wounded. Horatio Gates had fled the field
after the collapse of his left wing.

Lord Cornwallis left Camden on September 8, 1780,
having driven the American army from South Carolina.
His objective now was North Carolina, and he moved
northward in three columns. While he took the main
force, Tarleton headed up the British Legion (a Tory unit)
and the regular light infantry, and Major Patrick Ferguson
(1744-80) led the Tory militia.

In North Carolina the British met stiff resistance from
diehard Patriots, but nevertheless took Charlotte, North
Carolina, on September 26, 1780. Having taken Charlotte,
Cornwallis found it tough going to maintain communica-
tion with his base in Camden. His supply lines were con-
tinually subject to Patriot attack. In an effort to screen his
main column from attack, Cornwallis assigned Ferguson
to lead the Tories along the foothills. Observing this,
Patriot militiamen attacked Ferguson, who retreated to the
Catawba River and then up King’s Mountain, on the bor-
der between North and South Carolina.

Here Ferguson took his stand on October 7 and was
completely surrounded by the Patriot forces. Ferguson
himself was slain even as he was in the act of killing an
American officer. After the death of their leader, the Tory
force surrendered, having lost 400 killed and wounded.
The Patriots suffered 88 casualties. A total of 700 Tories
became prisoners, a dozen of whom were summarily
hanged in reprisal for British executions of Tory deserters
who had taken up arms against their former comrades.

For the Americans King’s Mountain was a great vic-
tory that was the more welcome for having come on the
heels of a string of disasters. As a result of the battle,
Cornwallis’s advance was not only halted, but the British
general pulled his troops back down into South Carolina.
Even more important, the battle ended Tory influence in
North Carolina once and for all.

In October 1780, the skilled and courageous General
Nathanael Greene (1742-86) was assigned overall com-
mand of Patriot forces in the South. Arriving in the theater
of operations in December, Greene recognized that Corn-
wallis outnumbered him three to two. He therefore con-
cluded that it was best to continue to pursue the guerrilla
tactics that had proven effective so far, and he dispatched
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the best guerrilla leader he could find, Daniel Morgan
(1736-1802), to harass British positions in the western
wilderness of South Carolina while Greene himself sup-
ported the operation of partisans in the north-central por-
tion of the state.

On January 16, 1781, Morgan, commanding 1,000
men, learned that Tarleton was nearby with 1,100 Tories
and regulars. Understanding that retreat from the justly
feared Tarleton would prompt his militia simply to dis-
band and go home, Morgan decided both to fight it out
and to arrange matters so that the militia could not run.
Accordingly, Morgan decided to make a stand at the Cow-
pens, little more than a backwoods South Carolina cattle
pasturage. In a bold gamble he purposely positioned his
men so that the Broad River cut off any avenue of retreat.
It would be do or die. In another unconventional move he
put his rawest militiamen in the front line, backing them
up with seasoned men from Virginia and his Continental
troops. Farthest to the rear he held his cavalry—conven-
tionally, front-line troops—in reserve.

For his part, Banastre Tarleton thought that Cowpens
would be the perfect place for a bayonet charge, which
had so terrified the provincial troops at Camden. But Tar-
leton had not counted on the tactical genius of Morgan,
who instructed his men to fire only at the last possible
minute. After firing in this manner, the American front
line, the green recruits, sheared off to the left and around
to the rear. Now the British, already badly cut up, moved
against the second line, the seasoned men. Seeing that
Tarleton’s still-overconfident troops were attacking in poor
order, Morgan ordered his green troops, who had returned
to the American rear, to swing out and behind Tarleton’s
left while he put his cavalry into motion, around to the
rear of Tarleton’s right. It was a classic double envelop-
ment. Deep in the southern wilderness, Morgan had emu-
lated the tactics the great Carthaginian general Hannibal
had used to defeat the Romans at Cannae (in southeast
Italy) in 216 B.C.E (see PUNIC WAR, SECOND).

The Battle of the Cowpens saved half of Greene’s army
and cost Cornwallis 100 killed, 229 wounded (and cap-
tured), and 600 captured (unwounded). Particularly hard
hit were the British officers: of 66 engaged, 39 died. Amer-
ican losses, in contrast, were 12 killed and 60 wounded.
Moreover, Morgan’s victory inspirited the Americans. It
was the turning point of the war in the South.

