The infantry of Europe would eventually adopt a common weapon: a very long spear. What is it called?

Answer

BILL HOOK,  HALBIRD, YARI, PIKE

Pikes-- pioneered by the Swiss, the Flemish and the Scots-- would become the weapon of choice for most European infantry.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------

The new fortresses were called 

Answer

trace italienne, trace anglais, hexagonal forts, presidios
The so-called trace italienne, or star fort, was the popular design for angled fortifications. It was given this name because it arose in Italy, but spread all over Europe.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------

According to Ross Hassig the Spanish conquest of Mexico was primarily due to 

Answer

the use of the Spaniards by rivals of the ruling Aztecs for their own political purposes. 

Hassig emphasizes political divisions among native Mexicans and the unwitting role that the Spaniards played in those rivalries. In essence, the Spanish got lucky remained clueless as to exactly how lucky they were.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------

In class and in the reading, there was mention of a SWEDISH king who helped innovate pike and shot warfare. Who is he?

Gustavus Adolphus  -  Maurice of Nassau  -  charles the bold --  Gonzalvo de Cordoba

Gustavus Adolphus innovated warfare with his innovation of volley fire (multiple ranks firing), light cannon and cavalry abandoning the pistol caracole in favor of a charge with swords.
Which corresponds best to the meaning of "logistics"? 

all things related to the military dimension of war 

the branch of the military art embracing all details for moving and supplying armies 

the methods and techniques employed on a field of battle 

a long-term plan of action designed to achieve a particular goal
the branch of the military art embracing all details for moving and supplying armies

An arquebus is a 

Answer 


a kind of pike used in tandem with muskets 


a large artillery piece designed to batter fortresses 


a piece of naval artillery 


an early musket design 

an early musket - a bit shorter than the typical musket
According to the Geoffrey Parker's "military revolution" thesis, the initial impact of gunpowder weaponry was greatest 

Answer 


in the use of field artillery in open battle 


in the area of siege warfare and the design of fortresses 


in the use of muskets on the field of battle 


in the use of muskets in defending fortified positions 

siege warfare - in the piece we read by Parker, see the section on "military geography"
The use of artillery in siege warfare in the late-fifteenth and sixteenth centuries led to 

Answer 


the dramatic increase in the number of battles, since nobody wanted to get caught in a siege 


the building of higher, more vertical fortifications for the purpose of achieving better lines of fire 


the development of a new style of fortification lower in profile so as to reduce the target area 


the total uselessness of all systems of fortification 

the development of a new style of fortification lower in profile so as to reduce the target area (bastion or trace italienne)
The main weakness of the musket as a battlefield weapon was 

Answer 


its tendency to blow up in the user's face 


its lack of accuracy and difficulty of reload 


none - that is why it revolutionized warfare 


the difficulty of learning how to operate such a complex weapon 

its lack of accuracy and difficulty of reload
The single most important factor limiting the mobility of early-modern armies was 

Answer 


the complete absence of roads in early-modern Europe 


the lackadaisical attitude of aristocratic commanders 


the unwillingness of professional and mercenary soldiers to march long distances 


the difficulty of supplying a large force over a long distance 


After the battle of Cerisoles, Blaise de Monluc takes leave of the French forces because 

Answer

he was angry because he had not been permitted to take prisoners for ransom 


he was promoted and transferred to fight on France's German border 


he was angry that he had not been selected to bring news of the battle to the king 


he was wounded and needed to return home to recuperate 

he was angry that he had not been selected to bring news of the battle to the king
After the battle of Blenheim, the comte de Merode-Westerloo switches sides because 

Answer

he did not receive a promotion he thought was his due 


he could see that the French were going to lose the war 


he could see that the British were going to lose the war 


he wished to return home and attend to his estates 

he did not receive a promotion he thought was his due 

The socket bayonet was important because 

Answer 


it reintroduced cold steel to the European battlefield, where it had gone missing for two centuries. 


the socket made it easier to reload the musket than prior models of bayonet 


it permitted musketeers to defend themselves against cavalry and thus dispensed with the need for pikes. 


the socket (a device that improved the aim of a musket with a bayonet attached) allowed for greater accuracy 

it permitted musketeers to defend themselves against cavalry and thus dispensed with the need for pikes

The creation of larger forces offers obvious advantages in warfare. In early modern Europe, however, growth in the size of armies consistently lagged behind the strategic ambitions of early-modern states (put differently: these states often lacked the soldiers necessary to pursue their wars). What were the main impediments to the growth military establishments in this period and how were these impediments overcome? 

Answer

The main impediments were two-fold: the absence of an administrative apparatus (or bureaucracy) sufficient to maintain larger forces and a revenue base sufficient to support such forces. Not surprisingly, the development of such institutions took place symbiotically - increases in size of the state required greater revenues, greater revenues typically went into building up the state.  

Our textbook dates these developments from the second half of the seventeenth century and argues that three sets of interrelated developments contributed. In the first place was the economic dynamism of the period - what the book shorthands as "merchant capitalism," which increased the total wealth of especially west European society. Second, early modern states developed new forms of taxation which, at least in the shorter term, made it possible to tap this new wealth. Finally, the Dutch and English pioneered new forms of state credit which substantially reduced the cost of government borrowing. It is common to argue that France's declining strategic position over the course of the eighteenth century was due in part to the fact that the French monarchy paid roughly double what the British monarchy paid to borrow money.

What does all that have to do with war? Well, it takes money to wage war, a lot of it (to give you an idea, the U.S. currently spends roughly 1/2 of total global military spending. If one wants to explains why the U.S. possesses the most powerful military in the world today, one does well to start with the financial dimension). As Cicero said and has been repeated ever since (seriously: look up how many books have "sinews of war" in the title), "endless money forms the sinews of war."
It seems obvious that the introduction of gunpowder weapons should have revolutionized European warfare. And yet, we have read accounts suggesting that we should be careful in assuming that such weapons immediately transformed how Europeans wars were conducted. What was the impact of such weapons? And why did they not have the impact that one might have expected? 

Answer
Starting with the less controversial question, handheld gunpowder weapons did not immediately revolutionize the battlefield because they were difficult to reload, inaccurate, and often unreliable. That is why for a couple of centuries after their introduction, muskets continued to be employed in tandem with pikes: without the pikes muskets were too vulnerable to cavalry. Eventually, new tactics were developed (countermarch firing, more linear formations) that neutralized some of these disadvantages by allowing for more continuous fire. But it was the socket bayonet, which essentially transformed a musket into a pike, that spelled the end of the pike, which is to say that the musket continued to present tactical limitations even into the eighteenth century.  

The more controversial question revolves around artillery. Land based artillery suffered from the very significant difficulty that it was difficult to transport both guns and shot. It was thus difficult for artillery to keep up with armies on the march, let alone move them once a battle was joined (hence the term "set-piece battle" - the pieces were often "set" for the duration), at least until more mobile forms of artillery were developed. Thus, while artillery was frequently present on the battlefield from the fifteenth century on, it was only rarely decisive. 

This has led some historians - most notably Geoffrey Parker - to argue that where early modern guns had the greatest impact was in siege warfare, in particular the need to redesign and rebuild older fortification to withstand artillery fire. Other historians (Jeremy Black, for instance) maintain that these developments were not nearly as revolutionary as has been suggested and that while gunpowder weapons clearly altered battlefield and siege tactics and operations, they did not "revolutionize" them, at least not in any ordinary sense of the term.
The textbook authors argue that 16th-century Japanese warfare uniquely well-suited to the introduction and effective use of muskets on a large scale. Why? And what might this suggest about the European "military revolution" of the same period? 

Answer

The thesis of the textbook is that "changes in the size, composition, and tactics of Japanese armies, ongoing since 1477, explain the ease with which gunpowder weapons entered Japanese warfare." (p. 367) Japan witnessed a series of developments similar to what was happening in Europe at roughly the same time. In the first place, this was a period of protracted interstate warfare with an emphasis on territorial control and the creation of armies designed to wage such war. Armies increased in size, they shifted their emphasis from elite mounted samurai to infantry, and they increasingly came to resemble professional standing armies with the discipline and tactical organization typical of such forces. As a result when guns were introduced to Japan in 1543 they were easily integrated into an already existing military structure (thus reversing the order of what happened in Europe: the guns preexisted the "disciplined mass infantry" required to make best use of them). The existence of a sophisticated metallurgical industry in Japan made the adaptation of such weapons much easier and cost-effective, but the book places the greatest emphasis on already existing trends that made Japanese militaries receptive to such weapons. 