Some miilitary historians have judged Daniel Morgan
the only military genius of the American Revolution. He
was, however, not the only effective guerrilla leader
among the southern Patriots. The South Carolinian Fran-
cis Marion (c. 1732-95) was a veteran Indian fighter who
became active in Patriot politics in 1775. Beginning in
1780 he earned the sobriquet “Swamp Fox” for his series
of guerrilla victories, especially those at Tearcoat Swamp
(South Carolina) on October 25, 1780, and at Halfway
Swamp (also South Carolina) on December 12-13, 1780.
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As for Cornwallis, despite defeat he took steps to
improve his position after the disaster at Cowpens. He
streamlined his army by jettisoning many supplies as excess
baggage, then pushed the pursuit of Greene’s army north-
ward all the way to the Dan River, near the Virginia border.
Once across this river, however, Greene simply took all the
boats with him, so that Cornwallis now found himself on the
near shore of the river desperately low on supplies, having
sacrificed them in the name of speed. He returned to Hills-
boro for resupply. In the meantime Greene assumed the ini-
tiative. He recrossed the Dan into North Carolina and
harassed Cornwallis’s lines of communication.

Greene was careful to avoid a major action until he
had assembled enough men to outnumber Cornwallis. In
the meantime operations against local Tories—including a
massacre of 400 of them by General Andrew Pickens
(1739-1817)—Ilargely deprived the British general of his
base of Loyalist support.

At last, on March 14, 1781, Greene picked his battle
site: Guilford Courthouse, North Carolina. He aimed to
duplicate the success of Daniel Morgan at the Cowpens, so
he put his greenest troops up front, with the more sea-
soned veterans backing them up. The battle commenced
the next day, with Greene ordering the frontline militia to
fire two volleys before withdrawing to the rear. Unfortu-
nately, the militia, having discharged its volleys, did not
retire in an orderly fashion but rushed back chaotically.
This prevented their getting into position to effect the

kind of envelopment that Morgan had pulled off at the
Cowpens. Nevertheless, had Greene now launched his
cavalry, running it around the rear of the British positions,
he might have still forced the surrender of Cornwallis’s
army, but Greene lacked Morgan’s willingness to go for
broke. He did not want to risk his cavalry in a single bold
stroke, and this reluctance gave Cornwallis an opportunity
to retaliate. He raked the enemy with grapeshot, forcing
Greene’s withdrawal. Although Cornwallis held the field,
the battle had cost him a fourth of his army. He decided to
vacate the interior of North Carolina and made for Wilm-
ington, on the Carolina coast. This move culminated in
Cornwallis’s eventual withdrawal to the Yorktown penin-
sula in Virginia and, ultimately, the battle that all but
ended the American Revolution (see AMERICAN REVOLU-
TION: COASTAL THEATER).

CODA IN THE SOUTH

Victory at Yorktown did not bring an end to the fighting in
the Carolinas. Nathanael Greene had been campaigning in
the South since December 1780, and while the Yorktown
operation was under way in Virginia, he fought the very
able Francis Rawdon-Hastings (1754-1826) and, after
Rawdon-Hastings fell ill, Alexander Stewart (c. 1741-94).
While the British held on to Savannah and Charleston,
Greene kept the backcountry in contested turmoil.

On September 8, 1781, Greene, reinforced to a total
strength of 2,000 men, decided to go on the offensive. Stew-
art was camped with an equal number at Eutaw Springs,
South Carolina, on the Santee River. Greene’s forces fell
upon a British foraging party and took captives. Next, a cav-
alry scouting party under Major John Coffin (1756-1838),
a Tory from Boston, was ambushed, but Coffin escaped to
alert Stewart to the approach of Greene’s army.

The loss of the element of surprise was a severe blow.
The British were able to form a line of battle in front of
their camp, and although Greene’s militiamen performed
magnificently—it is said that they fired 17 volleys without
so much as flinching—the British were able to break
through the militia line. Behind this force, however, Conti-
nentals from Maryland and Virginia stood fast and, with
bayonets, drove the British back into their camp. But then
the American forces suffered a fatal lapse in discipline.
Entering the British camp, they fell to plundering the sol-
diers’ tents instead of pressing the attack. This provided
time and opportunity for a British contingent under Major
John Majoribanks (d. 1781) to counterattack. Although
Majoribanks was himself cut down in the action, he man-
aged to turn an almost certain American triumph into
something like a British victory. Greene, with 500 casual-
ties out of 2,000 men engaged, was forced to withdraw, but
the British, who remained in possession of their camp, had
suffered 693 killed, wounded, and missing, also out of a
force of 2,000 or somewhat less. It was the highest rate of
loss any army had suffered in the Revolutionary War, and
Eutaw Springs was the last out-and-out battle of that war.
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By December 9, 1781, the British had been confined
exclusively to Savannah and Charleston. They evacuated
from Savannah on July 11, 1782, and from Charleston on
December 14, whereupon Greene moved into Charleston
and remained there until August 1783, when news of the
Treaty of Paris reached him.