What does this suggest about the arguments of Parker and Black? The most important point is that it suggests that technology was not as an important driver of the "military transformation" as the broader social and political trends of European society. It would thus appear to validate Black's thesis regarding the causal primacy of these wider factors.

The implication of the term “gunpowder empires” is that the use of gunpowder weapons was a decisive factor in the establishment of those empires. The textbook by contrast argues that such claims much exaggerate the role of gunpowder weapons. Evaluate these claims in light of the textbook’s description of the “gunpowder empires.” Which empire best fits the description? From what you have learned this quarter, do you think that it makes sense to describe it as a “gunpowder empire”?
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In class I mostly discussed the Safavid (Persian), Mughal (Indian), and Ottoman Empires. The first two do not fit the description of "gunpowder empires" because the primary basis of their military strength was cavalry. Indeed, as I discussed in class (and as is mentioned in the book), one of the central problems the Mughals faced in conquering India was the maintenance of their huge herds of horses in an environment where horses cannot  survive. The Ottomans fit the description of gunpowder empire much better than the other two. Not only were they early masters of siege warfare, but they possessed one if not the first permanently-established musket-armed infantry, the Janissaries. Both played a significant role in Ottoman expansion but so did the Sipahi cavalry, which was tied to the nomadic-style cavalry traditions from which the Ottomans first emerged (in the pre-gunpowder age). So even this case, one cannot attribute Ottoman success entirely to its mastery of gunpowder weapons. And this does not even get to the question of logistics. 

The textbook takes this a step further and argues if gunpowder weapons played a significant role in these imperial histories, "it was more as a factor in internal politics than in external expansion." (p. 325) This might be taking things a step too far and one could test the hypothesis with a thought experiment: what if these empires had possessed no gunpowder weapons whatsoever? I am not sure about the Safavids but certainly Ottoman expansion would not have been nearly as dramatic. But the general argument that one should be careful not to overestimate the role of such technologies largely conforms both to the historical record and to what we know about the limitations of such weapons in this period.
In class I discussed some of the problems that nomadic and semi-nomadic warrior societies posed sedentary civilizations, such as that of China. By the middle of the 18th century, however, the Chinese managed completely to eliminate the last of the great central Asian nomadic confederations, the Zunghars. How? How did the Chinese overcome the military difficulties inherent in such a campaigns? By what means did they defeat the Zunghars? (Or, what was required for the Chinese to defeat them?) 

Please note that an answer to this question includes some mention of the traditional strengths (and weaknesses) of nomadic forms of warfare.

Answer

The advantages that nomadic-style cavalry enjoyed were two-fold: mobility and skill. They could range quickly and widely and thus escape if necessary; but even in battle they were a formidable adversary. This is why the frontier regions of the sedentary empires of Eurasia remained unstable for so long: those empires simply could not police the large expanses of steppe frontier that runs the length of much of Asia (the title of one the best-known books on the topic, Thomas J. Barfield, The Perilous Frontier, gives the basic idea). 

What happened to alter this equation and tip the balance against the Zunghars? In class I focussed on two issues. The first was technological: gunpowder weapons tipped the tactical balance in battle, so that if a nomadic force could be forced to give battle, it was likely to suffer defeat. 

The problem of course remained that nomadic cavalry was much more mobile than any army carrying artillery, all of which was compounded by the fact that their homelands lay beyond the frontier in the largely inhospitable combination of steppe and desert that characterize Zungharia. The earliest campaigns against Galdan illustrate this central issue (even though Galdan was defeated the Chinese were unable to remain in the region and Zunghar power revived); the campaign of 1731 (only mentioned in class) was completely wiped out and again illustrates the perils of long-distance campaigning. 

The last campaigns against the Zunghars thus only succeeded because of the creation of a logistical system and chain of fortified positions capable of supporting large-scale incursions into central Asia. This required a concerted policy of building up the economic infrastructure of the frontier provinces, building food depots, establishing command posts and a communications network (reliable roads, a means of communicating messages back and forth) - some of which I showed in class in the powerpoints of all those crumbling outposts in the middle of rocks. But again an illustration of a central fact of all warfare: logistics matters.

Use the 1638 Baghdad campaign to discuss and illustrate the strengths and military capabilities of the Ottoman Empire. 

Answer

The 1638 siege of Baghdad illustrates two of the Ottoman Empire's military strengths. The first was its ability at siege warfare. We do not know all the details of Baghdad's fortifications (it is not clear, for instance, to what extent the recent developments in bastioned fortress-design had been applied) but from the descriptions that have survived, it is evident that they were substantial indeed. The walls were thick and high; they were very extensive - literally miles in length; they possessed numerous platforms for effective defense; there seems to have been a substantial moat; and as Rhoads Murphey argues, all of this pointed to a large force garrisoning the city. To say nothing of the equipment (both artillery and countless numbers of siege tools), only a highly professional and experienced force would have been capable of reducing such a site (it is telling that the Ottomans twice failed before the 1638 campaign and that the Safavids originally obtained it not through a siege but by the defection of the garrison).  

The second element this campaign illustrates is Ottoman command of logistics. The simple fact that the Ottoman government was able to mobilize from all parts of the empire in the area of 100,000 soldiers is already testimony to the organization of the Ottoman military; but then to get such a force to the far reaches of the empire is even more impressive. After all, as already noted, Baghdad was well-defended and its reduction required not only a very substantial but quite  a bit of equipment as well. What made it possible to campaign as such length from the capital at Istanbul was the fact that the Ottoman army remained almost throughout the march within the Empire. It was thus able to draw extensively on resources supplied by provincial governors. The campaign was also aided by the fact that much of the heaviest equipment could be sent down the Tigris and Euphrates. While surrounded by desert, moreover, Mesopotamia is a fertile region and the Ottomans undoubtedly relied on local food sources in the latter stages of the march. That said, no force of that size can possibly move on such a scale and at such length without a firm grasp of logistics, all of which presupposes an administration capable of organizing and coordinating such an effort.

The presence of the Sultan, Murad IV, is indicative of the kind of commitment the Ottoman government was willing to make to retake Baghdad. 

At first glance there can be no better example of the technological superiority of European militaries than the conquest of Mexico. Yet both our textbook and Ross Hassig argue that in this case, looks are deceiving. If the Spaniards did not enjoy decisive superiority with respect to military power, how can we possibly account for the conquest of Mexico? 

Answer

Hassig's argument is in many ways quite simple: it was not the Spaniards who won the war but their Indian allies. Why, then, do we think that the Spaniards won it? Because they won the peace and with it, the privilege of "writing" the history. This second point is the key to his argument because, he argues, by turning our attention away from the Spaniards and toward their allies, we can better recognize the vital role that these must have played. 

Hassig concedes that the Spaniard's weaponry was much superior to Aztec weapons. But he notes that the possession of such weapons by such a tiny force (comparatively speaking: the force was small in absolute terms but really small in comparison to the kinds of forces that the Aztecs were ordinarily capable of mobilizing) could not have possibly led to victory (especially as the Spanish advantage tended to dissipate whenever they moved from the defensive to the offensive). The more important impact of such weapons, he argues, came when used in conjunction with native forces: Spanish firepower could be used to open gaps in Aztec infantry, but only native forces had the numbers to take advantage of such gaps. The Spaniards were, Hassig argues, a "force multiplier" (thus their attractiveness as potential allies); but not by themselves a "war winning" force.

Two further points serve to confirm this interpretation, according to Hassig. The first is how the "Spanish" conquest unfolded. Any number of decisions, Hassig argues, are incomprehensible unless we assume that they were actually made by the Spaniards' Indian allies. By contrast, when seen in the context of Mesoamerican politics, they make perfect sense. These kinds of observations lead Hassig to argue not only that the Spanish were dependent on native informers for vital information, but that it was the Spaniards' allies, as much as the Spanish, who were doing the manipulating.