Amphissean War See SACRED WaR, FOURTH.

Anabasis, The: Revolt of Cyrus (401 s.cE)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Cyrus, the Younger (backed by
Greek mercenaries) vs. Artaxerxes II

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Cunaxa (near Babylon), Persia
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Cyrus the Younger
sought to seize the Persian throne from his brother,
Artaxerxes II.

oUTCOME: Thanks to the Greek mercenaries, Artaxerxes
was defeated. However, Cyrus was killed in battle.
APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Cyrus’s army, 50,000, including 13,000 Greek
mercenaries; Artaxerxes’ forces, 100,000

CASUALTIES: In battle, Greek casualties were reported as
one wounded; other casualties unknown.

TREATIES: None

The Anabasis or, in full, the Anabasis Kyrou, in Greek,
“Upcountry march,” was a narrative written by Xenophon
(c. 430-353 B.C.E.), the scion of a wealthy Athenian fam-
ily, author, and philosopher. One of the upper-class youths
and soldiers who made up the Socratic circle, Xenophon,
on the dare of a friend, joined the 13,000 or so Greek mer-
cenaries who fought for Cyrus the Younger (424-401
B.C.E.) in his attempt to usurp the Persian throne from his
brother Artaxerxes II (d. 359 B.C.E.). Xenophon wrote the
first part of the Anabasis, relating the revolt of Cyrus at
Scillus, in the Greek Pelopponese, shortly after 386 B.C.E.
The second part he composed about 377 B.C.E.

With the typical disregard of the ancient historians for
statistical precision, Xenophon calls the Greek mercenaries,
most of them veterans of the Second (Great) PELOPON-
NESIAN WAR, “The Ten Thousand.” Whatever their number,
they continued to serve under their Spartan general
Clearchus (d. 401 B.C.E.) even as they marched with Cyrus’s
50,000-man army.

The great battle of the revolt of Cyrus took place near
Babylon, at Cunaxa. The Greeks, deployed on Cyrus’s
right and vastly outnumbered, defeated the left flank of
Artaxerxes’ army. However, on the Persian right the fight
between Artaxerxes’ army and Cyrus was far more difficult
and protracted. Cyrus was killed, which sent the panic-

stricken rebels into retreat. Only the Greek mercenaries
stood firm. With supple brilliance, Clearchus advanced
against the much larger right wing of Artaxerxes’ army
and dealt it a decisive defeat.

According to Xenophon, only a single Greek hoplite
became a casualty, and he was only wounded. However,
after the victory the Greek senior officers foolishly
accepted the invitation of defeated Persian commander
Tissaphernes to a feast. There they were made prisoner.
Clearchus was executed on the spot, while the others were
transported to Artaxerxes, who ordered them beheaded.

See also ANABASIS, THE: MARCH OF THE TEN THOUSAND.

Further reading: J. K. Anderson, Military Theory and
Practice in the Age of Xenophon (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1970); Christopher Nadon, Xenophon’s
Prince: Republic and Empire in the Cyropaedia (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2001).

Anabasis, The: March of the Ten
Thousand (400 5.c.E.)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Greek mercenaries vs. Armenian
hill tribes

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): The route between Babylon and
the Greek Black Sea colony of Trapezus, about 1,000 miles
DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Return from the campaign
of Cyrus the Younger against his brother, Artaxerxes II,
for control of the Persian throne

OUTCOME: After an epic five-month journey, some 6,000
mercenaries returned to safety.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Greek mercenaries, 12,000 to 13,000

CASUALTIES: About half (6,000) died on the trek.
TREATIES: None

Xenophon’s Anabasis includes an account of the march of
the Greek mercenaries, known as “The Ten Thousand,”
although most historians believe the army consisted of
13,000, from a location near Babylon following the Battle of
Cunaxa in 401 B.C.E. (see ANABASIS, THE: REVOLT OF CYRUS)
to the Euxine (the Black Sea). The Greek mercenaries had
supported Cyrus the Younger (424-401 B.C.E) in his attempt
to seize the Persian throne from his brother Artaxerxes II (d.
359 B.C.E.). The march took place after the Persians had
treacherously murdered the Greek general Clearchus (d.
401 B.Cc.E.) and all the senior mercenary officers. The sur-
viving junior officers, mostly Spartans and Athenians,
assumed leadership of the mercenaries and undertook a
1,000-mile march to the nearest friendly territory, Trapezus,
a Greek colony on the Euxine. The epic journey traversed
the forbidding mountains of Armenia and required foraging
for survival and fighting off assaults by wild hill people.