Finally, how were the Aztecs finally defeated? By laying siege to Tenochtitlan. Sieges, however, require enormous amounts of manpower (to say nothing of supply), all of which was supplied by the Spaniards' allies. Indeed, Hassig estimates the Spanish component as no more than 1% of the besieging force.

How, then, can we account for the fact that Mesoamerica turned into a Spanish territory? This goes beyond what we examined in class but the Spanish took over Tenochtitlan (now renamed Mexico City) and began isolating their erstwhile allies, forcing them to submit one by one. In this sense, the real Spanish victory only came after the fall of the Aztec Empire.
When did gunpowder arrive in Japan? 

Answer 


1603 


1543 


1453 


1354 

As the textbook points out, we have an exact date for the arrival of gunpowder to Japan: 1543, and this is important when studying the effects of technology on military culture
The so-called "gunpowder empires" typically include 

Answer 


the Ottoman, Mughal, and Safavid empires 


the Ottoman, Habsburg, and Japanese empires 


the Ottoman, Aztec, and Safavid empires 


the Ottoman, Japanese, and Mughal empires 
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   the Ottoman, Mughal, and Safavid empires
Of the four original "gunpowder empires," which was established earliest and lasted the longest? 

Answer 


Qing Empire 


British Empire 


Ottoman Empire 


Mughal Empire 

The ottoman

The Mughal Empire was located in 

Answer 


China 


Anatolia 


Persia 


India 

INDIA

The elite slave infantry units employed by the Ottomans were known as the 

Answer 


Janissaries 


Wako 


Cossacks 


Sipahi 

JANISSARIES
The Zunghars were a 

Answer 


a Manchurian nomadic confederation defeated by the Qing in the 18th century 


a central Asian nomadic confederation defeated by the Qing in the 18th century 


a hostile confederation standing on the northeastern border of the Ottoman empire - they illustrate the limits of Ottoman power 


a Korean warrior tribe defeated by the Japanese in the 17th century 

a central Asian nomadic confederation defeated by the Qing in the 18th century
In 1638 Baghdad was conquered by 

Answer

the Mughals 


the Safavids 


the Mongols 


the Ottomans 

THE OTTOMANS
Which corresponds best to the meaning of "strategy"? 

Answer 

Correct Answer:
    A long-term plan of action designed to achieve a particular goal. 

Which corresponds best to the meaning of "tactics"? 

Answer 

Correct Answer:
    The methods and techniques employed on a field of battle. 

Which corresponds best to the meaning of "logistics"? 

Answer 

Correct Answer:
    The branch of the military art embracing all details for moving and supplying armies. 

Prior to the advent of ship-borne guns, naval warfare centered on 

Answer 

Correct Answer:
    Efforts to ram, grapple, and board enemy ships. 

The first European ships to carry and employ heavy artillery were 

Answer 

Correct Answer:
    Galleys 

The "gunpowder revolution" revolutionized naval warfare. The new form of warfare centered on 

Answer 

Correct Answer:
    Firing from a distance in order to disable enemy ships. 

Among the most important limitations of the galley ship as an instrument of naval strategy were 

Answer 

Correct Answer:
    They were not seaworthy and incapable of cruising at long distance. 

The textbook argues that early-modern naval warfare witnessed a "military revolution of the greatest magnitude." What "enabled" this revolution at a technological level and why do the textbook authors regard these developments as "revolutionary"? 

Answer 

Correct Answer: 
 The technological means were the new full-rigged ships of the 15th and 16th centuries. These ships were capable of sailing at great distance, they could carry a tremendous number of guns, and they were more maneuverable than many of their predecessors. That by itself can be thought of as an "enabling" factor, though the sentence is vague, so we might also asked what "enabled" those developments. These are many and complex but they center on the convergence of early-modern scientific developments (for instance, navigational methods and map-making skills), the build-up a skilled artisan communities capable of designing and building such ships, and the development of long-distance overseas commercial relations. Finally, one can add to all that the emerging European states, some of which developed the bureaucratic institutions necessary to build, outfit, man, and maintain such fleets. 

What made all this revolutionary was two things. One, as instruments of war, these ships allowed European states not only to cross the Atlantic but to navigate the Indian Ocean with relatively little competition outside other European powers. The European maritime states - mainly Portugal, the Dutch, the Spanish and later the English and French - were thus able to project power over enormous distances. Second, because so much of naval power was embedded, so to speak, in the economic, social and political structures of European society, these "weapons systems" were difficult to transfer. This keys into what is probably the central theme of that section of our textbook: the idea that military institutions - armies and navies - are only the tip of the iceberg, so to speak; they are products of and rest on a given society. Military "revolutions" take place when operationally superior military systems emerge that are so embedded in a given society that they can't be copied.

----------------------------------------------------------

In the chapter on Naval Warfare, 1500-1750, the textbook authors argue that "European naval activity, unlike its land warfare in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, was already a product of a complex socioeconomic formation and set of practices that were foreign to the structures of most other civilizations." Explain what they mean by this and how it accounts for what the authors argue was an early-modern revolution in naval warfare? 

Answer 

Correct Answer: 
 The answer to this question is essentially the same as the previous, with perhaps greater emphasis (following the text) on state administrations (necessary for the maintenance of naval establishments - the costliest and arguably most complicated task of an early modern state was the maintenance of a navy) and existing trade networks (necessary for the supply of the huge range of materials necessary to build and maintain these vessels). One might also add the existence of a fishing fleet - necessary for sailing expertise and a source of recruitment. Otherwise, see previous answer.

In class I talked about how the entry of the French into the American War for Independence altered the strategic dimension of that conflict. How so? (Note: you may want to talk about French interests in the war, how the French entry forced the British to alter its strategy, and what the French entry did for the colonists). 

Answer 

Correct Answer: 
 The short answer is that the French entry made what might be and for a time was regarded as a local rebellion into part of a larger global conflict between France and Britain. Britain suddenly had to consider the American war within the context of its global strategic interests, in Europe, in the Caribbean, and in the Indian Ocean. From that perspective New England suddenly appeared much less important than the southern colonies, which were vitally linked to the thriving Caribbean economy (whose slave-based plantation system produced enormous wealth for both the French and the British). This led the British cabinet even to contemplate and implicitly adopt a strategy in which the British retained the southern colonies but lost New England. Second, the British also had to entertain the possibility of a French or combined French-Spanish threat, either to the British Isles or Gibraltar. This possibility led the admiralty to call back a significant part of the fleet in North America. Finally, the British had to consider the possibility that the French might threaten British interests in India and reverse the British gains of the Seven Years War. 

What the French offered the colonists is pretty straight-forward: much needed money, material, and - most important - a navy (which the Continental Congress did not possess). In addition, the Americans gained legitimacy from French recognition, though it is not clear just how important that was to the outcome. For their part, the French supported the colonists primarily as a means of furthering its own interests vis-à-vis the British. Britain was France's most important rival at this point and the American Revolution seemed to offer the French a chance to reverse some of the results of the Seven Years War.An American alliance offered hope of commercial relations that might strengthen French interests in the Caribbean. Widening the conflict would also necessarily stretch British resources to the breaking point, thus opening up further strategic opportunities. 

There is thus no little irony in the common argument that the British actually benefitted in the long run from the loss of the colonies, while the debt that the French monarchy contracted in the war hobbled it to the extent of provoking the financial crisis that ultimately led to the French Revolution and the destruction of the Old Regime in France.

Strange as it might seem the French Revolution is often pointed to as a turning point in military history. What exactly was revolutionary about the Revolution with respect to the conduct and nature of war? 

Correct Answer: 
 It is strange, at least for those unaccustomed to the kinds of military history that go beyond operations, because the critical issues are primarily political - the shift in the locus of sovereignty from king to nation, and the consequent redefinition of the king's subjects as citizens of the nation. With respect to the "nature" of war, this altered what wars were "about" in the sense that wars were increasingly perceived as being more about national conflict than, say, dynastic interests. With respect to the conduct of war, the political rights of citizens also came with obligations (this is common in French concepts of rights: no rights without duties, the one necessarily entails the other) and in particular the obligation as a citizen to defend the nation in times of need. Thus, the citizen-soldier. At least in theory, this opened the way to the "nation in arms" - the idea that an entire nation might be mobilized for the purposes of warfare.  