Xenophon, who traveled with the mercenaries in a private
capacity, was one of the principal leaders of the trek.

By the time the mercenaries reached Trapezus, they
had been fighting their way through the mountains for
five months. A total of 6,000 survived the journey.

Further reading: J. K. Anderson, Military Theory and
Practice in the Age of Xenophon (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1970); Christopher Nadon, Xenophon’
Prince: Republic and Empire in the Cyropaedia (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2001).

Anastasius II, Revolt of (720-721)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Anastasius II vs. Byzantine
emperor Leo the Isaurian

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Constantinople

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Deposed as Byzantine
emperor by Theodosius III, Anastasius II sought to regain
the throne from Leo the Isaurian, himself the usurper of
Theodosius; Leo sought to defend his position as emperor.
OUTCOME: Anastasius was captured and executed.
APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

Beset by corruption and poor leadership, the Byzantine
Empire lay exposed to invasion. The year before, the fron-
tier had collapsed, the Bulgars had been at the walls of
Constantinople, and the Arabs had overrun Cilicia, then
invaded Pontus to capture Amasya. Little wonder that in
713, the army, resentful of the weak emperor Philippicus
(711-713), mutinied, overthrew Philippicus, and installed
Anastasius II (d. 721) as emperor. The new sovereign
immediately set about rebuilding Byzantium’s fighting
forces, but his reforms were harsher than the army cared
to tolerate, and it deposed him in 715, replacing him with
Theodosius III (d. after 717). After a brutal six-month
siege of Constantinople, Theodosius entered the city and
had Anastasius banished to a monastery.

When Theodosius failed to take action against a Mus-
lim invasion in 716, his leading general, Leo the Isaurian
(c. 680-741), supported the reinstallation of Anastasius.
However, with Theodosius vulnerable and Anastasius still
imprisoned in the monastery, Leo chose to seize the
throne for himself; he marched on Constantinople, forcing
Theodosius to abdicate. In 720 Anastasius was finally able
to escape the monastery and incite a revolt in Sicily aimed
at returning him to power. Leo, however, quickly sent
imperial forces and crushed the rebellion. Anastasius was
captured and executed in 721.

See also BYZANTINE-MUSLIM WAR (698-718).
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Further reading: Romilly Jenkins, Byzantium: The
Imperial Centuries, A.D. 610-1071 (New York: Random
House, 1967); Cyril A. Mango, ed., The Oxford History of
Byzantium (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003);
John Julius Norwich, Byzantium: The Early Centuries. Vol
17 (New York: Knopf, 2003).

Anderson Raid, “Bloody Bill” Sec UniTeD
STATES CIVIL WAR: TRANS-MISSISSIPPI THEATER.

Anglian-Pictish War (685)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: The Anglo-Saxon kingdoms of
Northumbria vs. the native Picts of Scotland

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Scotland

DECLARATION: None

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: Anglo-Saxon England’s
hegemony over Scotland was the issue, with the Anglo-
Saxon Northumbrians wishing to reestablish that
hegemony and the native Picts fighting for their
independence.

OUTCOME: Northumbria was defeated, even losing territory
to the Picts, who remained independent of their southern
neighbors.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Unknown

CASUALTIES: Unknown

TREATIES: None

After Anglo-Saxon tribes from barbarian Europe had van-
quished most of the native Briton and Roman-Briton peo-
ples of southern England in the sixth century, they fell to
fighting each other. The Anglo-Saxon kingdoms fought so
constantly that none ever established itself as a dominant
power, one that could fill the vacuum left by the vanquish-
ing of the Britons.

Beginning in 593 the Northumbrian kingdoms of Ber-
nicia and Deira were constantly at war, but they were so
evenly matched that they more or less canceled each other’s
influence, and neither ever managed to assert absolute
supremacy over the region. Instead, their internicene war-
fare paved the way for another Anglo-Saxon kingdom,
Mercia, to rise to power in Northumbria, a position it
cemented in 641 at Maserfield, when the Mercians soundly
defeated all the Northumbrian clans.