It also arguably led to a significant shift in tactics, since citizens were held to serve voluntarily in contrast (somewhat paradoxically) to professionally recruited soldiers, who were believed to require severe discipline to remain in the ranks. Thus, a less disciplined but more highly motivated. One effect of the French Revolutionary wars was to convince many in Europe that the former was more effective than the latter. I say arguably because it is by no means clear that this actually describes either Old Regime or revolutionary armies. All the same, the general idea points to the future development of massive conscript-based armies and large reserves of "citizen-soldiers," the kinds of armies that became the norm in late-nineteenth-century Europe.

I might add that all this explains why the "republican" (or what we would term the democratic - in this context republican means non-monarchical) tradition in countries like France closely associated "republicanism" with conscript-based armies and a national-service requirement. Until quite recently all French male citizens had to serve in the armed forces and the most important opposition to the move to a professional force came from the left, which saw the abolition of the conscript army as undermining republican values.

What is meant by the concept of the "nation-in-arms"? 

Correct Answer: 
 The "nation-in-arms" refers to the idea that when a sovereign "nation" is at war, the entirety of that nation's resources and human power are at the nation's (or government's) disposal. We saw this concept in the French Revolution with the Levée en masse; it arguably is not fully realized until the First World War, when the industrialized states of Europe effectively mobilized their populations and harnessed their economies to the war effort.

Describe some of the key elements of the Napoleon's way of warfare (that is, explain the distinctive features of Napoleonic warfare or, what amounts to the same, explain some of the things that explain his success in waging war). 

Answer 

Selected Answer: 
[None Given]

Correct Answer: 
 The central concept behind Napoleonic warfare is the idea that a campaign should be directed at the enemy's strongest point with the idea of destroying it. Unlike many of his predecessors, who often emphasized wars of maneuver fought over many years (so that in a single campaign one might hope to gain an incremental advantage), Napoleon consistently sought out the decisive battle. He was in some ways lucky in that, at least until his later years, he was usually able to gain political advantage from his many battlefield victories. But all that did was to reinforce the idea that warfare was all about the decisive battle - win the battle and win the war. 

Whatever the value of this concept (and I think it is limited in most wars), it certainly served Napoleon well. One reason is that he was a truly outstanding operational commander. One of his most important innovations was to adopt a corps organization of his army (see the relevant question for more), which gave him enormous operational flexibility. Still, not everyone would have used the instruments at his disposal as effectively as Napoleon. It is true that he enjoyed local superior in many of his battles. But that is exactly the point: he operated so as to achieve local superiority (and thus the likelihood of victory) in his battles. This is the significance of one of his most famous sayings, God favors the side with the most battalions. As a man of little faith, Napoleon did not really think that it was God who arranged such things. Rather, it was the commander - the idea was to give yourself the best chance in battle (and with the technology of the day, the best chance lay with the side with the most troops).

Napoleon is also known for his tactical skill, especially with artillery placement (he began his career as an artillery officer), but I tend to think that what he did in battle was secondary to how he got his forces to the place of battle and arranged things so as to force or entice his opponents into the decisive battles he sought out.

What are "line-ahead" tactics? 

Answer 

Selected Answer: 
[None Given]

Correct Answer: 
 "Line-ahead" tactics refer to a naval tactical maneuver developed in the 16th and 17th centuries whereby a squadron of ships would array themselves in a line so as to maximize the amount of firepower (the "broadside") that could be delivered against a target. The line would first pass the target along one side, thus discharging the guns on one side of the ship. In theory the line could the come about and discharge the guns on the other side of ship while the first side reloaded.

What happened at the battle of Saratoga and why did it matter? 

Answer 

Selected Answer: 
[None Given]

Correct Answer: 
 At the battle of Saratoga (or more properly, the battles of Freeman's Farm and Bemis Heights), a British army under the command of General John Burgoyne was defeated and forced to surrender (the surrender took place at Saratoga on October 17, 1777). This defeat of an army invading from Canada spelled the end of Britain's "northern" strategy. It forced the British to reconsider its strategy up to then (to defeat the Americans in the north where the rebels were thought to be strongest) and it thereafter adopted a "southern" strategy in which the American war was placed into the context of Britain's wider strategic priorities.

What were the "army corps" introduced by Napoleon? 

Answer 

Selected Answer: 
[None Given]

Correct Answer: 
 Due to its enormous size and subsequent unwieldiness, Napoleon subdivided his "army" into more manageable units called army corps. These corps were made up of a two or more "divisions" - the smallest unit able to operate on its own - and were not permanent establishments but rather temporary organizations that gave Napoleon a great deal of operational flexibility - he could make them larger or smaller by attaching or detaching divisions and they could operate independently.

It is commonly argued that new concepts of citizenship and the idea of the "citizen-soldier" made possible new tactical methods, such as the more widespread use of skirmishers. Why? 

Answer 

Selected Answer: 
[None Given]

Correct Answer: 
 The basic idea is that notions of citizenship made for a more motivated soldiery, since the soldier was now fighting for something that he (in the vast majority of cases) was now a part of (since the "citizen" possesses a share of "sovereignty" - in this sense citizenship was equated with political rights and notions of popular or national sovereignty). That meant that the kinds of physical discipline that Old Regime armies typically employed to keep their soldiers in line could be abandoned since the soldier himself could be relied on stick with the job, as it were. In theory, this allowed for more flexible tactics and the more widespread use of skirmishers, though this also reflected the fact that "citizen-soldiers" were typically less well-trained than their professional counterparts and were not capable of complex tactical maneuver.  

All of these developments can be exaggerated in the moment (things don't ordinarily change overnight except in the kinds of propaganda prints that I showed in class) but they do tend to describe the general trends.

What was new about early-modern European ships that made them such exceptional instruments of warfare? 

Answer 

Selected Answer: 
[None Given]

Correct Answer: 
 Two aspects of these ships altered their capabilities. In the first place, the method of construction from the frame out made for structurally stronger ships. Second, new methods of rigging, known as the "full rig," which combined square and triangular sails, made for much more maneuverable ships more capable of sailing into the wind. The former made these vessels sea-worthy and capable of long-distance sailing; it also made it possible for them to carry very heavy armaments, which made them powerful instruments of warfare. The latter meant that they were capable of navigating the most difficult waters and situations.

Explain the impact of railroads on the conduct of warfare. 

Answer 

Selected Answer: 
[None Given]

Correct Answer: 
 Railroads compressed time and space for large number of troops. They could be employed to carry very large forces great distances (and allowed those troops to arrive in the theatre fresh, if not exactly always in good shape if in the reserves); railways could be employed to supply those forces; and they allowed those forces to be moved rapidly within a given theatre. For the first time armies were liberated, so to speak, from some of the logistical restraints imposed by natural sources of power. In that sense, railways were what made practicable the enormous increase in the overall size of the European armies of the second half of the nineteenth century.

What technological factors best explain Europe's globally dominant position in the second half of the nineteenth century? 

Answer 

Selected Answer: 
[None Given]

Correct Answer: 
 There are any number of possible answers to this question but in class I emphasize steam power (as employed in ships), which allowed European states to project power overseas; and new weaponry - breech-loaded guns and chemical explosives - that resulted in a significant gap in the tactical capabilities of European and most non-European militaries.

The main advantage of the breech-loading rifle over the smooth-bore musket was 

Answer 

 Greater range 

Greater ease of loading 

Greater accuracy

Correct Answer:
    All of the above 

Despite patterns of global European military dominance in the nineteenth century, one non-European nation bucked the trend in this war: 

Answer 

Correct Answer:
    Russo-Japanese War 

In the mid-19th century, what communications innovation allowed commanders to control movement of their forces at a distance? 

Answer 

Correct Answer:
    Telegraph 

Austerlitz 

Answer 

Correct Answer:
    Is considered one of Napoleon's greatest victories 