Another disadvantage of the incessant Anglo-Saxon
clan warfare, which lasted through the next century until
the Viking invasions beginning in 789 (one of the bleaker
periods in all military history), was that it kept the Anglo-
Saxon kingdoms from developing any sense of joint
needs—for shared security against foreign invaders, for
example, or for alliances to achieve collective goals. All of
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which helps explain England’s inability to conquer and sub-
due Scotland, which, under the Briton had been considered
a vassal state of England. Instead, Anglo-Saxon kingdoms
would make various attempts to subdue the northern
reaches of the island, and each would fail by dint of its
overextension and the need to worry about its brother
Anglo-Saxons at its rear. Meanwhile, within Scotland itself
there was an ongoing struggle for local supremacy among
the native Picts, the northern Welsh of Strathclyde, and the
Scots (Irish) of Dal Riada.

The Picts were led by their king Brude (c. 670-695),
an able ruler and excellent warrior, who had carried on a
running battle with the Strathclyde Britons since 672. Now
he attracted the attention of the Northumbrian ruler
Egfrith (c. 671-685). In 685 the Northumbrians, who had
since managed to defeat the Mercians and regain hege-
mony over their homeland, assembled a vast army under
Egfrith precisely for the purpose of bringing down the ram-
bunctious Brude and conquering his north-island domain.
Marching north through Lothian and crossing the Tay
River, Egfrith engaged the Pict forces under Brude at the
Battle of Dunnichen Moss. Brude smashed the English
forces and killed Egfrith. Egfrith’s death much weakened
Northumbria, which lost to the Picts all its territory
beyond the Firth of Forth. The Battle of Dunnichen Moss
thus ensured the independence of Scotland from Anglo-
Saxon England.

See also AETHELFRITH'S WARS; OSWALD’S WARS; SAXON
RAIDS: INVASION OF BRITAIN BY ANGLES, SAXONS, AND
JUTES; SAXON RAIDS: ARTHUR’S DEFENSIVE WARS; SAXON
RAIDS: SAXON CAMPAIGNS IN SOUTH CENTRAL BRITAIN.

Further reading: P. J. V. Fisher, The Anglo-Saxon Age, c.
400-1042: A History of England (London: Longman Group
United Kingdom, 1977); Frank M. Stenton, Anglo-Saxon
England (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press,
2001).

Anglo-Afghan Wars See AFGHAN WAR, FIRsT;
AFGHAN WAR, SECOND; AFGHAN WAR, THIRD.

Anglo-Boer Wars See BOER UPRISING; BOER WAR,
FIRST; BOER WAR, SECOND.

Anglo-Burmese War, First (1824-1826)

PRINCIPAL COMBATANTS: Arakanese rebels vs. Burma
(Myanmar); Burma vs. British Bengal; Great Britain
vs. Burma

PRINCIPAL THEATER(S): Burma and northeastern
India

DECLARATION: Britain declared war on Burma,
March 5, 1824.

MAJOR ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES: The Arakanese sought to
reclaim their homeland in western Burma; Burma sought
to stop Arakanese raids from Bengal; Britain sought to
stop the Burmese from violating the Bengal border.
OUTCOME: The defeated Burmese were forced to cede
Assam, Manipur, Arakan, and the Tenasserim coast to
the British.

APPROXIMATE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF MEN UNDER ARMS:
Anglo-Indian forces, 43,000; Burma, 95,000

CASUALTIES: India, 15,000 dead; Britain, 3,115; Burma,
unknown

TREATIES: Treaty of Yandabo, February 1826

After Burma defeated and annexed the kingdom of Arakan
(in present-day western Myanmar) in the late 18th century,
Arakanese refugees trundled northward into British-held
territory in northeastern India. From their sanctuaries in
Bengal, as most of northeast India and Bangladesh was
then called, the Arakanese recruited and armed contin-
gents that recrossed the border and attacked the Burmese
garrison in their former homeland. At one point, in 1825,
Arakanese patriots even recaptured the provincial capital
of Mrohaung. It did not take long for the Burmese to retal-
iate. Almost immediately, Burmese forces marched into
Bengal in search of the Arakanese guerrillas. When chal-
lenged by Bengal authorities, they quickly withdrew.

The Arakanese raids continued, and in 1823 the
Burmese, infuriated with the British for harboring the
raiders, once again breached the Bengal frontier. Burma’s
great general and the governor of Assam, Maha Bandula
(d. 1825), planned a two-pronged attack on Bengal from
Assam and Arakan. Burmese troops were soon threatening
Chittagong in modern-day Bangladesh.

The British responded in force, declaring war on Burma
on March 5, 1824, and in April sending a large seaborne
expedition of 5,000 British and Indian regulars under Major
General